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Study on the Factors Effecting the Perceived Beliefs of Military Finance Officers in Cash
System: An Application of TAM Theory
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Abstract
Computer science and technology is combined with the network which make
information to transmit so fast and to break the national boundaries all over the world and to
form the globalization trend. While facing the increasingly vigorous condition make use of
information science and technology to maintain competitive advantage is necessary. The
enterprises all round the world all adopts information science and technology to complete
various business works inside the enterprise, such as the army of small scaled enterprise being
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as the same. According to the convenience that information bring when turning, the army
applies information science and technology to various administration managements
extensively to promote performance. Several years the army carry on the Jing Solid Case,
making the lord in the soldier account, finance personnel the member sum is a great deal of
decrease. The cash works such as accounting and cashier change a management to replace
traditional artificial open account homework by the information computerization. However,
whether the establishment of these information systems is perfect or not and meet the
personnel's need?

The study with technology acceptance model for theories foundation explores the
influence of external factor (including computer self-efficiency, organizational support,
system characteristics) on perceived beliefs of military finance officers in cash system. Two
hundreds and twenty one account and finance personnel in army were sampled as subjects.

The findings of regression analysis indicate that (1) both computer self- efficiency and
the evaluation of system quality of cash system are the major determinants affecting the
adoption of cash system, (2) such external variables as system quality and information quality
etc., not only influences perceived usefulness of cash system directly, (3) but also the
evaluation of system quality of cash system also influence with perceived ease of use to
perceived usefulness indirectly. Finally, managerial implications for system researcher and
directions for future research are presented.

Keywords - Technology Acceptance Model, Computer Self- efficiency, Organizational Support,

System Characteristics.
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(Compeau et al., 1995) - TAM 1w B g B 42 5 K f2§ 3 30 42 $ (information technology, IT)
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sveng 4 42& | (Davisetal., 1989) -

Boan o~ b TAM 3235 5 A# 09 #2 7 (Davis, 1989 ~ Igbaria et al., 1995 -
Szajna ,1996 ~ ++ # % % - 2003 ~ Yang & Y00,2004 ~ Yu, Ha, Choi & Rho ,2005 ~ Ff 45 /4 % -
2005 ~ McFarland & Hamilton ,2006) = 485§ % ~ R s % &7 > 7 o wfaffa 4 2 325%
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%(2002) > Ft F # (2003) > 1§ & £ (2004) ; ‘_.4« R (2003) 5 @R #(2004) 0 %
1£485(2004) - % & (2006) 5 F 3 % si4F e - DeLone & McLean(1992) ~ Lin & Lu(2000) -
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pipenAgprt > HHEY @ FHAHLN S FLD GOA TR AARFLTNALRSE & F o
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(initial user training) T & 5 fdad) kAL H HKE L S iR ﬁ ¢ * Cash System 4%
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WL E AR 0 RALR Y FF A g R AT AR VAR H kR A3 R
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BERY > 222 e R AHEA  f B TR A LA A kil £ 4 - Cash System
R GARAE AT RMELET BIH RATFRD > B LG F D
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~
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Ak 86%) o
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95%‘«73} FH AT H R RERGE L F G 46 4 (F 2081%) 0 5 Mg 48
A(F2172%) 0 5 g3tent 34 4 (F 1539%) 0 S Feng 27 4 (¢ 12.22%) -
Srstang 14 (F 045%) > 53E 8 ehg 47 4 (F 21.27%) » 5 A E«hF 54 (|
226%) > FaFen 44 (F 181%) » AH# et 94 (f 4.07%) o
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it U EE o

411 & %:%65 '1%525
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%
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X
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EAMARKDREIE KRB ELLR -
% % o5 B OR anP~fk i 22 14 & #Bie(measure of sampling adequacy, MSA) -
T MSA |- %+ 0.5 =R* 38 (Hair, Joseph, Tatham & Black, 1995) -
%*W%&ﬁ\#ﬁw,iﬁ BRHcEhE o RPN LR L BB LA
F i 1 HE e T ?)mr]'% s L T Fl & fi7 £ i MR IR o
AEFHHL 23> LFER A FE S S RAELS L
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gt Rl oy 3o oLy (PU)F A fl%ﬂﬁ’W§%¥ﬁwﬂwh %
g 4%\% o FIASRER I EM MSA B2 079 FEEFFE AT o G RE
BE R ETF AT E BN EAE AN L2 BFE O AHGEYEE 87.0%(% 1
3) o d 3t & F]# % = B 3E eh Cronbach’s Alpha & ’b«’%:‘ 0.8’ TEAGRBYES D LATFE
EARFE R R ARG FI AR L L AR c AP TN E PR B

