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GSS(Group Support System) AM& % el thdt 74 A4le] WMol OF 2Rgle] o] Jg3 FAE FAld shot
g U=F AAY JFRFE Mol EME Felith. 24 23, 2§ UHERe $e(CoA)ZH W& ¥, GSS
ARl 8- §olido]l SUIE 8USE AgPort, IF WS 7t B2 A5 897 Bolide] dF=o) E
I 0t AR =2 ARRAFEe] AMehE F=(FOA)E 71 Akdel Aol 233 A4 nlA, A9 GSS AL
£0] A3 mAle FFYE 2EE Faant. & AAR xR AMRSke HE FoskAT GSS AR dgiHoz
A - 43 g frejdt SHAA Bl Sivkn HEHA

FAlo: TAM, IFA9A28, AHFE4(COA. FOA), AAA A 4

..........................................................................................

| . M2 o] AR3lQIA o] &(social cognitive theory) & Tl
Gt o] 2A AHAA dFE A7

53] el d9ol&(theory of reasoned action)

23] Hglsle 73w ste destr] e 22 (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980)& £33 TAMS A

oM MzE FEAARE 2t ARHOR A x5 FRAAY £& 2 ALL FS ddste

&ote AL v F8 2ot o}F A AF MY £48 AT F shdoltd. o] o] BAME ALE

A HHA| 28 FofollA] B2 AfzEo] HHA| AEo] HEA 2 AL 528 Y2 (belief)
28E Faske e v 2 elxo] g #4 o224 Aztd £o)A (perceived ease of use)®
< 7FA%tt. & Moore & Benbasat(1991)¢] 21248 84 (perceived usefulness)< A A8

HA & (diffusion of innovations), Davis & T o|% TAME 7|4to g tjekgt W] &4 4
(Davis 1989: Venkatesh & Davis 1996)¢] 71 2§ 7]&d9 AL 5 73 gulzle ATl
=782 %(technology acceptance model), Taylor — Z& 77} Ach(dl, Karahanna et al., 1999;
& Todd(1995)¢] A¥E dFo|F(theory of  Lucas & Spitler, 1999: Venkatesh & Davis,
planned behavior), Compeau & Higgins(1995)  1996: Venkatesh & Morris, 2000). o}2]g 9
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£ TAMOIIA ANE 84 2 Sol9%T of

U 22 9994 98 P A A
9§74 295e 24402 RYo| YA, E
o 571 0g sAge Y aqFe P9
Aol W@ A2 A4 TAM 28 E2Hd

Venkatesh(Venkatesh, 2000: Venkatesh &
Davis, 2000 Venkatesh et al., 2003)= A X
Alze A 2 Ao o] JES iAe 4 =
g HUFEY g3 2AdE T e £ HFE
9] g g 714"0115 =8E 7189 gt TAMS
NAEY AT S Pl AF Ao (5
%)’5}5\: 4 & MHsle o]822, word processor,
spreadsheet 59 71¢lo] 2 AM&dl= BE7|=
go] AT eIt 2}, ARIs o] HE
Alzdle] Ag /8o Bo] HdH e 2FAUA S
& (group support system, GSS)9| A%, F714
d ALl U zelst dasit &, GSSe

AHstE A, AT FEA LRSS 2ol At
de D 2 1 FAdd SEsle tE AUEY &
AEo|, 7MUY FEAZE ALgel Slojx Fad
AR A 8AE /847 B0l &l st
48R 29 (Context) 024 F&FH(ZF, 2HEAH)

mlo

AL 4 A 2 Ao,

A 3728t £ (adaptive structuration theory,
AST)d 93, 1§ #99) Ade Zrrledt 3
d 2L M55 APAJ At oietn A A e
o ek A, aF #AY4Y e 5] ow
T2(Structures) & °lFH, FBIEESE o9
Af-8te7Happropriation) ol o8 %S Lethe
Aot} 22U 1F YoM FZ(structures) 2t
Re, 189 94+, Ei*ﬂ_’;. w3, 13, Au7le

936

ARz AFHe 54 E(Mechanism)< %1%9-
o, oujd +2A EHEE e e 3 E
&E}(structuration)ﬂ-_' gt a9, Fxs *‘*}
AL IBAQ +FA A HATL oflgA, 1
71%94 %Zéoﬂ AES 7% o
. 328 ARR o] 2o
get 2L T2E 14?——1._ AYder|e gt
(Giddens, 1987). watA QS GSS AT} o]
o & d¥de 2§ FAHLEY GSS A
Tetr FEFE wE Aolth. df Wale A F 7t
Az eokat) shue AH7E AL g 1

& 7497 2 (consensus on appropriation,
COA)°IH, T& WA= A 87| dAASY A
e 4A, & 2F FZE AL AR ox
2 AR
FOA)olth,

o]FA AT Bilol AHA JAE BF X TP
= A%, 71E 7N e Ao He F ol 8t
Us B2 dgto 24 230 F(aggregation
bias), FFLA5E9] 27 (mis-estimation of stan-
3 3 A9 o]A/d (heterogeneity
of regression) 59 EAHE ZA At v
A2 AANHT e d4A4 AR ZSé(Hlerar-
chical Linear Model, HLM)<& 7I1¢&3 Jd
FE9 M AATFE FA AN FIA
A s a8oEH, T 5T
229 3t zolg} QI Ao] & EEsta ol
QS X EPHg] g3 9] FEE2 BE
NAA "1, 523 33FE(cross-level in-
teraction)?] E#E & ndoz=n AXNF &
el vjAld E9E FAl B2AE £ A En
(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).

et 2 AFdMe HLME ol &3ld 1§ +

F=7Hfaithfulness of appropriation,

ol

dard errors)
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H
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JBXHALH(GSS) 2l AL ¥ Majoll chst Zictel R

WA A% Y HYRYE ol U4FE MIYE FHez

ALE GSS AFHA(COA, FOA)E 1
TAM 945 F3y3tna ok, &z 2 o
Uy F 7 A+ EAE 7R 9

&8k
o

- AA, GSS HAHA(COA, FOA)°l GSSY
A& Aol FES v A=A}

- B8, GSSY A/ (COA, FOA)°l TAM
o A MPQAe F8A2 Lojido] AL
B Aol vjX e G S -

2 a7

7+ A

iy

ol

B3l GSS A4, & COAS% FOA
A5 HEA| 2H *} 3 gt ojmgt o
FeeteA AU, GSS =9 2 #4844
Hoh QA d-go] 7hsstel el Azt

2 AFE AES XT3 BF 6719 AR 74
EM Atk 2HME & =89 F2 7d 2 o|&
2 7o) AE I, 3l Me d7RY 2 HEE
o] a/hdc}. 48X e MdEY 234 Hoo o
T 7Y T AT W] Al n, 5-A
€ A7 2% B4 4 7H AP0l AlEd 6-d
Ne EET A7 tig gofg A&o| AlAdr}

