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The Study of Organizational Capabilities and Performance:
A Socio-technical Perspective

Student: Yu-Chia Kao Advisor: Chyan Yang

Institute of Information Management

National Chiao Tung University

Abstract

The goal of organiziation development lies in creating value and continuing survival.
Therefore, a business needs to have the capability to integrate, learn, and transform the
resources it has. Nowadays, due to the dynamic business competition, organizational learning
speed has often represented the source of competition advantage. The key factors to succeed
are based on absorbing new knowledge and transfer it into practices faster than rivals. In
impacting factors of organizational learning, information technology capabilities can

tactically adjust organizational resources and procedures in dynamic business environment;

social factors can enhance knowledge interaction and understanding, to achieve the objective
of organizational learning. Thus, this study considers different types of resources in the
organization which influence the organizational learning process from a knowledge capability
view, and integrates socio-technical perspective by investigating the relationship between

organizational capabilities, organizational learning, and performance.

The results show that both technical-based organizational capabilities and socio-based
organizational capabilities have a positive impact on organizational learning. The effects of
organizational learning have a significant symbiotic relationship with organizational
performance. Meanwhile, socio-based organizational capabilities contribute to improving
organizational performance and technical-based organizational capabilities not to influence
organizational performance directly. Moreover, organizational learning plays a critical role

between organizational capabilities and organizational performance.

Keywords: resource based view, socio-technical perspective, organizational capability,

organizational learning, structural equation modeling, item parcel.
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™= AR

1.2 F 5 # o (techno-centric)

i
|

ML Y S BEE E AR S AR Y AR Ik SRk SRR
B RETE R
2.1 4 % ¢« (human-centric)

ALY S L BER A i S e - A € T AR (b D R 3 Bt 2 B e

A 3 n) kAT B S (7 TR e B A B o



34k ¢ — H LR (socio-technical )
AL E — HATRLELD Tt A BRLELY B @ T rs A E L e @ - BREL A

R g s A N E B A ) S BREERE B o s o
Taylor & Felten (1993) » #% 1> #73 ehle %‘«*MJ* € —HiF i F Bl e 7 -

B kst Wi o g Do - BARE AR A A 1 aad o i R A

m* _ﬂvv

R e R EEPEE S 3o A0 P REFDORE R
i T re W S FAA T ERT ARE AR B IR g 4 o i H b

Yr B Emehd M g o d TE22 WP F A B kT s > B kit o

/
’
5
T Ay
% ; .

i

HiTa 4k

B]2-2 A4+ g BB HopE ko sz T 58]
AL %R Bancroft (1992) ~ m 2 & (2005)

Bhatt (2001) 4 &1 Hpise 127 i€ e AL E F]S R
¢ .3.&137%& Ao LR e T ke EN AR T ol ﬂi et fgﬁj@qt 3 _3_@37%&15 Hp
WL RERORIR o T AP A PR G BRL L uE A ¢

B S BT R 0 KT s AR G °

@
jp-ali
I
=3
*,m

“sd
B
e
m

Fz & wRaeir 4 (Organizational knowledge capabilities)
3

G EE T AR R/ EA R e A B R R

13 & %k o Ulrich and Lake (1990)3% 5 £ i‘%‘iéi Hp e F2 R gy 4 o gy A
FREE AR Al esE i 4 (competencies) 0 I i SR iE R T B ek 2 F
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Foo g EAEPGEGUERRR 2D BH DR L F

EEE SR S EIENE TR R Y E T B )
P F IS N E S S P R BRI R
LGRS > FEFRERG om0 F Al MR IR AT
FREMERE o L p o fEFRE WL LT 0 T A BRRG i kAR

£ & % g3 (Nonaka, 1994 ) » @ #-o3s &

capital ) > b’“réﬁ A g R A

K Q:FLQ fﬂf\-""‘\‘ ¥R GE Q’La fﬂfrpa VAR (}g 4~ leEﬁl —l_? N /”\ N ) { ;’»3? v LA

B e 4 (Dawson, 2000) A7 3 1395 & § F I e chd B AT T ST A L

P W E - BEEERY P G R E iﬂgﬂé_'? 2R

4o £ 2-4 -
304 mEE 4 ik
FiEH R LY

Dierickx & Cool Mo NIRRT IR A A A R e 4 o g

(1989) 4 4% 40 e Bk en) 7 F 38 (routines ) ¥2 % (practlces)
¢ 5, 0 ;’@.%Lf” 2 E Tiguﬁ_nﬁ °

Ulrich & Lake(1990)  legiaE = B p iigqpdzie fochag 4 > pbag 4 7 P FHE 4
A £l féflﬁ%‘«% K 3 (competencms) » TR ke F‘«;’% i
o B ek 2 oo

Grant(1991) Fh - BFRRGERSF R Y o st kp
Tihote %Fl“ﬂb A E R B DR o

Stalk et al.(1992) -~ E R ERAE XML

Amit & Schoemaker
(1993)

Teece et al.(1997)

Gold et al. (2001)

Soo BREARR AL M,ew » P R S
Foa - radidze a4 o T R AT Fla &

7 LRDRE -

ERIMFF LR FT ARG IS EE o Jp i
BForrengg 4 o

davpe s dd BRAINEY A A4 LR g
YO RMATHE G A g B P REAF SRR L
BF R Fllwma gy Lesid 2§ BREr i
& AH -

13

;JL)&)\ g ,713’17:»,“ j\i%xg.ig‘ lﬂ;Fﬁg

=

I RY T kAl N AT i 5 at i 4 (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990) ° £ & hd_» #75 rchfih (¢ 3 4vd) R385 B/ K7 !

A SRR F R AL F A (social



R w4k
King et al.(2001) L8R EEARR R B T AR "@f ta
BMEH G kP *‘Pfﬁ«v‘ Py B ABE > LR
frm kodlemigd TR ERRSET2 LR mfa‘?ﬁfr]
% L BER KR
Zott (2003) - BN T BGRARY i 4 0 e éﬁﬁin’f
WK A R 1 &_ﬁx"\"'mfﬂ’:ﬁ&F\ Rl

TR G R R B ARY o PFF R M D £ R A T E R Fliop e
k0 om R EF R LA T RS T A DIERF & £]3T - Donoghue et al. (1999) &~

)gkc‘ w3 P T T R m EF S ﬁ%& EEEIE SN TR Gt gﬁk_ﬁ# .
g2 v HRAE o Gold et al, (2001) 47 vk g 4 ¢ FEAAG 4 L AR 4 A0
o B TRy 24 S R E R i A # L 4 © Lee and Choi (2003)
Pl &) iR Arih I & JE PN R AL 6 5 SR > POATRLEE Y T L AT Lok
S LA AL G BB Y B o L A g R 3R S B
SRR FROSANIE 2 G Ep g B C R g R

(Davenport et al., 1998) » * # it fwihit 4 430 w gz (Gold etal, 2001) % % i

S

% (Chuang, 2001) & A F 2 B 5 o

Flb o AT WELE O AL G B HGREE  fe R il 4 TR 2473 e

- ik g R# a4 (Social-based organizational capabilities)
(1) FHp+o@sa 4 (Structural Knowledge Capability, SKC)

- FEROREALE RS U e e g g d (Gold et al., 2001 ;
Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) # ] % 3> Lee & Choi (2001)~ % ¥ # | :T Ichijo et al. (1998)
AREFENMPREZFRR - RG> Rk Pair@a g b Y o B
FlFE R AR R %zr’ﬁ’ﬁllﬁv AL (blde s B ‘———’Jfr' ¥ ¥ ¢ ) (Hall, 2001) -
1 %S (bl4e: 1 iF5n42fr “Ba” ) (Nonaka & Konno, 1998) » & 5t Ti:}ﬂ £ ()4 -
472 R R]) (Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004) » izt 4 F]+ F 1P ga ™ 54 k6 37
G & RaE 2 - BREROHIR o i 4 (SKC) g BE P BT
o (Blde D R 5T 0 PR B S 07 S R B L AT
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Pd )t e T 0 Ak § B S s Y B 4 - BAF £ R0
A
BEmA -

(2) % i &@kat 4 (Cultural Knowledge Capability, CKC)
R ehY v 4 FEMOBEL - R4 > RFEo R 1 30§ Ehitse (Debowski,
2006) > » AR5 {E%\«#&ﬁvﬂ“;ﬁégﬂ FEREEDPEFF o Fg- BHRHY

» 5’—\_&1%‘« g Eardac 4 1 oahyte (Davenport et al., 1998) o Debowski  (2006) 385
BEHPIAHAR A N AFME OB G TR AL - BATORE AR
B B oS S ATIOR RS o F o e e EEY FR e Zipk B

