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College of Management
National Chiao Tung University

ABSTRACT

Knowledge Management helps an enterprise to cumulate its core
competence, promote its competitive advantage and establish the core value for
the organization, with the coordination of external consultancy, expect to bring
value for customers and gain the maximum profit to the enterprise. KM can be
recognized as one of the most important strategies in business management and
winning competition.

From the perspective of KM procedure, people are the key element from
the creation to transferring of 'knowledge.' - The key to successful KM, is
solely dependant on the willingness of knowledge sharing of employees within
an organization. This study is ‘based-on-social exchange theory to discuss the
benefit factors and cost factors.and social eapital theory to explain contextual
factor. According to these two theories, this study builds up its research frame,
to analyze the factors which influence the willingness of knowledge sharing of
employees. The research is sampled from government authorities that already
adopted KM process and the employees who worked in the companies which
underwent KM process as well. The method we use is empirical questionnaire
research. The five dimensions including knowledge self-efficacy, enjoyment
in helping others (Intrinsic Benefits factors), reciprocity (Extrinsic Benefits
factor), trust and identification (Contextual factors), in this study are shown
positive relationship to influence the willingness of knowledge sharing. On the
other hand, lose knowledge power; waste codification effort (cost factors),
organization reward and image (Extrinsic Benefits factor) and pro-sharing
norms (Contextual factors) do not appear to impact the willingness of
knowledge sharing. The study result could provide the mechanism to overview
the condition of knowledge sharing within an organization, and provide a
reference to improve the willingness of knowledge sharing among employees.

Keywords: Knowledge management, knowledge sharing, social exchange,

social capital
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ARET - R AR E LIRS BN AR R A ] E B T (Molm,
1997) » Bivghs 3 i A2 > AZiE A B L AR R I F B ROF F o m g
SR SR SR A S QEE",%’ F R R g‘ 7 a0 ?%ﬁa;%é&m

=N

ﬁiﬁ 3% (generahzed social exchange) J 3\ (Fulk et al. 1996) ' ¥ G ﬁ v

Ti
F\\z
R
P
i
9
>
"
3

—‘F'T A E L EHEEARBEITRFWAOETIY
#F(Molm, 1997) % BREF X I PF > 2 3 B3 O b A Ao
FRb gk Lond o R %F L E o R EE > FHRG M
] E F L E A ATE o BT R A op TE L SR {7 i 4 ¥ (Markus,
2001; Wasko and Faraj, 2000) c A § R 4~ F AR5 F 582 &2, F herynid o
WA o TR N ARV AL A k> TIREFTE IRV RL
EOGVRERTRE A ARE S Ae 2@ AP (Molm, 1997) © 45 § =
ia%#vﬁmﬁw,%%§W%%%%Q§E3&%%ﬁ%@§ﬁi
(Ba et al. 2001; Markus 2001) > ¥ 4R 5 L i ¥ A - FFR R jé Bd
BARRI O € R A ek SRAPESTE N ATl T ks R kK T oa
A s p g 4 (knowledge power) & H jb - & = m?}{ B
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Gray, 2001) » 4ri 4 4 cdp £ 7 4R 5 ir?%;?f}*%
AR F 2 T JR4p 4 (Kankanhalli et al., 2005) > @ Hendriks (1999)3% 5
BB ARG - F 2~ wFEREHEHL R T~ R »
ERF AT AL A A
A g LAY > JIE "+$’Ffr 5 ERE A SE (T A N BBt AR T
% (Deci and Ryan, 1980; Vallerand, 1997) L T R EAREE (f 38
R ) hph f g vb s B % (Osterloh and Frey, 2000) » #% %% i
(Frederick Herzberg)ie—,;grlﬁﬁ Flk Ao SR afodt 8 I kiFEH o v F D
= F]+ 2% (two-factos theory)® » 3K 7 r‘b;fé,;fﬁvﬁ FAAEZ > % -
ap EFEH ,,%fﬁﬁv F]+ (motivators) » ¥ = fA ¢ A FF A Z Kk TS
(hygiene factors) o jpcfg= ]+ 2 EfIE > A BRATE Reandb X P 2§
IR 1 IERE AT EE R B b %!r%\)f B3 ERAE SR e B0E &
FoooAR7) s fLArEA R Y e ‘E‘}*J‘-J‘r’—&ﬁaxgﬁ o T

(Fw‘

A.

)
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(knowledge self-efficacy) it 3 & e gk ”ﬁ # B ehaika g T p o3 (Constant
et al., 1994, 1996) d Lo s i;*izrﬁl: ;,ja‘}}, drs A F’;ﬁﬂ B4
BT R X 1% R (Baumeister, 1982) o it ¥+ 5 H B A E &
g1 & ot &_ﬁ'zéii’#aﬁéﬁ 1 lFi?Féﬂﬁif-f]ﬁ%’ ) 4 $ ﬁ\ SR YA
%“f]‘*?‘frr?a%ﬁ};%#{t lf—-ﬂf‘]‘ mE o TR A & Ae 3 B 4ot ﬁ»;@ AT LR
(Ba et al., 2001; Constant et al., 1994; 1996) - T i‘g’ s Hop NP4
(self-concept) » @ & ik a3 5 P ,’f_,;sr@v FlE s KT A g ko Ty
E m/}%f@jT m AR ni_/%f/ﬁ’ Fld 7 e TR0 & ROTHED
Ak AR EHRER I EN TR Lok TAELR IR DS
R 33 FrR AT A o B R B Fl & AKX D ILIE pE o ,]*J*é # BA% § ik ik 7
FoORAPLAFLE PO EGEEF > A8T) o Fl - FF Al L
#ﬁifﬁ ‘b ’&&I&'ﬂ%ﬁiiﬂi‘ R R 1o WA A e f ) B xi;r@?'ﬂ% EER

4

P AT g R BAREA F RN R o

=~ '“t"} '7'% A T'iﬁfré“a* /- 3*} ¥ & {4+ (Ba et al., 2001; Markus,
% AFE (A At o~ A
AT F E'**F’”t’ﬁ'" ) ~ 4 it?'l;"rf ’ﬂ‘? SRR BR 23 %‘H—) &

N AfIE IR (2o s -

2.2.1 & g 4
AREE B A L E o i §F &7 3 & A ahA 4 (Davenport, 1997;
Hendriks, 1999) » $midt e f @ 5 o S bR b ik Ik > 7 348
o H W B R e b 2 (free-ride) » i = ATIREDPRAT > @ Aok ik
H b aE? £ o E § X T T (Hendriks, 1999) » gL w3 dp > &
%R'Z$®LiﬁﬁHﬂ§fﬁﬁwﬂrwﬁ%%ﬁmm2mnwﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬂw
g A A R EE*L‘ § MR B B BT AR
Ao ok H A B v B 1 ;,’:;;1 ¥R B % z??ﬁv?ﬁ)gk’ M
iﬁﬁﬁ%%EQSQ?Mﬂ BT EARRE AL L TS

»
jé

r (2p ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ)ﬁwﬂ’ﬁﬁ,a@ggm%o

Fr g bR kY R ST s (PR A AL L
%) 5% (Emerson, 1962) > 12 ik if cfLBEF e > & hofm @ % Fok ok F I3
AT TR S TRR 0 e e R g H e LEE
T REP- & % o F]gt > Emerson (19 2)u R E S 2 hE o AR G
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TdE R TFREBE L o fEbe Bt sEZaR A
Emerson (1962)fL8EF P e & © BB BRI E iz if B T > 5 378 &
Bfar B2 pe A dRc it B¢ R 2 A hg > A 3 kY
= 4% & & X o Hickson ef al. (1971)3 % E%‘«E ~ehl (Fif i H A T AR
BRAXB ~ 7 F AR Bk G A&R - ‘z"a‘f‘:ﬂfikiéff'f%ﬁ%ﬁ kg g
A AR P S E A ARk R FRE A Rl G TR
P Pk g 4 (position power) » @ 452 BRAE ~ B AR o 148 o L A
ﬁ\?ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁ4%%V;a%%%4 FRERIE TR ARES
(BRI ~ B R89) LArEEARE R FlaR T AL LR #F 2
BARAE PRI 0 PR T AL E R T 0 e LIATH
GRS TS S TN T T N AT FELDE RS
AT SR 2 R AR R o T AR SRR TR R F A S A
o & ¥ 5§ JZi#(management power) o fk F8A R o drain £k
Rogfed kiR A% R oA BV RS  ARE RS LY %
i fr’—ka‘%"f FEMe R A EEH ar et K & g 4 & & (Gray,
2001) » @ FiE e "}’ VAR~ jar

222 Yo JhARATE § PR S

FRA R LR AR B R R KB iR blhepe 2
FF o A a e s FIL@WL J ey > Davenport and Prusak (1998):. 0
A FEEEA S FOURRT 8 f A 3 PR AR
T ERAERARERG A SPER 0 B g B ATRD Bk

FomEo BT 3R ITHES LAY »P%Jfr"ik/n\ %% 2 -
(Davenport et al., 1998) TardA R R 3 it 4 g B A B E20%:0
FOs T o B *'JE#SO%mP\ AR T F LAY TRt FR
lﬂﬂﬁiﬂig NG RS SR AL M gt MR B R

—

B o

AR R TR SR T TR B B S A
§ P 4 2% f 4R e £ (Ba et al., 2001; Markus, 2001) » 5%
i?%@“ﬁ@ﬁé%g*i’ﬂ%%%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ%,Eﬁ%%
i EBH @ L F11E & > Orlikowski (1993)% £ 6> AR %7 4f
BOPT R TR s g R AL TR A R ARl R T
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iR BB AEFE R ¢ W o B D3 B (Goodman
and Darr, 1998) -

XN

223 %k e pk }ﬁv
FIEERAR LR AR LS B R FERAEL S
(incentive system)(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Hall 2001) » & i 2 ;A8 ¥ 4
CAEEFRBENPRIE L LT B AERLA S OB %
Flo K ACRG ERAIR ORI L0 B F IR G R R3S F g

