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Abstract

ICT based convergence application is one of the most prevalent industrial issue these days. Despite
of criticalness and potential economic opportunities of the ICT based convergence, theoretical research
to analyze the feasibility and estimate the economic impact of the application is rather limited. This paper
is intended to fill this research gap. In this respect, we develop theoretical framework to quantitatively
estimate the differential benefits of convergent applications, which necessarily include underling ICT
technology’s contribution attributes extractions, and resulting value increments engendered from user's
process effectiveness when ICT based service application is adopted. The research model to assess the
differential value of the ICT based service application is developed, grounded on theoretical framework
of TPC (Technology-to-performance chain) and contingency fit theories. Scenario based survey method
is adopted, and SmartPLS 2.0. is used for statistical analysis of the structural equation model using 312
questionnaire. Valid statistical results are presented to provide useful insight.

Keywords : ICT Convergence, Technology-to-Performance Chain, Strategic Fit, Contingency Theory,
Contents Richness, Mobility, Compatibility
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BAS AT 12 8.l g 21E A
H 7}= Cronbach’s alpha #¥ CR(Composite
reliability) #k= &3l o] Foj Xt} o] F Fho] 0.7
ol iFolw Aol A= Ao ekt Nunnally
et al,, 1994; Chin et al,, 2003]). JFEFAHL
o1 & A #(factor loading) 3 29159 HHE
23 (AVE; Average Variance Extracted
Tk 05 oo & YEhH AAdsittal ¥
tHFornell et al., 1981]. S E}FA &
FZWAVE) Y A2k 89959
£ Hlaste], AVES] Alwrghe] A4
Aol vk EHFornell et al., 1981].
A543 8348 A 12 8913

=
2918 ekl A3

=
o

Mo e

a3 ox ot

e

ro
o 2R X oMo o

XU E oo N ko

(& 2 17 201 l==g}

A ergtom g Utilitarian® &4 3% = fac-
tor loading@te] 7}# w2 Utilitarian 3 3%
S AAT & FA A < 2> AAE)

At
<G 2> AAE mhep o], BE W
Cronbach’s alpah#t2} CR#kel 71&%k21 0.7
e vEhde] S8R0 A ek AlgjAde] shet
Ak 3 <3 3>olA UERE factor load-
ing #t7 AVE 5 EE BEAAREC] 7T
oS B HFEHIA JA dFsHA.
ElA] At <F 3o A EHA e, A
of Yehd FdAFE3e AlwdEsel 4 &
1)

AL 7hel FRAS guch 2 ek, w2

o,

o]

yBEY BN 23

=] =
latent variable item factor loading t-value AVE CR Cronbach alpha

Utilitarian 1 0.925 39407

Utilitarian Utilitarian 2 0.864 16.275™ 0.8015 0.8897 0.7569
Utilitarian 3 eliminate eliminate
. Hedonic 1 0.921 13.626™

Hedonic Hedonic 2 098 RITL 0.8543 09214 0.8295
Mobility 1 0.959 8.939™

Mobility Mobility 2 0.975 9.233™ 0.9009 0.9646 0.9455
Mobility 3 0913 7.834™
Contents 1 0.892 22475

Contents Contents 2 0913 0T 0.8148 0.8979 0.7732
Jobfit 1 0.804 12.818™

Jobfit Jobfit 2 0.679 5.763™ 0.6212 0.8297 0.7050
Jobfit 3 0.870 21.557"
Compatibility 1 0.935 49.465™"

Compatibility Compatibility 2 0.938 55.010™ 0.8515 0.9450 0.9125
Compatibility 3 0.895 31.570™

. Intention 1 0.957 79.095" _
Intention Infention 2 0.962 1210 0.9208 0.9588 0.9141

CR = Composite Reliability, AVE = Average Variance Extracted.

t > 1645, 7t > 1.965, 't > 2.576.
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(E 3 1AF Q0! Tid EfgtM BM Za)
1. CP 2. CT 3. HD 4. IT 5. JF 6. MB 7. UT

1. CP 0.8515

2. CT 0.2303 0.8148

3. HD 0.3471 0.1662 0.8543

4. IT 0.6834 0.2038 0.3185 0.9208

5 JF 0.4226 0.3826 0.3561 0.4857 0.6212

6. MB 0.2043 -0.4501 0.1626 0.1561 0.0375 0.9009

7. UT 0.3060 0.5207 0.2088 0.2760 0.4037 -0.2324 0.8015
-4HLe VAVE.
1. CP = Compatihility, 2. CT = Contents, 3. HD = Hedonic, 4. IT = Intention, 5. JF = Jobfit,
6. MB = Mobility, 7. UT = Utilitarian.