-

IBT L 0 TR PNE IR G ke (LR o @ ,.:,f%‘% NN B T 4 -;;t*{
AR B 0 e P LR O VR S R R g R KR B ARTRE  w RT A
DY e mRe ARE S - B ER e ABEER 1A oS F o
(Holsapple and Joshi, 2001 ) -

v e (CKO)E- A #FefERadni s BIH & irmedn

B0 GER SSN SO M AR A BOARR il 4 o F]pt 0§ okehe vkl 4 H0ALE

zF&dfc'«eJ,«“ 4 rﬁ@é&s}#j s P_*ﬁ #B@ﬁi}i ﬁjﬁéf?_‘i% o

(3) * R @it 4 (Human Knowledge Capability, HKC)

v J Al e ,? Foakenyrw (Holsappleand Joshi, 2001) » F] 5 _4 B g wases o
FA@o FP o B R A AR A oI 2y £ & o (O'Dell & Grayson, 1998) - @ e
SRR KRR R AT HE ARt Sr i FE o

O’Dell & Grayson (1998) # JI B} ~ % %E B hfofept LB Eaoaid g »eaniys » & &
BEREF o A Rar@ia ARG IFEA B AR s B S f SR T

R fTE e Al B Bt o Tt o 4R Sratil 4 4 AR HAk g ka4
2L -

A AT UFR - B A E BREE 4 S B
(D) AFE TR ERALERASELF RS (2) AFEL A FE LD
HehF BNV LB AFTEORY > (3) AIERIA RERT R ORITE S fopIATH E L AF
AL HL o
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Pk A e i 4 (Technical-based organizational capabilities)
RIS 2IRT FRAET > TASE L L p iesg (Glazer, 191) > § Fheofe F
CEIERFRFTROFSASGS FL0 - RAFEL D FE AL AT RS A
ALk F 0 ﬁ&sm%%%%%a%$¢W%ﬁ4{ﬁwﬁi%iﬁﬂﬁﬁ
¢ 5 Hill and Jones (2004) 25 £ FhFRME E* Fihea 4 ¥ 3 & F abira
4’ag%&%ﬁJ%?uéﬁi%%ﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁ}@°ﬂﬁ’ & E DT BT 4
A%g o ffu%ﬁé‘i RMERAE* EPNINDENT A 0 4 :j‘f‘uﬁ'»j“réﬁ eATEs o B oAR e A9 Aad

A H b oaAp e = (Itami, 1987) ©

» Hilk -
> E£Ri H
&%
! Ak
K & "
YY) o e — Lol Ridis [ PAEH )
1 ) ¥
AR R
. L
| waga |
1 KA N

B 2-3 3L Hv
F# %R © Hill and Jones (2004) 5 4+ (2007)

Fd REEES E BAER e }gJ% » & 35 1 (74 (Glazer, 1991) ~ % (Leonard-Barton,
1995) ~ 33 41 5 & g (Mitcham and Mackey, 1983) » 2% i & 10 85 3 fhjiray 4 1% 5 §F
B-BOPEBET AR SR E D4 hF BT AR F LD PP T
2 chg 4 - Tippins & Sohi (2003) B4F 3 FIHLMFL 4 PF > 0 4 5 = BHfs > SEF
WA A T e Zenz BAEE T as (IT knowledge) ~ 73t ki iv (IT
operations) ~ F 3 F ki i (IT objects) P F R R - BRI BT R G :E‘_,E_?%‘
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B2 &% FRAPLL L ih- BHEEIR - 2= F4- 27 > BB RE > 5 ad
FARE TR (b TR FIRE) > R EATLG AR AR ST AR
B B R R BB D PR AL B TR 4 BT A

P G L iR o

(1) F3uspraras (IT knowledge)
EAT AR F - SO TBIF TR R R R o BT A A BT S 4T 2
B A AR R RRARHAE LAY M- sk mEiofd @ ¥ L4
- farg e~ 2 5 £ i o (Davenport et al., 1998) o P AT AIR T A 5 - fE
iz & i aieEk A i (Capon and Glazer, 1987) » Taylor (1971) #-Hjsarad a & 5 B_#
FEDFpH P ek E'J'fr:}ifrﬁ%i o AT Y FAMH AL T A i

st E (4o Bk ) A MR o

(2) F3 & iF (IT operations)

FTAHGTE T At - 21 FEf 7 AL - A AR
(Granstrand, 1982) - Tippins & Sohi (2003) 5! * Nelson etal. (1967)&~ F » 5 #&
MEE D LR G RAU Y EERPEINEEF SR N2L Z o Capon and
Glazer (1987) + 35 #iei- @ p h@i2 foh 3> P ohs 57 23 F0p (5
4ot A &) o PIE T AR 5 - AP P RO IR R A #
FREA L o ALY TALMEITAL EFE P R P TIPSR FED F 2 LS TR
- fEEL e
(3) Fa s 2 (IT objects)

BEFERY > FAPEF FELAPFRFHREF DL LY ARAZ L TG
#HwENLY HF ARG~ F T (Glazer, 1991) o Ty i Gl 1 B - 45> #fes § E B
BT s GEFE R T o AT P TR 2N R F T G Ak S B it

WA AR
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I & 2xF Y (Organizational learning)

Bomleddd BAores B BERANEY RS REFY  BABEEY S5
dFT A ARRARE IR G S BiE e poo Au A R R R A R
PIVE B AHE SR 0 T L e R E Y (Senge, 1990 ; Grant, 1996)

&ﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬁﬁT’*?&ﬁAﬁkﬁﬁ$§?ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%#ﬁ%
J& (Ulrich et al, 1993 ; Nevis et al., 1995) o F|pt » ¥ b 8 35 { B fgdtio o, &%

P ane WERE) ool N BT T mf.%‘«fl%{— B =% 7 e B (Ulrich et al., 1993) -

E:F‘«%‘? ¥ Pt & R4z p Argyris and Schon (1978) 05 4 #a %> ] 1990 # Senge #
SRAF Y A BT E R B R Y TR B R A fie £ g T B eh R 5
AL BAEY FA AL EER LY o

Bergman et al. (2004) %5 - B3l e s cnff 4 & - T L W 8N & Foteh
AEBERIFATEFDESEE Y FEE 5 King (2001) » &M e wF Y LR Y A e
e nE R G e 0 PA (L ﬁ%\« fe A TR R R P IRIR B Pk % i o Lee et al.

*nS

(2005) A ;ﬁﬂ FEY eN=2K 2 HEY 2 mRi A PR N Feregd e WP s g
REdaveg o PREAETFEEE LIRTEOER G 4 Lo L@ Ry B oL L A
#_ (Inkpen and Tsang, 2005) c F]o* » e & Y Ao g2 g @ G & BE - 5330
N Fde adF e ﬁ—hrr*—klfjgﬁ)s;}%,ﬁilb‘_ﬁ?ﬁi &% (Lee et al., 2005) > R S
FREL AT EFETBOLL LR o

TALSE AL AT K PPN RE Y T T .

# 2-5 BHEFY e
L P ET e
Argyris & Schon (1978)  ini 238y I % & ﬁ%“«‘? HERBBEYF 2 BFAE
L PFE o BB TR PIEET 2 FR > T EH S
do i iR e

Senge (1990) M H » 8 ¥ (single-loop learning) N T4
(double-loop learmng) LA o ﬁ F Tk i
AT DR R e % - AR A2 ‘% SRR IS
1 o

Huber (1991) PR T AIL s R L T S R
&%\q g 7o
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3025 wHEY hiE (F)

T IFIIERE
Garvin (1993) CEY S R ICE JIE D SN & HarE s Yigam i3 o

HiFamuk f@;ﬁ‘mfr'?g\-f B4 guEAe o
Slater & Narver (1995)  SFw 58§ ejnfz 2 B3 L BR P 5 pF i
dE2as FEs 2 i Sl flo SEF Y AN

B o

Grant (1996) EHEY EN AL paaeat o, XA F G & b ki
LodpFd o

Lam (2001) K= BRR RS Y GuEd a4 (capacities) ~

A% (processes) ~ P H(objective) » FiEXR = BARR D
YR R S S e S
Ruiz-Mercader et al. BALSIFL A G ¥ ST AR BRF Y 2L
(2006) L2 MG FMFTAHG 120 F “ R o e
kB o