C

f2d o FmEEop e R o Davenport and Prusak (1998)3% 5 25 3k
mﬁi%iﬁ%#%’lﬁ%ﬁ Blig ~ A Ao ek s F O Arak
gd % AR A pd LU o Buckman (2004)3% 5 Avak s B R E E_ETRY 6 L
AR AFZ - 0 RN P FABERORS S RFRFNL S P RS
G EFERApRE A TBLR R OREfET 4 KA~ LB R aE
Bid ;p—/% o

N fﬁ”ff’**#ftl f B Ty TPk S o e lik RN YA

fi‘ﬁmﬁ/ﬁ’  bilde L R E R B AR ilef‘—”’**é\ 5 m* 1‘5— ﬁ%’ﬁ”kﬁ’r
e Fr sl € - 1iF iR R e A8 X (Ba er al., 2001; Beer and Nobhria,
2000; Hall, 2001) ; Fozs o ¥ Fld TE)“% # 3] g ch B (Beer and
Nohria, 2000) %ﬁr’ f‘ﬁ*/ﬁ%w Py EEREE 4 52 5% Hall (2001)% #F o #ic
IRV S B e R B PR e
34 R R

224 %‘51@»

Davenport and Prusak (1998)4p i frgtde e # 2 &2 @ p g T4 47
224 A% o b B e = F H AT z’v’ﬂirr%& o BB EEIR mA) o Fray
A MG el E oy T d  end Lo pEtdERT AR5 R
TR ‘#F‘ L3255 0 g WA g FFcharaw 1y ifaf-”—? e

i EREEREFM > LT AF R FER
ﬂg%gaﬁ&ogs,29%ﬁ1W@meMM}A'%§K§Awﬁ
E B R BRE 0 DR %A E ﬁd%ﬂ’ﬁgﬁiiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ
( Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Ba et al., 2001 ) » figthendl EF i ¢ > mogdd
BEX ﬁd@wxwyw@*x“%m% L B JE 7 (Ba et al., 2001) >

2

X 3 A5 B BEAR Y iy

T

\\

~13 -



T 5 B e ¥ B #x(Constant er al., 1994) £ § i ¥ (Constant et al.,
1996) o F]pt > § kg T#?‘F’Tift EACIRpEF > P g p A A Y JE F (Hall,
2001; Kollock, 1999) » f 1 A %t @ itk £irah > 2 Eoh Y EWE
& }E:LF (O’Dell and Grayson, 1998) > ¥ & 3 3 1 iv8-47¢ B B3 &
pEehird s € 3 5 1B 0 & (Kollock, 1999) -

225 3 a4
R SR TR SR TS SR T L R
Hoon B TEEREF GLE J’I&{f & 4 (Davenport and Prusak, 1998;
Blau ,1986) ’ffﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁéﬁ?ﬁ?‘$%¥ﬁﬁﬁﬁf4*‘Q’iéijﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁ =
o ARG R FERB DL AENEFE LR F2EF IR A PE 7
flErr R Ao URTR (P2 hiv) > BRSAFLA S TR
A5 - BB AT BT ARG Tas 3 E R H
B0 #T0L L ¥t F Al 0 @ 18 {F ok s 3 ( Davenport and Prusak,
1998 ) 3 B3 PFL ARAR & - A7 r’ﬂﬁffﬁ'vBuckman (2004) > F] 5 ke i= &
- afenk o nEe L flend 2 g R v AR 7R
L e LA TR R ARG E 0 AR 4 R R '&m‘ﬁ
F] o Bl & Aok i ﬁwﬂuiiwkmpM1*i%%mﬁé %+ 4n
Do TR G I B AP g AT L 3 fi(Wasko and Faraj, 2000) o

=
)
(A

Forpr Ao R I e A K g o 18 A & g &
CRREEE R S ERaE S R R Rl R L
:p‘%éﬁz T AMAEEFE R HN B AT ERTA S
g i AR FFEF Moo Davenport and Prusak (1998): 5573
’hi.#r’?rmk ) +'}iﬁ§.#‘r? ,T!szllﬁ;-lh‘{z-rvtn‘ € B A
S LR E S R T w%’ﬁﬁ*wv
ARG A R FIEAR A > o E A S (RGn X89) o @
pfpfla sy itaows 25 o 0@ F(Constant ef al., 1994) » F] 4 e
FIe L &HEFLEHY GHDp RGP EFESEHRY R
B33 & 4 fp Al L& G T e g TR R 4 dhdp )
s 21 % “rit#+( Davenport and Prusak, 1998 ) » #1 3 35 1 sriiidt i %’ﬁ“z’ 7
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pE e 75 A R T% X (Wasko and Faraj, 2000) » 42k f > s 9 oo &0
B4 A (Baetal., 2001; Constant et al., 1994; Constant et al., 1996) » & iT# 7 7*
ip & E.%.v > R A Fer s 4 €5 B chira s 3 F R (Kankanhalli er al.,
2005; Wasko and Faraj, 2005) » 7~ #2 ¢ 4 % 3 i & 5 (Wasko and Faraj,
2005) -

2.2.7 Frdkp ANy

Ak B A PR et hi 4 T P R M p Ak F
EREAPHGELDER > 2 HZE R E’v’ﬂg;:},f'bﬂ(Bandura, 1986) » & ~ i
ARZBEREHNARERG ERE g pe VP ES LA &R
K 4v p 2\ 3zag (Constant et al., 1994) o self-motivational § = & 3 :Ja% ,'—‘F% e
B A BaiipT iy AT ? 12 % sv(Bock and Kim, 2002) o A Pz i3 s i en
Ty f3241 1% F R 48 (Constant et al., 1996) ~ :x X 1 {Fse ¥ (Ba et al.,
2001) ~ 23R 5 % 07 - $R(Kollock, 1999; Wasko and Faraj, 2000) s £ 4
@ p Ao (knowledge self-efficacy) s AlE P - 4pF e F B 1 4 P4
FANAENLE L s g AR e 2 £ & A xé&lg‘é‘
A R %ﬁ“ﬁﬁ'fﬁkl £ EWR B ARG R A g E'_“«ﬁ 4
TR o AR s SO R

ETINS

23 A %I B FR
AFTEY A E T ARRF AP LB 3 A BT FF 5 1980+

% Wik ¢ § 7Pierre Bourdieu - Actes de la Recherche en Sciences Sociales
# % Le Capital Social. Notes provisoires (A § F AT ) > & TAL € F
hay

4

Ayaprg o 2P A EFT AR T 0 TR r’%&"p«/ﬁmﬁ: ' iE
B % g

*5"33% R

R d g T BRILE RIROR AT E N i A R M F B TR
CEAIEE) (FAFE 24 > A89) - Coleman (1988): B3 48 5

A IR 2 kK - A SRAE € e (norm) iy B0 R B W] T
%ﬁaﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁg%%g,jﬁﬁgﬁﬁ,a%@i%'%gﬁwo
£ %PT ﬁﬂ?‘rig *E,q?fﬁv v 3B - H;%é»‘a‘ig A FEF oL E, T

Coleman (1988)#ﬂ Dtdy oAb e TR L G
g B T - LA Rk R - L

_15 -



HiFd LA g R4~ RA G R Lo > B(78 5 WA ERET kit
F] b Eéééﬁé‘??‘@&rfaii'lﬁg RS S U e 2 %‘EJPM; =
B S A g 2 ap o # x> A 00 A fl(self-interest) - #-f1 £
%fLé;F'.f'ﬁﬂfﬁﬁoﬁﬁ"ﬁ%’ﬁ%*Fm z@igé‘fﬁmﬁ%’mfﬁ EAE
RN TRE L P S e B FEE 2RI ERR mﬁffﬂ
HE & B R R A g”f‘w"m”"@\éﬁ-él’f,&

B P U P AL IR AR B A 7
A

AR S AR ARG p:o’zfm;gzg%%k;:{:—%@ s A |§§"§‘J-ﬁ"74—§fi’ﬁ & &

e > FEA i o A2 € T A(social capital) i 5 & TR s o & &
WAk & BRI LR feens 2 > X IT L BHEAE LAY A0y

HP o

F & (James Coleman) } 2 At ¢ T & 5 — &5 B3 (7 6 Pl T35
%’iﬁé%‘@%%ﬁﬁﬁ’%ﬁ&gfiéﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁgw&@

BAr € G A a 2bB A FZ 2L 0 RTH LA E T A B
m:@ﬁﬁ Bz gz qos L R4 K22 2 E (883 0 A88) - Putnam (1993)
ARG T AIAF ORI PR o E T BRI R RE
T %’""K Ay F OB B ¢ X R K SE (F o 45 L (Francis Fukuyama):d
i g F A g S H TR gz v ’zuﬁiﬁ?év’ﬂffijé'lﬁili’#@

i 2R &Ej.?k_irj_ ‘ﬁ«frg A FHEH R o Bt £ RV Eoka B
ERATRRE S G R WILY Bl E o AR T A 7 P I R E RO iy

W
T
D
q
v
?\45
0
P
p-atin]
(w

Benfd 0o RFIEAX g Lk SRS ALE =
RIAGEEDRA 2Z0fep AIZHR R ELAFFERELFA N
&3 E Y (24F 0 93) - Walker er al. (1997) RBl#t 2 Tis g
?i{fﬁﬁ“%Aéﬁﬁfgﬁfé%%m—ﬁi&’?i - B
% | > Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) Z & A€ 7 ~ & BRI A TR el
Gk T ABEYEORLT ﬂ%éﬂﬁhfr,ﬁBurt(l999) Wik § R
- fAAk € B (so<:1a1 relationships) #7 4l dehiy @ L HE k2
B SergRfiM G > @RMHE A4 TR (S enis ¢ (Burt, 1992)
Adler and Kwon (200 ) RIZR it ¢ T AL B Bt ¢ B (22 EH
Brpime o dgd FRERFS A LR SazE! "L EPALE T
A0y - BT TR G Y 0 4 ARE A OTAL g AT TR oD
7 A&  Pearce and Randel (2004) #. P 4t ¢ FIAL € B 0 et
&

