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7 + 7 7%(electronic commerce) 1 #42 » { F K+ o 5’!’3‘ B o K€ FX(2008)~ 45 135 d

* T 5&&*%&’;&1\:{@& SfrRAE S TR M E S A A FERT @I L QA SR FB 0 &
FEIAFBFRLAFPSEIRBEZFATF M 4ot PRAFT T IR - RRTHE 2R AIME > kD& T
B2 3o R REL I TG EFRPEJE -V - 26 od W RE R R L BARREL T 2 AR
AP AL e hded T3 1 FR(e-government) & & it ;ﬁ“ﬁ‘:{ﬁﬂﬁﬁ; S F o RS R AR BREESE

Lo

L"
-%,‘ s A bERE R TR I AR L P BEE N AN T I EE |k ¥(electronic bill presentment and

payment, f§ f EBPP) -

THEERZELS R FF R BB TR NTHR ) FEae 4k 1£{rﬁgmiﬁ~J 2 Tgmn, (m
40 2002) > 7 THEH §3E ) (presentment)®r T tEi: % % | (payment)d < 84 0 FPt o deiv i R R
RHREAPMAATIRE L AT RF YR R R F 5 T APE EE 70 Techd < PeFeo gt oh o d 22 EBPP

B e M FR kA PR REp f}m#ﬁfﬁgv‘lﬁi"%g KpRAR o FHEALHT DR A Fp FHFE 2
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EBPP erFm i { ° (Fﬁigﬁ. » 2002) - Maureen & Feng (2001) a7 3 # R = % § £ § 3tk H erof B pF » a‘F, 4 EBPP 5 &
IR AR - BASUEE RDORA - BERE R oA B RORIE R R o 2 38 3.(2006) ARt A E E
>R FHEE 4 %’iwﬁﬂilb")’*ﬁ ilgﬁg‘ﬁ—jiﬂ /?/f\/ﬂ jzi—fij\*ﬁ;‘} ’ﬂw’j‘ijiwéf:s% l—tﬁ—jz aﬂ—**ﬁﬁ,ﬁ.fvbﬂg}a

'%Qﬁﬁﬂﬁf*mﬁ%iﬁ TREN P ET I RERY S22 /M FE -
R AR AR Tk ..‘»LE.% s SRR ?g-*‘ Davis = 1989 & #ri% imyfi:}i = #7| (technology
acceptance model, TAM) - TAM #-3] 554 {8 7 % J" H2 LR AR FHEPE 3 wEE E A

e & 3244 (Davis et al., 1989; Taylor & Todd, 1995 ; Dav1s & Venkatesh, 1996) » = TAM #]H . *%ﬁ BH > A s EFARS
MRTR G AT ¢ SRR ER DR 4 (Bl m%)ﬂwﬁ;Fiﬂa)%ﬁTMﬂﬁ]mﬁ
B4 o Aader T LFEF BB B2 (T & 03 1 (Lai & Li, 2005; Kwon et al., 2007; Park, 2009) » > £_& 4 ¥ %
#t 3% 7 TAM (extended TAM) °

Fpta AF iR penht i PR R BHTIEE SR F L 31 PRSI ST R
ﬂA,g»gwm%§ﬂ%,ﬂg—ﬁgﬁé&ﬁﬁTAMﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁiw%ﬁ. WAHRE R LR

Fl & o e PEL L SR H ) }f’ LI %R ER f'*}% #2451 5¢ (structural equation model » SEM) % %uzt = £ > %
EAET 2R TiEa S ERENT TG aERk o

ﬁ\ é%ﬁ%;
- «§ 3% (EBPP)
145 % BT + & ¥ 12 § CEBP (Council for Electronic Billing and Payment)¥+ EBPP ¢ & 5