..,m\o -

Il. OI2 HiZ

2.1 TAM(Technology Acceptance Model)n}
GSS(Group Support System)

TAME 7HQE9) A28 +& 2 ALE Py
Agste 802, Davis(1989)& FE A2

| ARGl SlolA 9 5 7h) Fe8 AAA (W
)22 &ol4 (Perceived Ease of Use, PEU) %}

dlo o

ZHBdTE K35H M3IE 20064 6%

84 (Perceived Usability, PU)S #A8tgch.
Davis(1989)& ol2{d {843} fo]io] FHA]
289 ARSF BAE g =(attitude towards
use)o F23% JF& vty FAPoH, oy
3 HcE 3% 9% (behavior intention)o} &8
s AL, A5 dTE A AA JEA| 269 A}

2 ‘EQ%‘:}E °1i“°— A BAT. Davis7t A
5l Q ]/\en.o. /\]._Q_zﬂo g),q ;q./\
9 AFrdTESs Y Aojgn R '
Aolsn, ole 479 FHA, A4 2 ATl 3
oM AbgehE FEAAHS FoAT #HEH Ho
T} E3 Lo|HE "ojd EF AlAHS }\}.9.3}_‘:_
ol olgA] gty Y FE'Z HoHY, o)A
HEA 2R SFat7] 43, Aol 3loA "]*ﬂ
go| AA = A& ujdich
o]Fe] oe AFEl o F AdY ¥ HY:
(convergent validity)®} ¥ €ld%(discri-
minant validity) & A #&Q8%tHe.g., Chin &
Todd, 1995 Davis, 1989: Doll et al., 1998:
Subramanian, 1994).

1990 ol TAME 7]¥to g tlakgh ¥ido &
FAER J1Ede A4 5 239 duhgE AE
dte B2 A77F Ak, Karahanna et al.,
1999: Lucas & Spitler, 1999: Venkatesh &
Davis, 1996 Venkatesh & Morris, 2000). ¢}
23 A8 AFES TAMAA AXE F84 2 &
ol/d¥nt ohzt, o JQl A9 1A 2%
< sto] 71&9] F&d d&E vXE dYgstn
EAAQ 8UES Ao dn FAToEN,
TAM ®BFE2 &3] 824 4t Mathieson
(1991)2 &A% (fun/pleasure)°] 7|&5+&9] 4
F& FT HFE FAA2H, Venkatesh &
2000) T& AHEARY AAAE E4 ¢A) 7)

o
{o

q, 3802
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9] $49 4 o3 A A EAt
=3 Venkatesh(Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh
& Davis, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003)& %
Aoz g TAM Arolre FEA 2 AR R AL
Lojrd F&gS nAe 2AATEA T AFE
o] o]FoFTh. &, A&zl Aot FEA|2H
Ao A A F A Fo] FRA 2 F
Ao folHo] FHA|AH ARG =L AL
njA e s 28T Aol
2& TAM 975& ] 4F Aol #g 3
BA2EE A o 2 £451= A43HContext) ol
@?75101 A, = 239 74 7H‘é}%
A = 7“?_ 7‘}%4 AAA Ndso] F
T & F whell gl whetA, TAMS] A7 @
89 FB A a"d HEAY, 72
dukst A7 g 9F e
HsHA He Ao

L
T

1_.

el —{m

=
2=

o=
(external validity) &<l

oo

_124.

=R=]
_Q_Tra H3

t}h olHE AP EalH Aold wE TAMS
AL BZ AZ3F Straub et al.(1997)9] ¥

g Q% AAg v ek,
o AsUAINT A2 5
o) AHA| A GSSE AF&-3t
ole) AAA ZHolut AIFFA A

2R ASY AEAAE £g g A}
71l & Zolty, TAM AFME A3
89 of 27|24 = ThE HoAAM
MAA FgS vlHe Ao dFHE A= =
odstn gAY Ze= HtH(e], Karahanna
et al., 1999; Lucas & Spitler, 1999: Ven-
katesh & Davis, 2000: Venkatesh & Morris,
2000).

JEA YA A (group support system, GSS)
ol& 18399 BASAE sl AFUANA,

E3 1§ Y9
§¢ Adale EA

A
73%,
g_

‘url[‘m

=

lﬂ Fl

o H
'T’
]

=a 23
9

G
&
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AFH, JAHER S T3 A(DeSanctis &
Gallupe, 1987) &2 159 9AHEA, 39, #A
FUAld S 7FsstA stAY 19 Foi AA
g AZEJ, 7l&, 7MHEY I¥(Nunamaker,
1997) & ofmjgit}, o]2jd GSSe FAske 71e
A 3A AR FEE e, ARUACNL A
°J(communication support), EZAA Fz3
(process structuring), Z2lx ABA 2] (infor-
mation processing) & O]\Z} Zigurs & Buckland,
1998). ﬂ?ﬂ/]?ﬂ"]” AYe 1§ THYE AR
3t 4L 7hgsHl e ReZ FAA (simul-
taneous) ‘%Jx@» °‘““(an0nymous NN
LSt e & dzggo] 5ol o Z2A
L(agenda)«] A% 4 g 22
ae|a o] I} 129] B3AEE 7150 A%
Foll digt A7) H=E A¥sh=
sAge g JBAe FRE T
&, 7zt 2 Ut e rles et
o, °]5ﬂ‘474]7+ ool £A49 88 A 22
HEA HZT g}
HEAe 71h£ A e ARl A
7129 7ol ABAAelTE
7x%‘4 Hukst GSS At
gid, draE, 2A,
| "&ole}.

o]
2HE

o v I

- =

g9 59 4
Heid the ow—
o gz P95 Gssel ta AT 4se
Pejrt AR ABe] 49 9BE A 2
Aolth. ©ge], 1% FALNY A% B 457
29 24 B9, 9e 283 WA 5 o8 AR
x2As AR okgd 71957 fEd, o= @
ago] AuAad AARY dEd2 GSSE AHE
S gt o dge ague ge R

T

HAUSAT ®35H M3Z 20064 6Y



JEXHN2H(GSS) Y AL % Majoll ch3t Zcte] WRYAY B AAN HY2YE 0|88 Cis-F HIYUE M=

ofygt & 1§ 2 23 AA9 GSS AT ¢
%, v 2Y2a T2AA Y ANkl R o
gL F & Ut wed, 2F FELE0l GSS
2 o9A Afsherte wAlL Jido] GSSE A
sle %71, /9] GSSE AHEdte A 2 Qlo)
GSS A8 2 Qg o5 43e 48E 33}

22} 4zt

2.2 H27x3 ol
(Adaptive Structuration Theory, AST)

Poole & DeSanctis(1990, 1992)¢] #2723}
o] 82 Giddens(1987)¢] Fx3}o| &(structuration
theory)& vHC.2 & o] &0t} Giddens(1987)
= QAN E FxeAY AlBFXE Hxdhe, T
HHs e o] F IHRTE 3] Boke, 7
Z% P9, FAEN S AR (Fx), AN vA
Atole] # 2 ol F 1 AEsgt. &, 1& X
7t G998 At BAO e F2E s
githe FZ3H(structuration) 3 Abgl o] 2715
A ARbetAE Aejt.