FEBEDRAE A A B R THERGFE TG P2 S

23 wfRARATIRAEMERHF L (N=22])

b3 LI S ARREE
F1 F2
¥ 3 * & (Alpha ©£=0.93)
oi¢ * Cash ¥ Mz A e iT 4 sz 0.90 0.24
ot * Cash ¥ M4 A eha (74 4 4 0.90 0.28
oi¢ * Cash ¥ "M% 8 A eh1 (Esndk 0.89 0.25
4 5 * $(Alpha E=0.85)
O AFRATIOR Y 3 E 2 F R A AT Y 0.46 0.81
b b AT B R A B Y o k{3 v 5%*3@1&% --------------------- 0.15 0.95
s 2.65 1.75
AR E%) 69.62 87.90

413 Trep AN BARRAN
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oG A bR HHE S AL TR FEHMAR AT T 0.83
o iE A Y W EAE I A > A TR kR A g v 0.84
oW R F R TLR EE AL TR R kR A (e 0.77
Pl 2.44

AR E(% 81.47

414 BHREEELE R A

SHEHFH T 0 PRI ELE RIS R A0 1
RERIE o F14 6 AR I AR MSA B3 0630 A RFATEAN - S BEEKE 2
EahFE AT R F N aE < 12 BFE 0 RAAEESEE 67.25%(%L45)-
d 3t & F]& & R 3f «h Cronbach’s Alpha &% <2 0.6 B4 B R RT 4% 5 & Fld o
RIEg Rk ottt Bt AR AL 4 e ok o AL E Fl A G B AR
R4S E & A}ﬁdc BITEHE kR & sz,ngﬁ; et o

A OFS &-%%J*‘I%ﬁﬁv %42 (N=221)
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~

STy AriFL

F1 F2

i¢ ¥ % 3" (Alpha £=0.63)
oM ¢ By c KV PRKEAT 4o € * Cash 5 S 0.25 0.72
O T fRZ § 4iE* Cash k82 W 0 AR F[A LB T P P -0.12 0.82
0% P AT 0 AR 33 3 B 8 Cash Jk Sk Pl e 0.08 0.71

et 3 (Alpha &=0.83)

o {+ ¢ P TP B AL 3% 00 $ps A 24 Cash kS F R AT eoee 0.79 023
oH # % BB F A 42 ¥ 00§ sk infiE gk (F Cash % 2u7if 18 ehR 4 0.92 0,07
oi¢ * Cash 4 5L DR AL > AP M EE L AR L 4 0.84 -0.07
e 2.28 1.76
AR REEE% 40.47 67.25

415 i ABFFELG ~ ’}’;;&A\*‘?
ﬁiﬂifﬁz?jﬁ;% R "i&'—"}ﬁ‘—?— 'E_%\‘%I'J"f 4 ZE R IE ?;ﬂ.rﬁ;’?ﬁ‘_} 2 %\,{uﬂxﬁ 5 3R I5E >
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F14 4 AR T MSA 832 057 0 i ¢ B FIR A 37 ° Kb < RA K L @HWF
AR R EPNEAE AL N2 B R R EFRRE L 795%(5 0 & 6)0 4 >t FE
= B 58 eh Cronbach’s Alpha &% <t 067 22 B RV T EX LR e FRER
PR R AR FN AR ARy AR c AP M EF R B AR
TAAHNRTBERFE L ARTETAET -

416 £ 3283254

2@ B réi 7 (self-report) & 4 kW B H - £ F emnao T BV L ERE R 2@
£ (common method variance) =ik 3% o %1 3 $ Podaskoff & Organ (1986)=ru& 2% » 12
Harman’s ¥ %)% 4 %% (Harman’s one-factor test) k& (7 2 £ A KA F X F > 2 8 B ik
FoHarman's ¥ Fl2 ¥ a2 A A BR S 5 - B R m"]%'ﬁ" R IR S
B RREHPF O PEARRIEARFGFAF IR > 2R LM 232 T2 047 (%L
WE L) B AT MU REFELAPRENGE B RIE 2 22 BRI E (T T
For  BEF-BFREOREEEERNE 1896% ol akEai k> 2R S
e AR o