PN

® 13

BEE Y R B L M TR 20 NP RARBHE A SN A TR EE D S B R
Lk gepn g 3t 2 kR A o 4345 CEBP 2% 02 Fﬁ?ﬁ (2002)F= 7 6 B> P w» EBPP + 325 = fafh A #55¢ ¢
T 050 (the direct model) ~ PRA%#% - # & #0354 (service provider consolidation model)#? & = £ & 3¢ (customer

consolidation model) °

h
w

7

RPA P SRETTEE fnnEy AR SMEE X2 L ETTREFLEY o iR Y iffv Fo0op oA 5
PEEREORETIRE ARSI FEH T Y ok IP S ERZE
ZARBE A EIRGE BB RREFEEF G o REPFRERE S NS ERED A IR P DR R 5
EH E R TF A s i i L2 2 2 EBPP JRIF (REE4. > 2002) ¢ Pl F A R E AR R
A*REZ pREECEAIBIAGITTEHEN > ARd 0 P RRTES- BRI N be D R ATM - R R
REFTFR E o0 L i § RS REW R OTREOEES S BT BRERED FRE R
SO FIRE R SR e 7 FH-T FEE E-mail ¥ Gt H ST P (Y R A AEE
4ot 3 e E R RGP s A T RS ARG R J’lm&%ﬂ @ P APE D R A & iR
s o 2 ERER TR IS F I ERY R ﬂléq' R E R R o
B Ao - R FFOEBPP f i MW MEE R R L HE I T 2 A knd s RELEE

gﬁg—e@g&y&_&@pf},ﬁkﬁ,d’EE%ﬂ—FQ%/\EBPP - BAEVAFROEAR £ 3 R IPRM > F i F €

&
FRECtEs] » enfis o F Ak R enF L BLE R 5 R E T 5 1 (internet billing)( B & 0 2002) o S E i AR Y
NS ST SEES SIS FETEL RS PSS T ST R £ S ,i—‘ﬁgﬁ

e e ;Lﬂp:sz-,}i 1 2 N ;.ff H 45 2 % 3 £ E-mail ia‘ﬁ TRFEHIPNFREEE - BEE § R 5
R ERR ﬁ:’_i‘,'] ( Technology Acceptance Model, TAM )
Davis (1989) 72 T4+ {7 5 W #%(TRA) 5 AA L 4 3 B a £ A HERLHAR 1) £ p s a2 @il B A HFR
PRSP 75 - GBFFIEFLFTER PR AR SRGH AR PRI - Rt £ (Taylor &
Todd, 1995; Legris et al., 2003) °
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PREZHUTAMGRE T v BT 2 v @n BRAERERTR  arr Faal @ » A
ATA G L G BRI BEIR F P TR LA o P AR AR R AT Y o M
BB Eomn AT R g R F AP R Y AT 0 P 4 T il o @ Davis (1989)
s gRafi g re PR L Aol iR g8 R P EDREL 643
o T mgie ) ot H N RRPAER © LR R IRE S P PSR E L ERPRY FH L h
i A B EAE I A A

S

Perceived

Usefulness
oh 2n 5 B 4 R R @ u g
External Attitude » Intention » Actual
Variables Toward Using to Use System Use

E AR I e

Perceived Ease
of Use
Bl #aaEz %ﬁﬂ (Davis, 1989)

1345 Legris et al. (2003)%°32 7 TAM 4p B 2 prica o TAM ¥ s jafi g 40%¢=h s kL@ * 7 5 o Luarn & Lin
(2004)+ 335 > d 3% TAM shsbfEoid 8 > FI 7 A d bk A ST 8 A B R Y AR
2 r 2 BT A BIRTS > 4ot 17854217 (Luarn & Lin, 2004) ~ 4 437 (Lai & Li, 2005; Hakan, 2008) ~ 437 3 31
i #.(Reid & Levy, 2008) % > ;ga; WEEN TAM BT Ao 8 5 TR 75 o