SR B

HHeFmF Y P F  FHPs N EBERFY AR Sy i o Argyris
and Schon (1978) & ¥ chifze 7w BFFE ¢ (1)% W(discovery) © # I g %
BRS04 R (2)% E(invention) © AT s L FETF B L AT A hfEid > &
(3)#4 7 (production) © # 7 #78 E 1) K enfz = % (4)F£ 1 (generalization) @ =iz i3 0
B T -2 e~ “‘ RFTR I b2 ”Rﬁ" ? o Huber (1991) & rasapalhil & E'_*ikéf ¥
A G e BN Arash £ & (knowledge acquisition) ~ 3 4% i (information distribution) -

)ﬂ

7 3 fz ¥ (information interpretation) ¥2 ‘e B 2z Jf (organizational memory) ° Slater and
Narver (1995)#-3z - 42 B =~ % BB D B P 00 P INF M KR (738w 2 BB B F
%ﬁd BRI AR T TIANTH 2 A R £ 3T B R B 17 fRF
BRE IR REE BT AR L Baarat (et e se gk stz ¥ (Tippens and Sohi,
2003 ; Lopez et al., 2004 ) -

Lopez et al. (2004) 25 & % i %iﬁ‘h{ﬁ&-_ﬁl%k pE GO E AR AL L T 2
EREE e W A e S Pﬁﬁﬂé)gkﬁﬂﬁ;&;i?/}%‘r BRI R TR
B gynge s PR ETAE Y crkE (Pemberton et al.,2001) o« T B 2-4 T & IR
Bl 2 b e R Y A

Bl PR FR BREY L EFA A FRY AP Y £ &4 o Lopezet
al.(2004) 3% 5 Frt B IR AR T et m s - B FH e SF Y AR o AT T
F¥ ARk B2 o~ o R — PR RS 4 BRF Y Sz F
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2 Mo

Individual _ Acquisition Transfer Integration . Organizational
Knowledge " Knowledge
Information Information Shared

Acquisition > Dissemination ™ Interpretation

Organizational

Memory

®]2-4 _E_F‘« B3 AR
TR KR - F & p Huber, 1991 : Slater and Narver, 1995; Jerez-Gomez et al., 2005

. EE

¥~ & & x (Organizational Effectiveness)

IEEEEY SR AR 2 R T SRR P
#

L2

FW - WE LR FAUR A R R R Rl Y UL ERETA

d2 2k o d B REIGEREATR Y gt AL PN FEFT A T AT

=

-

B4 5 A7 e 2 3% o Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986) % sxehfis g >

sty e RIEE R 7 Marsse s ¥ 5 f ot = 84 © Youndt et
e

mmh(9%)”%**Fé%ﬂ%2?ﬁw%ﬁﬁﬁﬁiiﬁ’1“%T%%¥ i

=

ed
FRESFIIAR I Gu T LeRp £ &R
e CREEBTAR ?ﬂjﬁjﬁlaﬁ“mrﬁ?ﬁ* N A ST 1) I O S| U
e B4 s (Perceived Market Performance ) » @ 45 (74850 4 ~ & & & & & ~ a4
" &S HiEG 5 o Lee and Choi (2003) fswag @ApM AT @ > R & £ 2

AP KR BB FE G T AATAER AR AR B B P s



I BIEP RFE E’_*)%‘« &

-§g$§ gtk AT B fRIIE R B ST AR R 0 AT

b W BN Rk A o BAPTE S €35 i
=zl

SACRENCER $ %P5 ETE £ S R CE SR SN

Fi%y

e ik

Venkatraman and
Ramanujam (1986 )

Youndt et al. (1996)

Delaney and Huselid
(1996)

Lee and Choi (2003)

NS

A &/ PRAR &R s AT A &/ ATIRAR R~ B3I RTR
1A N A :g%wx TER 1 4 BEERRAR
PRAER12 F’*mr‘aéx,fa~ o pptz FFenpd ik
AT

7 4 4 ﬁ%¢%$~ﬁﬂﬁ4~ﬁ%@¢$
FHEG F o RIFTRR SRR R~ Bl 4
Hip o
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B R TR TR ARSI XL g

AT EY AFTEESF S F 2 FRAF
FYyHeByrt2 Bk $- &30P A LF

— PRI 0 FF o AR 4 s
;#ﬁ,ﬁ;&ﬁ;ﬁggmﬁ%ﬁ%mﬁpziéﬁpiﬁﬁ’¥£*ﬁﬂ%%&ﬁ

FELTERERFERT > S &R P FTHRAUEE L4707 2 o

F-8 FIER
B R S R L S S R A
(Yang and Chen, 2007) ° Teece (2000)z% 3 "‘F‘L‘ WF R MR EE N R
Af?%%;f]’# Ev&—k»ﬂ’-rﬁ, 3%k e A5 ?};ﬂ Hitt et al.(2001) 7= ;fFI FE ?fﬁlfﬁﬁii?ﬁﬁ q;?
o i ARG L BE e A AR S SR ABEAOEE R e $407 BREER
SF - LT R B B L B 5 R RS

Y N R s T
Tippens and Sohi (2003) % 3 @ 4 Rl g eh e su peimic # (IT competency) ¥+ ke
FEYERFDPWE A0 FTTRES L F ARG b
f¥ enif i 22 & ¥ (Janz and Prasarnphanich, 2003 ; Lopez et al., 2004) ~ w8k chp F 4 2
* R 3 &2 id % & 8 7% (Llorens Montes et. al., 2005)~ & ?ﬁﬁigme;q)g;;;r/ﬁ;qu RPN

TR AR E LRI 2 *Jff‘r’f‘-" e oo M iR B E RS a4 g iR iEAR Y o
PARF Y PpwFE? 4L & & 4 (Tippins and Sohi, 2003) -
EHEY AEY A Ee A EG MR 2 G IFY F A ARE Y T
#7 31 (Calantone et al., 2002 ; Janz and Prasarnphanich, 2003 ; Tippins and Sohi, 2003 ; Lopez
et al., 2004 ; Llorens Montes et al., 2005) > * % # & 3 » & ¥ i 55 o Jerez-GOmez et al.
(2005) =% 3¥F = _E'J]%‘« BYam i PERNEZE P b ko L EFFEET 4
oo harEk L AA#BEA(KBV)adwE g @ o E:,%‘« it E SRR hE R SR o0 F
5 FROTEE B RELE e R Rl R R % &4 (Chuang, 2004; Yang and Chen, 2007)
iz %‘« sz 7 (Gold et al., 2001) 2. B et o B % 0 305 ,f‘.,.,?uf] TS (O g ok S )
FREk T B REY R ERPFENPTRE LS DR GREE > 2
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L’,_ﬁ‘%‘d i A ‘L‘,_ﬁ‘%‘d%? i el & % ‘% Jimﬁfrb I"J’ %3..'\‘ 21 pa %> 7\1-\— (5 2 i AE=m v & mlj Y ;ﬁ%{o
Tippens and Sohi (2003) #74& 1! &7 7 2 4 » & e » B2 58

*~
Boooa g FF 0 RS TR AL ¢k SLenLE o kR A

P2 B o AT 2 FEARACRI3-10ron

B 3-1 5 %4

71

Ry g o AT RNT B Y BE o » BEFHAR G A#H e 4 BURAH
BHAA C BRE YN ERA B e L] BT

NEEYr o R R )

T A #E 3K (IT infrastructure) £ 9 o g L E & ohE £ 426 © Davenport
W P B F T HURE A il g
B TP A S e 0 GRG0 TR TR 2 R L R R R R
ié’@?@%ﬂ?%ﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ



JLE’_%‘«g Vomgy Lyt e g Y Fd o kg 2y
salE s SRR P S ok (N R E R R i R SRR
e A e ~ (Wiig, 1994) o » 3‘}%‘{;% e :}ijﬁ’l}_f‘:ﬁ_ﬁ‘%} I EE o D O
g2 2 5y 4 (Bharadwaj, 2000) °
Flgt o AT NS - B RS RFF PN A A B 4 B e
CEN RS X LINE-ILs € Sk TN SR T S I S (-

N ‘ffa‘fikg i3 e ‘E",F, R Ed

Slater & Narver (1995) %5 S enF 3 5 4 v J9 3 F 28 PP 33 5 22 (B de

—

ROI~ {2 5) o & 3 gt S P enii 2~ L 50 F 4 51 5 hiquie
BT BT 4 o FI4F R (2005) 4 LACRAIATHATA BB L R HE Y ok
BooLam (2001) 33 e F Y npEG g E£2 5 RSP ugocy A% A
TR S UL VR SRR LI R