Desanctis & Poole(1994)2 Giddens(1987)
o) Fz3lo|2L ugto @ 8o GSSE AEsim,
AHgeta, FEHoR Fidte HA S B, of
ddE Agrxsto]Z(adaptive structuration
theory, AST)ol2tx Hsti vt ASTe 7l&At
&l SlolA JleFAd BP S vigstn AlElE #
A Zxd JErjed AEAEe FEI1E9
ofg] 723 A4 (structural potential) &27El
54 F&E d9stn AEY 870 HeAl

(structure in use). ol2jd 7% Ad7} H3-2
Desanctis & Poole(1994)2 A-f-(appropriation)
gt Foatgtt 23 9 1§ FHYES 43
A8E Bl HErlwe F2A EH(structural
features)'5-& £440, o}g2 BUglol M2 ¢
TxH EAES W¥sty ARG metA, o
g 2FEA AR AE71Ee] 728 §AE0
TEALE FoAHegE, 1gvt 728 NS
ME OE ZFoE gz F slde S 9
g},

A= GSSY d3te rlen 4579 AREY A
o Aner irte, 1F FEYEC] HEAAHE
o}9 A H-(appropriation)dt=1t 23 L5
Aojth(Poole & DeSanctis, 1990, 1992). &,
Fold &3¢ JleFEdA Jxd EHE g4e
S 2F T Aol thae Al 77T A
%l w4l (stable manner)22 ZAfHolo} it}
(Poole & DeSanctis, 1990). AR, FBA| A=
AAR dEtiz2 AL Y 2 A ete A4
9] Z4/d (faithfulness of appropriation, FOA)
(Chin, Gopal & Salisbury, 1997), S8, A&
A Alzgld g A ", 283 AR, 2
Aol delgh Al Fxo] Mol i 2§ F
AY Alele &2 79
appropriation, COA) % °JtH(Sambamurthy,
1989). mretd GSSAY 2% +89nd ARY
Aol it a2y 5& Nd3te FE7&9 AS
ML JAAA FRoly, AdfEATH 28Ry
T 3% FEYE°] ouid Af G Bole v}

o,

Qo
4
7t ABAE A AT 2 e U Row

[¢]

1

]
]

F

gol (consensus on

1) &= 94 34 (spirit) &

—

= ral
U Hx, aew olF $8she dod Y93S Yhon(dE B
Faich

FHshe 59 71949 T4E 29

AAEAY H35H K3E 20064 6%

27 EA(structural features) o2 FAHEH, A AH7)s0) 2Astual sk durzo) 28
BFA oA EF). TRl ololgolE Adnor AT AU
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2 & d7dMe ASTS A
ol F7k81, GSS AH&

M&

9| ﬂ% Z HxE
A 9jsta FOAS COAUP %l% 22t gtk AA o]
e, Hee & ded 23424 vYehude &
ﬂﬁ‘— gAo| Zat7] WEeltt. %, Hxgte g
AlzEle] A2 AFs] g =8 dig

990 AEE ARE AT FA R3vtn oo
. EA, dixehe Age 243 FHAAH
olgte EART thet Bixo A 3t A
FAYA MIS #oFo g &olth(dl, Goodhue,
1988: Swanson, 1982). TAMATME, HE
71% Al glol AHEAF Q) BlEY] dEko] uif
AEE AR glen, g 840 AEIe
AHEE d 3 E A7REo] tAE A FEY
& Ao gt AHEAE A Bl Aol A ¢l
< ATFARE A (Davis et al., 1989).
ojof wet A&l JiQ Bz WEE AT TAM
2ol A=A D, ©o]F9 TAM AFEL o] LF
< B23 e FAolthe.g., Igbaria et al.,
1997: Straub et al., 1995: Szajina, 1996:
Venkatesh, 1999: Venkatesh & Davis, 2000:
Venkatesh & Morris, 2000: Venkatesh &
Speier, 1999). A¢ #EAAE 1§ 7499 H
T2te /1S COAY FOAS Ze Aoz A, 1
§ THYEY GSS Af-(appropriation) #E<
BAg] Bie, A9 2F4ER FEHE Ao
o g3siA &7 g &, B A7 H3o] 1
W TAULY oAn g Afre] Aol 1§ FAEY
M9 GSS 8ol LA FFE vlA =7t Ut
2 2A, Afe HFA ou|rt gl COA% FOA

of AFste Aol gtk ot

_,_.
[
:{o

o ooty
ol
e

oX
of

940

Yodt- dols - s

2.3 CeF A2 W (Multi-level Approach)

B ATE, /M99 GSS A} o] wE Ao
thetd, GSSell digk /M =9 A8 gQldat
ollel GSSE Zo] Agsts 18 FAYEY
GSS A (R F5)0] o9 d&S nX =

Ag A E

"

ol
2
K
N
ol
o

ox M
1o

g 1
I
- iy
. ol
>,
=
=3
v
=
29,
—Or‘—"
rir

4 o

o o

oX o
o M -y
12
o

ri

Sy

&9

L.

Bl

oo B

J o

e ?

2

rr

i

N

MM e

!

&%
rlo
rel
ox
il
.
ol
>
Jor

:Q i

%:?‘}_(multl level

A

TR R TR )

m,

A &84 He Y4AA ?Zﬁg— Z=t 4
L A FELEY YT X4
e Ade FYsHe 594
A BAZ e A U h?’n* g32lg
(multilevel data)gtz Y2t (Bryk & Rauden-
bush, 1992). ©}&83 5= Abg]ggto|uy z}
djet Roloja &3] UEld & e AdxgE
gdolu B4HQ MR
4ot} g o] of Yt
HEHO R AFAge] &3] AHE- 2
U IAEMEL Aoz d272 Ag NS
Aot nete Aot} 712y FAWMHCR o

8 (linear model) &.2&

¢

Py
= v
+39 BN ARYs} oW FUS 24 @
=
e

o2 BMY A, 74 HQE AAus(dE S



JEXHAAR(GSS)Y A8 U dajoll Cis QEF—I i "o“él—l A% AN ‘1§E§° ojg# CivE MZHE FUo2

e Azt AaEdAoletn g a2y
5329 A5, 2 FAdd &3 MAEY A
= 1 99 #9471, H49E, gd 7Y 9L
TR W] 43 o] Y 4w glot
Z, T 9O S84 7HEe) sl
Aok duk dFRFHN i EXU SR
e e, 4 999 514 7Pgel AR
2 god, M AA 9 BEg e A4 Ay e
= (Glass et al., 1972).

B 2 kol 1 H”O}?ﬂ 7—1‘ HeEe 3

RHEA
o] A4 (precision)oll& &A7}
LV] A7p7h AA AQE7E obd H e
T2 Folx7] f o BE FALH] zte e
REO FAHS et B NUEY FHE
Fohe QWA A7 S AFdei

ol WHER o/E MM dF N2 B
AR 7ol W= Ak, Goldstein, 1986: de
Leeuw & Kreft, 1986: Bryk & Raudenbush,
1990). ol&¢] ]°h51 E’—‘it’“ﬂ" M2 g2 A%

(multilevel data analysis) &

% (hierarchical linear model) ]Eh"i Ban )

P

gz EINIA Hau, 55273 4538 gue 3
7 ameidte g Mool gakel sole] EHE EA
of #4438 < 1} (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).

