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gz 32 A
LS A dat 1 3 4 5 6
1. 95 54 5.51 0.67
2. 4¥7s EA 5.14 0.78 570**
3. A 15.57 90.53 259** 252**
4. 4014 1.49 815 372** 312 235
5. 84 1.46 959 429** .392%* .300** A484**
6. AHE 5.27 1.32 A4 508** .302** 238** .379**
7. A% 5.16 0.92 459** 432** 287 320" .530** 550**
**p<0.01.
Tk o} A4 A7) do] TEEE %o] LAlek
Z = by + biX + baY + bsX® + beXY = "M 49471 HYY Ao 24 o
+b5Y2+e ........................................... (1) 2 AZ87] 98 WA H79 2&W27 S Ug
(X 9% 54, Y 30l 5470 HRI1S A8 jE fﬂ ijd(ilmacy S .
e guAE £Y AU AT 4 Y=X 53wl esks dAsier 9n

(3 2)& £ a4
o] # 4
o|gk F7b wiek
(£ 2)ellM & = 3
Yool HE71E A A7
sHA F7hetelon, o
AZ BAst=T) 21}
12 3l A 45 A
TNE F Aed BAFT
E Ay JEE o] A3 deid duHe
Hu7)% AL Aol Z7hE HEARY % 39
R Aol xghe ol 7EA gl tig AT £
gof itk 7b g Ale] A E ALdated ¥hEET
Y ZE 8 Tz P E sotstginh
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o) 978 A3 9

O o 7}_
A
=2

A

T

e AT,

78

12k F&Mol Y=XA3 £
shAl d2a i, Add f(F Y=X)9 F5
A o] AnAeke SA7E Boh e Y=X4
of F&Hg gho] Hugt A, of ol HHF
wo] F&HS gRT fojst 2 A ofge 7
gojo} gith webd goR Y=-X 9 %
ojekx] sdsfor @k Edwards,

(Edwards, 2002).

ofN me

S (Curvature) 7}

2002). o] FIF% o] ¥ o 2 (Negative) #¢
g 7% A uo *‘*V\ék] A o) B
ot oA agse $AN E £ dd 8 559

JRE (E 3o 8.9 Felxof °l

R A AEE Agpd 13 FEHMHo] vY=X
%3} zpo)7t b 45+ 34 (Rotation) @ %0
%(Lateral shift)el 5 7}x A-5<d], 12 F&4
ol 71€7) (P ake] 13 frAbshd 31do] frefahA|
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75 AHE A3}
. 4.486 4.825
! (0.016) (0.001)
34
v 3.484 3.597
! (0.007) (0.002)
5 0.301 0.060
10 (0.076) 0.011)
o 0.709° 0.733°
£ Pu (0.515) (0.584)
-0.176° -0.035°
P /(0+ Pl 10.006) (-0.002)
71¢7) 1.874% 1.775%
.. (b1 +by) (3.513) (5.009)
- zzg -0.256 -.229
(bs+bs+bs) (-1.269) (-1.685)
7147 -0.116 0.201
N (b-bg) (-0.190) (0.446)
- 23 -1.204" -1.021%
(bs-bs+bs) (-2.745) (-2.846)
‘pE EY F2 93 Bootstrap BHLE RIS T3 el Ak takd vl
bute gHolA 1} F59] 71470 15 feleh) thaA o °-‘° (p).05).
CBe TR P /(14 PLyS} @ 03 25 chea] e ol 5 ol 5ol ol RolAA %%SE SIuT(p> 05).
*p<.05, 7*p<.01
ot ABy)go] dxshe Helld Az =g Hdizt e = (28 2)% <:L"" 3)9] okl A
295 <4 ¢ U T 2 AnE paFog HaF =3 31}
goog y=-Xd I FSL FHUL AL 4 a2l Reo] FuAE *F"”P g EMW
2o AL -1.204(t=-2.745), AH4Y ¥ -1.021 Concavedr BEE Holny Y=X& Aoz 0}04
(t=-2.846)2 25 B2 (Negative) 22 st e F2ur} o2 ARE 2ES B of
AH(p<0.05). o|& Y=-XlIM9] Z=%7} Concave 2t Ale 79 7)) A= PJHI|F A}
e 27424, A dAdA gotd Y=X }(F 43 Ayt Zoksta, AgslA ¢E4E duls
Al w)o] F&we FnA fo] Y=X= 0194 A Ayt gagithe A4S 2AH0R HoF
(2 wAFY o) 2&WF FEHRG s 1 stk
ade 277 Aot gk TTFY o, A A
#7} Aozt B A28 WE 90
80 Aol Ha7a M1Z 20084 2%



