6 FRPFFEAFIZEMERHFL (N=221)

FlE s 2 2SR AR E
F1 F2
A& SuE-F (Alpha 12.=0.67)
oCash ik $oed 3 o4y e (e FRyn i fif ¥ 0.91 0.11
ot * Cash & sL¥ 114 HFea el = R, 0 e N 2k - —— 0.90 0.14
FR &% (Alpha ©£=0.81)
oCash 4 3LAd Mend 3 2L FTHGL) > Bt FA51F % 7 fFen 0.10 0.86
eCash s 3A MNP B AFFTHEG) > HE L IE 0.13 0.85
i 1.67 151
AHRBEREEED) 50.65 79.50
42 Py RA SRR 2 A
21T 53427 288 HE ~EEL 24Pl Glice £ 7T 2E T ’i;é—*ﬁ
uzé'f'—l%’** PR 4?*?‘3‘”71:'% ?UL: mr’f’? TS R G AR o AR R A
17 B &g on ’(1) Fap ATy JREFCFTAETEr BRAH LS Y L2 oL

My RREEFD MG (2L %xi«%fr’ﬁf % s g B Y 2 B F S (3)
K32 a3y B R EL w B o 2o AT T 15 W ena B g e A
(Bt EH0.28) Bim & %90 enif £ APLRJLE 7 B o
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Eft g R AR AZFE —MREE =5 b

47 P RE KA ML (N=221)

oA 4 M %ok

R 2]
1.
LR % p Aok (0.88)
2.0 FR 0.12°
3. HpEL 3 0.04
4,k B g 0.28°
5. FAEF 0.21°
6. o B T 0.39°
7. 0.28°
T iaiE
G ES (1.12)

2. 3.
(0.63)

0.17° (0.83)
0.05 0.13°
0.03 0.07
0.13 -0.05
0.04 0.00
3.09 4.02
(0.98) (1.43)

4, 5.
(0.63)

0.27° (0.81)
0.63° 0.21°
0.53° 0.29°
5.39 5.44
(0.70) (0.70)

6. 7
(0.85)

0.57° (0.93)
5.21 5.51
(0.73) (0.69)

FE A M4SN #icF £ Cronbach’s alpha % % |#f £ 4p B % #¢/>0.10, p<0.05 ;

p<0.0001

43 B BRRE
U A TSR IR Cash p e 2 s e v R B ol

a: p<0.05 b:p<0.001 c:

PRI ER S St i L EE P -2 LN A P i jF % (Baron & Kenny, 1986)%& & w4 * * 45
Pl o BB RAEFIITA 8o T S RGP 2 o

£ 8 AR Cash g *» L2 R Fifrgsfe
i % Cash i si# * 2 4
R AR Ry
b Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
TR B Aok 0.21%** 0.09 0.01
it 0.09* 0.01 -0.02
et §2 -0.15%* -0.11* -0.06
ol 0.58*** 0.42%** 0.21**
Y 0.01 0.13** 0.12%*
it - T 0.36%**
Adj.R? 0.4570 0.3319 0.4006
Fig 27.45%%* 16.61%*** 19.38%+*

LR G e B R
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431 *h3R3g 4 Cash & v 2 # 2 P iR
Z 8 pF R L e 4R o ()T e p Rorniv favdf Cash ks * BE R F I »

#5(B=0.21,p<0.001) - 3k 2b ¢ * ¥ T Ao p Aokii $4f Cash hsid * BERF
L e B W LA (2 * F P AeAf Cash ksl R R BF L o B (8000,
p<0.05) - 3k 30 T i# ¥ ¥ 3 gtk Cash 4 ith * LR FhE w B BE L
(C)F:TIaEEE: & s iah iR B F* ¥ AP 8(F=-0.15p<0.001) » & ExK> w4pF » BEX
4b Tt 4o Cash dsih * LR FOLI » B ) AEEFLF D) RS TH
oo Cash & sed * (& & ¥ 1 » 8 55(8=0.58, p<0.001)’ B3k 5 & s ¥4 Cash
A E P REEFOD > PE RF L o B)F ST H AR Cash kAL E Pl B
H i B ¥k ®(£=0.01, p>0.05) > & 6b T F & ’Eé’%ﬁrr%f Cash s st % * 4 & kg ¥ et
@%fﬁiﬁ #\EEI«A#—V °