. &7 7k

£ d7E 71E9 TAM REBezE= 18 1A
HEo| B AEsleE GSS AHEAM] GSS AH: 2
A P 4 2UdES AU Agsled &
ARl Aeg ARsIn, AEFZ8 0| Z(AST)dl
A AAZ COAS FOAS TAM 2o uvhadgt &
28& Nttt COAE GSS A %ﬁ&—%
T, FOAE GSS A3 4 v|3ge o
5 (a¥ DI Zo] AN & :LE—?%%HH
o] GSSell 3 COA7} ¥S42 /e GSS A
£ 2718 Aold, £8 COAE 847 404

(2g 1) A1=2y

ZASIR m35H M3 2006 68
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Yoz Yals -

i

Fewdl DX E e 248 Rolth. £, 1
éfﬂl*H GSSoll th@ FOA7} 345 )

3.1 COA(consensus on appropriation)2 GSS
AL

COAE AEI/&g Argsle Wld dig 1§

FAYE] EBYste ALE vt (DeSanctis
& Poole, 1994: Poole & DeSanctis, 1992).
HAE7E A Ao gl 1§ FELE] g
Zd o277 BE YAtAEH FEF R} ol
FojAot & Aotk 1 ojHelE 7 1F THYE
ot} tE A& AT g = Y & R
71&0] oL Z7]dE & 571%% ol
olgA AHEE AUt ek B0
o|th(DeSanctis & Poole, 1994) Sk
Moz 8, FEIE ARl did uS
IF :r"’“% o] gAtaEE B8 o EFAE
EAES 23 ustA dd(d, Wheeler &
Valac1ch, 1996). |3 FAFAM FEI (&
AFME GSS)ol WAE F271 wEatA =2
UA 3, FR7)E o WAe 727t A4d A
o2 dAAY, ¥ 72E AYstn AHgshe
Ao 3t B84 FastA H 3 (Salisbury,
Chin, Gopal & Newsted, 2002), 275 2o& 1

E THYEN £ HRIE AHgol i o

=2 2 Aol

ARjo] 22 oA AHgeta ' A
B g T o o= Bt o
A Yol e 1 F7E AAE EAdstAE &7

2
‘m'r‘_{]j

r et
oo 2

° o X
=3
(Of

r~1ov e

942

Folth(Salisbury et al., 2002). 7§29 FEI&
A} AR © THLE B ohg AW o
2 795y 94FS @] vldo|th(Fulk et al.,
1990). 31AIZAL Al 28] A (appropriation)
3+ Jasperson et al.(1999)¢] AFolM %= o]
¢ AHE BodF1 o AAH ez, 2 COAE
M AR 93 e vHEA AHES &
Tt oy g Abgoz a Fxo AZeHA H
A, F2E A drde Aot

AE7E AHg O §e) FFo] he
HEIE AHgoldls TEEHE HE 1§ F
E7tel ¥3 (cooperation)o] & Hoidoh
oul gt} o2 FE7]e AHEo] i HYe
HBI)E AHgel glolA FAELE A3t 1Y
3 A7 2 S, A A9 B8 g8 S 4
& H3Aoln FRAY HEE BolA & Zeolg
(Smith et al., 1995). ©|& vl&o 2 th33 22
Mg £&39.

m
rlo

[‘h‘

m"—‘ L 2, o
ol o te ro

Hl: 2853049 GSSol g COAZt €5
Aol GSS AHEEE £V & Aol

TAM d7olde, §847 &old9 Fdiad
850 tistd thakdt Asjrt EAjgct. oW o
TFEL FeATe] ARl FE A~® £8 °
AHE efol] AR FgS vtk sk st
(dl, Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989: Ma-
thieson, 1991: Taylor & Todd, 1995), 2%
AZAEL AR A2 Lo]Ao] AH A|AH A}
4o AxAel JFgg vt dHAE LR
atn] (o, Davis et al., 1989: Igbaria et al.,

1997. Szajina, 1996: Thompson et al.,
1991), =3 F Ay¥4 BF7F BRI AL

A4 mi35A A3Z 2006 68



AFXHMAH(GSS) Y A8 Y dojol EH*F Hctel MRYMel 98 A "1§E§° 0|8% ci+E MY 422

TS nAda Fete d7E A

g, AR 72 BHE BdT Lee(1994)
o AFellMe HEIE AA9] A FH42
Hrbsrl7h 2@stte AE AAstn o BB
1£9 54L& AgAtEe] Axatgstn] HHddY
(Carlson & Zmud, 1999). 2, AHIj&9 AL
AEL 71Ed FFR AHEAEC] ol 9ui9
AFH QISR Aol FEIE AME-E H )
o] drpt £83], & Iept AR A%
A 5o AB7le FHAW gEste o] ohy
&, AE7|e% *]'% }% a8l 25 <ol WAls

N

YA 245 - 713 24 Vs AY 84
- o AAAY FEg Bl o] £ FuiF
Ql Z7ld) FES W] wpdolth 2§ EFH(Group
effect) 7t 742 299 =AY AAE +4E ¢
doks A#E BAdY (Janis, 1982), GSS AHg
A 2§70 FeE WL =289 A i}" 9]
71aAQ BIHREA, o) 4 & F
AHEA SO ARIESE w1, o & E}E},
2t NQEE HE7|z #3 F24 distd UYEdl
2] A JHAES JehiA doh(Fulk et al,
1990). wabAd, 74 ALl d GSSe freast &
olidol GSS AH&el GEE nlAAgE, 1 4T
T 2% TALE GSS AR Ao tiEke of
e G EedsteAd uet D‘a}*‘ Aolth
IF AU e gFol 2oH (2§ )
o) 7H°1 T 8T gojAo %‘Eﬂ%
Apgof B :
201 wod (2§ 27t Aod) A gEe
29E0] GSS AHe| "lAle &oe AsHE Ao
th o] vigo g thaa 22 JME S AAE T

——

HASAL M3sA M3T 20064 68

H2a: 2§FEAA 9 GSSo tigt COAE 7HY
o] Azste= GSSY fEAel FAEY
GSS AHgZo pAe d%E 24T A0
. &, COAV} & ADoA f840] A
250 vA= AH(positive) EFA7} <
sHd Aol

H2b: ZgFFNA 9 GSSell g COAE 7
o] AZste= GSS fojAol Y
GSS AHEd tXE 4gs 24 Ao
o &, COAZF && AdelA Lo]Ao] AL
Lo vXE= 3 (positive) EFH7F oF
84 Zo|t},

3.2 FOA(faithfulness of appropriation)2 GSS
Aot

ZAd " AEeL 22 £Y EHd
Agste®s 23 FAHA9E0] €4 do 1 71
7t 489 4 ltH(Davis & Venkatesh, 1996:
Venkatesh, 1999: Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).
Poole & DeSanctis(1990, 1992)¢] A-g7z3}
o] =7 7l&E %A AHs HfK(appro-
priation) st =yl wet 259 ozt 23 Edh
AMBRAT. ZF, o] &AFo] AR xR
1 M- (faithful appropriation) & woj A]
ol&& B¢ A3t vehdd e Aoy, A
%4 (faithfulness of appropriation)o]&
ol &g EAYE U /&S Algsts A
Zeich. 43 Af(faithful appropriation)
AR AAAY rgE Algste RS 2
. %43 A& (unfaithful appropriation)
I x| Hojus A8 Tt BEAE
v AL 2R Aol ofel, dAzle

