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47199 AFALE ERPAIZE =5) FFalld Ask AT
FASHA vtes 8Rlo] & & Q. ol & alal AREre 24 B HE 7 = Aok
2710 AEAAEY FEAEHS £9 2 A (Kremzar, 2002). 7]1919] ERP A|2=H] =9 2
& Aol Y PIXE a4E0] YREHS] HE ARl #eE Aqte XBHOoZ HHA|AH
Al2E =9 2 AR RS mXe 840N (Information Systems) 1+ ¥ I3} 1 &
s & Ue= AARRITE wheba Ao g4 55 #o] gt} ERP A&F dd7e 27] /i
SHAME FA47IY JRAM ARALE 2] AFE AJFte 7 19903t FHE o] 3 E
ERPA|ZE] 8]0 QaFs vA= Q9155 4 A R S EA0E oojx 911 Q) FE
HE FaAo] A7jEch ATE Fok= ERP AZ2H9] E%)(Seddon,
B A7 532 YubAQl ERPAIZHIY] & 2000), ERP A]2~&] 2] A-8{Adam & O'Doherty,
Yoll THE HP2RNS AR = AoA | 2003), ERP A|2=8lo] o AF QS (Willcocks
o}, T471Y AelA ARALE ERPAIZ & Sykes, 2000) A7 5o 2R/ 4 Utk
do] AE2R =90 4 PAE 8AES ERP A28 E8]o] ks X Q%=
AR = ok o]E 93l o]EF 2= IT < A H1GAY] 54, ERP ARl 22
AMFI(IT Governance)Z A ThFoighd o] A 9 87 QQlo & o] AuE 4=
A =3} o] 2(Institutional Theory)d} A1 2]&0] JTHAEE, 24121, 2002). HZGAp Al
E{(Resource Dependence Theory), 18|31 X2 A2l AJ¥KInnovativeness)©] FsFAY, HH 7]
23 E o] 2(Prospect Theory) FFo| A A %o i3k A 2IT Knowledge)o] FH-&=-
AES AR, o] HAFHoE AFFo = ERP A|2=HlS Efleh=t] 58420 3 ]
A, S, 494 ArE Algstaat dit ks & & A% (Thong, 1999), 2]
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(Task-Technology Fit, TTF)7} =245 ERP
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A 718 thRaymond, 1985).
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717 TY A ZZ0|& HofollA ol A
FAZ BAS Lo} SIT(ATH 2, 2002). ©]
23k FAIA AT o] ShR1 Al sto]
E(Institutional Theory)
FAE 5 SH 1 e
PERE sk As
(Meyer and Rowan 1977). o] Al=3fo]2& %
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° 2 BZE QK Mizruchi & Fein 1999). 3]
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SatAY & P =RE AEZ ] §tEol
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Th= 0]tk Powell 2007).
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(Oliver, 1997). A,
isomorphism)+= 3|9
o2 zZo| 93| 2
HEAY 22]o] 7] ofﬂ% AB] &ollA 314
1 7Tl <ol B v?#@] w2 A =HEA UEl
= Aol o]3h 9Fe Akglou A1

AA 83K coercive
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87 9 ZR] AY s £3E=8(Guler
et al., 2002), 7391 Fol] ofs) 222 o]
T&ohe JAPEAS FoaH o] B
S 204 HE Aoltt. 2 F33Hmimetic

isomorphism)+< 3% 2 (legitimate) | At A&
Z(successful)o]2tal HHE = thE 23S w2
WatAl =He s dvlsied, FE Ve
(technology)©] &3] o]afj=]o]UA] LAY, =
Zo] FetarAl sk Hitrt A= A= o
UA] FAY, e o5 $e] Beidgo] =of

A= A8l A @AYstl(DiMaggio & Powell
1983). o]2)gF TS
EgAAE AstA7)aL AT
o 7934 T3 3Hnormative isomorphism)=
3K professionalization) 2] A¥Z Yeh=
tl, o] HEstell= 2F2 AT S-S 49
sl 3RS AE=-S FAlekaL, A AkeAdd
gk QIAIAR 7Rk S AlvE EE
o] ¥ FtHDiMaggio & Powell 1991).
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FALS pj-}ﬁ_‘d— Zo]