Fa AAeM R FFEANEHO-

N

4
N
—\



Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998)#-4+ ¢ T & & & & % ﬁ\i (structural) ~ BT
w (relational) 2 334w 6 (cognitive) = B - BH o Z M ke il e T4 > &
** Granovetter (1992) % £ 4& 4% (structural embeddedness) v R OB TR AR 4
(relational embeddedness)sPe 4 o @ B fifpe ¢ "B % ki 4 P -
EREREE A 3d o a g BRI - AR AT F MG L P L T
Peg RN o B £ B m s LR E A P aiF L o Nahapiet and
Ghoshal (1998)B & 4 & 5 iZ (trust) ~ 4§ (norms) ~ 3 7%(obligations)
LI (identification)> B o » » FRERITBA AP FLIPE = i e~ 54 &2
I o

FrEYAEFTAERZAEIHTFZ  Flab ¢ T ALl g2
PR EER S B ERFERPZ BERREE VTR ATE DT
# (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) » @ 4+ € F & #73) =& % z% = 48 % (Tsai,
2002) 0 F B & ¥ HA pF AR iR T A i BB B N4
PooAb g M RGBT T AR Y M A a‘ig A SR gk
CAMER R U R AT B B SRR e S A Lk
# & 4 (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998)« L= 7 7 > AL € T A ivadi s 3
7 5 P AR e & & 5 4F B aad s Constant ef al. (1994)FrJarvenpaa and
Staples (2000)3% 5 i&= B Flk e W 5w & oo 3 & 2B F FF o

WOV BRI AT L ¥ gRIIT E S R
fF % = 38 & % > Davenport and Prusak (1998):25 £ ¥ = i ¢ & iZfrx 3§
Frl oA g enfe 4 2 - De Long and Fahey (2000)F7 7 je %% ~ i- 22 dogys
o (75 (GrdheruEz A3 1% ) PR R > REE AP ke w B
REEZENLs3 iR ER R VYRR REFLIERSF AL T
FETFL oRECRPEREL LEE YOS REF F ARG ER
SRIFROTALDEF RER-RL 2 X ROFSIRFAREES
LR R R R R R B s O N o A & R %#mm?
(Hellriegal et al., 1998; Kermally, 2001) Davenport and Prusak (1998)3‘5 ,
DATEA N BERGRE  He Lk POIRECERT B b BRI G 1

Vq,
BN
i
I).
Mg
\

gx‘i \_Hh
~m
{

\g
™~

Fo¥d- BEHAEEL o (knowledge friendly culture) & s 5 12
= ¥ ek £ & F 4 »Davenport et al. (1998)% #& &1 = B & 578 ki &3 fl4v
ARt B I FRRBIYHCBLFEFAEL G LR - RR L
o FABREHS RSP EF 2 Y% > Buckman (2004)~ 4% 42 2R
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=R A Iﬁ]'gﬁ’ff'ﬁf’gﬁfﬁ .f-“ ’"’T#B rm% IQEL s 1—}‘—: _7?: N :’{”’rl%‘J . ;_3:,}}1'-_ . .‘;’E’W‘J%’i
wF AR E AL BOBALE T A AR R & 0 F5 Wallach (1983)# gk 1t
e 3F 0 L A2 i (supportive culture) 4P B~ froid o B3 B R A 4F
NI R BB Gz § R R £ TeffA 0 S pa 3
g AR

2315 =
¥ 4 340 2 (Matt Ridley) & " 48 7 2 45 & (The Orlgm of Virtue)- %
ﬂ;é]gfﬂ»hr. 'Ikﬁ*gpﬂ‘m“éi’lf—\’,i}&rﬂ;Qg ENCIEV

Ly RELEARESEE T AR L & wﬁgéﬁﬁmé f: B 5 e
AL € BT AL ¢ & 1Fend £ Mishira (1996):3 5 & & @ ehbd (2 € @ 4
g ERNSVIE - 2= EA S-S - 0 o & AR
EnER e TEAELTEF S Ea e THEAZRLFI DI Fa
AL G L - BLA - F Lk(Max H. Boisot) { 45 #1483 % i g
A e R A HF AAe 3T d A E A I P
o A PT AL w TRl A G P A (2T
89) - McKnight et al. (1998) /= G #-% Fres B4R e L 3, 21 ~ 5 4 22
R P 4 E s BRI RURAR RN E o ARLIR G 0 G AL A OH
FE PR e FELE AAIARSI LR DR 2B
WEHH>7 B EM AL TR T R AR DT R ER, 0 b
-&rfsg*v?ﬂ%:ﬂi’?ﬁ’l'ﬁjé’aﬁé‘éé gﬂlgm*ﬁ,#’m-&r% SR W
SeanziE (2% > 293) o McLain and Hackman (1999):25 » & = 848
RA MBS AT A FEDEFRT > Ty, 2 THEIL, G E
HFE Rl g o

HMIEBUFPRETERCELA T L E FEERFEY 7 AL

AREEPT LIFTE o APFT RSN BESNE T (weaker forms of

3

trust) F|3 ;% % i (stronger forms of trust) sk 2 » & FaE AH W FE
HIE SRR LT ??Eiﬁ' EARI R RE R R e ot
hIFFRaEFTAM AR BT P BEHZ AR
%%%ﬂ%ﬁééﬁmo&ﬂ»a?ﬁ BARER K FE B
1334 A giiﬁ&*&g% 7] 5o i%:: ﬁ;éjé'}/ﬁ? i {" i 3 a‘m&;? % (Adler,
Gd AR ERF AN



ﬁé;;Qﬁﬂﬁ%?%Eﬁﬁiﬁi:@ﬁé%fﬁwfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁf
2R (B ’%%)oiﬁﬁgaﬁgééﬂ$ma(X))

—fﬁ~%@ﬁﬁg;gﬁﬁ POV R LR MR B
@#EF 218 5 (52 - McKnight er al. (1998) RIS &1 &2 & e ~ £ &

4D E TR 0 R S S R A Adler 2001)] #-53 =
R D DA —AE A B— R Rl R 2 B A 2 At B
Toeble gk X ehg SAIR 0 m RULAp AT Rt e 1t AR g s
B ERBETT R ESS iRk AR R R R B R AR
L& EFHIR G EZHF -

PR REMALEF > R R R IAARTED AT RIS 4 3 PR
PLF P T R o Davenport and Prusak (1998):% 5 i ® Had %

Argyris (1964)3%5 BB M8 5 03 D Z - IEag e S 30 F
e

FEAM G MTRIFHEE S EE S A BB GRI GA R T
"

*
Bri® ek e B2 PrIR 3 E L P 0 A4 B E s R A T oA g

Z 75

5
3. BERED BABL 2P R Eobh FEFEA A TRE 3
PE L TER] A RO F KAk F R R AR EE P L
FAR G A AR EOF 4 EREREEERBDF o
Buckman (2004)3& 1 Frih 2 % < it i RY f&@i&{n; EE
faEs it Faxrend P gpLeRd =GR L T ER
ﬁﬁﬁ’ %ﬁ&@ﬁ&ﬁ&ﬁ@@j,r& RRGALF > F LK A

b
ETTRS

)
b
i
TR

>4

N
vy

-~

fﬁﬂgﬂﬂﬁwmiﬁiﬁ’ﬁﬁgyﬁjﬂgﬁm%,ﬁﬁg,
{ A& % F L 3 g (studied) ~ 32} e(rational) ~ #7FF 14 e(tentative) > iz x 23T
ML R S I aE A o Adler (2001)#-E jFAE 5 & L dh(reflective)

LR M en(inclusive) ~ &2 B 3x(open)enf; i o A ¢ AR F B K 0 T
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(generalized trust) * B & 1z T 4 - AR BTG T30 2P AN 2 B
B oom A AL ¢ B - 40 7 5 (Putnam, 1993) ) T IE R 1 s X B
AGTER A R AR £ A E AR VBRI TR AR KRG E
WET  GEHEE A ST AL E BEG @ RALL BT
(Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998)¥7 7 »x4rak 2 3 (Adler, 2001):73 & F2 58 F 4% o

Davenport and Prusak (1998)3% & it & o™ 3¢ EP@ § 4> 25 §
SHEEEEF R E FE 2 EAREV A AZRET BE A
PREMBEHTESZENA 0 & rEREFmOl 1 MaZEE L

7 ’ 2

;Z{ajf?‘Pfq_: ,;\tiﬂﬁ%;,:;,«m‘ =R S

23244
PREERIRFTE LN - FAHEHDILE A BWIFF 5 L
Tao PR AAE KRR AER D DR THEFIAKF S HEBS
a‘i%iﬁ%?fﬁﬁﬂ - R WEF - BRTRE R EHAEETAY - B
Al s ¥ 3 T R AR A LR 4 RAH o R BB
g AR ~ BRI R U ﬁji&-ﬁﬁ@ BN E R e e 8 F) (R

% 88)

BTl LA S0 VBT RA S T 0 R R 2 B 1R
& 1T 5% & & g % (Starbuck, 1992) % 3547 5 B} & 7(Starbuck, 1992) ~ +%
F ~ %~ % (Goodman and Darr, 1998; Jarvenpaa and Staples, 2000; Orlikowski,
1993) “FFaRFrIPELZEME - F e FEIRESE T LEF
(Leonard-Barton, 1995)% & & 4 «%Fl,gj@(pro-sharing norms)¥ 3 i FrEk A %
RN JINNE S AR R e FRFEE T8 o F @ E IR EATE IR
e Rl L R AEAR = 0 31 2 A F] & &k ok s % pF (Orlikowski,
1993) » & & A % ¥ € TLU% faos | A §T§‘/‘J< se3s (Kankanhalli ef al.,
2005) ; ¥ ﬁrr?i%;a‘%f#%i AT BRI NE G A R RETRET 0 TR R T
A F et Al F "]—%7@ ER RN g“ﬁfdr " 4Em A 24 W E A3 (Nahapiet
and Ghoshal, 1998) -