432 #MPAF2 oF 3 ¥ 4 Cash jsuef s v B2 3 BEE

% B JFHES 3 A A o ()R A ki #aof Cash b g v frenB A
B %k (£=001,p>0.05) -k 2a TR * K T Ak #avf Cash kg v R
BMyare PR ABELIF (2@ _-k DA Cash i sF * BB B A LY
k3 (8=-0.02,p>0.05) » 3k 3a i # if P Cash ki P LE R F L o B
BAERLEF QML EH T Cash Gt PR A K (5=-0.6,
p>0.05) » 2k 4a T Lt g Cash i 53 * BEE ST o BB | AEFLE
(4) & se - F4aodf Cash & 5o * R M F L » B 455(6=0.21, p<0.001) » i3k Ba Mk 5t
SR A Cash s * R FOr o PF  EERF - O)F ST Cash i
BF o Meng B R (£=0.12, p<0.01) » K 6a T F S F o Cash ks
MR R F oL v R JEE L 4F(6) 4 Cash x stk * ]vjuﬁtj,f ¥ M hR S B KR ( B
=0.36, p<0.001) - &3k 1 M4 Cash ik st% * (445 Cash hsts * MR FL v
FEELFEF-

433 w1 % 42 ¢ fagk
AF1 g i35 Baron & Kenny (1986) s 3k » 14 FE A ik jF A 47 602 54 0 & 5w B 3R
RigFag s ey Ak o (DF ARRBALZEBLREHCE L * LT LS
BEF i) 4 (Model 1) » i3 &3k 2b-6b sz ¥ it 7 5 ()8 kAR 5 ¥ L EE
FHoRd r LERFORRPCE(M A7) Q)L F  wARB A LB PR R
PR E F B Fenigp 4 (Model 2) 5 (4)Bis > o Pt A £ B 07 ~ 2 5off 5 % R0
CREEISS ¥ SRS E O R R FEE Rk b r} ARk LT g Tl B r e
fer @ fE i (Model 3) 5 F A BRI &G P Aionk iz o T REP & IAT AT
B
(HFp- )& 8H: Lagr > R %P Arkie ~ % F5 s UL~ kg
F4t® Cash kied * LERMFRL AR MPR (FTAST) OB LR 2 F(H
=) A B AR AR o R ey L F R K F L AP B (r=0.57,
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B* TAMBEH B SR At 3 F R 4 242 T2 —HAEE =5 6

P<O.001) » (#HF= ) 4 BH N 2477 » &frst 10 SR F KiFehe B p %370 » Tt
WA IE S RS R ERE KR o (B ) § g 2 o Cash G YR
P R PE(HERN 3) ks e 4 4 £=0.42(p<0.001)% 1 0.21(p<0.001)e

AT R IR P L BT R o B 3K (1) ks TR e By
PR EEERPE 7 ESEY ART—nf i PRRDESET Y 1 QF RS
FET T Y R S AR ()R B A SO €T AR R T
FE L RRRERE-

0.12**

*k*k
Py 0.58 e | 0367

«’rr%f*r T

0.21**

B3 st} v e BERE

ipzaafi4ﬁﬁaﬁ§@m’w£ﬂﬁﬂﬁpmfﬁm”%’“ e
2% 4 TP R BERA R R A 71\,{5‘"12:%13 BB TS
};ﬂw 1;# 7}-\,1;37“ WHE 2T B A ;}-3%’5‘7 T e B Ny o ‘_E’_‘fa L FEZE ,b*é-,’%.‘réi IS it

Cash st * fb~ 3 % 2 PP iR HMBA D P 1o
52 %% 13t

AT g wdF RS Cash ke & 2 Métw 7] T:ﬁﬁlﬁﬂﬁ BN R |
R LA L RE MY DERIG o AL HET AT k%R FIBK 0 1

TGP R ES TSR

Liedf Cash 522 % LEH] "L B TAMIRIG 356+ of 0 AR 0 o 7 g2
7R BenE & % %2 - (Davisetal., 1989) - ##7 3 % % B m » &4 Cash
G P PR P I REEF L B AT RS A L3 TAM =i ko
7 22 7% (2003) ~ Wang et al., (2006) ~ Thompson et al., (2006) ~ Chang et al., (2005) -
Lin & Lu, (2000) %= 7 B 5% 4p ke o

