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(TA) it m@**“%ﬁ@bmﬁﬂmw%éﬁo D'Ambra and Wilson (2004)
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(FA) WA o P. M. Berry,
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YAYY | BAENRY FEL G fAE TN AR Moore and Benbasat (1991)
Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al.
(2003)
AERE | BAEwRY EHAG I p P e LR Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al.
Wenfe (2003)

Thompson, Higgins, and Howell
(1991)

Al | B ARG e RE g i L 42 R % (7 Venkatesh (2000); Venkatesh,

Bt i B Morris, Davis et al. (2003)
7 % BAKIHFTFLPpRFEFLAF 5 HF 5 Bhattacherjee (2001) ; Roca, Chiu,
i W LE, AR BAER - and Martinez (2006)
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FAGEHE L2022 % 17 337 » Xw e L2820 LR E R K 12 (315 0 2Rl % 5 273 1 o
FRE BRI E 5. 7% AFTIER AP EHRWSPSSH FF A TAL A v MNP HHE S > A
Bhded 1o 5270 ¢ A H %P 0 426%5 9 12(n=118) » 57.4%: + #(n=152) « & * K cnE s B P a0
30 % 39122 40 3 49 K erE3E(42.11% 0 n =111 26.29% > n=71) - & Frp 2 & & F+(68.14% » n = 184)
AL FA(L11% n=57)3 KT ok H i R EHE o X S ek prF heE R Y 5%t 5 1L (95.18%, n
=257) @ {Fds L i % kR 12 2 34 & ini ¥ B § (44.44% 0 n =120 19.25% > n=52) « £ 4
245 chicit szt Mean 22 SD 304 BT (Ade L W @ % F I F B L M eni ¥ e LG (kA A b
I I T EE A 3o

Z 1 Akt

HE tXIRE 3 g
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¥ S 3 By
183 29 i 54 20.00%
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50 1 59 34 12.59%
60 p(z 4 t) 12 4.44%
5K RS S v 5%

T E(F ) 1 0.37%
()" 1 0.37%
# ¢ () 27 10.00%
SRR 184 68.14%
(g e d) 57 21.11%
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14w ()

PRE T S 292 3K o)
1-2 # 3 1.11%
34 & 10 3.70%
5#(5 1) 257 95.18%
ARt R Sk ERIRE 3 |
1-2 & 120 44.44%
3-4 & 74 27.40%
SE(zt) 52 19.25%
ikl # 24 8.88%
2 B AN
AT AT N2 AR ER Y S| T 2 2 (Partial Least Square, PLS) 4 47 2 o Petter, Straub, and

(2007) 32 5 i B« -] T > ;2 (Partial Least Square, PLS) &4 45 = 2 £ 12 2 i iF 5 &4 47 A #_
(Components-based) s i) » @ = i A HC T U R LT N £ % A # 058 (4 Linear Structural RELations,
LISREL) » ¥ [ Pt A= 1 1 5 2 2l 038 0 0 2 47§ R dicrie & 4R H0sS o 24 0h > PLS = 2 e fr i
A R o def R T2 BFRAFRA TP E Y B A BR > F PLS g F B TR O LA s
His A Fe Bk e T oo gt fh 0 PLS B 2 a7 AR Y 0 #dx % Bootstrap € A4 R F 1T L RS G =
T B inip 3 2 Ml F M ehig Lo

d W APET2ZETHTLFERBAL > FEY U PLS B F AT L E B i BT AT AT T R i
S U R F FOAFenIE R o ¥ B2 i iv 4 (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988) - i f & % im it 2 4R
i g5 2 Jcmif o ¥ TARA 2 3iE % Bootstrap resampling = j# > 3% #3F = 5000 =t (Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle et al.,
2016) - Hulland (1999)i sk i¢ * PLS ehifdf & 478 B3 % Feha (Einfzv d A pheiled @ (1)l £ 55
REFHR B PR 22R 217 0 (B HHA 5 U B3] i 2 licde LR AR 4 B o
P B ERER A CEREFERA O BRRALTLAL AR BEFmERRRHE L A
e 4 T- HRAREFA T RED DB R RRI%RE S LA Rl Bl
MAE R TR BN P 2T B o 37 PLS 4473 2 2 gt#l 5 Ringle % A 473 Bk 2 SmartPLS
2.0 M3 5= £ % - %8 (Ringle, Wende, and Will, 2005) -