2333k
ol £ - il MBHEER BREEY LG BxFJE
s A 48 (Johnson et al., 1999) > 8 ¢ » i 4 ¢ #0504 & B4 m*ﬂ—gﬁ )
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¥ Fh & eh% 3 %4 > Cheney (1983)R] 3 7 i A3t e H iz s ~
Fink o WA BB A KR L B g L hA R dpid M- B B AR 3R
form A - AEPRATIRIRZ W E G AR AR A B2 0 &
RN R T Y rﬁ£ B (3L HFE > 380) - Patchen (1970)3%
f;@mkmﬂ»@ﬁ&i%&%m$m’9W3‘
1. 4p i r+(s1m11ar1ty) IR EFRERG AP SRR R
A3 23 P ket 5@ °
2. = R £ /& (membership) : 3%+ f 7 ik p s~ Blig- Kby

v

IR S R T B R ) o Y BRI L R

3. R(loyalty) r s R gt I Ap A FE R RPF o aHERIG R
BB R gﬁvﬁggﬁﬂmé$’ﬂﬁ?ﬂ%%£%i%m

E
@ JE B 3L e (organizational 1dent1ﬁcat1on) » — fai € 3 F (social
identiﬁcatlon)m%«; A5\ 4 ;j&{x[?ﬁ ATREL P L R E - BEAEEY -
Bood— B Azl 3- B & &adf 5 p & % B (Mael and

Ashforth, 1992) 4% B 1 X PLEEE AR B R e B R e
“W”ﬁﬁéﬁwéé ai Nas V- o i S LR e
(pro-social behavior) 73k ;L(Johnson et al., 1999; O’Reilly and Chatman,
1986) > 7ofe € B 4 3 vt o X chiE AR 2 A N E AR 0 @ K e T TR e
€ 0 Flpty MGEAELE o BHIE R AR BaEs 35 B
T AEF 2k o g WEH KT i & sz(Constant ef al., 1996) 5 F] b
OB ERG FRREE FIS MBS & doR e § A ahe A
¥ ook l~—‘ﬁ'€’ o A A BFAIFIE 0 R T F A B ARBRI LIRS
Hugerd havey o GEH L AIE TG app o SR 0§
& i%‘« (Constant et al., 1996; Kankanhalli et al., 2005) -

:)1’(

T.L. -r.x\
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AT HTRLS Z I FFE S AEJEFF AL > ART BT
ZF(R&PLE LT 6 A FRHF LR ) » PEFTELSILFEFLDE
¢ (Kankanhalli et al., 2005) > 2 7 #-F 580 1 3L 3 L~ A FF (in
KBRS SRR E R R A ) O AIE R (AR
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3.2 F§ K
—’rr'g—\-g P 2 }I?\-jﬂ 4 ) Fe Tﬁ‘}"”crn fed g4 o AL R DR
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998 ; Orlikowski, 1993) » & & chseaide i £ 30 5
YgAraii s % 3 JIpRE > B g o@a 2 387 3 3% (Davenport and
Prusak, 1998) » #xim 4% aritfg 4 i o R MR RS fAPM o
Hl: R @i 2B sl gl r Al

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)#-+ahd £ o it ~ ¢hit v B & v p it f8
R B 2 R TR BB 0 LS T AR, oAbt EAR
LN ﬁﬁ‘fpﬁ CE L >~ BRI R B 35y e
EABEEMS > UET A TR Mep R R S v B e A
EME TN o MR EBEGE G AR PR A
@ f 4 ehS & (Baet al, 2001; Markus, 2001) » { BAL 5 ¢ & & » £
i AR L TL L
W R R A A R R e AP o

H2 S Jkadsorde o F?F'a“—';’i’ﬁ" BArE AL B LR L f AP M

F_‘~

B AAZ R AR A BB A TR R R & YT
4y e & (Constant et al., 1994) » Davenport and Prusak (1998)3% & Fras ¢ 1=
R H B Eien P FHRER L ﬂp]@‘_mﬁ%@v#"aj& &~ g’v’ﬂfﬁé%;Hall
(2001)3% 5 &k SLALSRiE A P AT s B ocnde il > R o JE
Ag\wﬁ@mbag%gi’ﬂ& ﬁﬁ%*ﬁﬂéém&ﬁiwao

H3: wifenptfess oA 5 n AL & Ap b
YA E LI B RS E T B A AT N BT R

gﬁﬁ:@%,f}qﬁr'fé/\ﬁ’)gﬁkxﬁigfqﬂ\][ﬁ&%\gi ’%—J‘f’\]ﬂ;rﬁﬁj\ %‘
%{%‘—L:{Jﬁ z’ﬁ?ﬁ_’? *oR B (R R a;a%j\f/ AR Y o > o Constant ef al.

B AFHETEEIRE R R TR MARS 3 Rl B R Mk
5% rf BHARREARE T R g o A 3 hi el
%o REREED TR LT OLEE AR -



H4: HRBomo 3 BT iph

Blau (1986):n 5 7 A M & BREFAE R EHFONE > 7 A1
AR G ATEs ?’[f%im'f LD A 1 P A N .ﬂzﬂpe;;\j\ A HEs s
(Kollock, 1999)~ & & Kk s A e Bb K & F’P];’Ii:mjﬂi I
@I SR R R R e MR T BB e 3
FRELLARRE o
H5: 3 aP2miss R ripi

# thPx & > Davenport and Prusak (1998)3% 4 1 %%
FAlE A R § R E s % 75 ;5 Constant ef al. (1994)3% 5
FRAZA-RBIARENEL ZRP AL RFHTELTT (o

e

8. 5 5 @ Wasko and Faraj (2005)% L8>t e4 A a4 g g d e 5

shiegy ) Kankanhalli ez al. (2005)57%2 3 74 41 > e = | »t ] p4
A & B hEEA R BHE o %g¢MAﬁﬁﬂg*m%@§ng

H6 : 3 eh A Baeiie T gk § o 1AM
PR B A A G AT A ™ A5 B (Bandura, 1986) 5
Constant et al. (1994)R)3%% > 5 - BAREZ Er 3z W kageRis o
menFlEpE s ERpEHALNLEL G AL EBARIP A o F

S

P
& SR REBp ANa 0 gl P TR R4 I R AR~ e
Hi B e 1 iFred » ¥ AT AETedk B P 3> 2m 3B p Ao
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H8 : & %N @ 3 en AR & A4p B

AR r_g)ibltbt,/ybp\;%#m@]!}f%ifﬁ _gj\g-/&f\_—dx, O A
BRIVRE S ApE ch ik L TR RFDRRET » G F HE gk
F- R o A grvg F F g L % (Orlikowski, 1993) » Jarvenpaa and Staples

@WW% BT REGARET  FHE 1A 3 B B
e %#m%@T’*gﬁﬁ@ﬁ“%ﬁ§wﬁﬁ’igﬁﬁﬁkg
Lo [ G 2 chioih o 0o A 34

OB RN AR G P %Wi%g@bi%Wﬁi%ﬂ
(Johnson et al., 1999) » 48 chE 47 BAZ A Aot = g L oehE 4 TN
IF & R TR wﬁm’@ﬁwﬁ£Akﬂ&ﬁ$’@wz%g
LT R TR R O mRcE s i s (R BB B g
ﬂﬁ%eﬁwﬁﬁﬁo“f”%*ﬁ”ﬁ‘ VKRR S AP BB T

mo:wk*wﬂﬁ”’&@iﬁw%

33 A2 HF TR TE RS 2

Ly R %Wqﬁﬁn@mqé(**qé‘“ﬁﬁi*
FIEFE ~ A EIBFF) ?ﬂé#}@’ R Yl STl
TRV A Py Rk ORI SRR ﬁf*f'%\émfil*?ﬁ% (e~ §
w) o ELERY ZRRG IR kiR Y %é%suﬁ\,é‘% R
£ ﬁ;ﬁu}ﬁf@%ﬁf:ﬁ/ﬂ\ Blw FHEILAR (1~84 5% 122 2 F &
&%ki\%Fi~*%%k%~*%k%xk%~&%%\ﬁ£#%i)’
AEARR R AP R OR ARG 0 U TP E AL F T LR
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) S SPE I
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3.3.1 = A7) %

g AR A SoEE 4 (LOK)eha & 5 0 Tl A v 3 00 % >
TR A BpER B A i ar(Gray, 2001) 0 78 5 B 4 Orlikowski
(1993)f-Kankanhalli ef al. (2005)#73& 31 cR® 78 kg 2> & » 3¢ ¢
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I, #A i@ A3 ko7 iz A a

(LOK1)
2. #A i 3o koo
(LOK?2)
3. #Aawmenz ks ¥
4, #HANgaeEie 3 o0 ko RN

Yo B A T4

B4 (COE)hE & 5 ¢

FoNB A e R(D P ) iR
e X 2 p e b @ (LOK3)
S F ¥ o % 34 (LOK4)

TR AEE AT

FC R 3 Ak AT E 4R P 4 (Markus, 2001) ;0 B ¥ R

(COE4)

5. B cnari s AR AgES R

(COES)

332 b a1 E FlE

B 2 e ;%@(ORE)%%% Lo
2001; Hall, 2001) |
Hargadon (1998)% Hall (2001)*r# H enfP 5B T > £ T 48 ¢

M (Ba et al,
(2005) ~

1. A e 2 0k
2. EAMA e R ok
3. FAMAciems 3ok
4, g AB-ANEaees 3 ok
5. F BN E R
BR(IMA)hE & % 0 %6

iusr(Constant et al., 1996) | » I* %
(2005)4% ) ef® 78 i T

PP I %\\ % Orlikowski (1993)f= Goodman and Darr (1998)# ! er3F?
BRI T
1. 223 PR R s 3 0 k(& @J » g Lk ) (COED)
2. A ﬁﬂzrrggw Fibo &R F PR EM 4 (COE2)
3. #tmaemx I EAE Nk BF {5 PR 24 (COE3)
4. i 3o b A EGE R H B L R L e A enpE

RHfR Ao g by S hpE

TE A R RS 3 e &
» =% 7 P %4 Kankanhalli et al.