AT TR FRE ) AT 2 Bt R TR s Bl ARy TR S
TR RH S DA FF BT FRFREN TR IRER Y LR 2L H W ERBAER G 0 AT
P TR FEHRTFRE sl L oA PR ARP R FRERY A FREL T F 2
Flpt AT G sl TAM AP » #2 $ B o] x T mer 75 .

gt eb > Davis et al. (1989) e H A= 7 @ w3 [ i & | (attitude)i& BRI o3 * 1~ i 2 * LR LR * LR
duffe? o N B G R P 4 ek o Venkateshetal. (2003) » tu i TR | BRI R A 2 i‘d"lf o AL
RESRT LFOREF O T SEFT L8 F 0 Al TAM AP & 503 anT iR R85 g o
rE T BB RS (Wu & Wang, 2005; Kwon et al., 2007; Chen, 2008) - @ Lu et al.(2005)4* ¥t & %t 4 % ~ Kwon et al.

-
e
3

(2007)4*# & 4vpRF% (context-aware services) ~ Hanudin (2007)4- ¥4 B2 (7 crf= 7 8 % ¢ 3581 » i 3 * P&
E2 PR eI HFII e B E Aty ¢ 1w BB fT e

Sl rEge T v TRl B TR R, B2 B R AP LY R
Rk R 0 b PR gR S oY pheha 175 % (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Lu et al., 2005; Kwon et al., 2007; Hanudin,
2007) > # &0 T EGR

Hl:Paff5 # 4 TR* L8, F EFDL

H2:Toeff v b T L0, JHF L o

H3:Taedff 2 v b 4 T g * b 3 ¥l v 2 30

= ~TAMZ B 1 2%

Davis (1989)4 1 TAM P » 7 6§ 8 h 2718 % T shehioshd | K (74834 0 3 2ok B 4 P @~
iz e BBEFE o Flpt > FHTAM BB T I EE R * LA ORE > BRA 4 FAL - 50 > A7
SR TAM Gp F e §enB > 5 @ TAMB A pren® & T3 3 EE @ % L5, 2 398 o

Wixom & Todd (2005) 45 1 > &4 & TAM g =87 b ens 30 sl dp f‘_ﬂ’;il]i—f#_‘i F SRR RS
F1% (belief factors) 14 % Sy wif § * {Lezawff 2 % L2 % ¥ ¥ (antecedents) o o *Tij o R ¥ T IR E P
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SR ITT R RRFTE A (RGP Ao ) %Iﬁf%iéﬁﬂ'liﬁé+5§&*iiﬁﬂi$[a'vﬂi— (g BH)
*t > Yahoo!# @ﬁ’lﬁl%&ég’% BEREEHT S A RA Y BT IRE C H AT ANE TR Y E (F

B')o Fpt o AFTY 2 51 % B Compeau & Higgins (1995)# 12 "¢ % p #A»cic | 1% 3 % % F1% 11 2 Venkatesh et
al. (2003)#% 12 B & Pt pd 2 g i * {HEA|(UTAUT) Y a0 TAk € 258 > £ 4+ Featherman & Pavlou (2003)#7#% !
2 T h e 0 5 AT B TAM P enaTH Fl & 0P 4o ¢

(=) &% p N (Computer Self-Efficacy )

p o (self-efficacy) ¥4+ € 3u4vi2 % (Bandura, 1986) ¢hi &6 2 - » # & hdg— B A ¥ p e L7 3
A FR R BRI AR BEFE R AL BRI TR R AL FfE2 R TR Aok 0 T
BT KT T APHR Y (7 3 e 3R (Compeau & Higgins, 1995)° T % i 24 »cit ik dp el - W 4 g0
% T fRA-R AL 4 chp 2 28T o Venkatesh & Davis (1996)R14p 1 - & T % p A »civ chid * 3 & $HEFA3(IT)
I {Ew rrJ—Fﬂ 7% o Hanudin (2007)4* %} § 554217 ~ Scott & Walczak (2009)4- %% % 448 ERP "1 E crm 7 B 5% ¢ 35
BT Rap Ak §HFORE TR L v, 2 T * 12,0 A% Hasan (2007)$ 5 2 @& * pico ¥ 3
J L E R R L AR R e p Aonic i Y g f e B BRI VR RGP R p Aok B O