421 BRI AHT RS

LA 2 5% é@wﬁé?ﬁiﬁiﬁbﬁﬁﬁxfw’&PzﬁW+ AT A T 2
EE LR A BRI GEAE B KPR R R LEIR S R E Y N AE L L FRE S
RIERRZERFIRREL  ERAARIMIALAEY IR 252 L 35 FEL45FZ 5
Plam 24 o & WMEAPM 2 e dkifdod 20 % 2 d 23 L2 iz A 5 514 f 7 (Factor Loading,
FL) ~ 5% £ 5 5§ (Average Variance Extracted, AVE) ~ ‘& & % & (Composite Reliability, CR) ~ 5. 1% = #*
#% #(Cronbach‘s o, Alpha) ~ = ¥a#ic(Mean) ~ % ¥ (Standard Devation, SD) % 6 #f = » % 4 # 5% B & #5730
iz )’ﬁ‘fr‘f)ifﬁi;}% T AT RIF? zf*kHair, Black, Babin et al. (2006)z= 3% > 31 * Alpha i 5 p 8- &R ey
Tooa R 5973 ’f?.ﬁo &1 Cronbach‘s o & P % /% &_Hair, Black, Babin et al. (2006)*ri& 3% F* % i+ :
Cronbach‘s o >= 0.7 - £ Bl»c & % 4 Bl & # % {x ac»< & (Convergence Validity){- % %] »x & (Discriminate
Validity) % 23p 1k E 4 F & & 2 Pk 25 = 5 4p ¢ 7 CR & (Composite Reliability, CR) > 0.7 2 AVE >=
05 1 % fR% it F|% § 7 £ (Factor Loading) > 0.5 £t & & F st PR > PIAF A & § Joik
RAr R GITR o $4 & 20 AL RERT AT AL S 2 Cronbach'sa £% >=07 oL K%L
FRR-dtipe CREY >=07 R L NS L Fjcaock - a LHEs AVE Y >= 05 M2 R
FlEEFE>05 AT L L R BRA -
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240 G~ R Z BRI FE A

o 2 R FL AVE CR Alpha  Mean SD
iz 7% 4% |+ (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995) 0.611 0.862 0.788
1 AZ RGPS g BADEFRHL GRS 0.508 3.730 0.765
2. AZ RUEREER EF A HR S 0.517 3.940 0.801
3. A mr} Bou b BT WREEE 0.579 4060  0.823
4 AEFHFIEIFRE N TR A > R AP 0542 3.960 0.775
A
(L. L. Berry, Seiders, and Grewal, 2002; P. M. 0.655 0.883 0.821
Berry, Sylvester-Bradley, Philipps et al., 2002)
1. 78+ M3k EAG AFPRIE 0.557 4000  0.859
2. 7t R TR 0.542 3.820 0.862
3. FE L i E 2 IRIE 0.522 4.020 0.818
4, 7d5 X & E P PRIE 0.596 3.980 0.939
3% $L i fe & (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995) 0.721 0911  0.868