ERFYRAFTEY RGBT RAMAGERY B L AFT RSB
B R ¥E 2 #?‘«ﬁ S .H_Tsk R Ea
B2 ppFend Tomgy  Hn Temgx, jrepeo
= TAg AR S N TeREY | 2B

Janz and Prasarnphanich (2003)3% % 2238 ¥ § B £ (L om F ek T ejpds - 5 3 o

P
[

=

o

e

)

BPEHEY 4 FSEE P B B 3 6 »I*{pru R Ee s
FER I Se .?«k%‘;‘ Wend 85 8 513 o 154k 9032 ¥ King (2001) 74 4 T 2 A gk
FLig 3‘%‘« # % (learning by social system) | e{% 4 4p i€ ° Llorens Montes et al. (2005) =
PR RS S ER TN IR R FE SEL R R R F R L
ek IR o

i J% Chuang (2004)chZ K& A5 > H ¥ Ab ¢ L AFraha 4 ¢ 452 it vy 4
(CKC) » “T#f‘?’** e 3 (SKC)YZ 4 f amigtic 4 (HKC) » 3 %2 18 % e MLH T R
(& a2 L ehy ,;r/ﬁaﬁ%ﬁ‘i’”m# [ B~ e iz B e B (%) 0 00 s S P AR

T o ﬂkfj # =B /%F"-’j\}fﬂ‘v_}ﬁ géﬁt f"«sb’; Bl ‘Fkéfsﬂ 2B % o
CERR WS K L X AAe a4 ) r:sgf%k% ¥

’ /2‘
LIS -
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ST TR T o e 4 (K H A HN A )T T A
AL T i 4 (A A AL ¢ DR B iR R e R e by

BEE 4R S AP R R R R LS R A L

ﬁﬁ

4ﬁ+ﬁ*”:ﬂ~ﬂ%&xw*ﬁ% PR R P e REY

W mBABIR R LR DT REE S LR AR SR
LTRSS FS o F o AR T A BEGR
B 4T AH e 4 B8 TRy P 4
AT S DR E A L S E

E=t
[
%
4

34

‘EZ—?:S r B l‘%ﬂ WH é/{J °

BT sk

34

£ PEKCLTEAN SRS

Byp b - EATRNF T EREER AT HEFR L Rl f 0 (- ) HFA#e
B s (C) AgAH S A ~(2) BEEY B (r) BRI T ML WP
PR E o
-~ PR A e

7 3 #jt(information technology, IT) 8 je shi 4§ # 3L cnE & TR > @ S i jis 2k

N

A 4 RIF PO N PO R D3 2% % 0 Tippins & Sohi (2003) #-FF i e 4 4

P2 OBAEA D TR TRAE R TR 2 AR SR ?ew
B e A BRHER T FREMET 3 6 BMERIT ) FTREESEE § 5 B

ERA > ZUER T BHREAGFEL -

= A ARG

At € z’i’;@iﬂﬁ%‘« it 3 $84 > Lee & Choi (2003)% Chuang (2004) #-H » % %ﬁf‘_ .
it ARz BHA S AT HEY Gold et al. (2001) ~ Lee & Choi (2003) £ Chuang
(2004)2 713 > B B4 BIFEd 4 BRIER A KGR SH v 2 L fama 4 o

AR EER S Ay AN

’ﬁtE’.%‘«% 3 384 > Lopezetal. (2004) 305 — B % B enle 4«% WinAR % e S v B f?
Ao mEE DAENEE S AoBATh > VR R e uq B A RER L - BRELEES
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Fyie@rgd 27 wBiE . maiaise %%\xa:]ﬁ/w We 7 5 BRERIE o

=M,
=
I

e GABRENT N ELETHEAGERL

Mok, AFREHVABAL L1 TP Rd A AR o £ EF [ - AT
P ara) SR e 4 @ s ¥ 5

B reenFE 0 A & 4 Tippins & Sohi (2003) » # % & Choi & Lee (2002) 2
oo e e BT AR Xy mlagonip itk 4

PR 6K NI BELFEL -

P2RE KRR o it AR ER RN HAHPFEFIEZF

>‘_
it
=
F_L
g
w0

Rehf ol FH R MG T RS LM AP LSS U2 A kAR

PSR E10 Lo BALPRERAYFE AABFLALISDER S

Bois AT L] RUA SRR Y PR ILAT £ 31 -
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131 7%k

R T 10 B 2 gk
A A A B EE Y w AR TR £ Gold etal. (2001) 5
ST dmspfReniid o 4ot 4 2 b8 Chuang (2004) ;
“ 7R Yang & Chen (2007)
- B E A o Blde D A AR - Gold etal. (2001) ;
SR w2 BB Al ATR B Chuang (2004)
i K Yang & Chen (2007)
~fEA R s 2 Bl e R Gold etal. (2001) ;
v i aeE AW R SRS S W s Chuang (2004) ;
Yang & Chen (2007)
EHARAPIT MR gt B0 225 Gold etal. (2001) ;
AR ArEkar 4 Chuang (2004) ;
Yang & Chen (2007)
A R TR TR E § - Gold etal. (2001) ;
«‘}iﬁﬁfﬁ_’\ﬁf’ X TALR OB fE 0 P PREEE* Zaoaie 5 Chuang (2004) ;
i P en N IER R B BEE R 0 £ Tippins & Sohi (2003) ;
PIE @ T ke 4 Yang & Chen (2007)
N — —«—\ i_ . . .
S i & %*&r i % Fapsk g aLs 52 Tippins & Sohi (2003)
=R - 7}@%‘5‘_,\,
g e— & EH AL A b 2 (] Tippins & Sohi (2003)
ol R R g PR

7 gt i

TP R A F T Rk s
Sk - R Ie A R
Sc PRI S 3D 3
RS- 3 S

=~

& e i IR AR L T

at
%
&\’\
c

|
e
F
=
1—3
%
flﬂ*-

~.

o
(b4

-

ﬁ*-;xz

é‘?ﬁjl‘i\'? H-= L e p = i
ﬁr' :}Erﬁﬂzg

Tippins & Sohi (2003)

Huber (1991)
Tippins & Sohi (2003) ;
Lopez et al. (2004)
Huber (1991) ;

Lopez et al. (2004)
Huber (1991)

Lopez et al. (2004)
Huber (1991) ;

Lopez et al. (2004)
Huber (1991) ;

Lopez et al. (2004)
Choi & Lee (2002) ;
Tippins & Sohi (2003)
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e o FTHREEELDE

AEIUEERESE SR EF TR OAES N RRAR L LR F L A
Q?U¢%ﬁ%ﬁ§ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁ:%¢WEﬁu LI PFEAEEWR R 1 L7
FT2F 2R A2 547 T2 R R o R ELLA XML 5-NMANAFT $Hheh
FAFHE e RBAFEF 27 RWE AL IR 52 NP REREFT G
AR IR REFTIZR

EEHAIES G 0 MY EREES R (structural equations model, SEM)
e3R8 >4 % LISREL 8.51 :& {747 7 Baflerge® » ¥ 4 12 SPSS 12.0 i {7 T A 7w B
¥ o B N - A S AT HAERT L R F 0 B BB & A n
P TR E AT, 8 TRASAT 0 B TARF R L AT ESFY P EREFAT B
a’ipfﬁﬁ&ﬁ%Tﬁﬁt
BEFrafhad 2 AATH e BELHFFIRBO2 T AATHE oo d T hHA

SPMRE IR BAARTR R H R0 PR E T HBE

_,»\r»

W

PRAREAZRFR o RT3 B0 ] H Al S E GRP R & S
SN GBRENRRT

(=) RBARAI

b T E - Pkt gk 2 TR & M- R
HE AP LR TR - RS A ik

¥
AT L3P B2 - 3k Cronbach’s o shigd4& % » &7 B

R AR R T AT
LIREREL R A
Cronbach’s o & % 78 F £
2P 3%- 3% 12483 o Nunnally (1978) 441 > — 44f 4 ¢Cronbach’s o &% + *0.7 >

PlEFERE R

(=) »2h A~ 47

»ef (Validity) £4p - fHE ¢ R RN ForBRFR 2T ehie ko - &
ek B 0 F O % 2% & (content validity ) £ 12 ﬁéi-ﬁ:)ii (construct validity) °
(1) p %22k
KSR Rl b BB R AA BRI A
N

i3 ETp R @;F%g"hp\ BEAE AL o 4ot T bR R



B S FGEapdEs s TRFIBREE R MO R Bita S LG
R RGRIE P Fr0R 0 LR - TP TR o
(2) &R

WA PRI PR S& G A RIE TG g L A TR AR FRTEA B
R Fenb 0 (R T RIIALT gE AL A7 B4 " Dl e apcR 8%
WP A 3R 0 F1R AT AEY A% NERER L TR D E o