A =3} o] F2 AL3| Y 2] Fofol
Zd o]g¥o] $+=d(Mizruchi & Fein

1999), Hol|:=
Atk(Liang et al, 2007). 7L <2+
EE A= 7d-Flanagin 2000), HHA| X
H-S AJelsh= 7d9Teo et al. 2003), HHA| 2
o A Ae)sl= H-9(Tingling & Parent

2002), 22]aL IT l4-e 248k 74-HHu and
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=
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AHE AF% AtK(Liang et al., 2007)
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o] BEelEge] BoldsE 24e Uk

S Bolah B5sh= o] oA 2 Ao

Pfeffer & Salansik(2003)-S 2 2]&EAi 0]
Ae= Z249 s, Ahe F8X(resource
importance), AF2] W&} A8l Ok FA4A
(discretion over resource allocation and use), A}
Holl digt SAEe FS(concentration of
resource control), ©] Al 7FA| 2 A Al 2
Ae] F90] F55 oEHL Holxith A
o] F84e AU HE  A7(relative
magnitude of exchange)®t A-1o] UAA
(criticality)®] F 7HAZ 4T 4= =, A
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YEXZ to]oja#(Dependency Network
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2.4, X2 ~HE o]2 (Prospect Theory)
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(Prospect Theory)©] #|¢t=] % THKahneman &
Tversky 1979).
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t—Ejb(Asymmetry Effect) X
B, L sHE o] 23} P
2t T Algjst B dAgso] F3H
S 2 Baumeister et al.(2001)2
HAol AR O =
ool M=
Parthasarathy & Bhattaacherjee(1998)7} 74

o1 v
Bs

2 %(Negative Word of Mouth)©] 57821
% (Positive Word of Mouth)® .t} T 733+ A
58S 7 e A5 R Beuditt g
B, ARA|2H Rolo| M= Cenfetelli &

Schwarz(2011)7} e-H1ZU 2~ SIALO|E, PDA,
3231 e-mail S FOZ 3 AFEAoA A
BEA G A2HEFE 3 ARAAT} Al=E
of ARE 2X11A ()9 YIS VIRt
AFAHRE Ak

71E ATl ME ERP A2 3} 22 FHA|
28E skt 93 vAE L91s 3
2 9(Facilitator) ¥} A3} 2 2l(Inhibitors)e] =4
oA AHE AFEo] JTtHZhu et al., 2003;
Hong & Zhu, 2006). Zhu 5(2003)2] $3-of| A
= 71 9= Technology Competence), 71332
H | (Firm Scope)$t 7192] T+=(Firm Size), 1L
74 9] ZH] A% (Consumer Readiness), 373 &

2](Competitive Pressure)©| AHA] 28] T Qo]

F27199) A5ANY ERPAISY £ JFatld] B9 97
AAQ F3S vA= 22U(Facilitator) &=
BHota, A EYS| FH XS] F=(Lack

of Trading Partner Readiness)= #]3]2.21
(Inhibitor) ©. = A28} th Hong¥ Zhu(2006)
+ Wzl ik W5 A3 (Perceived internal
resistance to change), 7|th3t vH AP} U2

AQAS T B, LTIl TAE B
£ 20l et Be 5 ARAE =518 2%

Shetl 2
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L

" Resource .
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I
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of Resource
Control

ERP System Adopiion

<3 1> 7Y

s TSIk A A, IT AHE(IT
SHolA T Qe A=A o
(Institutional Pressure)@} A 2]E(Resource
Dependence) S IO E FA47|H U ol A<
ARA L% ERPAIZE] = ool J-s H]A]
= Z7 2 21(Enabling Factor) .2 A3},
olge] TA7IHY] S kst &A3]9A
(Risk Aversion)= ©}#)] .2 ¢(Inhibiting Factor)
© 2 AA3te] ERPAIZE =) o gt g3k
< A=A el AHEIA} ST

Governance)