3.12 24t 92l &4 d FAE AAIEHT) E3F Duarte et al.[2010]

Wilson[2007]-> PLSol A 22} 891 325 A of A+ WEH JPAARE 2FARYE o
gt WHelle 2vA "W, A8 AE A 2 et o] HrrE o ok 74, FgA AR
<9, dlo)BE = HIY 52 AAET o TAE HEE BIALS gedhd E4S
T B AFNNE 2YARAE H& 7} 2 Z3] A5y gEsaaA E4& SPSS 21.0
oA e 288 Wilson[2007] 23 S o] &3} <FE 4> A ZAHS2] Process
290 4 Al 12 891 B4 ARER AAHE ¢} Technology+ + 7H¢] 12k 8Qlo % 44
Latent Variable ScoreZS AF&-8 Z& A¢tsln 22+ B3| ol B =, factor loading©] oFd 74|
gom B AFGAHE [ QTR BEAS B (weights)E A A8k 2H, BE $49] Cronbach

3ol o]zl Utilitarian, Hedonic, Contents, Mo-
bility 59| Latent Variable ScoreS %3} 23} &

alpha®} CR3to] 7153k 0.7 oA o2 YEhd Al
Aol HAZH AT

CH § 24t 20! HBEIY 24 21t
latent variable item factpr fac.tor t-value AVE CR Cronbach alpha
loading weight
Pr Utilitarian 0.698 4.459™
ocess ko
Hedonic 0.589 3.376
N/A N/A | N/A N/A
Technol Contents / 1116 13.904" / / /
echnolo,
chnolosy Mobility 0583 2664
Jobfit 1 0.803 12.738™
Jobfit Jobfit 2 0.679 6.046™ 0.921 | 0.830 0.705
Jobfit 3 0.870 27.098™
Compatibility 1 0.937 N/A 55. 42%”
Compatibility Compatibility 2 0.938 55.153" 0.852 | 0.945 0.913
Compatibility 3 0.893 34727
Intention 1 0.962 90.819™
Intenti e 0621 | 0.959 0.914
ntention Intention 2 0957 67.335 0

CR = Composite Reliability, AVE = Average Variance Extracted.

t > 1645, 7t > 1.965, 't > 2.576.
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207 FAXNFE T4 % Process® Tech-

nology®ll W3t tE3F A

o]u]—x% o7 r/} ZA

A2 AN

FERY W 43

A4 A3 FAH(Tolerance) dundancy, Communality

Hed -
7} 0.1R2.5}F =31, VIF(Variance Inflation Factor) 91t} Redundancy #to] %(+)%= & 7<% Age
= 10 olstE YEhfolof Mg It tUF 7F S Aoz At Chin, 1998]. 2] ar W
A4 EA7F $leHOImo et al., 2000]. <3 5> A 2= o) 731474]_[.(3 7 0.02~0.130]% ‘3,
of vEpet tﬂ$e el e w4 A 0.13~026018 ‘F 026 o]4Fo|H Aoz et
£ Auny e WA Ak} VIF Fhol AtHCohen, 1988]. 3k AA A3w= 247
71%S A713 Yo E=2 Process®t Technology (R0 W73 Communality ] B F 7S 3
of gk etgdol A HUT MeE e @ & zroll AEEE o WrrE, olu o]
HElGA B9 Ay <F 6> AAFHS L o] 01~025 wlukel™ ‘B, 0.25~0360]% ‘%,
M, A Eate) Aweel 4 detE tH Tenenhaus, et
’é)