AP TR BESFERS AN O ERR O NS L TFE LT
9 e aep B e % W22 R o

b RETRE LN F G X R M EL AR e
BEFRERE > FHANELFL G > TEEVREEL RS Rma ¥ F Y
Fd Y2 T REEFEFORAL AP DT RRPERL BT R RS DR
Mo R AL 2R o

L

\\\Xr

&
5 0

Il
s
F_L

2

*

N (1 A

PR P AR RER AP Rl AR R R L > ¢ A dT
B A CAG AW BEEV ARG T AR E S el BT
fRHARREH) o AT F LA Be4p B 4 47 (Pearson Correlation Analysis) & %% % #ic2. i

B wsr T ARk oo

w4 42050 4 19 (Structural Equation Model, SEM)

SEM % i d2 J# f % #ic(latent variable) & B 8 F1 % M G oh- At o472
Eood WEALRHEEZDBRTFE 0§ BB %% #ic(observed variable) FF fdt i @ 7 o 4
Fl4t SEM 32 is % 4 @ ¥ #-.5% (measurement model ) 27 & 1‘?%3-;\ (structural model)
B 3R o Pl E Bt I’f‘a‘ﬁﬁ%"%‘&f et B2 4T MR Eﬁﬂi&/? im0 FAR
B HEM TR AT 0 B R AR e R R R 2 TR ﬁﬁ&ﬁ*‘uf‘%
HHE @ 3 0 BT A 19 (path analysis) 4p 17 ($% 6k 52 > 2005) e

SEM % & 4 Bl crilsp Ad i s £ 45 » F1% M AimEs %o % A % - SEM
Pl %z d 2 B i) o g SEM el {inAe s ¢

HF—- L FBERAET
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HEo ?%%ﬁﬁﬂ%%ﬂ ¥ I )
HH=Z D RBES T EEARELFART R
ﬁ%wiLw#\ibﬁﬁfﬁ#*’%ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ#ﬁm@ib%ﬁc
Pz A B A B EREA TG R TR e BERRENBE G
B8 B hene £ 5 & (composite reliability) » v % 224 BRI TR 0 At H Y A
e RECRRE RS o f o B R 2 R FRG L ER R R L
W FEZ PRI RS R RIS 0 T N B B RS PR T SR e
B ehdp ik 3290 SR engl » At (S R o 2 p B e ) B 5N R R ehiE i e R
MHRRE > - RERE A 4 BEATH VAT UER
AT R E RS IR a2 e R o Fl o AT ORRY B R
¥ ;% (structural equations model » SEM) *# i LISREL (Linear Structural Relations) i& {7
B2tk 20 F PR HFE 05N il fe & (fitness) o i # LISREL 7 & B 4% aw -
LAy 3?27 - r BRE YRR %‘g%&\ﬁmwﬂ’%ﬁﬁm
- BB - B Ec2 B ek (% o LISREL ¥ 12 e PFAJE T A 5 % Bc2. I fgp
B R B3 HFE R a4 o

2-Pi%éw&z%&’ﬂéﬁﬁﬁim%’wﬁu%%m@ﬁu&mﬁ%,

LISREL # vt jaff v fLip| @ e B o Rl B enBl i3> if 2 b 7 i
Sz W enBl i FAFT 5 % % LISREL 8.5.1 ¢ SPSS 12.0 % i & chF s
$71 8 o
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Frd FHAFEET B

giiaﬁawip;ﬁwmuwa$%oﬁigg SENE-FER RIS BV

TAst A FHR . B - A ?‘#i AT B4R S % = & B £ LISRELR| £ #

¥ - & #AMiEpt

AT O5E 120 296 E 3 Bl E  RENAHEA LA 5- 5
WAPRRAF(FIAMPAREFA R A FFHAE EMBA 2 652 2
%F%éioﬂBAﬁE$ﬁ%é9%\%@‘%%\96§2F%%’Hﬁﬁﬁﬁ&
W FTAFPHE - EBRBEIRAERDRFLE(F) . EERTREBAFY
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’iﬁéﬁiw%ﬁo”:pﬂ&ﬁ%k<wm¢%%ﬁéﬁi L ST PR T3
R PEER EE R U F SR PR AE R R E mEeaa el P AR o

PN HRIEF AR E 390 o wTR K 263 (0 w Tk L 6749 AR E
FAT 65 o B AT EERGE AFIRNE JEA 2SR L 455 r s
FORA TR E S 283 1 o 10T A R B ek A KA dodk 4-1 8 4 42 o

éﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁi@ﬁ%%?u%m’ﬁ%ﬁi%%ﬁwaB%éﬁiagﬁ%
BidXfa8216% @ 141%; 22 AERN 425 T A £ 85%  JRI+¥ 74% ~ 5
Fris bl 6.4%% -
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241 thh2 AELF

EEE

43l T (4 1 £=283) BAt (%)
FOR-S M 18 6.4
& F R 16 5.7
Ay FR 8 28
L 61 21.6
TR E(H ~ HAy) 66 23.3
2 R 40 14.1
kT AE 24 8.5
¥E 6 2.1
PRI ¥ 21 7.4
W i 3 1.1
KT B 9 3.2
H i 11 3.9

e Ao- BAFEF AL > PRHT AL H A5 200 1 20 £ BY 4 31-40 &
HREE BRI PRIRIN A o I 32.5% 5 B b 0 B A AR
17.7% ~ (74830 13.4% 3 te 20 @ 4LHCF 2 & ¢ 4 100-1000 4 £ 10000-5000 * 7 f F
B ik 34.3%82 27.9% 0 F s S A E S A A $AIE G A astRly
ST AR L 0 Lo S L B E T A A 92.9% 1 s Rl SRR A

‘-m

LRI I W L TS A A %495%’lZ«kpé%§$§K<233%)'}’r§]‘é‘ ?(134%),
B {6 PRIFH# 'E“"K/w\ s 6-10 i B EEATIEGNY BB 0 5 39.6% 0 % T 7‘\151 A
B ¥ % ¥ IS PTIR IR E T,“‘;E' 4 - Lﬁi}irﬂﬁ*‘ﬁ#i Waro 8 RN AF %Pi’%ﬂ&ﬂ\ B ] X_

5% ‘;’fjij“ Zﬂ"\' ‘t{’; ©°
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%42 Az - mPERP TR

; S = 54"
(& oo 193 3o
- 90 31.8
20-30 o -
31-40 138 280
+ .
% 41-50 o 88
51-60 5 o
i 31 11.0
na 38 13.4
ERS 19 6.7
o 50 17.7
%K F’H 2 4 ja\‘.}—, 9 3.2
[ )i 2 >
o 92 32.5
L 37 13.1
His
100 % 14 38 13.4
100-1000 * 97 o
2@ R K 10000-5000 79 579
29 10.2
5000-10000 * 2 102
10000 4 11 ¢ .
iy 4 1.4
= 86 30.4
?3: Ky v i )i = ,-aﬁ 177 625
= 15 53
il ! 0.04
BlELE 38 13.4
L E 36 12.7
¥ S R 66 233
ie 3 0.8
ST 75 26.5
g 6-10 = 112 39.6
TR s 70 24.7

B THEA R RIRE

— > B AESA TR

&j@i%&’ g :g\: PE % t’r—P\ _#;%‘J___J_‘I B /;E»” i%?%ﬁ'{&g ,’%mrf#
IE 52

L 2R R TIAT A2 5 R AR S A e AL
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FEEF LB e T 237 82 o I3 84 24050 (SEM) T 1 e pF
e R Fenl A FE T FHEE 6 RAGFDEE ~ 3-8 8 $88354 0 7
AR SRS B EE TR DA R PR PR M R AT 2
B TAT+ 2 o

Gerbing & Anderson (1988)4 147 § % &1t SEM A 4547 § o3 el pF 0 3%
Brefenie 7§ AR EFH 247 BFEERBHELS T 447 B RRdpeh

% 7% 1+ F]% 4 +5 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA) > %ﬁ B 37 (7 i & e ac o
Boo %2 PR ECRgHERC 4 AT S A B % dic(Latent variables) it 2. B ePRE (%