» ANF HF UL pedrdF end iF(ORED)
re3g e g 4% ¢ (ORE2)
IPE: £1: 4c 74 ¢ (ORE3)
| 2 & A F (ORE4)
¢ ¥ rUH 4e 1 1% %R (ORES)

e i A
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)y F\
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. BAehmdl o g ik > § ebieE e FL‘( 7)° 75 % (IMA1)

2. ,351_3%\;(;} F)P A E ATEaA o 7 )ﬁéﬁé\ Ao Bar L R (IMA2)

3. BA g 3ok o VO R ) A A aEn i (IMA3)

4., #NenieEs 3 o ko 'fr’*\-—;i\‘l T A ¢ WLk Ak ¥

(IMA4)

5. MAGIEA LAk T g BE @ F R HA AL & (IMAS)

M3 AMREC)HZT AL THER LS hIBEAZ > Ak B
pFo 2 A etk @ 042 £ (Davenport and Prusak, 1998) | » 78 3E B %3
Kankanhalli ef al. (2005) ; Wasko and Faraj (2000)#73 I/ shi B 37> £ 2

3T

. SApR P R F §Rmm A 3 RN S ARR L A F o

(REC1)
2. MpRp Ay FEREF BEE B L J LEAN(REC2)
ARG P (NG F R B EE v B (REC3)
4. Ajp R A Z AN e FI R EDTEL R ITL v

(REC4)

333 p iz

B s L (EHO)m{;& 2 THEBA s s I ka %TEIJ Il A
@ & 31 P i 4n(Wasko and Faraj, 2000) ; » B £ £ 0 § = 4L 0 53
Wasko and Faraj (2000)# 2} c9R® 78 #% 2_ -

1. ;uz:gﬁfgé B A el g %“ﬁ B AT A R A i (EHOI)

2. A EFENagarda v LR RS FINA ’§ AR F 247 (EHO2)

3. BAGuEAs B H W 4 A G E(BEHO3)

4. HEimie A wAEBETE \’Kiazf"ﬁ-%—fr’*—‘x/n\ff. % H s £ (EHO4)

\\\Xr

=2

ﬁrr'?ﬂié Soriis (KSE)EnE & 5 ¢ THZBA L 4 9rA T 0 %k ik »
A3 Az A2 W & e(Constant ef al., 1996) ;> 7€ 58 P %% Kankanhalli ez
al. (2005) /MR B E T 0 £ v $E

1. Azn i A i et > 40 ﬁﬁk(é\ )= i &3 i E(KSEl)

2. AL A Eehiem > TR i ok 45(KSE2)
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3. AR E MK BT T 1 T3z 5 (KSE3)

izl 1
;F 38 th3R. 72 (KSE4)

4, ARG AR EATE o ¥ U

334 A3 6 F)F

FrHyR st 2(GDaE i s @ TG R 143 0 kaioi
B o £ LG VPR B iE g ¥ #f o(Mishra, 1996;
Putnam, 1993) ; > B ¥ =8 78 P % » 42 » % 7% Kankanhalli et al. (2005)# !
E]PIE =3 A

Lo AR (2 @) f st i L anivi > § %4 i § 08 £ (GTD)
2. AApREB(S D)X R §RE A ariho A LT i+ (GT2)
3. AdpRAs(S )R g A chioh o (T § GuE ¥ (GT3)

4, A .3?.31%‘2(;} )= B 0 g4 % B e (GTH)

@I G A3 RFEPSN)FT & 5 0 TSR 7A@ 5
& i A § 2_ 324v(Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) ; » # & 5 P %< Kankanhalli
et al. (2005) e MR IEER F T AR L

Looms(= @)= | B 3 4p3 42 3 (PSN1)

2. EE(= )= | PO EEIRORA (PSN2)

3. BE(2F)F AR FRARL LS R H 3 (PSN3)

4. (2 P)FREF 0 X L4935 PR ELEL(PSNY)

5. BH(2P)XRRE - g NEEDER G HE L GuE 4 (PSNS)

$030 R (IDE)sh 2 & 5 0 T sy A nenip R L4282 § 5
B R Fﬁﬁ}i er1z34v(Johnson ef al., 1999; Patchen, 1970) ; - i % fif% WP
7 I 3% > %+ Kankanhalli ef al. (2005)#% ) cR® o8 4% 2
‘B A(2 @)Y 1 i¥(IDEI)
%@vng,mmg|iﬁ > ) 4 % (IDE2)

o4 u\,(é ﬂ);u 5 - e (2 7)(IDE3)
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335 emA 3 R
v m e 3 g F(KSW)ehE & 5 ¢ "1 @SR

1 T8¢
i’.’zﬁﬁﬂ??lﬁz"v‘\,i(vaé‘E’PﬁiA}"J_i%;}gF&g e N

7Y
& 5 & oKk (Bock and Kim, 2002) RG-S 55 0 i
S22 5 (391) DR THR T
It iFvd » AR BN ¥ 0§ olfe okt e S g
#4233 H(KSWI)
2. B EP > AEF ERADTRBED BR(ST)IRHTHRE
P BB R E3T F PI(KSW2)
3. faiEd o Pﬁfi’;’a BRI REPE o A g R T W R R o B
A F A a8 2 (KSW3)
4. maiEe o ‘\qﬁ%’f— ¥t LA B A S% S RBR A
(KSW4)

5, B-Amaeiges g Ak s e LA p fa iFa- 30 (KSW))
B (s 0 BT T 1‘# I IT R RIS RRAEE oL ] 2§ PR
5 KRR EEIR 4o 29775 5

7
ARG R LRI A A TA A 0§ 0 R R R

2. #E# 120/ 1T S 21~30% ~ 31~40% ~ 41~50%% ~ 51~60% ~
Ol ()t » = 1 # & B fE o

30 KTARAE CFPBUT CF B ER B L L 8
EEHRT ARR o

4, 1 FEF 1 1&E LT ~I~5 F ~6~10& ~11~15#& ~ 16~20#F -
20 ()Mt > A1 I E F BPE o

5. B igRigekreab i Al PRl g EREEEAE VA
RigokpeabEAf - BB -RFFELR > T TR

6. 2P A EW I WEE CRBE - ERE - THRE A - H
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342 ¥4 %8

taiar(Jeff Papows)sn & Frah g 3L & SL B 0RE ~ UL 2 o T
BEAH AL ARG HEP R R T AR A e EE  A B
L RFRFH (L RAA mRDES L Joplid (SR
N88) o FlAAEAATEEI AR T IR ARAE T - 0 SEEA AT
PR 1A 3 R T A I kA TR AL i
78 (control variables)* #* 3 "f‘f | b AT R g TR AR TR A T B

23

E

& P A TR 5= /I?J%
in A G g 4 Welp A chio A 3 0k o TR RES & Gray (2001)
(LOK) b eE=3 l% RPN s £ RO 1
ok F O B AFE Y F AT F I Eess 30 Markus (2001)
&4 4 (COE) koo AT F LT PER A4
2 5 5 8- (ORE) AL R s R R Ba et al. (2001);
Hall (2001)
##(IMA) Bl A g 3ol iR A 4 B2 Constant ef al. (1996)
v L AT
3 & 4 (REC) AP RS A AR Gy A k% & Davenport and Prusak
R L (1998)
&> b L (EHO) BB Amaede 3 ka § et £ o Wasko and Faraj
R T P (2000)
e N NE AR S ST ik HE N 4 #rA F A kepdead s B 2 Constant ef al. (1996)
(KSE) J B AR e
R & et 12 (GT) R LA R A kensrd > A A * Mishra (1996);
R BE G AL R - F % E 0 Putnam (1993)
"RV R
Lo A% R Y ALY G JI @ 3 g R Nahapiet and Ghoshal
(PSN) ipa (1998)
w4 (IDE) & AR 02 i B 0 T :ﬁ‘« £ 3 Johnson et al. (1999);
frp? xiv s LR LA Patchen (1970)
A S LA 1 FBBA R A1 FHE ¢ 0§35 %  Bock and Kim (2002)
(KSW) PR EEE IS RANARELSZ D
TR & ¥ o s %R LT i 4
Mok B
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WA

53

A Ee 3 ok Vg s A ’g_:s,f%k;

Kankanhalli et al.
(2005)

IR S 1o
I e L SRR E RS R TE ESTEY £
(LOK) #-enirgs 3 ik ¥ 24 p e ajpirag Orlikowski (1993)
BAhmmAs R k> AhEF TR LI
g EARES Il L ES ﬁ?—'ﬂ";%ﬂv\' 30 j\(g\zﬁ.gl S RS
anepge A IET 2 RER RS RS Orlikowski (1993);
g BAERREFE AL RTR 5 PR e
G4 RADRELSE Sk AECERE R ARILEEF A HEFRF Goodman and Darr
(COB) sesvenamain 3 o0 % > S ko § b7 AenpEm (1998)
FARARA L E Nk AF T L SRR (T Kankanhalli et al.
(2005)
o FABASTEST Nk AT ZT U AF AP E Hargadon (1998)
FABA ST Nk AF YT Jli%%c%c%ﬁ.bk}g
A N y Hall (2001)
(ORE) g aA®Agamimsz hk » AF FF10E7 ﬁ@-@qi\‘?ﬁ%?‘
(] %

A e s 3ok AF R U (TR

Kankanhalli et al.
(2005)

g %

\,4),91,}}% 5\4— 6953\,“(

EE TR LA o FRSSUUE T S EUN |

F)¢ A g
LR
WA AN B0k S R A B g

Kankanhalli et al.