=

Ta 1 0.36 o]4Folw o=
=

al, 2005]. <3 7> AAH FEEF] H=

AvEE RE ARE ASE0] E2AE 4

=
(E by 2&F 20! O MY 2M Zat
latent variables Observation variable Tolerance VIF
Utilitarian 0.959 1.043
Process -
Hedonic 0.959 1.043
Contents 0.798 1.253
Technology -
Mobility 0.798 1.253
(E 6) 2R} 20! THHEIEHY BM 20t
1. CP 2. CT 3. HD 4. 1T 7. UT
1. CP 0.923
2. 1T 0.683 0.788
3. JF 0.423 0.486 0.960
4. PR 0.415 0.376 0.488 -
5 TC 0.375 0.318 0.447 0477 -
-AAe JaAVE.
1. CP = Compatibility, 2. IT = Intention, 3. JF = Jobfit, 4. PR = Process, 5. TC = Technology.
(B T) 4728 Hals
latent Variable AR AF(R?) Redundancy Communality
Process 0.6001
Technology 0.3677
Job fit 0.3346 0.0861 0.6213
Compatability 0.8514
Intention 0.5162 0.4426 0.9208
2y AYe 0.536
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A A3} Job fite
33.4%, IntentionS 51.6%= UER} 2R3 o]
e Ankg oz AA4s =Folg dEh

r_{

4. 7Vd AB1} AAKE

A WA ARl AN 84 2 A A
nje] Agtoz

A A 29 F Intention® Compatibility S A
3]

Ast YA HF TE5 HIFE 3 Aoy
4 A3 24 29 AAFERE A H Process

9} Technology 7} Job fito]l G&FS nx= A&
A7} 242F 03617, 0.278™" 2 8544 Lhehad
o Job fite] R*7}0304% F2l3F A37} e}
whoh B8k Process®] 12} 8915 748k Utili-
tarian®} Hedonic”} 23} 291 Processell 229!
o7 7198k 2 PLSO A A4 e weight
2 sjoty | olo] st F&= 247 0707,
0579™ & e}, Utilitarian® Hedonico] Pro-
cessoll BAHORE a3 14 9o Ay

o} 22 WH O 2 technology ] 13} 2905 T+
3} Contents®t Mobility 7} 22 2.1 Tech-
nologyoll 2399107 7]o]at= weight T4+
z+z} 1.118™, 0558 = YEl, Contents$} Mo-
bility”} Technologydll TAXSZ f&3 12}
a9lolw Al H o2 Contents7} 1% a3 1
2k Q19 o] YERR T ol & F3tstd, 7H 19

EEEL e

ox 2

0.707 (wy*

Utilitarian

Hedonic

Contents

Technology

0.558(w)**

FEUFL S A ARY L AN}

(# 8 7td 12| 8AH 22

Path il t-value R?
Process — Job fit 0.361 3.766™
Utilitan'.an — Process 0.707(w) 4331
Hedonic - 0.579(w) 3.148"™ 0.304
Technology — Job fit 0.278 2.668™" '
Contfer.lts — Technology 1.118(w) 13.147*i*
Mobility — 0.558(w) 2.374”

t > 1645, 7t > 1.965, "t > 2576, (w) : weights.
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<& P 1& 2213} Job fite] B CEE 3724 2

Path 8 t-value R?
Utilitarian Utilitarian — Job fit 0.418 5630 0.175
Hedonic Hedonic — Job fit 0.355 3.248™ 0.126
Contents Contents — Job fit 0.402 44047 0.161
Mobility Mobility - Job fit 0.058 0.722 0.003
Utilitarian — . 0.407 49427
Process Hedonic . Job fit 0219 2633 0.281
Contents — . 0.502 5153
Technology Mobility N Job fit 0262 017" 0.202
"t > 1.645, 7t > 1.965, "t > 2.576.

<E 9ol A G A 14
89 Zhzpel] diate] el AxE yEHlth
= A&k Utilitarian®} Hedonicol 73
2ZASE 47 04187, 03557 % Faskl o
B o R2ZEE 01759 012602 ArjH o=
W AwEs veRdnh
TA 8= 12 22191 Contents®F Mobility 9] 73
iﬂl‘?‘gr R*= 747} 04027, 0.058% e
H, R*= 01613 000322 vl$ vhA e
=3 %3] Mobility= A2 2314 &2
A37E ekt o= 7H 1614 A5 E Pro-
cess®t Technology & 22 8102 FFAo=
a1 S weh g e Aol
o3 2402 ProcessE TAsHE Utili-

tarian¥ HedonicS EF ¥§3le] SHHFRE

T3k Technology =

{1

skal Job fits TEHWFRE sto] ohEd A
g ANEen, FARA Ase 7 W

AZAF7F 04077, 0249 2 FE8HA Ve
om R? 9A] 0.281% =7 VERgTh e 24
< Technology®] 74421 Contents2} Mobi-
lityel halM = o3 72AS AAgh A o]
AN ARASFIE 05027, 02627 2 FESHA
Elgtom R 02022 AAFFES JERTH
o]¢} & A= Technology @t Process 2zt
Z}o] Job fitell WX GdFo] F AAHFI} B