HBMFEAEY FAMARE RS2 H - B TS e it
FFREFALEZ A AFHMEFIFES A2 AT URETEORE FRTEOLR
(Hairetal., 1998) > @ t (&% 12 f2 8 7S R feendg F 14> - LR Up-valueid K 2| ¥7 t
EEFHY AT GEEFR2Z 6 T @ & At GERHN EHE & B
(Hair et al., 1998) » 4% % 2 LISREL & + #2312 i3 3+ 7% (MaximumLikehood Estimation,
MLE) #7 & #0538 % ¢ a7 Sodic > PR (7 5 R ek aoleif) o B8RPG A
170 PR B TR B o

iT& k> 38 P & FE(item parcel) e ;2 AR ARV (SEM) 87 1 P AL E i ey
* o Bandalos & Finney (2001) 74 #SEM A% F eng Ay » F IR > 81989 F 3
2001# > & 3% Journal of Educational Measurement, Journal of Educational Psychology,
Applied Psychological Measurement, American Educational Research Journal, Educational
and Psychological Measurement, Structural Equation Modeling, and Journal of Marketing
Research % ¥ & 7 ¢ > x5 3175 2 M > SEM = £ % # 4 %1% ~ 17 (Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, CFA)e2 & » H P 5 62F &if4e® 3 @& * 38 p ¢ & (item parcel) e
E AR E AT 2 R 19.6% 38 B ¢ BB B2 % DR ACattell (1956) & e P o
PUISAR et BiF § AR B Bidot &5 (Cook, Dorans, & Eignor, 1988 ) ~ = 72 (Russell,
Kahn, Spoth, & Altmaier, 1998 ; Schau, Stevens, Dauphinee, & Del Vecchio, 1995) ~ {74V
(Singh & Rhoads, 1991) 14 % Ts‘« 3+ (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998 ; Bagozzi & Heatherton,
1994) - — L k& —“‘Ff L mzns i@t 38 p ¢ F(item parcel) e & Ap gt i@ * B W R IR
(single item)en= % {8 > #F W ﬁ E % T A B 4F e (Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994 ;
Kishton & Widaman, 1994 ; McCallum et al., 1999 ; Hau & Marsh, 2001 ; Coffman &
MacCallum, 2005) (Bandalos & Finney #32) :
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1. ¥ %% 5 & (reliability)

Little et al. (1999) % 34k * 78 p ¢ & (item parcel) 3™ j& 5 B4 30 B~ {7 A&
(construct) £2 ;] £ 4p #%(indicator) # p* fF ch-T %%’ YUTE PURIE 4 R B e o
ITRBACRE -

2. TR RN Y R % iR
BoFC A SR AR R AR X0 4p B fﬁ“ifj'*uﬁ oy BN i B g2 % (Marsh
etal., 1998) -
3. FAEW MR
A SEM A 47 # #rgx * g < $%3% i3 3472 (Maximum Likelihood Estimation, MLE)
O R RF BB iEZK o West et al. (1995) e 3 # I > B BwEP 2 2 & F
B BRRpF o B-H ¢ R (parcel) {67 g Falens fe L ARITIC W &0 4 A 59 (8 3

{ Mrrait®2 % (standard error) °

1345 Gerbing & Anderson (1988)4; 21 SEM 4~ 47 i & & i % # 2 %% A 47
(Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA) » &2 ‘.“%ﬁﬁr;‘ AT BREE e T £4-3 FEIRE TP

& % (item parcel) > % chip i < }I% o

#4-3 £ * 35 p & R (item parce) 2. F #FF~ 7 2 K
%78 14+ %)% & 7 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA)
Amit et al., 2006 ; Gong & Fan, 2006 ; Larsman et al., 2006 ; Choi et al., 2005 ;
Church et al., 2005 ; Lehrman-Waterman & Ladany, 2001 ; Paullay et al., 1994 ;
Shore et al., 1994.

SR /\ +7 (Structural Model Analysis)

Amit et al., 2006 ; Klein & Lee, 2006 ; Choi et al., 2005 ; Donnellan et al., 2005 ;
Standage et al., 2005 ; Westman et al., 2004 ; Bandalos, 2002 ; Fuller & Hester,
2001 ; Lopez & Little, 1996 ; Marsh et al., 2001 ; Smith et al., 1995.

JBR e RESBRER iE%%E‘ T iofp et Boa® N-H v & & - B ¢ E(Kishton &
Widaman, 1994)- Little et al. (2002) #-38 p & % (item parcel)én= ;42 & &~ 5 0T B4 ¢
1. %%~ fe (Random Assignment)

#rp o

?g\

:M‘IE‘ B (item)“&f%ﬁﬁww\ ﬁ"oj‘_ );‘,, g ?&(parcel> y = 5\2 ﬁkﬁéﬁ y T 'r?'i? /j_»ig_,
2. B —H & B hT §r (Ttem-to-Construct Balance )

BEE A feenitiE b oo e FHEE ]S 0 R BE B R(parceDF A 13 < % b
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EAR Y A=
3. ikypiEd K%z g k4 fe (A Priori Questionnaire Construction)
%38 B (item)#? ¢ R (parcel)enfie 4+ > 1‘3:}7;51@—1 < )]%E\' H B LBl enid % 0T
LA PRy o A 2 4 Aph s d AT kg5 T 3% (Yuan et al,
1997) -
4. % 3R % (Approaches to Multidimensionality)
#d BARGDTHE AL F B E(parceD® o BldotAINBINClAS 10 A2
B2 -C2%& R2 > kptapdn o
oA P R LR &35 TOAEMTE T TR s TR B
PArdta 4~ it AEhat 4 s A R AT 4 e B R MDAt R e e
R RELBE S BRA e g 2 hd 2% R (multi-item scale) k §i7g » 2 #75 =g
R FRAARE D AP R A ko Bt AR TR TR gRiEd K S B R e
3f B & Fe(item parcel) » 2 k& {7 18 F Tenig 42 AR R0 A 45 7 AR -

S AR

i & & 45tk (goodness-of-fit) st B £ #7 7 ¥ 1/ SEM3= 5 I 450 o> % k3 R 40
PR ARG E LR ESRZOE N BLEERIEL - R T BT
NG AR R AR R H- R AGFR RN O AR st g3 3 R
Fmgd o~ S HFFREERIBFLARKEREFL  AFIRE AL EFT
ﬁﬂiﬁ%%’i“?i ] A S A SRR R Y A REIUE SR AN F o & S0 A0
AR S L3 2o AP AR ek Fc(2006) % 4 ko 3T i & R dp e 4 4-4

5“?‘51] o
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3.4-4 SEM Feif i 45 4587 2 8738

SEM peif & 4p 1% (fit indices) O FF A
Normed y * (Hair et al, 1998) <3 WP A fEE A A R
¥ BRE ARt et 2 MR B
GFI (Bentler, 1983) >0.90 PR a4
B BE2 T R B TR et b
NFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) >0.90 SUp R Bk R it
VOB A S b 2 B et S A LAz
B
NNFI (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) >0.90 P X PVAF e R B
4 & BAAF F2 R 16 NFI
CFI (Bentler, 1988) >0.95 SUp R Bk B it
B R 2 b 2 WA Y L L FARRFFEEE PR A
B
RMSEA (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) 0.5~0.8 R B 5N AR de AR
Vo TT A BN AR o 05N (A BE BB
T kR ¢RI p kg 0 2006 0 B AL 0 % 1 4 EE F A

ERR YA X &
A3 #* LISREL 1 & > H3iF 5 &~ 0% (maximum likehood) » v £ - f&

KRBT i ik PR AFRRTRR S AR ¥ B LS e AR
WodFE o Ly BEERTORBE 0 LR 5 A A e RPARR
WA - B RN LA L - AP 0F BV BRR T X 2 (et r > 2005) o

% SEM nfifl o fiegd 2 220 fi I’*A\ﬁoﬂf(non normality) » F & & & ¥ 114534 -
H- Ko LEREHL - Ko LK ) 2002) 0 ¥ 4L TR ) & B e 2 1 L
(skewness) #7%#cS 214 B (kurtosis) e K> 2|87 H R LT # EF LA 4ok
F- BRI BEL S KA s Sty Kid#ies 00 @ F Stidict 2t 0 pF
AT AP 0 PFRG f R KRB EF v A2 0 BFL BRE > F2RIfEG
R o ] kG STt sh LR A et ie o K eR] L3 iF £ A2 R (e
¥ 2006) o

STBcHK Tl E 2 G AR RE Y e T

Skewness = Kurtosis =

S (X-X)’ > (X-X)'
g3 g*

— AERILG A B ET R R FIETIR B R R IR e B 2 [ S ST eniR i 0L



A

f - Iehs (e > 2006) 0 A iE st S ARECS PR 0 R S ST BE HiE < 03
P B 3 EARspenih G KBS 8 <3010 0 i 47 % & 1 IR 42(Kline, 1998) ;
TV EESHREKEG B Nl B F R R ¥ KR TRA EAp v
oo B ETEE R LK BEER - HREF a= 0010 R E 54258 HZiEzE o