(IMA) : (2005)
B eI A B0k e AR e A€ L A e ¥
BAorogios 3ok > TRLE IR EE S R WA g
AP REFES §RITBA T LN AR I # 4 5 & Wasko and Faraj
e (2000)
B
TRY agpp A gRE R E GRS SR
(REC) o . Kankanhalli ef al.
5“#E'€Bfé;“j§%’J&E‘?’Pﬁigxi'#@«}@ﬂ (2005)
AppR A AR PRI T TEA S FL v
ENES o | RS RSP PRS- ST ﬁu@%%mﬁﬂ
FIE S 3 Arema v T IR A o RAR L Wasko and Faraj
A
(EHO) BN e e 3 A H A EA S j e (2000)
g%MA@%ﬁg,aﬁﬁ&%wﬂggﬁgg«
ALE AT AT HAN R (2 P) R | A § E
TED Wos ST B endvi o WO R0 1 AR AR Kankanhalli et al.
e e .
(KSE)“ A G A hieE s T O feakd (2005)
Azn g A rdE et > T o e d AR IR
Adp (D P)F R R A chis g8 g hE
BES s R AR EE R it L Kankanhalli et al.
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('E’T“) BRI E(2 P R g R A e (elh f Sl (2005)

E fe i endTils
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%2 PR iy R (5)

WA

g o8

\“Xr
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e
4-—1

R F)S AR 5 ART tRE enk gl
da s EREDIREE L BEAHY
. e s e . Kankanhalli ez al.
3R eM(2F)F AR FF A RARRLE T UFER R (2009)
(PSN)  ms(2d)2 AR g% £4p3 BrR TS
ERTCEOEE SN SUE w ot ol 0 S Rt e
AR EA B ER(N )Y 1 F
B AT (N T AE BN H
wWwOFoa R X é_k NEVA L - e (A P Kankanhalli et al.
4 & = = & = e B E S (2
(IDE) e e (=7) (2 7) (2005)
EANEl T _ELJF\() PR S 34 Y
RS L ER( ) AR RS
B iEY > AR MASE ELE S TRrgRBELEL
‘St
1 iee > g:xz”\ HarEdE 1 —%‘(‘\ 5’)25%957?}}&@
:{‘r'%\\,l,,\ N F .'E'_ FE' ',_;Frg—ﬂ_ﬂ_fl
TR A s RERRNAREE A EHEE T L PR 8 2% 3 (3091)
fIiSW) O L LR A

a1 iEe > AEYERFE B AL T B ALK BECR
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BN gaedi e 3 ok e R ARP F O iFa- Wi

A‘%’u‘ TV R 8 0 R F IR BRI B il SR

BRI EE Y hE i o RO AT B BB BT RS

PURACFT R S MR o S ﬁ a mp\ g -

BEEAFORY G R L BB R R i £
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T g e (data warehouse)/ 7 #1 4 # (data market)/ 7 # 7 # (data

mining) s * #H C SA R E T TG aF S TP B
DR AR > H e R A AIRT AR G 1 B oo
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¥ AR FE R Y 45 5
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'f"} 1 (F4e il p B it o
5. ¢ F. 1 ﬁrb R R =R B }% ,j»m)éﬁx«frﬁr 4B é% ob 2R e
» #-ig F E'_‘% 1’}_%‘3 i E’ﬂ@ﬁi\:‘ i j Pk o

3.5 FHLA S
FrAl* SASAF i Z T ATl &1 2 > Hr g i
L3 PR AR SR FIR > I * %3 2 F] % 4 47 (confirmatory factor analysis,
(TMﬁ BADTFENIFRARE e AhtesS% L BRFRSE- H LY
PRI (ArE A E R RR) ETA Eﬁ;g,\ﬁ ) BRAT F etiE 2 HRR o

351 BN pE e VA R
5% #3(model identification) Afr i £ F v & - Bra- f2 > &
A S BB ECd 32 A2 B B PF 5 MR (underidentified) o AT 3 ) If% 3
A B A S B EE AR B BPF 5 i B FE(justidentified) o
A ﬁW—ﬁ,miwx&@&)*%ﬁ'%&%5@&%%
(overidentified) > F|iE % B maT BB A Y & 24 T34 B fE 5 vE- f7 o
% SAS %A 72 % ¥ data points B 8ZE = =T parameters ¥ # > data points ® feet
BN Ep(p+1)2 0 @ parameters B #ic g 2 3 2 2p+q(q—1)2 E P pi
A qefpadkp S &V S0 RELpd RAT 300 k9L
AT R EEARMRNE Ko
H=t s T R RERGITFGFI RN ERRZT R ape i
2R 0 ¥ e i Rdp iR E & AR LT

Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square (p-value > 0.01)

Chi-square/df < 2

Goodness-of-Fit Index; GFI (> 0.9)

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI (> 0.9)

Comparative Fit Index; CFI (> 0.9)

Normed Fit Index; NFI (> 0.9)

Nonnormed Fit Index; NNFI (> 0.9)

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; RMSEA (< 0.05)

I ol
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3.5.2 »x R & & (validity)

i Ttk ) RTE R G RB LR RAGEL 1
(appropriateness) o %] £ 22 4p B A A& R 4F TR > ¥ R A 5 & o 22 & (face
validity) ~ ® % #z & (content validity) -~ »% #% B P& »x & (criterion-related
validity) ~ # & »< & (construct validity)w #f -« AF § BB R B L TR
e A «%%ﬁ? NERRBERF LR EE R EE

R IR D Ry LERMEE R A RIEA P AN IR
?E_/P"f“fmmﬁi“ﬁbt’%@ﬁ A S Fifirﬁ PR THG B R EME
A - AiE Q;;;Jq BT 2R RSN AN hE A gk (B
S 2 AL R92) o AFTARMEEL (FATFE S JIEFE A ES
F1%) BRI o AR KSR Y P PG G R FL
SRR R R P ENFRRZE R AL ARG 2P

71 AT R IR % ¢ 4E Jaatsr K (convergent validity) &2 % B] 2T &
(discriminant validity) ° Jc @< Bgikdp #-fF 0k 58 (2 * &g 4p h-manifest
indicators ) & pl4p b ep K24 ﬁ_ 4 (latent construct) &2 d H R IE AT R {E
MEEEARMLT o RIAT P RIEET folc s R RS Y L R
B2 FlF f A Bt B ant-testik & ﬁmim Yo aere B enA $7 0 B a=0.05% F
KBTS F R IR eit-valued $E N AR E(1.96) 0 B & R deac L AT en
MEHA D FRAEF T 0 AT AR A TR MR
BEAMEFAT - FRRRAIp T TRAPR DS BRERLE (IBHS
Bl) o5 BMERLAPMIEN AT BAERLFT B
THT S LM Gl o 2 95% §f % 7 (confidence interval)= p = 2X
standard error(p) > % B3 B & B AM GEGHE R FSHA e H£18-1 R
G BARHFELF 2L 273 L FIBE AR H R -

r

4

%*jjz\—“

2

o

» e 'S
W

T

3.5.3 & & & % (reliability)

i TR R L RTT AR RApHFE S 2 9D /el (accuracy) B M A1
(precision) » 7 35 & |5 % A X | £ £ (errors of measurement)R? 5 iz
BReoeB R3S > o g & — L8 T P(stability) * £ 7€ = 2 cff 2w 4
¥ - & P03 fi(internal consistency)® & FH it FE A B KB L
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AFE T B * & R (composite reliability; CR)#? Cronbach’s « 838 {7 13

BADELERIE T PFERALERADEL s FHELELL

4 ﬂfﬁﬁ?&;ﬁ@ub,g ;lv,;K#A s 7R A L4 ?‘A‘mpxi'rg_ 3%
(F1% § FEAT) [ [(F1F § FE AT +
A % E %4c] > Hair et al. (2006)@;5;),’1@-*\ W07 m ¥ - BEF kKN
FMIE P - RIEE AR 5 Cronbach’s @ & > Nunnally (1994)3n % & 4 2. 13 & fadc
( rCronbach’s «a &) M3t035F* M & - B+ 4£54 ; Cronbach’s «a &
4 00.35% 0.70% > ¥ 4% 5% enfz & 1 % Cronbach’s a &% *70.700] % 7 & &
ey

LT
.Ei’v
<
\ X
w
-k
w
-k

=
RLN
“‘/
g\)‘(

3.5.4 4f i §F (mutiple regression) " 17
&@Fﬁﬁﬁkﬁiﬁ’%iﬁ@ﬁﬁgi@% ST AHAL
EEES 3 P A 9T 3 AANIEF BE2 T 357 § factor-based scores °
AF 3 GF o A7 AL B e EEAl W ld il £ B R - R AERI R fr- BT
T R M o F BARRIR I SFERL 4 AT FER LT
%’*ﬁ%%ﬁ@—@’ﬁ SR e W= B LG | E o E o PR
Forrd oodm g At RN B o fES B RWAFR G PRI
%%ﬁb'@ulﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁ’ RIDAFEF o AT FFA AT 0 T LR
T ek AR
L Hd-lesmitie & % P TER R E R Rk ke
2. BANHM G AT 5L o T FRIRM AL & KR

836 it 4 deim o

3. HMGETE G B3 clEER -
4. iﬁﬁmﬁk‘wﬁ%ﬂiﬁ’éfwﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ&éé$§#$W{
Lyt e cn®amEp w FHF 0 008 ME G KIgIEiRa 4 o

3.6 K ¥ PR

i @ﬁ@muwﬁy%kanﬁﬁégmg,ﬁﬁm*J4qm@53
PET RO E  TRELIDEN TGN S F AR AR
ifﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂgﬁﬁﬁ’in%w&“w%ﬁﬁ%m%w* o



o ARELSFRE RN FIFAE (ALABREFF L) BAR
ﬁémﬁ’¢ﬂﬁmm%i@?@’ﬁﬁucjﬂb~&iuﬁv4m¢ﬂ
B F BRI A& Sl 0 BRI FRE

SRl AR 331 (B EpE A v*f““*w" FA43) 0 914
LN M1T e R AR ERA H21~30K 111~ 31~40/& 141 ~ 41~50

B3~ 51~60fk3 0 &Y ﬁifﬁ%ﬁ‘illi A Flo AL 14 2 TR
FI~5&871~6~10& 100~ [1~15F 67 ~ 16~20& 3 ~21 & () 5
[had ’/F'%&.rg]‘”b|?b%}%§;g &ﬁlp—v\\:‘f"b,rg;—}aﬂ;&% ¥ AR T &
BigokpeabE A fl0m s - B 13 & X5l 20 JRIFE7

s A EAT s TRREO P MSE s B & F4 .