LR R R AR A T - Y R TR SR B A T R F Y Bl s

A olmb b AFFY rz:ﬁi;&v Jk e 45 % % (Hanudin, 2007; Scott & Walczak, 2009 ) » #% J1 3.4~ 5 ¢
H4"—?1”nﬁ EA INLJ"‘ﬁ' rry%ﬁ—»"#r’} ‘ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁrﬁ.%ﬁ%ﬁ
H5:T@%p oo ¢ T i)  FLw B E

(=) A& ¢ ®% (Social Influence )

FRY TAM* 4 LR P BR2ZALRFETRH > AL ERE T B & BIFE I g 2 85 (Luetal, 2005) -
Taylor & Todd (1995)R] #-ib § B2 50k 5 TLHE 7 5 T3 (TRA)? e ALH » 7 2 RRE 5% # 4 « £ £ 8k e

B 842 & - Venkatesh et al. (2003)#% ! ERE B 2 AFLARAF CAEFFE N REZ B

& @ = o Carolina et al. (2008) ] 2% & 4+ g -2 3;?‘ A % ¢h fe(external)#r 4 ¥ i 1,,‘%(1nterpersonal)ifri & BN A K4F 2t o Park
(2009)% ~ & 4 ¢ * e-learning & ki * LEEAFT T RIF IR - ALE F]F P 1 BARE € BRI R —‘F,*‘ SRR 1ok I
fher i@ % R FF o Wang et al. (2009)4+ % {7 # 5 %' (mobile learning) %= 7 » A > TAAE R E  H#H T * T, FHF
38 o Pput 0 A E 1395 Carolina et al. (2008) s ik ik § B8 G 4 5 P A2 RFL B FEAER L £ &
B AREEFS AR LT kg § i lF"% 714 7 4% % (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Park, 2009; Wang et al., 2009) » #%
B 6

Ho:TA ¢ B8 TR A/, JHEFIL P

(z) =%k 4 (Perceived Risk)

if b % AF K Bauer (1960) o SR Shg B Ak e 0 BB R 7RG - AR K (risk taking) T
P TR R AR - R AR R R A e b R G Y o Featherman &
Paviou (2003)R]#-eif b '& T & + THE K- BREZ DR EF > TR AL i 4 o ARETER DT F G 2
Tt o o SEFF TR oL h %% L - B o (multiple dimensions)hi% £ (Kaplan et al., 1974) - Jacoby &
Kaplan(l972)ﬂ']#ft NP EE R ST B G THE R G ARG PR G TR G EALE R o d

Wild SR E ARG AF R BRI Y R AN DT R A R APk AT (73
ﬁg,m%p_ﬁip";mriémﬁﬁ%ﬁuaﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂicmﬂﬁgﬁ’#*rﬂﬁh%J”Hﬁh%J
g TERR R E 2 BARA S KR B T A 4R o

Pavlou (2003) edF 3t R+ Far2 (T 5 > ML G § [ v B FR Y F2 2 5 LA - Wu & Wang (2005)4-$
# 75 7% ~ Hakan (2008)5*$ B2 #17% ~ Chen (2008)4 4 17 85 /o T 5% 4 HRacE h 'R 47 > P2 * LA4
Moo dptt s AT HRIBEIT
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H7 T h ' # T R