2. A=2 =4 (Institution Pressure)

Az stol e o5 Z19e) SR BAL 3

BAZE 2909 2o APARS & wollx
S vwZItHannan and McDowell 1984).
DiMaggio & Powell(2003)& 2] 7]&o O
gk ol =7t B o, H337} REskAY g0
ESAT o, i Aelar AgFoletal At
= = s s "okl stk
270] 4531 oh} ASIoNA] A7} ERP
NS ES15He vlgo] 27RHA S, olg
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27199 ARALY ERPAIZE B9) Jale] Ast A
ZAo|tiTolbert & Zucker, 1996). & zold Aot} w3k HRAAE Ao F
TS QH-o] FRAIZE] ARGl tigh A o] T 54 ZF oy 7|l A BAIBAL Athd,
i AbgellA] HRAIZE] =9 B AR Z 2ol A o] FRAZE ] gk oGS Fo}
g HE7HA <] 7ol =giklo] A EThd, = A Aotk weba 229 AA-9] B A&l
212 AR, HA o= el ARA|2H HEA|2H o] & vlFS AA|FHH HT 7
< EY3ks Blo] e Aolal eget oArEA PN Ta7IHe o] AS gHs}
olgfs IS A 2 Aojth o]4d ERPAIZ 7] 913l TEAQ] A AR S At & Aol
gof ek A=A e HuFdFe x4 2 gen e e MRE 2= 9k
Aol FEFE A B el AT
A== & Ao|thMarkus & Tanis, 2000). ©]2] H2: TA719e] ERPAIZTI) o SfEses
N AHEA LY ERPAIZE] =YY= A(+)
alE = Q =7 0] e
g =2 TATIHME 8N 77t e o o3ere w2 Zioldh
tll, BFALE ERPAZH] 50 gk -2 7
o] A|xA OLE‘_:]]O lr-;—%/\g ZA7 0401;\ A= L . .
o A=A el TR RS .y £2413]9)4 (Risk Aversion)
ERPA|ZH] EQ10)5 7} old Zog o 38
F oz g o] 7S AAIgth 20| 9B Ao AEHOZ HRA2
B To) 3k ool 9) Z Al X
HI: Z27]910] BRPAIZ-E 750 g3t A% el gk kol AU, 22 i FolA
= olel e AR A3 ERPA|Z~E £9l9) ARA|2H Zplel] gk oJEET) Tl S
=0 Aol GEe uA Aol 2l Al2El 29)o) Q8.5 vl tlgh 2

3.3. A4 ¢)& (Resource Dependence)

ARSI Bt
2 5= A
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she T8 57F AchH, 2212 PRA|2EH | g
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FAEEL on| 7|E AollA 2123 2 el 22 ey oA 7340 fdEE wfg- 2Fp
’go] HFHAoH, o] £ A7e] Al 5HA 2 $HY F e IAE 74 =R 3819
74 B Boksto] ARSIGATE A, A, 9 3L, AR 22 Aol tisiMlE <sk 2>¢F
WA, 283 A9 ey 3RS ARgEe Fdg=
2 AR AEA ¢S Teo et al.(2003)
ATellA AREEIAE AEEES ARSI
o] A&y A HAEIEL 2 V. 2A 2 A3
o FoA, Ao wiiE ARg-el tigh BAH,
ag]a AAEAEY FEeet g AEd 2 oo AR Aw BAS o] TEupga

EO0 7 Pfeffer & Salancik(2003)3} Fink et

(SEM: structural equation modeling)9] €21
= H S
al.(2006) TS EE B Aol B3EA A} PLS(partial least squares) 7]H-< 243 A
ottt AAaRIe #hE TIdE EHL o) gz= Basg pLSE WA A= Ao
Cenfetelli & Swartz (2011)91 AFE E Ao =27} Ao AL S8 AFRE 5 Q= BA
gt fl:xé ‘3‘1 5%3}04 *l—%é‘}%"iﬂ}. = ﬁ—_[hoﬂ HC]"?jo]q-(Chin 1998). Ak od:rLg] /xtlll_‘—%% }_zjhg_}
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A=A EE g AR 9 24¢] 0 25E ERPAIZH Aol 2 7EE A= | Teo et al,
4= (2003)
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ZAA AF F ERP A|&H9] Al HlF
o] =84
X]'ﬂ‘oq ’é‘—lOJ—Ao ERP/\]-)—\-%o] ﬁ‘% Lq] }_Z]O] 7]_‘6__::} _/[: 9,)]\“5‘ XéE Pfeffer &
Salancik
AgelEy | A2 wEs AL ElS g AL} & ol Ead wo e | )
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ERPAIZE & B AME- A] olid=e Q1 (2011)
Chwelos,
TENSF =4 gz ERPA2E £9) o= Benbasat &
Dexter
(2001)
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A2 FHE AS Alel2r) T 22 AR
Hkgsted, PLSE AR w240] BFEE 2o =
goteth 74202 Smart PLS 2.0 (M3)

Al 3)717] EAol| ARS8l olE Fl

BHE  ASthe SR

o

of

!