—

FdeT
Skewness Skewness .
Zskewness = ZKurtosis = s N ’]‘i ﬂ‘ﬁi
6 24
N N

LS PEABE Y R PSS AY BB AR SN E- P8

¥ AL k% (Kline, 1998) « FIptfEd T & 45 T UER S AL ARHELL S

\

GBENG HE )2 30 K GG E E 1 100 Fp AR G H S HcnT LA fe

FEF o

‘r

fd 4-5¢ >TOPER 4 FHEm7E 7 ~TKNOW | & & F e ~TOBJ
IJ‘%\ 2 P%J}i,{h‘*ﬁ ENN I_STRJ IJ“%\ p’]‘#rr"\‘k 4 I_CULJ i %\ < it ‘/rf'?ﬁ\‘ﬁ‘; 4 |_HUl\/IJ
REARAoEid TACQ, M AR ZE -TDIS ) & & @i ~TINT | & £ foahfz

#F-TMEM | £ ﬁf‘« o TOP | Bl 4 ﬁf& KR F -k

%045 3 B 2 Ko et

¥ . AL i 1 R
OPERI 3.547 1.088 -0.694 -0.297
OPER2 3.975 0.882 -1.162 1.662
OPER3 3.906 0.924 -0.951 0.710
OPER4 3.747 0.990 -0.740 0.058
OPERS 4.188 0.804 -1.239 2.137
OPER6 4.19 0.785 -0930 0.993

KNOWI1 4.058 0.870 -0.909 0.863
KNOW2 4.040 0.882 -0.908 0.791
KNOW3 3.570 1.021 -0.336 -0.547
KNOW4 3.664 0.970 -0.483 -0.134

OBlJ1 4.354 0.923 -1.789 3.197

OBJ2 4.329 0.828 -1.604 3.315

OBJ3 3.931 0.970 -0.798 0.258

OBJ4 4.116 0.852 -1.038 1.475

OBJ5 4.332 0.716 -1.065 1.722

STR1 3.531 0.919 -0.373 -0.021
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F 4-5 3 % Rz st (§)

R . A it A R
STR2 3.166 0.929 -0.255 0.023
STR3 2.964 1.173 -0.011 -0.840
STR4 3.170 1.131 -0.217 -0.756
CULI 3.690 0.943 -0.728 0.360
CUL2 3.422 0.912 -0.215 -0.378
CUL3 3.516 1.013 -0.498 -0.131
CUL4 3.570 0.967 -0.455 -0.130
HUMI 3.552 0.818 -0.530 -0.175
HUM2 3.361 0.884 -0.427 -0.036
HUM3 3.733 0.738 -0.675 0.427
HUM4 3.671 0.792 -0.445 0.093
ACQl1 3.440 1.029 -0.421 -0.374
ACQ2 3.736 0.892 -0.504 -0.121
ACQ3 3.845 0.869 -0.862 0.896
ACQ4 3.433 0.929 -0.282 -0.228
ACQ5 3.574 0.974 -0.411 -0.280
DIS1 3.542 1.001 -0.507 -0.184
DIS2 3.480 0.976 -0.403 -0.436
DIS3 3.671 0.911 -0.489 -0.141
DIS4 3.397 0.997 -0.244 -0.737
INT1 3.639 0.864 -0.589 0.308
INT2 3.726 0.841 -0.661 0.494
INT3 3.606 0.978 -0.617 0.112
INT4 3.699 0.763 -0.657 0.481
INTS 3.641 0.864 -0.528 0.270

MEM1 3.249 0.959 -0.120 -0.457
MEM?2 3.574 0.900 -0.583 0.227
MEM3 3.531 0.907 -0.400 -0.071
MEM4 3.520 0.980 -0.684 0.019
MEMS5 3.433 0.956 -0.460 -0.114

OP1 3.451 0.941 -0.252 -0.380

OP2 3.397 1.001 -0.272 -0.587

OP3 3.285 1.012 -0.237 -0.439

OP4 3.162 0.974 -0.141 -0.320

OP5 3.433 0.959 -0.342 -0.316

OP6 3.466 0.972 -0.475 -0.054

P kR LISREL i 1148 &
¥ = & LISREL Bl #5554 ¥
LISREL z R & #3447 » 1 & S T A 41 A 45 2 28T 518 ¥ 1 (DF
I Y EHRT  HRERS G P P RELT I M BRAR R (DR UK
;9% P ez aes & (convergent validity ) 22 % % 2% & (discriminate validity) » & § 7 &7

F)% craf je R B Rk o



AR H-w foenR 5 02 LISREL 8.5.1 2 (71 5% 4 17 » Sk H e a0c R & %
WPR AR L LRI o A taotRie- P Pt Bl R 2 (factor loading)
H_F =307 12+ (Nunnally, 1978) -

T 46 5 AFY ARG 2 Cronbach’sa iF > d T A MTERS B P - B
3P~ g K3 0.5 #-H #1415 Cronbach’s o i 4 0.852 3% B 0.873 > #rrii-H itk » A
’“’}?,ﬁ PIAAFF2 Fom AT F 9T ’f?,ﬁ 11 Cronbach’s a £35+ 3% 0.7 (4 %Y 0.739 % 0.898

) BA AL LR AT AR

* 4-6 1 & Jf#_m 2_ Cronbach’s a i@

4 R 78 #ic g fs RP BB 21 {¢ Cronbach’s a &
TP IE 1T 6 5 0.873
TP 4 4 0.791
T g 5 5 0.800
Ay 4 4 4 0.837
% Lok 4 4 4 0.789
o EE Y 4 4 0.754
e g 5 5 0.806
SR 4 4 0.846
kg 5 5 0.739
wHE 5 5 0.844
o g 6 6 0.898
- ~EpéE
AREET RRE VARG b B ARG LR R R TR TR ¢ R o g0

D YRR AP L AL R AT S8 (1) Y
R D FHRAMHG SRR LM LR BT G ﬁ?fii%&ﬁ%}vg .
i 14 (Little et al,, 2002) 5 (2) & KR SF 5 WA PRI R0 RSP P & Rens i
AHIEFRR Y o FIGE0 T R AR A APt Sk BT R S lcin

% 78 ¥ (Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994) ; % = 8> AF7 3 601 & p eh A M 3 B AR k2

21

B bl e 2R B ROT 2 b o FI BT R D ¢ RS N & RATL 2P ho
hET G A TP i MR FEIE P ¢ R FMEMRE 0S5 BRITEL
- e R ‘;?” WA BRI S - B R TRAMNE EOS BREL - B R
BHARid Ao e R4 BRI v RS - e R4 BRI 4R o
AR B R BN EERDS B A L A - B R A 4 B
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Fo-Be Roampfidi- B ROBFA) BREROSBRAES £ 5- B R
HRRERIEE e RHBHF AT £ 47

# 4-7 78 p ¢ % (item parcel) ¥ J& %
¢ % (parcel) RIE K 3 B P (items)
T g iF 5
TR PR
DY
AT
> fL a3 “*sb
e
S jae NE A ]
ORET
fr‘r'%"—"; ﬁ**

._EL k2o ff

(S I B Y R T L S A I

~ ~ CFA z_#B]

FRIp St AR e Fenie A > B FRIEHS 25 0 L F A FRRR £ 2 i@
ERwHEDE Reavk B> W E I RE > AV NRFEREA BERRE - B Ri
R AE B S BT FRES AT T 2R ERSN ST RS SR Aok 48 AT o
d ¥ de A AT B3 9 GFL ~ NFI ~ NNFI ~ CFI 32:E 5] & oK 8 » 57 e g 058 cn g

% 4-8 PIEHAZFER

A ¢ Rl GFI NFI NNFI CFI
P AR A i 3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
g éz{f_ﬁk i 3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

sy 4 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.99
P 7%& % 6 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99

*o M E A 5 6 B KT

PR BEPER BR C HRREL LR RRPRR  LRORR R R RS
Hairetal., (1998) # 217 B B=R 2 H] - * g b Lok FlE f FE AT EI R

PRAEGEF > IR EARADTREETEREE > 249 5 AT 2 LAy o

1. %7 p 2z 3 & (individual item reliability) 42 0.5
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BolFE P2 G RtEs B Y ER R 415 & - Nunnally (1978) &k * & % #coik
B el "RED 06 R > TR LAE G TR 0 Ao & 49 A1 0 AR AT
FOERZRREIDE TR o L § {395 Harietal, (1988)c#idg It eniE ] » A ffrg 354
ol ANl e OP6 i B ¥ T8 A A2 0.5 ofR i > e #"J“f ° @ %"'J“f

090> PR ERKER 0623 F 2 0.64 -

=

TS

24 N 2 PaN
sz mE&EBR

2. #1F Ryteh i P F 2 kA
-k B RE ) FE Ot ERIZALE R & (critical value ) 0 120.001 0
BMEKEH 2 > A EL7.070 4 249 Fars AFF 2 LR T 2 5]0.001 08 F K

AR TR Ay HRePp 38— K42 (internal consistency) > A& F & T i Lt B 5

P - REARF o BB o0

(S vepipsl)
(g ki) + e

B Y BB FREAR-HAR AP RS, FRAAf Dei Fk- A

PETFIE R 2 BEAL 2 Bfred 249 FuiEars AR 2 BE R R Y EFOTERE .