{e

thELrSEHTHJ:iOWO{N'%ﬂ
B mmﬁoﬂgmz
o o

:{o
rir
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g2ty

o Z& AA Al dojd AL uigit}

ZAFRYYEL FIles AHEE 9, HEIle
AARe] oot duglo] AIES] A oY #H
Zo w2t FRI7|&S A FE ot olHE 4
T BEI|so] AR A o= A%A &
A ol 8H = 442, AR} =g A3t
FEHA &E £E JE Ao}, 2 v, A
B AAAY gxgz S48 AMSdtH (5
AARLY oo} AgAte] AA] ALgo] BX|gt)
AAA} e =g At FEE Aot

2] 7|E AFEL o|FA AHRAEC] AARE
o JJxoiZ FBIES AHEE o AU At
Uehd 4 182 BoFAom(e.g., Chin et al.,
1997 Dennis et al., 2000; LeRouge & Webb,
2004), 53] Dennis et al.(2001)2 FAM(Fit
Appropriation Model) 97 &3l GSSY 7%
7 fgzre AF(Fit), 2elx 2g A ol
7159 4 oj8ol MU 2 2§ Ao ud
o] ¥th= AHE AAIS vt e}, o} o] &L

o2 oy 22 7S A

H3: 2§FFANAY GSSo g FOAZF #25
E AMA QY At F71E Aot

AH7)|Ee AHEE, 53] B A9 didQd GSS

£ 74989 978 4402 Adse N2y

r

02, GSSE ¥o| AHESE 2F TAHYE] =
7Ne 59 Adde e ez uddd

Br)E Ao B3 HYPATSAM FEI=9 A
£33} R9le] A 7ol ARBAN e BoFn
e}t &, DeLone & McLean(1992)= A ¥71&
AR M AH = (usage) 7t AU e] A ©
F 98L& 5 dSS ARG, =3 Hiltz &

o

[E
[

- 4BE

S

Johnson(1990)& CMCS(Computer-Mediated
Communication System)®] &84} #3 A
T CMCSY AHHIET 2545 A€ 41
7t Fobtdl e A& A

a9 o714 o GA Abgalof Ao FHAY
F&= vl At A 12 E djgtof & Aol
o & 21 ABr|eS go] AHEsritt sl A
H7t FE e Aol o1, FE7|e AARY 9
T2 A8 AT (S, AR g9 A}
2to] HA Abgo] X gTH) AR oz
A7t F89 Folx, W Z EFAsH Afah
|, AAAL 23 Ae FEH7| og g Aol
o} o2 7H 2 Aefatd v 2o

H4: 2§5E94 9 GSSel g FOAZF 744
o GSS AREEZE AHEA QS ATl v
FFE Y Aot &, FOATL &
< JdolA e AHEET At mAe 3
(positive) &7} 733He Holt},

e

V.

ZAIHE

93¢ g7 A4
0SS AMEaE AZ]9e) AAE
CEER S LR e
A7E (392 E9se] AHgstn
A 2471B)9
1SS gz 20059 69 293
A ZASAY E-mail %

AT r35A ®32 20064 6%



AEXAMAH(GSS) o] AR | Mntol chet Hche TedAe I AN *@EQ" ol3% ci+E Hals 4=

$ 59 WS B9 & 4570 1F, 36339 HE
AE wiEsd 4078 2F, 30387 FAeEAT
(83.5%9 3+&). 48 HEA 7hed dRE
o HEFE YA FE & T HEA, A
2 AEgEo galA @& ole A7A, aglu
GSSE A9 o] &3lA gettn S 6719 HF
ME AYeta FFHo2 400 2§, 27909 &
EAE B A7 FEoZ At

£ a7 ZES da} 233%H(83.5%). 93k 46
H(16.5%) 0.2 o} FoA] Utk AFFL 200 F-H
S50t 74A] veRgen  30th7b 166W o2 59.5%
£ AR)stn, 40ui7F TTHeR 27.6%2 30t
407t FEY FE o Fo] k. mKFEd U
Ae dlE9 83o] 166W 22 59.5% % F& ol #
Ax, AFY A%, du A, dizl, 33, 2o
22A EXHU. A 25 HEE 15070
41249 671Y A=), @ AFoA Y 25717
dolld 200d o] 37tA] mEA JYehdt. 05| &
& 2§52 A 4 FA, 407 2Fe 2 et
Z, 1T 71895 U9 1270 28, 1T +94 W9 10
N 2E, AENEA U9 8 2F, 2 AENE
el 1074 2552 +AHEU

4.2 el =EE HYolo} &%

2 oq:ll“ﬂ/ﬂ% GSSE Al43 AYES
ez 2HsAY. BE W EHE AEE A
E(Likert) 74 3T & At on, B AoA

AEE MeEY 234 e Ug 2o
AR, & AFolM 584 (perceived usefulness)

BASAT ®35A ®M32 20064 68

-

o|gh Folxl A A8lS o| &5l 22 A wWetoA] 2}
Hdo E&4E =Y & U Aolgn e A2
A, & A7 E f84E% 387 938 Davis
(1993)7} AHE-3 24358 ALt

E7, o] (perceived ease of use)o|& £4
g A28 AR o 2 Al w8o] £oE A
o2 A& A= (Davis, 1989; Davis, 1993)2A,
& AN e 8498 ZHs] A8l Davis(1993)
7} ALESE SR GRS ARSI

A, COA(consensus on appropriation)s
AE71EE AHEshe Al did]l 1§ FAYE]
st HEE 9v|gdH(Poole & DeSanctis,
1992 DeSanctis & Poole, 1994). & A7
£ Salisbury et al.(2002)¢ o3} Hdd 574 =
AYESS AHEEA T

YA, FOA(faithfulness of appropriation)&
BHE7lgo] AE1we] F4Al B2 1f9 oo o
Bd HAo g AMEHE ATE 9u)dch(Poole &
DeSanctis, 1992: DeSanctis & Poole, 1994;
Chin et al., 1997). &, /W& AHRAETY
FEI7lE AHEY YAz & ¢ 31& Aot
2 @7lM+= Chin et al.(1997)9 o8 fd=
57§ ERFEE S AHSIH T

AR, & A7AA AT Agabst GSSE
Aok Bdsle A2 AEste FEoluh, AlxE]
o] NHEEE ke 5L o8 77 dovd
7 U}o] o] &= AL Al A" ALYl HF
AR&A| 7]t} Davis(1989)9] TAMo) &3 |+
EAME o|E FES o] &stn Yok & AToA
 Davis(1989)7} AH&-&F AF&AIZEL ALS-3lI4 2
A E T N FEE AHEEAT