]
(measurement model)¥} 7S 7&—253}15 +Z
Ed(structural mode)) 2 F TAIZ
ey

B\

Lo

5.1. A=l B ek 57}

B Aol AeE SR HIAEE A
Z317] el A E(reliability), JFEGE
(convergent validity), Z&]a1 T
(discriminant validity) 415 41A] 0}93,13}

HZEFS=(convergent validity) e o] &4

dEHAAC] s F e HFES] A
<= ASe ACEA dukdog JpEA
ol thet AlF| e} o) Bl E 1
P24 Z3HAVE: average variance
extracted)ol] <2J3] HZETHBarclay et al
1995). AR 7o 2e N ARl

\
N

2|

N

;

M Ao

R

sk 2 Q1A A X](factor loading) 7k}, HIFE2]
EJRIZ T} 0.701 Elojok s, Hidis
ZZHAVE)ZRS 0.50]4 Hojof ?l"ﬂ'(Barclay et
al., 1995; Fornell and Larcker 1981). 2124 &
BN H7EE AR 2 oA AlA
ol/ge]7] Wzel, FFSET
H7FETHE 3, 4 3D,

sk, IPHEFS S (discriminant validity)©
519 A2 Ao} e S BETe

Wit} =, Aol 2ple] Wl Uy
SHA o] lojof st < 45 B3l ol
eV A5S elel & 4 Slok <5 4>¢}
o] A Soll A1E AVES] Al gk
& TANEERHY AT E vlasl & 4
3, AVES] Al ko] T A3AIs & EE}
F3lste, WEEIA ] S-S FRIFAT

ol g 2], PR rLe} Agh BAAT,
A=, AFEEE, 28ja Wb =] A4
g AR HFHo, ol2jg AFE ENE v
AR FEREEEA(structural model analysis)
= ANk

%N

2
'T‘

3t

R L
Eg‘l:_
= —|—|1_].'7/\—9~

H

22

m

[tem Weight t-value [tem Loading t-value
MP 0.895 30.129%** RA1 0.870 24.854*+*
CP 0.812 42.236%+* RA2 0.908 34.987F+*
NP 0.816 28.347H+% RA3 0.874 32.120%%*
RI 0.885 20.785%*+* ERP1 0.921 59.070%**
RU 0.921 18.745%+* ERP2 0.958 61.254%F
RC 0.916 23.702%** ERP3 0.937 62.541+%F

§ Notes: MP= mimetic pressure; CP= coercive pressure; NP= normative pressure; RI=resource importance;
RA=resource allocation, RC=concentration of resource control; RA=risk aversion;

ERP=ERP system Adoption intention.

§ *** indicates that an item is significant at the p < 0.001 level
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TA7199] BFALY ERPAIZE] =9 FEallel] A% AT
<E 4> MY 3 THEIY 2y

ME SD AVE CR AL 1 2 3 4 8 6 7 8
1. MP 310 186 083 0.89 092 091
2. CP 332 162 079 092 090 0.52 0.88
3. NP 328 1.61 077 093 089 055 045 0.96
4. RI 386 153 085 095 09 032 020 030 092
5. RU 397 154 077 089 0.84 020 037 032 0.68 0.88
6. RC 398 151 076 092 088 021 038 013 021 062 0.87
7. RA 443 128 083 093 092 -025 -037 -022 -042 -035 -0.17 091
8. ERP 512 1.08 085 095 094 043 056 051 032 043 056 -0.51 0.92
§ Notes: ME = mean; SD = standard deviation; AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability;

AL

= Cronbach’s alpha; MP= mimetic pressure; CP= coercive pressure; NP= normative pressure;

RlI=resource importance; RA=resource allocation; RC=concentration of resource control;
RA=risk aversion; ERP=ERP system Adoption intention.
§ Value on the diagonal is the square root of AVE for constructs.