20 P AR L G L PP B B RST P AR S e
TEHF S FLEMp Sendfpt s BHEY @ % FAAHL A4 FL P oAb
FERF M b i * (Venkatesh & Davis, 1996) © 77 5 o7 > B 4 7 % p A 2kay
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0% Cash s d * MR F DI % F 8. A7 % % ¥ Venkatesh & Davis(1996) » %
*E % (& 93) ~ Thompson, Compeau & Higgins (2006), Wang, Lin & Luarn (2006), Hong
etal, (2001)s'g S 4ple o pL ek » AFT T BET B A R M p A oana HHAavdf Cash kg #
Mo BAEREF LR 2577 % % & Venkatesh and Davis(1995) ~ Venkatesh(2000) -
Hong et al. (2001) ~ % & % % (2002) ~ Wang, Lin and Luarn (2006)=1%= 3 % % 4p ¢ °
B RFap At WAL A2 B L PP ERET P AT p i R fp
TEHF . SEFAEMP Zenidpt o $EY @ FARKNL A IFL P B
FRFAFEEF S & (Venkatesh & Davis, 1996) « *#7 3 Bom > B 4 T % f A oai
$aodf Cash ks * R EF D » 8258 A57 7 2 % 2 Venkatesh & Davis(1996) - %
*E % (& 93)~ Thompson, Compeau & Higgins (2006) ~ Wang, Lin & Luarn (2006) ~ Hong
etal., (2001) ~Venkatesh (2000) ~ Agarwal, Sambamurth & Stair (2000) .5 % 4p e o gt #F >
AR B AR A AR Cash ki ¥ BB AEREF LR AT
2 % 27 \enkatesh and Davis(1995) ~ Hong et al. (2001) ~ & % % (% 91) ~ Wang, Lin and
Luarn (2006) ST SRR o
4% F PR R LT AL R RS o R F o Cash kst
* ‘]“3‘_? Myt e 275 %% 2 Igbariael al., (1995) ~ Schilleweaert et al., (2005) ~
Robinson et al., (2005) %= 3 B % 4p— 3k > 2 F 5 2R F s s @ —*‘Ff I B fR %5
Sk T2 R kA€ R i e BB kAR A > DR TR iR —g I FE
Z_~ & g R & (Jelinek et al., 2006; Agrawal & Prasad, 1999) ~ g i * & sird 3~
¢h 4 (Partharathy & Sohi, 1997) = # @ > & * 21 ﬁi*ﬁfr%f Cash k si5 * {E R kg
FoKES /Eﬂ’“—‘g %7 )¢ * Cash x ki 2bp E;H 75 0 A * Cash & Sv8_F i 3
B EreF @t k@ Cash sk iFo
ST T T AZ BB AL RS T o AR Cash hsud 4 s
FPREIEFLCRTL BFLEBER T e ApE B A S8 L o Cash
wwéﬂqﬂﬁ’%“%méﬁ%ﬁﬁ*ﬁo
6. EFTHAECLAZBR I AL RS T > FAEFTHF Cash G i * -
TR ERF e BEE AT %% 2 Chang, Li, Hung & Hwang (2005) ~ Lin &
Lu (2000) - Igbaria et al., (1995) 5% % 4p — 3k o gt *F » & fisw jFa 47 7 BT o kAL E TS
WP A Cash sl * PRERETE ¥ L od 27y FAEFLR
BRI h AL FF AR 23 Z01FThE 25 F o
TFAETHRTCLAZER AP TESET > TAEFTHF Cash i i 5
M A ERF RE oo f Cash sty * LR F I » B8 28 % £ Chang, Li,
Hung & Hwang (2005) ~ Lin & Lu (2000) ~ Igbaria et al. (1995)s3 % 4p— R o Bg#k » %
SRR BT AR AL 2 A (FAST A &) RIR Y Fiuamd JFitarc g
4 (Wixon & Watson, 2001) -

53 L% T jt
RGN (TAM) S 25 A # > FARBER L €35 Ak H R P L -
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AR PP A RARTE AT E g & aodf Cash ks £ (5 % R
FrE)F ERATRDE ﬁp“*%%xi% AMﬁﬂﬂ’m'£"4m%&ﬁﬁ
K A7 BFoRE (Davisetal,, 1989) » » %z 7 o 5 * Pof 3 * Lo

5.4 ¥R,

B3R AR R B A AT fsenE P EE Y el G R T
BEEASRY EFS R ERY ) ‘urﬂﬂﬁ d ARG TR B AP R RS