4 BBz %R

FREBELF AL LA RA IR SRR EE %%ﬂ,
B2 WA FRRR R SRS 4 AT LS BROR Y B R RF
d 2497 iR AT 2 THEPFRE P EF0S5RE o HHE O heT o

lw_'s\-
3
y-\
=
e

(X mepimar)
(X mepipes’ )+ e

VR B =
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B9 oS HFGFRA R - AT AP L BN RS B anife o Zeid

- A ars o8 R L LR

% 49 RN 2 AT %

S T | #E | B | =E | 55
X T t i@ il i N
g | PREEE | ne | A cR | GR | RER
s | FRAEMEE | 0.67 11.29 0.33 0.67
%% Fagmea | 0.87 14.88 0.13 0.87 | 0.88 | 0.72
“=
U Fagaer e | 072 | 1222 | 020 0.80
we Bl 4 | 084 15.93 0.22 0.78
(i
%‘% 2 a4 | 0.87 16.84 0.14 0.89 | 092 | 0.80
=y
" LR s | 075 13.83 0.16 0.84
L 0.66 11.90 0.34 0.66
o | TR 0.80 15.29 0.26 0.74
éfg 092 | 073
’ rea 0.84 16.33 0.11 0.89
T ) 0.82 15.72 0.18 0.82
OP1 0.80 15.79 0.31 0.69
OP2 0.82 16.27 0.33 0.67
o OP3 0.80 15.59 0.37 0.63
e 0.90 | 0.62
. OP4 0.80 15.69 0.34 0.66
OP5 0.75 14.30 0.40 0.60
OP6 0.66 12.05 0.53 0.47
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’”ﬁ“ AP R Gl R 2R B B EF 3 X MM (multi collinearity ) =0
A5 —dm 3 0 BAMEE 4 ARERE p A 4p B (intercorrelations ) =i i & FF(>0.90)
(Hair et al., 1998) o % 4-10 & & % il f &40 b (282" > 4 PR Hair et al. (1998) &
RECE KT AL G IS B T gl R8F 2T 0900 4 A F R RO

A5 F G o

% 4-10 3 & Sz 4p b e

A4S L RE B AR
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 § 9 10 11
L #aksEs 100
2 Fdfirso 0580+
3

) 100
LORRAMHE 0480 060 100
4, B4R 0500%) 0520%) 036(%) 100
5. X idakie OHﬁﬂ 048() 035(%) 0.73(+%) 100
6. AR AomiEh 0420%) 0460%) 028(%%) 062(*%) 065(*%) 100
T R ER 0AL(%%) 0.44(%%) 0.420%%) 0.62(*%) 0.53(**) 046(*%) 100
&ﬁu&i% 045(%) 040(*%) 035(**) 061(*) 0.59(*%) 0.57(%) 0660 100
0. JoMME  052(%%) 048(%%) 046(*%) 049(%) 0.54(%) 0.50(%) 035(*) 0.63(*%) 100
lﬂﬁMwa 061(%) 0.53(*%) 038(*) 0.62() 0.57(%) 057(%%) 061(%) 069(*%) 062(*) 1.00
AR 0410%%) 0370%) 027(%%) 0.50(%%) 054(%) 045(*%) 043(*) 050() 046(*%) 033(*) 100
*#Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level,
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1‘?~~F"*& |9k b e 2411 S0 0 d 20 B4 T2 H R AU S A AL
FRREE(55 449 B 5 L2 Faip i ez + 2 > 235 Fornell &
Larcker (1981) #i2 rB 0 + 2 22 BB+ FRA0uEmgR £ 07 2%
FARM 2 TS o AL SHEAMMEL T &8 - RLF LR
SRR LY Bt TR T - B BHERN A4

4 4-11 B w12 %

1}‘\ 4 5 Lj}’].{iagfﬁ/{ f\
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n

L F A 061

2 B0 034 054

3. E BT 023 040 033

4 B 025 027 013 054

5. xicheikie 0.8 023 012 053 03l

6. AH FoiiE N 0.8 021 008 038 042 055

T el EA 017 019 018 038 028 021 050

8. fokdiih 020 016 012 037 035 032 043 060

9. hoiAE 027 023 021 024 029 025 030 040 062
(U 037 028 014 038 032 032 037 048 038 055
11, fa Bk 017 014 007 025 029 020 018 025 021 028 0.64
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¥ 2 & LISREL B4 4
— > BEE AT

FERG R AT AL BRI A - Ry AT L ap o B
BRI R % SN T BT GRS A B
AT R G S R HRER AT 2 R E RS A £ 412

WA 2 g M AP ERSEE PHEINRE -

2412 BHES LR BLES
AR E R

peii 4 2|88

o
<l

= AT %
Normed y° (x*/df) <3 1.93 s |
GFI >0.90 0.93 23
NFI >0.90 0.94 23
NNFI >0.90 0.96 e
CFI >0.95 0.97 e
RMSEA 0.5~0.8 0.057 e

TRA4D AP BRI REA TSR
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TR A e A
PR TEREY el BE

PARM g T G lcE 5 0310 Tt AT 2 R

I &2(tiFa 4260 p-value<0.01) ; %= ~TesFy | 3 Temirc, »j 1
P MR L T i ® A 0370 4 RA AT LB 2 F2(t 5 242 p-value
<0015 %= ~Targ hdesdid @ Tesgy  » joe2l B B R
B HE 5 0.66 0 e AFT L 2L B34 F 2 (tid 2 7.97  p-value<0.01) -

BT ORBEHS AR G D I'_F_%‘«Eb 3 FE%&%J;J IRk AR I’_g_e%qg; 13
PR GABERARE A BMPRBEET - M RBRE gy
AR RGBT e, b Y o
HEY R TR AReRNS Ty

ER2 ARz EIES
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B R R S 2GR )R R
G B YR AR A T AR R A F R Y A4

4 %‘«%*xm?ﬁ e ,375 Pk (1) B 2 N T T T

(- ) e 4 ~ B EF Y & ey
"FT';'L’;'L,%E g_#i,{h*éﬁfgé%k :}‘li\‘j.q-'\;gé,k‘j:; 2 2%"&V§]42(’]‘3—\1a)ﬁ]§]43(%§_
N 2a)erﬁ- ’ —',E"“‘—L”-‘;v &Eﬂ‘ (1) ’]fg_;\ Da #3+ &a > rﬁf{ T§ 4L *3_;\ la & N (037 5

0.20)7(2) stiFh ey *%*Eﬁﬁ“?& b2 BPRE B ks 0.77 0 t
i# % 9.64 > p-value<0.01) > EREY e %,a Yo AR fr’*i%%"(%iﬁ g g B
50600 tiF 5 5135 p-value<0.01) 5 (3) &zt la ¥ > kA BiarAd LS 4 o
BB 3 MF 2 WBRE BT RS 0590t 5 8.79 > pvalue<0.01) » AR 2a

FEEPT BTF T (FRIE T RS S 0.040 €18 5 034) o 54 112 2 BE7 12 ATy
) o4 BRI A > RREVRREY Ahbd L BB A

‘«m

“~

£di= 10
GF1=093
NFI =093
NNFI = 0,95
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- RMSEA=0073
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_(034)

NFI =095
NNFI = 0.96
CF1=097
- RMSEA=0059
B 4-3(#-5% 2a) BT AL P aHEY ARt
(Z) g RAesdid ~ mdgy & kg
pAk € A 4 FRA

4-4(#-5% 1b) 22 B 4-5(H£5¢ 2b)
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L8 BE T
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H

Focinfa a4 e
PR Y AL e 2 MPREN
tig % 11020 p-value<0.01) » S F ¥ "t e Koy i w2
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.......................
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