A s 3 ®
5}% R ERLHRIBEE AR ELEETIR 600 3680  0.814
2. @M EEAHRBFRALLIRELLT 5 3610  0.827
R A
3. A X IR S TR 2 B RIE 0.516 3.790 0.926
4. - #m 3 o Fdd HIRAEH N A 0.518 3.900  0.847
4 »z¥)p ¥ (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al., 2003) 0.627 0.865 0.783
l. AR LA 0.689 4.110 0.687
2. ﬁﬁs Gl SLE-E S 0.578 3.820  0.807
3. Fdt FH BN S R A 0.557 3.450 0.788
4. 7L G {AAEF 0.584 3.630  0.870
¥ 4 ¥ ¥ (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al., 2003) 0813 0945 0.922
1. AL HBELE 0.689 4.110 0.687
2. FirEH AL HixE A 0.578 3.820 0.807
. FAEAHGBHE S 0.557 3.450 0.788
4. AR Fh A HEFLE R T 0.584 3.630 0.870
Ak € B 2(Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al., 2003) 0.647 0.880 0.816
1 A4z A chiz s £ o JRIEE % 0.598 4.050  0.744
2. AR * nfEds L | IRAEH B A RFEA B 0481 3.630  0.862
4
v
AR chiEd L HIRIFE K B S 0.575 3930 0.770
4, A ihiEd L IR R > 0.574 3.610 0.940
i 4% i (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis et al., 2003) 0.699 0902  0.855
1. #é 2 dPRIE T 7 foh 0.655 4.360 0.658
2. F# X PRI %‘»’@é > 0.694 3.000 1.014
3. AL PRAR T AT 0.585 4.040 0.744
4. & ﬁfii P BT e l‘} FRIFE 5T/ EE 0.586 4.090 0718
{4 mFRjZ-
7 % 3 El(Bhattacherjee, 2001) 0.688 0.929  0.908
1L g5 2L IRy 0.658 4.160 0.775
2. AFE R Fh L HIRBEFEIPLH 0.736 4.360 0.678
3. A EH L A RIS 0.541 3.980 0.886
4, AFrEF L F A L IR 0.742 4.400 0.676
5. Agr B v LR o 0.771 4.290 0.655
6. AR ¥ EERL IR 0.668 4.210 0.668
$# * & Bl (Bhattacherjee, 2001) 0.841 0955  0.937
LA Fmdd | IRE - 0.924 3.900 0.984
2. AR F L IRAE K E TLA R 2 o 0.904 3.700  1.010
3. @ (Fd L PRAFE TR - 0.928 4.280 0.735
4. A 0 FH L G IRIEE Y H APP o 0.912 4300 0.736

FL: %1% § j= (Factor Loading)> AVE: T 355 & % B~ & (Average Variance Extracted)> CR: % & % & (Composite
Reliability) » Alpha : 5. & = #k % #ic(Cronbach‘s o) » Mean : - 358 » SD : &% % (Standard Devation)
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421 . f#_ﬁ—\/.\

PR AT TRNSF Y BRAT S 2 BEE R A e #oOEMEH2ARER%E (D)
B fZ 7 fic(path coefficient) : #sk & o B enih G F AP FN > S8t EF ] QK%L B
BeenR? B IF LA RN oo iR o RRTES FR G 0~12 7 F RREGHRIT L 4724 i -
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981) -

AL FEF5 4588

0.585(10.773)"""  0.281 (4.746)"""
Ry

y'4
R #H A 0.060 (1.209)—
0.803 (34.923)"" —— TTF
R%=0.628 R SR A
A 4
P \ 0.148 (2.149)""
0.227 (2.674)"
wAME | - Y
0.120 (1.932) 0.645 (8.889)"""
/“;‘ TAHER > AEHE
o | _0.141(2354
HEHE ( ) R?=0.667 R?=0.715
/
0.308 (3.881)""" 0.823 (2.740)"
Py /
UTAUT
EofagaEesi

Bl 2. SRR A 47
BT S 2 P RRTR 2 Y SRS A7 0 B3 A 4 B N ] Bkt g
€ F 2y BKF H3-HbSa~H7a~H8a- KR ¥ & 4 g cndp kA= £ %% fhdic(variance inflation
factor > VIF) » VIF £_@i=% % msszrm«ﬁrm_ P (5 E)E ABEEARR - FBRE T AT ‘?‘ETF B
B LB RET 3 ARBAPM P LAt o B o AL % VIF (& B E N2 VIF § o)
10 - # & Cohen, Cohen, West et al. (1983)& k2 FiElE » 7 2y WAl 2 2 P AL HF -
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% 3 u A

Al BI EE FC PE sl TF TaskC ~ TechC

Al 0.917 - - - - - - - -
BI 0.832 0.830 - - - - - - -
EE 0.662 0.697 0.902 - - - - - -
FC 0.711 0.738 0.720 0.836 - - - - -
PE 0.689 0.718 0.731 0.663 0.792 - - - -
S 0.569 0.641 0.600 0.706 0.555 0.804 - - -
TF 0.626 0.686 0.697 0.624 0.803 0.559 0.849 - -
Task  0.555 0.615 0.535 0.507 0.606 0.439 0.651 0.781 -

Tech 0,530 0.559 0.556 0.516 0.667 0.457 0.763 0.634  0.809

3 ¢ Al (Adoption Intention) : # * &, B8] > Bl (Behavior Intention) :