AAA Al AR FAF AaEle Ao
Ada JFrao] AHA T Tl FadAY
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e
W 1 2 3 4
441 195 055 .026 .068
842 981 -.032 -.033 -.015
443 916 .009 .025 011
#8744 913 .000 .027 -.016
£o]41 -.070 .857 .002 .028
£o]A2 -.055 .973 .026 -.062
2043 165 .698 011 079
£o]44 096 792 -.027 -.001
GSS AH&1 .023 241 .640 .248
GSS AHE2 -.032 -.074 .881 -.027
GSS AHg-3 .085 065 .609 .003
M A7 -.019 -.029 .006 .881
QA A2 -.009 -.011 -.016 .944
N A3 .063 031 004 842
9932 " Maximum Likelihood.
A4 Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
5¥ wHEA AbSle] 8913 Ao £+HE
Y. 28N A JAd £F dolg
qE
¥ 1 2
COA1l 653 .023
COA2 155 .027
COA3 .636 -.105
COA4 840 -.005
COAb 925 .032
FOAl -.053 612
FOA2 .041 793
FOA3 -.026 143
FOA4 .032 .894
FOAbL -.007 .856
291%% ¥ Maximum Likelihood.
3]74: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
79 WHEA sl Q918 Ho] +HE

946 AUl m35 M3E 20064 6%



2EXUMAH(GSS) 2 A 9 ontof o3t

ool FdAel 4y A ME2YE oS8 O E MIde Ao

A2 FEo| FFHNUL /e A 9vist
A2 2(Hiltz & Johnson, 1990), ¥ AF-A
Hiltz & Johnson(1990)7} AH&& A FES
AHg-stgiTh.

S =T A2 Z(reliability)

fr e

225 ndst

I e dres AdE 72 §844(0=0.955),
80]4(a=0.894), COA(a=0.858), FOA(a=
0.888), AH&(a=0.751), ¥ A#(a=0.922) &

77k 0.7 o302 BT & AIEE RAY &
g, SANEY HYE £4& Y3 28
H+E=EA (maximum likelihood analysis) & A
Latgom 3 W5 Oblimin®alE A es)
Atk olo] & AT e NUF 157 &= =
) BEE(HEA, B4, ALE, AU 2

s 1070 &5 278 ¥MSE(COA, FOA)9 ol
AN 88N AAE (&
A 291 2 E Aol

S 259289 29 AAA 0.6 o4z
) SHYEE0] 7k 294 o= P& FHsln
At £ 4 ok (Hair et al., 1998).

T3 ZE o) &3 é% 229 20 AAX
2ol b8 Mdd £& FAHFEEY 82 AAA
(cross-loading values) & E} Reg Jeht

b N

b 32 sF(item-level) o THEIYEE Hubx)
St ATHChin, 1998).

o]

5.1 cieE BT (multi-level validity) 24 Zn}

HLM #4& AAsb7] Aol d9A, AFE N4

AYEAT M35A M3E 20064 6

F, IETT) ¥FE°] AMT BYFEd EA5tn
AeAE 2R3 sl vaE HEE #40] A
Psjojof gt} o] F Y&l 1F +F WY AA

A FolA Jageie Eado] aX| sl ¥l A%
W 434 % (intraclass correlation coefficients:
ICC(1))E FASAT. o8 B3l 2§ +F ¥

r
Moo

i

o] BA oA o] Aw7} Azt 9a Aojn,
B o= Fxrh At Aol o AAAE

& 5 Ah(Bliese, 2000). ICC(1) ko] =9,
A 29lel 2F £F MY B4 F 25 98 A
BHE "o grhe oHrlolH, ol 22 25U
A g 38o] Fohe 9ulo[tH(Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000). 3t 1F W g3t Sdo]
deht AEA, & dBYol dertE EHee
ICC(Z)E A8 Cronbach alpha$t $AHgH
dozA, 0.7 ol4eld wEAyYn Bt}
(Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). ICC(2) Fto] =4,
2 2FUe] WWETY o] Agd dBA o]
Ate SAHBZE, o] 7l W Ee oA-g gt
st 159 ooz giEd 4 glvhe Aol
423, 12§ ¢ ¥$d CoAY 1CC(1)
0.172.2 eyttt o] /2 %9 COA ‘5‘01]
A 289 COAstn 58 £ Sl Hio] 17%71
dohe Aoy, =3 F-test A% Fzte] 1.723
(p<.0)2 v«l SHAl vhehd, ezt Batel fein|
e FAFE 5 AT ICC(1)0] 0.3 & A
7b BA %’U}% 238 A7 13F 9 (Bliese.
2000), °]AE 2% Wl TAA g AAAge
M, 1F2 COAZE A 439 COAY & =& 9
e o= A= diEdy YS Jeig, =3,
Ad COAY 2§ Hol diat A3=9 1CC(2)
= 0.752 JERY. ol& Klein & Kozlowski
(2000)9 B3t 0.7¢ 4gslez wE:Advn

u
_1

¢

lo
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YxEt- ol - SHF

gt ol /iY ¢ COA 38X E & FOAY &FHE FHH A3A 297F derR¥ e
T GFY ol 2% 2§59 COA £ AHE 7 HLM 6.02 Z2I83 AHsl] B4 2 &
AdEzd + doke A& red. Pttt BAsh] Ao AAEe] b5 8L

Az 7teuE

oA 2 0SS ARl thd ICC(1)3 ICC(2)  Fel7] fste] RE A FHUAEL 2
g o3, A2 ICC(1)e 0.13919, 7li‘°i(°ﬂ A Ax BeME 44) Q8PS &
F-test 2% Fgkol 1.601(p<.05)& ®oJstAl v+ F
eldth. ole A #F9 FOA N 189  FEC H %5 I%M *Merﬁl?} (& 2)9| 8.95]0f
FOAEIT 7158 & gl F2o] 13%7t ddhe R ith
o, FYulg Ja7t Fito] & Hﬂ” Y 5 HLM 448 eetA d9ad dad 2
Atk ICC(2)E 0.7022M, 749 52 FOAY
Hio] 1§ Had AF2A AA l dde A&
S Easd

e
J_Ll

O

z
T
o ™
4%
_gl
(2
2
rie
‘R
4
2
t
o
(i
3

Bk

o %94’“01 gl =9, 7 SR =

43te] ool gk A& A=A "t ‘317\1,
74] 45238 (random-coefficient model: 2&1)
ERUFEC] TG niX e °§?'{¥% o
, NAEEe] 718719 Ade A59]
A9 Aol fojstd, BE

P

5.2 9i7E8o] A=

rl
EE‘E
2

o
e
¥
HN 2

B d7ME Windows SPSS/PC version
12.09) EAZzadS o]l&d9on, COA, %

e 22 de 9wy f2 W _ﬁ
i

(B 2) =20 IE, BEEA, MuaA

7b. Q4E dlole] (n=279)

Bt EFEHAL 1 2 3
1. +84 5.48 1.01
2. £l 5.39 .89 486(*%)
3. ARJ|% ALE 5.19 1.38 .584(*) .556(*")
4. 3% 5.01 1.07 .534(*") A62(**) .523(*")
*p<0.05; **p<0.01.
U g £F dlojg (n=40)

e FERE .
1. COA 5.11 .83
2. FOA 5.09 31 456(*")

*p<0.05; **p<0.01.