RE L FEES] R

L
AL ERERITE LA
SEREIAAMEFLFL L A IRIIBITFPFHIIRARY AMDFRTRES 497 ¢ 2 T of
FAHE TR R TR R s 2 TAEEE T T Aok PIAIRTEE  FREET G Y e
REr U BELIRE PR LR BRI LHRENFETELR (L D EFTFER(R2) R FRP 0T
1 A7 2 FIFPITH
A& #iITE T P 'S
S B M FRERY T FRIEpL DT AR - Davis et al.(1989)
G PR FRY LRI ay 2R - Davis et al.(1989)
® DA i Jﬂz g TIRE I AW Davis et al.(1989)
T p AT R HA R LI RE DT IR T 4 2 BT Compeau & Higgins (1995)
FEEms v QBB R E R A IR R T
e pE )i;mﬂp, LR Eo o e g gREp e EYR
3HEH T L o

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

PR FRG R LIERERE > VA3 LA o Featherman & Pavlou (2003)

OPIESEEE BIE =
SR ERY
AL LD g AR

2 RARE AN ST e b
ke

+E B
TR e o B4 Likert's = gk ® f}:lfﬁra,\«?ﬁ

o

g T %ﬁ]ﬁrﬁP@]]ﬁ ?‘;—*‘r’ﬂﬁﬂi

BERE PR X N B Ard 2 4
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32 REE R LA

5 §E R $4 0
i LA BT IEE hig * 5 N5 H L o
Davis(1989)

P 2R T IREFAS S H - 2ApE R b o

B R % (2004)
PEOU 3.%#a 2 » A EIFTIERIERF I @Y o

) lLig* TFHEET R ARLE DL FERETAY TR
jr%j 2ARERFIRE T LR E TR R blde D EIEE TG Davis(1989)
PR N U TS T 1ok S ¥ 7E %(2004)
Y LR e P T N Rt
i
. LEA BT FEE > Aegmikrv o Davis(1989)
i? 2AEFER T TIEE K AT R T P RERC00Y
THap A LAF pRFT U ﬁ#”f?”ﬁ"k’ Hepr 2 g 0T~ FIR RS AR o Compeau &
3 2385 p T RN NPT I T T E I E ARG RS T F R E E-mail Higgins (1995)
CSE 3G ARV gkiFER Y T IRE KA H N Mol R B F HEE . ¥ REE(2004)
A g IREEE L RAL P I AN AT I IR T IREFNE RS RFE2— o Venkatesh et
B 2FFAELFER DA (Ao RAVEFE PR E) CHEARY TIRE A0 2l (2003)
ST AU o £ o 3% (2009)
LARGTFRE fmr it 2% 0 2 §F TR 6lde D AT S (IR
Lt ¥% . Wu & Wang
b & 2ApR R T FRE R EFLIRE A AL pA o kA ERAY L FIMBE (2005)
PR % o 7 ik 3 (2008)

3ApE R T IEE D ERA B A EF TR AL L o

PR

FPErRrr TIREODRACFER - WORRE Y G%E FALE Email Y £t TR
FHIEESG P B p A HAF TR SR AR RTION 20 K 2 R K TR R
PR ASHL LRI S RER] ZFART 2 RN - 135 F L § FIND k1 hf 42857 » 2009
ESZFLBOEHTEY S HL2617TF % TP EA T 2 L 1134% B SR RART e g 1
~2 AR o gLk s R BE A SRR TP o (TWNIC) #7i8 (70— 3 2010 & T S8 THF e * 3
G FE PR 12010 & 27 12p F ok o dale SR R I2K 2 P AT 25 14669915 4 > b gt b
L07256% c d A AFTF 2 BB F R G A RO Y SR E 2 R & o FP AFT 7 10 TWNIC b 3 4
rHRETH FEREFEEFE (2007)2 R 25 0 A 95%2 Gk éw FA 005 2 BEET 0 P E A
TR e okt MK 5 384 4 o

B AR5
AFT 2N EA R RHERERP S S kg g RS- BAY (4 2009 & 117 27 p 3 12
TALP )eE BMP W AR B SIS oA P ARE LA F R 20 AT R B H R @R B 1§ kR £ 5 410