5y ] 23 2 Ty 3 33y ] 28 9 52y 3
s 3 582%* 3.189*** 6.171%* 3.353*** 2 583*** 5.664***
°r (14.152) (6.072) (3.841) (15.294) (5.717) (4.130)
gz =4 879* 763* -.762 938** 955** -.207
e (2.223) (1.977) (-611) (2.958) (2.876) (-.195)
Hure B4 1995 966 -1.662 787 701 -1.843
(5.451) (2.352) (-.989) (2.217) (1.986) (-1.285)

e =4 - 282+ -.295+ -.348+ -.250+ -.290+ - 333*
e (-1.861) (-1.679) (-1.859) (-1.651) (-1.919) (-2.087)
474" 498+ 1.776+ 396" A471* 1.313

2 EAA N E E4Y

Wy sdRRsle (2.089) (1.848) (1.684) (2.074) (2.032) (1.459)

Q% 2 -.448 -.459 -.530 -.375 -.396 -.460
(-2.508) (-2.565) (-2.896) (-2.419) (-2.668) (-2.945)

S (£AW2) 083 - 555+ 163+ ~.498+
(.855) (-1.662) (1.946) (-1.726)

344 280

O Exx 80| Ad
W Sl (1.366) (1.304)
555+ 547
 B7)E EAlxEo]A]

BENE S8l (1.696) (1.967)
T 53R -.259 -.188
EAdxfo]yd (-1.378) (-1.173)
R’ 3292 325 1338 400 410 431
Adjusted R 307 307 311 1387 1394 407
F 21.413***  17.945™**  12.534***  29.994*** 25 935"** 18 565"**
AR? 329 002 013 400 010 021
AF 21.413*** 731 1.481 29.994*** 3786+ 2. 666

23 ore] £ (S ojnlg

+p<.10, *p<.05, **p< 01, ***p< 001

Z = bo + biX + bY + bsX '+ hXY+ biY? (231)
7 = by + biX + beY + bW + byX P+ bsXY + beY” (282)
Z = bo + biX + boY + bsW + byX? + bsXY + beY? + brXW+ bYW+ beXYW (R¥3)

27 Rl NAFE "ol Zeittu Atgdd. A, AFde
= 4T dde V1E g7 A3E AT 48 b 21 4F dut a4 718 4F 44
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The Effect of Task-Technology Fit on Groupware Usage
and Performance

Sora Kang* - Min-Sco Kim™ - Hee-Dong Yang***

Abstract

This study investigates the moderating effects regarding the influences of task-technology fit
(TTF). We also provide a new perspective about the measurement of TTF. Traditional method
measures the perception of users about the degree of TTF, whereas our study measures the
degree of supply and demand of information technologies in executing tasks, and analyzes the
influence of the discrepancies between supply and demand on various aspects of IT use
(amount of IT use and influence on task improvement).

We found that job tenure and task characteristics influence IT use but do not improve task
performances. However, perceived usefulness and ease-of-use had significant influence on
task performances, while they did not influence IT use.

Our findings have the implication that TTF has various influences on IT use and task
performances according to various contexts. Even after TTF is perceived, intention to use IT is
more attributed to non-IT factors such as task characteristics and tenure. TTF also has more
positive influence on task performance when users perceive the positive value in usefulness

and ease-of-use.

Key words: Task-Technology Fit (TTF). Polynomial regression analysis, Response surface

methodology, Groupware.
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