2) MA$E 28 Yy=ho+ey & ~ N0, o)
@"’}T'T‘ E—-d BOJ+ Y0~UDJ UOJ -~ (O I)

948 AT 535 M3E 20064 68



AEXHAN2H(GSS) 9 A & djoll oyt ’élEF—J TR I8 AN UYL YES 0|8 tSE WIYE FHe=

M EYHETL FEH A s JIE HoF
Aol E}—%E_i a59 Xéﬁ_ﬂ} 71719 freolo]
2 g

m\o

o

e

22
£
bac)
lo
rE.
e
X
fu
=

Y
e

(intercepts-
DRI EARA 7187

238" (slopes-as-outcome model: 2&3)d] %

g
A

e & BAME S3stA drh(Luke, 2004).
EARM 2 2F M e AAFEY 712719 J
T d3a A0 2 A9 4D felab
Hetyd, ole Hd #F W gt 55t
2L ouan. EF "FAEH 717 E‘é o
He ALSE 718719 18E d3she A8 +2
B9 712717 frelad, S5 dd S
Fo o] Yu 4% Wadl <3 g
}\Ta‘ _,)u] ?g}E]-

7Hd 1, 29 AEE st 4 A9 GSS A
S Wl foju|g Jot Bato] A=A E o
g2 olfdd At 4 4 A9
GSS AHEE9 B A47F 5.22(v00, £=54.10,
p<.000)°19, A GSS A=Y F4F FoA 1
W A FHLEC] Hole EAEE dojMe
Al E4do] EA%ES Yehlz i (Ug=.10,
p<.020). &, GSS A& oM 1F #59 &
Aol fefmjatr] o & 7}1‘, 9 GSS AHgl

ag9 Gl At ASE HFw 9o} wet
A olg 7|Eo g thg \474],} A2 AYFAY
(E DA AAE e 231E B3 GSS9

843 &olido] GSS Agdl HAE dgs ¥
Aottt 242#, #4849 (v10=0.41, t=5.90,
p<.000)3 8°]4(y20=0.60. t=5.85, p<.000)
o] GSS Atgel frofm @ A#st S BAFY
. &, Aol Ak GSSY 44 2 £ol
of ZE 2§ GSS Atgol 2 o
2 BRI BARB) & A48T §o)4

ﬂJ[O 0, oX

)

AAEAT M35 M3E 20064 63

A F, GSS AHEY HasEE Jeit Ug=
0.362 #8437 Lojdo2 GSS AHREE o 23
1= HAAFYe EAdte 2 Jehlle Aol
7tol A% A% Fon)4 (x*=130.8, p<.000)L
T8 ol HEeTd 25T Aot g
< UehllE Aot (Luke, 2004). o] A& FAZ
A AE RYY FARK 7]1L7] 2¥q #3ste
& BA49 *46327401 %—ﬁ%% ojnjghe Aolu,
7 13 29 A Azl it
(£ 3)9IA xﬂ*l‘ﬂoi 31 Y22 Y, 189
GSS AMgd tigh ez (COA) GSS A}ﬂoﬂ

‘?*;—’F‘{J—% 04 ﬂ} ol& é%f_’_ COAE }
ol w2 COAS } A 2FHT GSS AHEE
FEAE 9rgct g

7
-“Ei?} 2¥3% EW, COAE GSS AM&xd) th3t
849 7171(y1,=-0.27, t=-1.85, p<.071)
°ﬂ olekabAl gt frojnlet oAz velton]
£old9 71€71(y21=-0.90, t=-3.30, p<.002)
ot w$ Fuigt oA WL Aoz ey,
%, GSS AHE=o tig 84 9 Bold9 o=
1E9 COA &l et gatA &dl, ol& COA7
o 1AM e F843 &oldo] GSS AR
ol x| = A4 (positive) Q] E7}7} Astethe 23 F
HE 9wl g
olel that TAAQ WFPE AUs] s, =
F3qA AAE FHAASE 283
COA9 #o] ¥x1 ¥ A$9 =38wF
A 2t 3°W9l %k"l 1YL AEE Uro] £

Schoonhoven (1981) Ol AAG el wg -8
3 Lol (58¥a) T} COA(RAHMS) 9 zhzte]

949



Yot Yol - Y3

(# 3) oA de=gel 2ot O 1, 7H4 2 EF)

23] zy2 233
Fixed Effects Coef. SE T-ratio p Coef. SE T-ratio p Coef. SE T-ratio p
For Interceptl(Boy)
Intercept2(Yoo) 529 0.11 4922 .000 5.32 0.07 80.18 .000 532 0.07 81.61 .000
COA (V) 1.20 0.14 862 .000 1.34 0.14 982 .000
For PU slope(By)
Intercept2(¥io) 041 0.07 590 .000 043 007 6.20 000 041 007 6.07 .000
COA(¥1) -0.27 015 -1.85 071
For PE slope(B2))
Intercept2(vao) 060 0.10 585 000 0.71 0.10 6.87 .000 0.57 009 6.03 .000
COA(V21) -0.90 0.27 -3.30 .002

231 282 233
Random Effects Std.  Var. 2 Std.  Var. X Std.  Var. !

Dev. Comp. p Dev. Comp. p Dev. Comp. P

Intercept1(Ug) 60 036 130.8 000 0.25 0.06 54.21 0.009 0.25 006 54.22 .009
PU slope{(Us)) 0.15 0.02 273 >50 0.14 002 2772 >500 0.13 0.02 2645 >.500
PE slope(Uy;) 046 021 577 005 0.41 0.17 5897 .004 0.25 0.06 4553 .057
Level-1(ey) 0.82 0.67 0.83 0.66 0.81 0.66

usage = 719 AR7E AME: PU = 484, PE = 8¢]4: COA: Consensus on Appropriation

23] FAAFRY

usage = By + By (PUy) + By (PEy)+ey
Boy = Yoo + Up

By = vio + Uy

Bos = voo + Uy

By =vio + U;
By = Voo + Up

% B FFUAE o
7 &olAel -7, COAY
3 a1 FES gy AN dstd

T8kt
A&y =(532) + (1.34«
COA) + (0.41 * #84) + (-0.27 = #-84 * COA)
ojn} &ojAe IPAYL y = (5.32) + (1.34 =
COA) + (0.57 * &ol&) + (-0.90 * &o]4 *
COA)elth, 2= b3 (18 2)¢ (a¥ 3)
3 2,

Ale
b

950

232 #7824 AH 7Y
usage = By + By (PUy) + By (PEg)+ey
Bo; = Yoo + Yo1 (COA;) + Up

B33 425 7er] =¥

usage = By + By (PU) + By (PEy)+¢;
Bo; = Yoo + Yor (COA)) + Up

By = vio + v11 (COA) + U

Boy = Yoo + ¥g (COA)) + Uz

Aol 484
| 92 GSS A EE
£ 4847 §ol

T aydA 2% COAZ} ¥
2 folidel gho} o ol

Z7lsA e, COAZF ¥ Ztdde 78
Aol zod 93|18 GSS AHERET} YolAle B
HaZtl olE COAVN ¥e 1EJMe &
LolAo dal A wheEA Hu, wEb 1F
Y80l GSSoll U /843 £ol4e] oxn
ANF+E GSSE o ®o] ARESHA "ok ey
COA7} & 1FdAe & &

QAL GSS AHES &

229

i

B

oX,

op
ox
i)

AYSI T 7353 3% 2006\ 68



JEXHUMAH(GSS) 2] AL X Mol oft Fokel MFUAL] g3 AN HERYE oIgd OeE HBYE FHe=

(3% 2) #3435 GSS AT 7te| COAS =XHan 2=

GSS AHE =
7.85 7
— — 3 COA
........ X~] COA
5 66 ..................................... 6'42
= 1
2] + .