3 B BRIEERFE 2 A T BRP TR (N3]
P iE T8 A e T A
ol 7 14 45.2%
& 17 54.8%
21 ~304 11 35.5%
, 31~40 % 14 45.1%
e 41~50% 3 9.7%
51~ 60K 3 9.7%
% 1 3.2%
WY R 45 16 51.7%
AL 14 45.1%
|~5% 7 22.6%
6~10% 10 32.2%
1rE T 11~153% 6 19.4%
16~20 3 9.7%
21 E(3)M2 5 16.1%
ERTER BN | 1 3.2%
LN R I R 7 22.6%
AR LHAEsL LR 10 32.2%
- IR 13 42.0%
Big ¥ 2 6.5%
PRI 7 22.6%
s by 4 13.0%
sRATH ?,ﬁii 6 19.4%
R4 M 8 25.5%
A 4 13.0%
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RPRFAE T T A AR R P L AT 0 -
P« 30 1.00en% B 512 0 B FHciE T 5.3.0142043~4.13540992_ FF » %
’]‘# B e 4977 o ?%%§¢£ﬁff#ﬁ@fﬂl Btk > T REHKEH
N FR— R M2 enCronbach’sq B 2 472 % A2 % 1‘#5 iCronbach’s q 18 &
% 0.831264 ~0.964788 z_ & > # & Nunnally (1994)#1#% % 13 13 % %
(Cronbach’sq &+ *70.7) > @& 2 PR E L5 - TARR DG R > L
% ehCronbach’s @ E4r 44977 > d F]Z A {78 C R &% K % E*ﬁﬁ fé
I E F B ITE 1‘”']‘2% °

%4 B EPRRBOFZ S ITEE R K&K E S (N=3])

# £ gj‘l—& > 12 e Cronbach’s a &
o4 g 4 (LOK) 4 3.54656792 0.956962
S J OSP4 4 (COE) 5 3.36121214 0.870276
i % & (ORE) 5 4.1354099 0.947333
2 (IMA) 5 3.4479442 0.872459
3 & (REC) 4 3.0142043 0.886246
# 3+ p4 4 (EHO) 4 3.4618969 0.946691
feak p 2oz (KSE) 4 3.6227985 0.964788
R &3 i2(GT) 4 3.2196756 0.911351
6 & % A4 (PSN) 5 3.8434645 0.920967
# e (IDE) 5 3.9489093 0.930102
Fodh s X FE(KSW) 5 3.1638582 0.831264
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N T 2t

4.1 PP E B 2 AL
411 B 5w

E ) ﬁ*if%"l_.ﬁa’faiﬁg?mp?c‘;}—i‘%l T Bas,:!;“ibmr p—k,( )
Q;}» %

Ll E‘%TEJ‘E\‘ qf’fr’%‘?" 2 ““Jﬁﬁé ’ji'ﬂs: B”LL %\‘1 F@F\E A/PJ
o BT e (27) S fp AR FmA e § B E Ll ¥ - A0
B Aﬂz A R TS L e P\»"ﬁiﬁ%j\@f’?éﬁu}ﬁo

> i}

4(BBL4%E4”BBW P%ﬂLW%W%gﬁﬁﬁ

F IR g g A0 e TR FEE RSN
é&?ﬁx/?ljﬁ EHEY > CREEP ARBE w140 0 H P 292
71;‘&'135%3—%\ ER T N Rk A EETF R RS
(N=111 > $ stk * wfc 5 324.7%) &

4121‘%#;&1\ EWA
?%kdifbﬁq$%$aiﬁwﬁﬁiLAPi?%ﬁbﬁ
'r%-ﬂj’ FHw Ttk A(N=1TTDZ RN E &~ o7 42K ~ 1 17 & 35~ Bl s
WE NP AEGE s o EAAINEEL L AT (GERLS)
CBEE el i g okt A Y o T A RIE A TG 65L 0 kA
158.6% > 4 1L iRl K 46 & o ik AR A c41.4% -
2. B i;E'J—"F’f P i A (31~40%& ) A v o5 5 6511148.6% 0 1
W21 330/ ¥ #27.9% 0 441K IS0/ K B17.1% > B £ 8
A 3514 2 60/ ¥ St b 5 6.3% -
3. T AR X PIE m?r’sﬁiﬁil\-gaﬂ;ﬁi*ﬂ*ﬂ%‘f'/P(\é\-'JF)
ﬁ*ﬁhaf??ﬁ’% VAT T% AR L FEF B R A Bed36% o
B RLE FrefE kA BB 16.3% -
4 1 TFEF A REFTARIISEF P RIH 9 27% > 1 & F 4206
210E 2 3 27% > JRA*11Z 15# F’“mx /EJ—‘F'?" 17.2% » 4 *v16
320 FF ez iE'JiF? » B3 10.8% 0 PRAZH204# 14 ¢ Jﬁ b5 A Hein
14.4% > &% - Edﬂzfiféﬁﬁ%o
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35 HAz A v I FREN=111)

I B iE 7B A #ic B At
o 7 65 58.6%
= % 46 41.4%
204 1 F
21~30% 31 27.9%
31~40 % 54 48.6%
ks 41~50% 19 17.1%
51~60% 7 6.3%
6l (7 )t
r’g v B’%\;_U'T
B
o 4 3 18 16.3%
KRR « ; 53 47.7%
el 40 36%
¥
1& = 4 3.6%
|~5 30 27%
s 6310 30 27%
11~15% 19 17.2%
1620 % 12 10.8%
2 & (5)rl 16 14.4%
Bk AR mR Y LF 6 5.4%
T o S 21 18.9%
E%k& E%L%E\‘P\?&gﬁ}%/‘ﬁ 39 35.2%
- m R 44 39.6%
T (% 4R 1 0.9%
Bl ¥ 41 36.9%
e 19 17.1%
e w LR ¥ 7 6.3%
SR :?::ﬁii 19 17.1%
5 Tt b 16 14.4%
A 9 8.2%
S. BT m E(30.6%) A Rl B S - IR 0 AN L F A aD ¥

AR £35.2% » & = (18.9%) 5% Bl K f ESA s Lgé?ﬁ&% * A
Rodmaiddrsat s Aﬁp54%’mf%:v AR 150.9% o

6. P & Ew L X p-E g%%ﬁmﬁ » Wi EE36.9% 0 PRIFEE T
F%%:%Fﬁal71%’ﬂ"zf—j—+}ﬁl’ﬁ§1él44%’$ﬁ:&; 63% > m H i Z
ER1E82% °
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% )% %ﬁ%?mwﬂggﬁﬁé1’*M%é?ﬂ§%ﬁ@?

ﬁwﬁﬁﬂl FW§~,ﬂg¢ﬁ £20.1% > A4 F Y R 508 1:19.5% > &
FAFEORY T IE104% 0 & Rk LR gmﬁ E7.8% > @ A HF T
) J‘F}TILL'ISZ%’ R A6

36 A2 romid Ik A TR N=111)

S N LS B
AEGEY BT o 24 21.6%
L OEARE Y B 13 11.7%
PR AHOEY il 25 22.6%

E N ) L T i 8 7.2%
oh 2T AL L 21 18.9%
H 20 18.0%

T WA st B A A TER T 0 Y T OB R K ol A e
LEARE B (T 086218 SR 20.860,) » 45 Ao oT L B R &
Jﬁm%&ﬁ(lﬁ%%%\%ﬁgmm)’ﬁﬁﬂg*iﬁmmﬁ&

% (T 5#c6.426 ~ £ £0.972 )"

47 EKE s B (N=111)

# A A N bt B Tiofk BEL
o4 Zradg 4 (LOK) 1.00 8.00 5.901 1.524
Yo JATEATH PR 24 4 (COE) 1.80 7.40 4.686 1.261
‘e % j B+ (ORE) 1.00 8.00 5.068 1.577
%2 (IMA) 2.20 8.00 6.238 0.962
3 & 14 (REC) 2.00 8.00 6.025 1.049
v es 4 (EHO) 3.00 8.00 6.300 0.973
—Fr?’g\ B 3z (KSE) 4.25 8.00 6.426 0.972
B % thi3 iz (GT) 1.00 8.00 5.818 1.071
I & A 3 24§ (PSN) 2.00 8.00 5.661 1.019
2 I (IDE) 3.00 8.00 6.011 1.109
e 3 ehi BE(KSW) 3.60 8.00 6.218 0.860
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42 WA 2 KRB R

Py hBREmy o I BRBEEFZ ARG R GHR 0 B AR
REHAT P LA PR Jo J ¥ data points B B & 1275(= 50 x(50+1)
/2 )+ **parameterse i He 5 155(=50x2+11(11—1)/2 ) » #=H3" = & B R 7%
Ak R B mRAY EE2 fei R 0 4 9% % chi-square/df = 1.91
(<2) ~ Bentler's Comparative Fit Index ( CFI ) = 0.8418 ~ Bentler & Bonett's
(1980) Non-normed Index ( NNFI) = 0.8269 » 4% 877 o

18 B EHRERLEA TS

peo R A R AT
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 0.5929
GFI Adjusted for Degrees of Freedom (AGFI) 0.5365
Chi-Square 2136.42
Chi-Square DF 1120
Pr > Chi-Square <0.0001
RMSEA Estimate 0.0908
Bentler's Comparative Fit Index 0.8418
Bentler & Bonett's (1980) Non-normed Index 0.8269
Bentler & Bonett's (1980) NFI 0.7207

FF Ht-testie s & MR L FRNCR L T RHEL 4 29V R B4R
e 7R I8 ent-value § B 35i% * 301.96 (A a=0.05% F K &7 2§22 i
) TR ERT ERATER AR TN flcaoc R EE L #
&£ ZE%H'JK,!T% ERRIE o LB NFE L fF A T 0.6312~1.5896% FF p
(402 9) o

£ i& * confidence interval approacht& i & 4 & 2 & e B2k - B2 & H
EFFF MR 73 IRTIS-I LI FEs o TS A2
variance=1 > #x H 4p i % # X *>covariance » B & & LM ko 2
95% 1% ¥ % ¥ (confidence interval )= p = 2 Xstandard error(p) > % % 4r# 10
T R ES B RHRAAARM GECERFHA IS PIESE
LABAPRHEAT 2 2 7F L HATIBE R % YR -