PR L w T L 79.6% 0 F ¥ AN AFT Y AT ehG ik A B384 6 0 Ft > MAE TR ARA B A MBET -
TV G R o jst 0 AATE 2L AMOS 17 2 SPSS 17 418 5 St A 471 B > R % B R0 (SEM)iF 5 A 47
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B RHE i f kR S TR E A

- EABEAS N

AR DA T ‘fb?%ﬂtﬁ“lré’ Fohdrs T TRy aR ST AEGE STTm0 o ST TR 2 b gep
BT EY g TRE TR S| TEF N BRI  Ena g o § GRS i 52.0% o AE R

G b1 2o~30;§@ﬂ‘; PR 66.196  RTALAA T A H (B) MARDEPER S B OLTY - bk

B G AN R S o R 454960 bR AE D SRS G o M2 F AT L E S A 0 ik 5240 ¢ bt PR
G 2~ [ PEE B PPENE B4 0 0k 25.69%  BEFEF YT IEE S G 0 PG Y et K o ik 346
% o BIES G LUEL S A 422000 D HHET ST GIRIBEY S G 0 f CL2%GERY FLE 0 AMF SR

S H o BE R AEM LD o (5599 .
B3+ %14 4 573 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA)

- @ 3 o CFA P R ESE 7 &1 SEM A 47 ei- B3 B 9 B A4 (5 PP 12 > 2008) « 257§ 24— 1
CFA > * %P § ¥ Bogozzi & Yi (1988) & 3k » 1% iff fie & 4p 1 RSP IRRK PR A 47 1035 B2 W f e A3 Ap
Jappe (£3)-

A3 - RREEFE AT AN G AR A Y B AR RALES 6 0 2=142.671 (df=89 -
p<0.001) £ m & BK - A om G A p*# g PAAT R R B AEOPE T REAP LA A
§f 20k 5c(2003)38 5 + 2 EHR A S P L oS o iR AT 2 S EREPHRF 0 7 F LIRS B A BR
G FIP R ST H A Rt A d\ﬁﬂi G e A ¢ 1 y24df ~ GFI ~ RMR ¥ RMSEA :}Fﬁff—rm: o
Eoa AR EFRASHNERADEFIETIO0 EF SRR E o A PR BHAP F R &

%3 -MEREEFE AWM R AR E

R 4 1 R 2| #7{R B 23 0L
Chi-Square P>0.05 142.671(P<0.001) 3 BE
X2Af <2 1.603 [
BHERE GFI1 >0.9 0.959 (e
RMR 0.032 .
<0.05 e
RMSEA 0.038
AGFI 0.937
NFI 0.977
H e R CFI >0.9 0.991 e
IFI 0.991
RFI 0.969
o PNFI 0.725
M pe A >0.5 s
PGFI 0.628

Z O REERRELH
(- ) B A+ (Reliability)
T RAApHEL &7 FA42R o A2 3 ¥ Cronbach’s o {8 5 2| ¥T4E & & 4| * SPSS frdfiie 7~ 47{s #FWm > I
% M L4 £ 2 Cronbach’s a @ /1% 0.821~0.953 2 & » #57% & &  Nunnally (1978)#72& 3k chif 2 & 0.7 11+ > 7]

B R R R - R

(=) ™ %A (Content Valldlty)
AR EZAIN F R E K R MR AL AE T RPN F A AR TR M
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BRAF s REMLAE 64 LI ER TR LTS R EF R RRS 0 B AP
EF - TN FARRK e

(z ) fe#?*cA (Convergent Validity )

GApRIE AP B AR L DRFHREE AR - BE R FIE L (X PR 2008) c fearc RV d BER R
(composite reliability, CR) ~ % =~ 4p Rk L * (squared multiple correlation, SMC) ~ T 5% £ 34 B~ & (average variance
extracted, AVE) % = 5 dp th K 7€ o Wk B FILdod 4 477 £ 5P 4o