(73 3) Bolyn} ARRET 2t9| COAS| ZHED 2=

GSS A& &=

7.21

o

o}, webd Aol Ao GSSe §-aAT Lo)A
o] GSS AHEEo] ZHAQ AL mAKEAE

g 7499 57 wo® (2§ T} A
®) A5Ee $442% gl90] GSS A o

2a ¥ 7Hd 2b

ke opshe Aoleke 7Y

— 3 COA
........ Z COA
]
I |olA
o Ao F4F FolM 2F Wl iU FEEE0 B
ol BAMIE dolA e At B4t EAES |
EM] AeHUg=.06, p<.050). &, GSS A&
A ALY G o 2§ FEe] Bl
4 Plst7] W g A FEe} o) 159 9%
of EAgt1 UeE HAFT Yot GEA o]F 7]

%9. 2 o @AY %‘%% %1333}%1‘3}.

951



yaat gus - Yol

A2}, GSS AHgol Al frelnld 37t e
& BAFAch(y10=0.46, t=8.26, p<.000). 3,
ARG (B2 GSS AHEEE FA3 Foll= A}
HiFEE JehlY, Up=0.112 GSS AHgo=
ARE dEstns AR EAste #45 Ue
We Ao, dto] A% AFd AT =
72.37, p<.000) GSS AMEZ9 HAEFEd 1
£ Aol7h A& vehlie Aol (Luke, 2004).
o] AL R¥29} B3 P Pate T BAle A
Yzo] & ujste Aoln, 7 33 49
Z< fg 4 333

g
(£ 49 7‘4]*]5101 e 229 Y3
AAASY dmd e 2§ AT AF A=
(FOA)= GSS AHE A3t frefmld o Mgl

< BF3 31om(y=0.75, t=2.91, p<.006),
ol 2 FOAE 7K 1§0°| %2 FOAE 7H

IFEG GSS AHE AWt de Ae vEdS
ouigtt. wetd 7Hd 32 AA HUYo. zefut

FOAE

GSS AHEE0l #9147 GSsel Ae 43

9 71&719] Eitele Frejud ddwart opd A
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ot g GSS AHEE9] 3he aF9 FOA «
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23] 7282 7233
Fixed Effects Coef. SE T-ratio p Coef. SE T-ratio p Coef. SE T-ratioc p
For Interceptl(Bq;)
Intercept2(¥oo) 505 007 67.75 000 5.06 0.07 7041 .000 5.06 0.07 70.12 .000
FOA(Yo1) 0.75 026 291 006 0.75 026 283 .008
For Usage slope(By))
Intercept2{(¥io) 0.46 005 826 .000 045 006 811 .000 046 0.06 7.33 .000
FOA(viy) 0.05 021 0.23 .819

23] 232 5233
Random Effects Std.  Var. ¥ Std. Var. @ Std.  Var. 2

Dev. Comp. P Dev. Comp. P Dev. Comp. p

Intercept1{Ug) 0.34 0.11 7237 .000 031 0.09 6867 .00 031 009 6864 .001
Usage slope(Uy) 0.19 0.03 53.75 029 0.19 004 5462 .024 020 004 54.08 .021
Level-1(ey) 0.83 0.69 0.82 0.67 0.82 0.68
impact = A% usage = FR7|& A4 FOA = Faithfulness of Appropriation:
23] FA Ax 29 232 EAZH ¥9 23 2Y3: FARMN 7127 BY
impact = Bg; + By (usagej) +& impact = By + By (usagej) +¢&; impact = By + By (usagej) +&;
Bo; = Yoo + Up Bo; = Yoo + Vo1 (FOA;) + Up Boj = Yoo + Yo (FOA;) + Up
By =0 + U; By =vio + Uy By = Yo + ¥ (FOA) + U,
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The Effect of Group Appropriation on GSS Usage

and Performance:
An Analysis by Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM)

Sora Kang® - Min-Soo Kim** - Hee-Dong Yang***

Abstract

This study uses the Hierarchical Linear Modeling method to investigate the effects of
individual and group level factors on the use of GSS (Group Support System) and task
performance from GSS use. GSS facilitates the group work, so that GSS adoption is not
necessarily influenced only by individual perceptions on information systems as TAM insists.
Adaptive Structuration Theory (AST) joins with TAM in our study to explain the adoption
and success from GSS use. AST contends that the success of IS is not necessarily the
technical fit between tasks and technology, instead the political outcome among user
socializations.

However, a new analysis method is necessary when we put the different level of
constructs, which are nested to each other in hierarchical relationship, in the same model
like in our study. For example, when data are collected from individuals of multiple groups
in organizations, individual analysis is not appropriate because individuals in the same
group must have high correlation, which violates the assumption of independent analysis
units. Meanwhile, aggregation to the group level contains the risk of shrinking the number
of data points below the critical mass. In HLM, the variances of dependent variables are
divided into individual and group levels, and groups level variances are further broken down
to the slope and intercept effects.

Appropriation of GSS is categorized into two types: consensus on appropriation (COA) that

Department of Digital Business, Hoseo University
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means the social agreement among group members on GSS usage, and faithfulness of
Appropriation of GSS is categorized into two types: consensus on appropriation (COA) that
means the social agreement among group members on GSS usage, and faithfulness of
appropriation (FOA) that denotes the consistency between IS designer's plan and user
group's actual usage pattern. In our research model, individual level constructs are the
perceived usefulness (PU) and ease-of-use (PEU), while the group level constructs are COA
and FOA.

We collected data from 303 individual IT staffs of 40 teams in a national bank. Our
results demonstrate that traditional theories on TAM (Technology Acceptance Model) need
to be refined, when considering the GSS appropriation by group members. When COA is low,
traditional theories of TAM are replicated: both PU and PEU render high influences on our
dependent variables. However, high COA mitigates the influences of PU and PEU, so that
individuals of GSS are significantly influenced by the consensus of group members rather
than make independent judgment upon the technical characteristics of GSS. In the mean
time, FOA helps improve the task performance from GSS use, but does not moderate the
influence of GSS use on task performances. This finding concludes that GSS use has an
absolute and additional influence in improving task performances onto the independent
influence of FOA on task performances.

Our study proves that TAM does not provide paramount explanation about the adoption,
use, and success of information systems beyond the individual levels. Our study is an early
effort to combine different level of theories and develop a hybrid theory to provide a
comprehensive insight over individual adoption and use of information systems in a group or
organizational context.

Key words: TAM, Group Support Systems, Appropriation (COA, FOA), and Hierarchical
Linear Modeling
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