GRS G £ 117¢ &R IER-Square s 1B FlE f FERIE
T 4 REAGRE R R R A A RS R EAR (£3005) o 7

EH £9¢ LR IE TR e Eer A 114 R I gL % B #ik(error
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29 FIHAMBNMSTRLFREFE

Ji? H & R I8 S B rﬂ%) f:\g t-value
b Iz
LOKI 1.4363 12.8493
4 i 4 (LOK) LOK2 1.5503 13.6671
A LOK3 1.5195 13.0901
N LOK4 1.4443 12.9419
. COE1 0.6312 46012
% W wmejppmry  COR2 0.9139 7.1549
¥ ¢ (COB) COE3 1.0586 7.9885
COE4 1.5287 12.2038
COE5 1.5896 13.2967
ORE1 1.5245 12.2662
ORE2 1.6625 14.0647
iz % & i (ORE) ORE3 1.7291 13.7588
/ ORE4 1.3937 11.3670
i ORES5 1.4280 113717
+ IMAI 0.7989 7.7028
11 IMA2 1.1272 9.7655
¥ BEIMA) IMA3 0.9313 12.3698
5 IMA4 0.7967 11.0216
3 IMAS 0.9154 11.3664
REC 0.6844 6.2850
+ & BREC) REC2 1.0526 11.7925
REC3 1.1868 13.3542
REC4 1.0491 11.7462
\ EHOI1 0.9075 11.7176
e EHO2 0.9663 13.4017
g #iEt(EHO) EHO3 0.9529 12.0168
A1 EHO4 0.9420 10.4244
¥ KSEI 0.8501 11.2215
%] e 5ok (KSE) KSE2 1.0051 12.7974
3 KSE3 1.0130 12.9621
KSE4 0.9345 12.9362
X GTI 0.9855 10.6408
% R % EGT) GT2 1.0770 13.1239
. GT3 1.1075 13.4191
N GT4 0.9511 9.3857
v PSN1 1.0999 12.9779
"1 15~ 3 24 (PSN) PSN2 1.1316 13.7253
* PSN3 0.9389 11.3249
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29 FrHABEFASFFEFEFE (F)

Tj H & R IE M B rii i;r t-value
A TH AL %%(PSN) PSN4 0.8632 11.7570
= PSNS5 0.9245 10.5110
5 IDEI 0.9793 11.5521
% IDE2 1.2576 12.4551
" 2 (IDE) IDE3 0.7750 8.6214
i IDE4 1.1243 10.1497
F IDE5 12396 13.3372
KSW1 0.8040 10.9979
KSW2 0.7629 6.6721
feos 3 e BE(KSW) KSW3 0.8484 10.7847
KSwW4 0.8099 10.2262
KSW5 0.7341 7.5308
210 A3 S L 2 APM R EE 95% G R B
#4 1 42 Estimate. StandardError 95% 13 ¥F T R t-value
LOK COE -0.44935 0.08024 -0.28887 -0.60983 -5.60
LOK ORE -0.52640 0.07155 -0.3833 -0.6695 -7.36
COE ORE 0.23823 0:09366 0.42555 0.05091 2.54
LOK IMA -0.01897 0.10028 0.18159 -0.21953 -0.19
COE IMA 0.09612 0.10057 0.29726 -0.10502 0.96
ORE IMA 0.34540 0.08860 0.52260 0.16820  3.90
LOK REC 0.24667 0.09369 0.43405  0.05929  2.63
COE REC -0.12213 0.09919 0.07625 -0.32051 -1.23
ORE REC 0.05550 0.09883 0.25316 -0.14216  0.56
IMA REC 0.56030 0.07173 0.70376  0.41684 7.81
LOK EHO 0.34947 0.08761 0.52469  0.17425 3.99
COE EHO -0.17731 0.09737 0.01743 -0.37205 -1.82
ORE EHO -0.07126 0.09840 0.12554 -0.26806 -0.72
IMA EHO 0.42188 0.08436 0.59060 0.25316  5.00
REC EHO 0.59523 0.06679 0.72881 0.46165 891
LOK KSE 0.18066 0.09580 0.37226 -0.01094 1.89
COE KSE -0.09619 0.09914 0.10209 -0.29447 -0.97
ORE KSE -0.02089 0.09851 0.17613 -0.21791 -0.21
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210 AL SHEL M hEE OS%RHERE (5)

#4& 1 #4&2 Estimate StandardError 95% % ¥f % & t-value
IMA KSE 0.43110 0.08327 0.59764  0.26456 5.18
REC KSE 0.43357 0.08222 0.59801  0.26913 5.27
EHO KSE 0.67988 0.05592 0.79172  0.56804 12.16
LOK GT 0.36177 0.08656 0.53489  0.18865 4.18
COE GT -0.18731 0.09681 0.00631 -0.38093 -1.93
ORE GT -0.02404 0.09861 0.17318 -0.22126 -0.24
IMA GT 0.36593 0.08832 0.54257  0.18929 4.14
REC GT 0.66184 0.05863 0.77910  0.54458 11.29
EHO GT 0.64708 0.06018 0.76744  0.52672 10.75
KSE GT 0.49742 0.07609 0.64960  0.34524 6.54
LOK PSN 0.24168 0.09294 0.42756  0.05580 2.60
COE PSN -0.15746 0.09726 0.03706  -0.35198 -1.62
ORE PSN 0.11245 0.09695 0.30635 -0.08145 1.16
IMA PSN 0.51086 0.07571 0.66228  0.35944 6.75
REC PSN 0.72410 0.04991 0.82392  0.62428 14.51
EHO PSN 0.58941 0.06640 0.72221  0.45661 8.88
KSE PSN 0.43487 0.08111 0.59709  0.27265 5.36

GT PSN 0.76025 0.04429 0.84883  0.67167 17.17
LOK IDE 0.21586 0.09466 0.40518  0.02654 2.28
COE IDE -0.30656 0.09130 -0.12396  -0.48916 -3.36
ORE IDE 0.01200 0.09873 0.20946  -0.18546 0.12
IMA IDE 0.25888 0.09476 0.44840  0.06936 2.73
REC IDE 0.27359 0.09317 0.45993  0.08725 2.94
EHO IDE 0.51166 0.07516 0.66198 0.36134 6.81
KSE IDE 0.49980 0.07595 0.65170  0.34790 6.58

GT IDE 0.53704 0.07240 0.68184  0.39224 7.42
PSN IDE 0.48151 0.07724 0.63599  0.32703 6.23
LOK KSW 0.31044 0.09329 0.49702  0.12386 3.33
COE KSW -0.20988 0.09943 -0.01102 -0.40874 -2.11
ORE KSW -0.03649 0.10195 0.16741  -0.24039 -0.36
IMA KSW 0.50674 0.08025 0.66724  0.34624 6.31
REC KSW 0.71323 0.05568 0.82459  0.60187 12.81
EHO KSW 0.87301 0.03197 0.93695  0.80907 27.31
KSE KSW 0.75066 0.04985 0.85036  0.65096 15.06

GT KSW 0.75794 0.04897 0.85588  0.66000 15.48
PSN KSW 0.67782 0.05917 0.79616  0.55948 11.46
IDE KSW 0.61109 0.06793 0.74695  0.47523 9.00
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Varlance) 3y & ehie £ & (composite reliability, CR)4o# 11475 » #7
R E35330.85 (%3007 & ¥ 70.854398~0.968324 F ¥
A m,E'_él F B & (Hair et al., 1998) £33 % #,uéﬂ
B %% Kot L& PCronbach’sa E359% *70.85 0 # &

211 FIHALGRKHRLS

1‘#_ RS 18 error total composite s
B ﬁ = B variance variance reliability Cronbach’s a &

LOK1 0.35176 2.56073
ek ATEE 4 LOK2 0.20034 2.60364

& (LOK) LOK3  0.31287 2.62183 0-908324 0207581
. LOK4 031282 2.39872
- COEl  1.77254 2.17092
T S BEAETE COR2 1.29968 2.13496
# BREmes 4 COE3  1.29118 2.41191 0.866391 0.864337
(COE) COE4  0.46940 2.80625
COE5  0.21635 2.74323
OREl 052214 2.84628
o ggi 0.14472 2.90868
(ORE) 0.23060 3.22023 0.963647 0.962211
. ORE4  %0.66473 2.60700
ORE5 (%9652 273572
8 IMA1  0.80317 1.44141
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RUN;
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TITLE 'COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR
RUN;
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PROC CORR NOSIMPLE ALPHA;

VAR V32-V35;

TITLE 'COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR B &% 7 =",
RUN;

PROC CORR NOSIMPLE ALPHA;
VAR V36-V40;
TITLE 'COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR

RUN;
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PROC CORR NOSIMPLE ALPHA;
VAR V41-V45;
TITLE 'COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR 3%k

RUN;

PROC CORR NOSIMPLE ALPHA;

VAR V46-V50;

TITLE 'COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR vz s % % 58"
RUN;

FERART T Y

DATA KMDATA ;
SET KMDATA;
MLOK=MEAN( OF V1 - V4):
MCOE=MEAN( OF V5-V9);
MORE=MEAN( OF V10-V14);
MIMA=MEAN( OF V15-V19);
MREC=MEAN( OF V20-V23);
MEHO=MEAN( OF V24-V27);
MKSE=MEAN( OF V28-V31);
MGT =MEAN( OF V32-V35);
MPSN=MEAN( OF V36-V40);
MIDE=MEAN( OF V41-V45);
MKSW=MEAN( OF V46-V50);

RUN;

[ A 2 Ft B R
PROC MEANS;
VAR MKSW MLOK MCOE MORE MIMA MREC MEHO MKSE MGT MPSN MIDE;
TITLE 'ELEMENTARY STSTISTICS};
RUN;

IoEYRRRE AR Y
PROC REG DATA=KMDATA;
MODEL MKSW= V51 MLOK MCOE MORE MIMA MREC MEHO MKSE
MGT MPSN MIDE  / VIF ;
TITLE ' REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR FINAL DATA';
RUN;
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