LA e b 5 ACRLHE 1 PERTL SR ES > &7 5 5 1R 35— REE £ 4 > 2007) « 7 42
%?* Fornell & Larcker (1981)# ) ch| #7485 CR @/ + % 0.60 2477 L & 2 CR & 4 >+ 0.839~0.935 2 >
2% 0.6 2 R 0 A A A 2B G gy fRent B LT R eh e

5 AARBE T S (SMC)* 1Rl B BulplE AL TE P2 BARE TR R RE ) TRUREEANLTR -
¥SMC A% GAAF S F2 RIGAGM  —4a 3> ERERASREL 052 (2% 2007) 273
EHAAIE 2 SMC (4 7 0.665~0.911 2. F > 354 0.5 2 43 > 4 7 27 7 FREPIE R0 i & 245 -

TR B P E(AVE) R BB ARA 2975 PIERIERZH LAY BROREER - #‘Jﬁﬁﬁ Fornell &
Larcker(1981)# ) ch2| 974 8 5 AVE B <37 0.5 27§ L & 2 AVE & 4> 0.680~0.877 2. [ » 35+ 3 0.5 2
T AR AP ZRERARG S LR R R LT -

(=) % %A (Discriminant Validity )

GApRl R 3 P B LE TRISFRIpIEE T 2T b AP T (X P 2008) 0 H SRR L F - BiEL T 0
B4 BB (AVE)ia> 422 ff 4 3t & & ﬁﬁ R 2_4p B¢ % B(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) -« ## 7 & ’f#@i AVE T = 2

A 0.825~0.936 2. & » ¥ &m*x 3t & s\%#ﬁ R e Pearson 4p B Thdic > Bor AFT 2 ﬁé‘ BE PV B O YR

7}\_§ °

34 AT EFAAA L KR A

o CR AVE PEOU PU CSE SI PR U

PEOU  0.924 0.802 0.896
PU 0.894 0.737 0.83]%** 0.858

CSE 0.865 0.680 0.704*** 0.710%** 0.825

SI 0.839 0.723 0.573%** 0.584*** 0.494***  0.850
PR 0914 0.780 -0.397#%* -0.405%** -0.447*%* -0.415%*%*  (.883
U 0.935 0.877 0.633%** 0.659%** 0.620%** 0.644%** -0.611***  0.936

$HERL AVE 0T 2 3> Hepdicid 5 L 44 7 2 Pearson 4p B i

L2 1% 50,001

o B ﬁ.ﬁfi\" ( Structural Equation Model » SEM )

B AHA Y 53 B A A R E 558 (measurement model) 7 i #1505 (structural model) - 7] & #5¢ d &
& % 78 (latent variable) ﬁﬁf*%m (observed variable)# 2 = o —Hﬁ%ﬁ-;\ Pl L TR ARSI N FEASIE T %
B % (5@ 2008) -

Ea m’f? ¢ HTHep Aoy (CSE)~ &% 5 * 2 (PEOU)~ &% 3 * 4 (PU)~ A ¢ B E (SD~ ik
% (PR) 26 * 34F (IU) %238 « @ d R e R A% M7 ¢ A FEAL R RE R YEIT AL D
o Pt o AT HEY AMOS 17 S il if 52 3 2471 & > 2 T x %0272 | (maximum likelihood) 3 % #

FE R E o e PR & AMOS 88 973k e ehd + 8 4 % 8 (modification index, MLL) % & 17 4 47 » 12 2| 475 48
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W enfieig B oo 7t | Erm

%»
:‘:g.
41-?’&
?5‘
“‘“‘M
e
By
T
o
=
i
W
1‘5
At
e*i
e
4o
L3
|V
.
i
=
W
X
N

0.30%#% 03855

0.67%7x

0.82%7%

B3 #7712 SEM 4 47% % §l

31y, /df=1.843 ; GFI=0.952 ; AGFI=0.930 ; RMSEA=0.045 ; PNFI=0.754
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