7 % % B - EE (Effort Expectation) : ¥ 4

#y % > FC (Facilitating Conditions) : i §1i% # » PE (Performance Expectation) : 4 »c# ¥ » Sl (Social
Influence) : 4+ ¢ B 55 > TF (Task-Technology Fit) : = 7% $t if fie » TaskC (Task Characteristics) : 1 %4 »
TechC (Technology Characteristics) : #* 4 4 fix
%4 F1ERAT
A3 B3R Mean SD Coefficient | T {H A

H1 TechC > TF 0.584  0.059 0.548 10.773™ Y

H2 TaskC > TF 0.282  0.054 0.280 4.476 " Y

H3a TF > Al 0.274  0.056 0.060 1.209 o

H3b TF > PE 0.804 0.023 0.803 34.923 ™ =

H3c TF - BI 0.330 0.049 0.148 2149 =

H4 PE - BI 0.232  0.083 0.227 2732" A 2

H5 EE - BI 0.117  0.064 0.120 1.884 oA

H6 Sl - BI 0.142  0.060 0.141 2.366 s

H7 FC - BI 0.313 0.079 0.308 3.919 ™ =2

H8 FC > Al 0.397 0.070 0.196 5.639 " S

H9 Bl > Al 0.649 0.072 0.616 9.041 ™" i

zx ¢ Al (Adoption Intention) @ $x *
#§ % » FC (Facilitating Conditions) :

% B » Bl (Behavior Intention) :

Influence) : 4+ ¢ 2 5° > TF (Task-Technology Fit) :
TechC (Technology Characteristics) : # $ 45 jix

s v 2

(i

g 1% ¢ > PE (Performance Expectation) :

oy

B » EE (Effort Expectation) Ty

» Sl (Social

= 7541 3f fie > TaskC (Task Characteristics) : 1 % 4% i »

LE%adw
FEYR2 AT REEAEARL R iﬂfrn T AEBEAMN AL d i L LR
H66.7% A Bt LBEE 4L T15% B AT F B2 BAEA LG ABSEBELS &y
BRO%HESY 24 AT R UAFPTER AMAFTERY*2 » T H3a 2 HS#\wi?«p—g B or
AL AL BERfrRG] EmS - R oHNFLAR 5 0 EPHEER CALE R
EAlEE e HE T v BEFERE S £ I AIIE 2 gk $052(0.308) > H ol F 2 (0227) A g B
(0.141) & = a3 Heif fre4pi7(0148) o ¥ 30 * L WA 7 > Ef g F2 ABE A IELEY T RE %

BOFRE > B0 oL 105 2 (0.823) ek desh 0 H % 5 7 5 A FI(0.645) 11 £ i3 gL i e (0.148) o
oAl g e BRI 4 ApROt T8 4 B S (2, 2020; ¥
:;;;g?], 2021; =HE,2021)% 5 v A UE Y PHB LS P F B DBHEER Y LB H

7 % ¥ B phera s ) Sk kB AL B e A

e
IRTERE Ve Rl X

FIRE» L T IRy S ERE#L - 277
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=
5

FAFE A R EET] o YRR FONIRE AP AATE R ATLRIE Y hifd L HEE
WEI = ﬁﬁﬂiiiiﬁfv%"?? ERERE A=) 3

2.5
%F%ﬁﬁgﬁéﬁ%ﬁﬂwww*%ﬁhxﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ§€ﬁ£%#ﬁ’MNOrr?%%ii
R KR AL E ] T REAILRLT PP B A A H R LR R

71.5% ~ 7 5 LBl 66.7%4 3 iEarfl i feid 62.8% 0 & 2R 4 o @ 75 LWL R FR &
B % 16 2 (0.308) « ety 7 (0.227) 10 % Ak 4 B Ffemar ki e (0.141) - @ 7 5 AW - {12 =
ALY 68— BT LB LA g BBk £055(0.823) 0 @ 3R S 7 5 R B1(0.645) 11 2
AR E e (0.141) c KA L B RE T 0 ATADAE BT FH 0 AL ARPHEY  BBRAB FR
JRAREPN Fd X ehi i - HERA R F NS LREHET LR -
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