=

5.2. TXEH

A, £ AFolA AAJE 7Hol st
A HeiA AEAG ek #
AAEHATE FAIAQ] A
Foll gt F2AFE WA F38laL PLSOA
HEX~EW;(bootstrapping, 300
resamples) W25 Z-8-8to], HZA ol thsk
-3k oA

[e]

Lo
o,

B
2,

| sl Aoz Aury, 94 AeF]
2o ARAAF EPPAIZE] Tlolwol| A(+)

S mX= Ao=Z YERKB = 027, p
05), 7Hd 10] A= et ofge], 7142
TR B 7HE o838t A9

@A) 2 e Tk 39 A

o i
o2

A
b

o [

VL=

S(1Ra9) Aold] WS AFHo = AEs)
Atk ZAgHe=z Q o}
pressure; B = 0.25, p < 0.01), 7783 4

(normative pressure; B = 0.19, p < 0.05), 1|3l

AT RS

Al &(coercive

292 Qe (mimetic pressure; 3 = 0.17, p <
0.05)0] A=ALLL TG F) QSR
M0 fol3 Aoz Uekt. 99, A9
©]E/d ERPAIZH =fol ol ZstAl A(+)<]
P& A= Ae= YERKB = 035, p <
0.01), 7Hd 27} A= Q). o2, gk, A4
ojEA ] .41 AR F 8 A(resource
importance; 3 = 0.25, p < 0.01), A2} vl
(resource allocation & use; 3= 0.18, p < 0.05)
ag]3 ARAEAEL] 35 =(concentration of
resource control; B = 0.16, p < 0.05) =5F A%

o= foF Aoz AFHUC

- 13 -



FAEAZ"HAT, A28 A4E, 2013 122

P

Mimetic
Pressure

Coercive
Pressure

Pt

MNomative
Pressure

Risk
Aversion

e —
Resource
Importance

_d-"'-'_-"-‘__
" Resource

Allocation & Resource

s Dependence

?ﬁr—-—-.-:-..._ =
“Concentration
of Resource
Control

F4H0 2 FA7)9BHNA ERPAIZE
=YL JAATE L9l AAE £43]y)
3L 7P T o] F(-)9] FFE PIRl= A
© 2 veht 7Hd 30] AP EATHB = -0.30, p
< 0.01). "pAHL.Z, o]5 A 7}A] L8NS
ARALE ERPEYIEES 33.2%E sl
A= 2o Z YeEhY, Falk and Miller(1992)7}

AAZE A 4G 10%E 43)e Aoz e}
pre=g

VI 2 &

Ta7|gel 54 B He S sivt

0.2

Government-Supporl

-0.30% ERP System Adoption
(332%)

0355+

it} SAY 03t T HAL AR AE
3] Mozt &
Adel] st ofie] A71=ar Qlek. o]est gl
A B Aellre T4 Gl ofudt &
o150] HRAUE ERPAIAE Tlo) F3ks
m X =Ael| o s *E!%Zi_i Az Bt

°|5 93l ERPS} TS 7|E AT H}El
o8 HAYPQJIES =53 ]'95\‘3} ERPES1S
k= Sl A A =2 (institution pressure)

7 F47199 A& (resource dependence)
< AASAL, @'Xﬂé‘}‘: SHOREE & /\‘Qu]
BE T8 FFISE AN 283
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=
Pge 5l & ek
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tlo
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-
T

o
2,
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(cross-sectional study)E E3F Hl°o|EE 33
= 4SS 2= 9t} o] A9, BEZHQE
(CMB: common method bias) A7} @A 4=
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AT e.g. Son & Kim 2008)d|A = vl
(marker variables)9] AM-S @Al Tk ©

o & AFME vAMTE ARSI g
E425} (=0.06, n.s.)ol 7R Aoz YehY
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<Abstract>

A Study on the Factors Affecting Govemment-Support
ERP Systems Adoption for SMEs

Choi, Young Eun - Park, Jong Pil - Lee, Eun-Kon

Government initiatives are continuously being invested to nurture supporting business environment
for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs), such as government-support ERP systems project
for SMEs. As such, scholars need to pay attention to SMEs can successfully adopt and manage
government-support ERP systems. This study, therefore, conceptually developed and tested a research
model for understanding what factors influence SMEs’ intention to adopt government-support ERP
systems. We obtained thirty samples from SMEs, which is organizational level, and data were
analyzed using the partial least square (PLS) technique. The results of data analysis found that
institutional pressure and resource dependence had positive effects on the adoption of
government-support ERP systems. On the other hand, risk aversion of SMEs was found to have

negative effects to adopt government-support ERP systems.

Keywords: ERP, Government support, Institutional pressure, Resource dependency, Risk aversion
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