% o ¥ Cash sk sermg A B~ A4 FIRIVFFE N LT BEE g
1B —’ﬁﬁ Cash % susif 5 # 4 ¢
m§$§%%éﬂﬁﬁﬁ@*ﬁkﬁé@ﬂ¢%ﬁ:@ﬁgﬁ%ajmiﬁﬁ,g
WA % “lﬂ’:ﬁ’j‘llllik AR HF T AL R FATH Y AER YT
%ﬁﬁAﬁ%ﬁ.ﬁimAw‘ﬂ%ﬁﬁféﬁﬁd P RAT R FAE > T8
WO IFER AL P> AFEFERA D TR E JAEEP N EEAF R
TP Armachig ¥ F Fp bt gl R F 4 Cash i LI EE PRy
f# o Bk b2 scd o R B R Y 4 Cash ks E (posmve)’W f HnLATE B &
Tk BLenIE Ay o
(2 % % & 2 Tk S E P R (Ao (TP~ K ﬁi‘aﬂﬁﬁirﬁ*‘
BplE B R AL ET B AYRY FROE L R LR
wcnﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂiﬁ%@o%&—%?%?ﬂéfé}Mwﬁ%?ﬁiuﬁﬂ’
Eh R EE A s MR P RE B AT TSRk e
@) Eehig ® FRAIE R F R FIRIAL L o R R AR i S
HIRAT e P FIRX G A R IR e e oo - kG R F RS £
3R o T L B[P 2
At r F e TR RS e R R o R RN o d St hin
ﬁﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁéfﬂﬂﬁj’JdA)%””‘ﬁi L3F o B ke 2 AT
FOTR 0 5 - IZT&EW% AR R A B RERGG p R AR GT

B.2 ﬁ;!z RV T ES P AE IR ORE Bl ofeZiigend >y ki
—‘\:r %B‘_E_!SE Ii y PRE "h gﬁ/fg_fs % ﬁ-‘b")ll ﬁm;\fg °

C. kx4 wizm»u' CRES SLENE RSP SN AR R AT AL I
AT X AR EE S F 0 (AR G B o { AT o TR R R B
}ﬁﬁﬁﬁ&&ﬁwo

D23 1k Sin® o o Bdo- RL R o A AT ERABHLT AN
&ﬁﬁﬁ%@ﬂﬁ°ﬁwﬁmﬂmillaﬁﬁmmaﬁﬁ’ P ] 1 AT AR
A endg d o E\;?E:,fﬁffuﬁ 7 ﬁ;% 4 THIREI LR 10

@ AR PRI TR RS £3 L0 hr L FGRE L B bk
";[{;J‘—*F‘]"‘ P /;»)1 B - sk s 2R R R AT o gﬂ‘]?’ ‘?E}'Jg/ﬂi

T BB SlASR T F R R oS0 AT AT J LR AL T A H R
A rAARILER o PAIESES PALT - 283 0 PAL Ba
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I~

EAEE A GEER AR SRS TEAT o s B F P KA
B oo
248 ¥ 44 Cash hsioff 5 7 {4
MECPFAAE HeRhFTR P Freag (F) PREETRY &L
Brtie d kepigpan g o Plav e B @ ¥ —'F‘?—,—, S S s o B C A E ol - R
W EA 2 A i e e
QTR L AA D ZFARF O Reﬂly(lQSZ)’fﬁL@ REFAETHR - T
i A o 4 BooFMMHERE TR T ER AoF AR xwmﬁj;m@t;,g
A AR (TR )0 RATE Sk £ - i (Wixon & Watson, 2001) ~ i 45
2 ¥ A2 % (Gohmann, Barker, Faulds & Guan, 2005; Fuerst & Cheney, 1982)- 7]
POHBRTA SRAENZTRET e B ApE R TR ARMALE ok
ANZZFRFERAG - P RORMAERARY FH P DG ¥ A

SH

5.5 8P T 23k
TAM A5 > L BHET i 7T > B A HATRHE LG ﬁ{?%fﬁfiﬂ} A ae
PEPEAE T LB (f* 75 ) «nHE &% F)(Davis et al., 1989) » 3 4 7 #4757 7~
AAFL - AR RA S FLHEHBAHATPRHOEEL LT T ”‘"E* AE e R,
LE¥He ?i‘iéﬂ’b\‘;p}fg_ viEm BB H I EE SR 9#%%!]1;}&53#]%? T Speier
& Venkatesh (2002)r4 & fr #4817 SFA A seh @ S A 474 % - B RF BT EF R
HEAEAHESFALIEERpE T T mﬁf@ o Rm F 4L A REPL R SFA X
L6 BT IS ’ﬁ.#”mp F1 F)%ﬁ;f%,a TREAE Beoipt TR B R AY SFA L
BRSO 0 N F b B R BAFLAER R 40 (BEBG HAET > SFA 1 B R
A %ﬁ%ﬁ% Ak end Fl) o B L VI AT DR T o B A HATH R
AR EREBARERPRELR C HeRD kG & PRAIIFEL o
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