Aol e E S ) Brp A os zon

sk 12k 891 ) AlF2.219] Job fitell P X & o
G2 YL vng 435 on| gl 53] Mobi-
lity 9] E*—’Fﬁﬂl"ﬁ:*—i Ade= FAHCE o5t

Al A ATgE AR Tech-

offt
2
Zi
(o
t
o
1N
LQ‘L

o}, weka] o
24 A gy} JJrEdo]m ZAAE git=

@A) Drazin and Van de Van[1985]°] A A&+ 4F
A ghofl 144 A3l A4 3h(selection fit) Tk

| &8kl vehds 27k skets

o

H & 2l AR 94
ojth g M 3&

<3E 10> AAIEFAEE Job fit¥ Compatibility 7}
Intentionoll " A+ A 2A5E 0235779 0586™
o7 Yehsken r*gro] 0515% vi¢- =2 A
BES e, 7Hd 3 A E ) A AT



A214d A4S

ICT 7|8t 83 Mu|& 2H9| 7|E, Z2AA

239

CE 10y 7HM 3 ASE 25t EAIRM 2t
Path i t-value R?
Job fit Job fit — Intention 0.485 6.750"" 0.235
Compatibility Compatibility — Intention 0.686 11.128™ 0471
Job fit and Job fit — . 0.235 3.101
Compatibility Compatibility ~ — Intention 05% 755 0515
t > 1645, 7t > 1.965, 't > 2.576.
BEATE Y = A

Eo]3l A8 Compatibilityd] =&
2 |

gk g o] AAE A e e o] Job fitkE Tl A
oz w2 e XA Yehd HolH, o=

07151_ 01]6‘]—

< e Ol%ﬂr 2 ‘1@'4 At s
FRA G AT A% A= A
TR DA Aol ARG A HA = g
= ] AEFy Aol o9& AuA a3 A&
Aoltt k= 7 45 AHFst7] flste] A=
Job fit¥} Compatibility Ztzte] W= o3k ¢
T3 A S IntentionS FEH5WGFE sho] A
st BAAE <F 10> AA g upeh 2+
o] AEAGTE 0485, 0686 2.2 R?E= 0235

o} 04712 frastAl YEbs oy, Compatibility
o] R?% 04712 Job fito] #Fo] E3hE S )
o] R*Q1 0515tHH] oA o= =A ey
7Ha 48] A2 A AR Slete]
Compatibilityxjob fit2] interaction term< %4
<3871 $lste] PLS Ede] ¥3}s}e]
= FAACE fFEEA FA YE
2014 A5 vl 22 Ao} vepyth
ompatibility ] R*%k<Q1 04712 Job fito]
e A= el r*Q1 05150 H] o)A o
=A ekt A& agstel £ AN
Median split method[Aiken and West, 1991]&
o]-4-3}e] Compatibility ¢} Job fite] Intention®l
Ul A= Qs AFATE FUHE BAsta 43

<29 5>9 #AA5FATH Median split method

S}

ot o
my n

A=}
A
S|
7k

&

O ofe
QO mx

H

o]

H’-l

f

Median #= T4 o= A $3F 10%E A28

3 A9 AlE 253 &9 AlE- 259 Intention
T2 Hitghs Tote] Wa4E 1H9 interaction
318 sheehi Aotk
5
417
4
o
29 % o367
3 S —== ——
211, 00="""
2
1
0 =#= Job fit Low =8=Job fit High
Low | High ‘
Compatibility

{32! 5) Compatibility=t Job fite] Median Split method =44 2z}

<Y 5>°ﬂ vehd A3 Compatibility 7}
S w9} & ol Job fit¥} Intentionol] 7]
AZE A 2o migto 7 ARy A xjoite
o] sjetr o] ‘-”]‘é W bl A HAE fle
As T de= A
A Al 8} aL 9)\3}. upepA] E Ao A= oyt
Compatibility 2} Job fite] HAH selg 712l
AN 2=el# Agl A3 Drazin and Van de Ven,
1985]0] A=A1E ghetalr] 915kl ANOVA +

2
)

_?L
e,
o?r’_,
r:i
rxi
X
N
N

m{o o I:l1-F
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A& AAsEa T

ANOVA #4128 CompatibilityS high¢} low=
E5F3 t2, Job fitS high®} low® &573le] A
A 478 7+ Intention®] i #}o]E SPSS

:

210% ol&-3ske] #A st Ve Adet 45

Ao A FedE shetd 5 Sl A4 S

AFE A7t <E 11>9F <& 12> AN AT

wabe e Adshy] A ekl Fad

7HAR1 Sabd o] pg ol AAA L Ql=AE
H

test, Jackknife test o] AF&-o] He s, & A

CE 1) PN 282

-

o

o
flromt & o2 o 2

—

i

e

°

m AN ol

s

£

e

\——
<3t

_—Eoﬂ g W73k Levene's

A THLim and Loh, 1996;
12>°ﬂ A AE Levene's test2]
ii]i‘?i Levene's &7 o] 3.229, ]
ol ZF Hde] &

Aol

Welch®] &A1 %2 &-838to] L5 b 2kl o

AE3 w40l The

7|&EH|(Descriptive Statistics)

3t Welch, 1951]. Welch's

- . - iT iT 95% A= T-3F , N
Compatibility-Job fit N Hat A3} o3 Sox | wad HAag | Az
Low-Low 63 211 0.95 0.12 1.87 2.35 1.00 450
Low-High 63 2.92 0.79 0.10 2.12 3.12 1.00 5.00
High-Low 63 3.67 0.71 0.09 3.49 3.85 2.00 5.00
High-High 63 4.17 0.70 0.09 3.99 4.34 2.00 5.00
A 252 3.22 111 0.07 3.08 3.36 1.00 5.00
CHE 12> 4 35249 ANOVA 2M Zt
Levene &A% d.f.1 d.f.2 ol gE
3.229 3 248 0.023
Welch &A= d.f.1 d.f.2 fro3tE
73.677 3 137.042 0.023
Games—Howell test Bt =} EFAA} xFoA 3 {}2;% £ _Ilii T
Low-High -0.810 0.156 0.000 -1.216 -0.404
Low-Low High-Low -1.563 0.150 0.000 -1.94 -1.173
High-High -2.056 0.149 0.000 -2.444 -1.667
Low-Low 0.810 0.156 0.000 0.404 1.216
Low-High High-Low -0.754 0.134 0.000 -1.103 -0.405
High-High -1.246 0.133 0.000 -1.593 -0.900
Low-Low 1.563 0.150 0.000 1173 1.954
High-Low Low-High 0.74 0.134 0.000 0.405 1.103
High-High -0.492 0.126 0.001 -0.820 -0.164
Low-Low 2.056 0.149 0.000 1.667 2.444
High-High Low-High 1.246 0.133 0.000 0.900 1.593
High-Low 0.492 0.126 0.001 0.164 0.820
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fest®] A= <3 1250 A4 H L0, Welche]
EA T TBOTIZ EH ] Folarw 00104 =
Zb 2 g Hato]l g2t Aol HSHU
Sk ol SuE S W AR b g AT
SH o] AAZA YL Games-Howell 5713
& ZF O] A7) 67 o] Rl el FHH
™, Dunnett's CH} Dunnett's T3¢ ]3] 71742
o] ¢-3t7]o] AL3| AT A Games-Howell
= AHEE RS FHE dvHeldE, 2000
Toothaker, 1991, 1993]. Games-Howell test2]
A=z < 12> AAEAT AAFEA At
G954 001AAME BE 189 Intention 3
o] Ere Ao FAACE HSHIATH
o] F3gsld Compatibility2} Job fite In-
tention®] FAHAHE HERll= AR A3
A% 237 vk AEAS 7 AL, olE F

stel 7H4 48 A Aol B,

8
% 9o, o BH AT AriHoz BED
3 A0z w43 A5 Aol %
g 5 oode A8 PHED M 3E aaE
As @ 4+ Qe ZAAde AN 2
Ao FRAL hEI} 2k, S A Bgol A,
Aol A2 Al ICT 71%0] §9
Hol 7]% Az wd Y] ApEs 8 EnE
B B9e megon AAsen Agstse
WHES AN H3 28 89 AR A
§ 5% 09 71 S aon 2%
shz 4R AN d ek APH o s B
FICT 714 ABA 428 9 Gy ¥
Yo APACR Fgol s PHE AN
ok ST =R B ATl sjebw,

ICT 7|9k &9 Anl & of Ze] 7ol o] =34 e
(job fit)o] Eol=, AFHAe] =4 fod 4
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