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Z}—O] ZA NZ =¥ ITE a9Fo=z

g-835l=t oS 231 YHTanriverdi and
Tacono, 1999; Fitzgerald, 2005). ©]¢} -2 &4
< 473} Fichman and Kemerer(1999)E ©]=
582 xH Assimilation Gap)= 7'}t &
SAZE JgE o ISk ARHE AdoR
Aottt 18]al 4GL(Fourth Generation
Languages), #A13 dlo|E{W|o]2, CASE =+

AF A A=
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Sol et Feh AR

BEEIT 7830 #8437} dls= A
2 oA AR o] ARG TR 7]

TS /RIITYFE 1 34 7Fs/3 Ak(Zhu
et al, 2006). 2 EHZ(Autodesk)2] Wayne
Hodgins (2005 &XEfJOle] 75 ¢S
AR et A] sk Aol AXES o] 3
ARl 71 2 2A T sl A At =
FHIT =9 A% 54 75} =231 2 T2}
o] 71sstel thgh 5-A(option) o] A<
7V 79 IT T2 AAAe} ARSAE ol
o= Qs F8IAY ofele-S HAHIE 7}
s780] Z7] Wil &AL B 7 A
FAZItHFichman, 2004).

o]g} Zro] Bl Vs Ado] =S 484
doll tigk A= FUE S50 W 7
S5t} Fichman and Kemerer(1993, 1997,
1999)7} dde] A7E T o] A= st
slal 1 EAE AFAOE HoFa AR
FE&Azke] B AjH 1 B digtd=
o= 24N (Attewell, 1992)H= 22
o] o227 Arnks AAlstaL Qo kst
W O8] e A e 2AE 24U
2 e ANA Aol 4874 B
7 911 ) AHA) AHske 8747

ok rBL

g BNT 5 997 MEoltk weby 487
o) 718 1A olas] fishe Al At
$4% tPFoR sk vE fize] Basin,

=3 %‘%Zﬂi}-‘ﬂ ol22] 7kl AN 1
I ABAE RUBHE e AT

)
o[:
=

fei3
=
B AT Bhe £474% Ao JE 9

AA ARJE ez 1 A JaclS
B AT A 4 5
BAA Aol FFS PIAE 881E Ak
a Zﬂli]‘—e—‘-_? A s ks AuRag
gtk ol& fl8l & A= AR A 4
o 71&9 ARI)E58 23 I digl
o] WS A8t gtk tiEdl o]EL
AgAke izl Atolo] HREUXE Qla)
Aok ZAE olEfstet
(Jensen and Meckling, 1976). ¥ 4= IT =
o AR ARAE S EAke} tiEiqle]
TAR gjoste] EEUR] 7heAS BAISH
3 o)E 4823 B ol =
2} gk

1. O|2A uHZ

o

A IT AREARE o2 782 A4
02 d7e SEAN /99 AREe =
AR 8o tigk Aqte AEHOE o] F
A gtk o€ 7I1E A7t AR A4S Q)
AeHA] & gk Blo] ofdet FRAR A F
AlF o2 tFETal & 4 itk 1 o= 7]
F9] JRI1E 80 EH ATolEY B35
o] IT AM-HL BE5sE Frhal & 1@9&
71gstar Q7] WiEeltk &, 71E
St ARI)E ARl Qo] ARE-9] AdEke
TS 7H kA iRl 843 A= IT A
ol Qo] 7digES s ARS-9] A
Azl FAlS 7H.
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A1) AR SR 200 i B A7

9 AgAe) WEI 1 FFae AT U
o2 ethe ol ol27 Ve FRE
5 otk mebd B o) ol2 3 nze Wy
M) Ao A& =934 580 g 7]
= 97 523 Avuy 1 A7 BANL

AAE ATES —EM—? 'JE} a ﬂ‘— Olﬁi s

AQle) AE7IE F8 te V1€ A=
A Al 7FA] 37+ B5<0] Ut A= Davis(1989)
9] TAM(Technology Acceptance Model)S 7]
Hhog 3k JuIle FEATelth EAe
Rogers(2003)9] #Algito] &) 7I8ks & 7|
=P Z2A Aol AlAIE=Goodhue(1995)7}F
A A1gF TTFM (Task-Technology Fit Model)E
285 Aoty A Ay AT 5S4
HET 2 FAHEE AR FR7)E 78
T+ TAM3} SEM(Self Efficacy Model) 22 L}
Folx] A e

2.1 TAM

Davis(1989)7} #¢Fet TAM-S 7H1xFle] A
H7l& 785 A9 Hal 1 AR 9
2R G AT 8RICE ARYEE AA
Stk ARg-o = ARE-3)9]of tigh Bl J3F
S o 1 HEs 54 AR7Ed tig 2l
A|H F8(Perceived Usefulness: PU)Z} 914
£-0]A4)(Perceived Ease of Use: PEU)°l %33k

=t 28]al AR EE PUY SfsiM e
A G W=tk PUE "S53 AEAIZHS
AR Blo] Q1Y) e drhdt Y

tlo il

N

Al A7 e i3t 7212 W2 (Davis, 1989,
p. 3200 SJ7|alH PEUE "578 BRAIZES
AR ek =g Hxe gish 7iQ1e]
w-8(Davis, 1989, p. 320)% 2JH|3t} TAMS
FESHAME o]23 7|uko] Hirste] HRr7]
TEASE AYs] SIS dul myo=
de] -85t Venkatesh, 1999).

TAM®| ©]&% 7|ks Aurd, 94
TRA(Theory of Reasoned Action)S E 4= SIth
Fishbein and Ajzen(1975)°] 2Ja}] AQtE TRA
= ARAE ke dl4] ARl F sk}l H)
To} 3)9]9] BAE AWl o202 H=
o} 3J9] Atolof] Lo =F v/l E 4t
& Az} didel tigk Blxe} 9]l tidt Bl
E 7EE slo] EAoIt (W%, 1994). TRA
of w2 Plel gk B} FHH o]
eIzl FES w1 P9 =T} B
o S vAE g3 Peloxe] TS
X 11 99 29152 HEe} FHE Y
< AR st Fejome 1 FEFS wK
ok &, AFEAIRH 54, A 54, o
o digk B B, 5 54 1eja e
T 52 P 1 FIFS WA Ao
2 73t webd TRAY =dAAs 2S
— HE — % — 3P| AAA|A oI
TAMZ ©] AAE F83t] AR7]E ARA}
o 7RI Rgo] ARGl P HA=
HA 221S AAZ)

TAM®] ©]&%] 7]qto] TRAC|A|¥F TRAE
aE 783 A2 oyt PUS ARE-O =0
st A5 F32 TRASKE YAIeHA] =

m{> l‘\‘

/\
©Z 7| = 3 (Expectancy Theory)ol] 713k A
o|CHDavis et al., 1989). &, TAMo|A = B2
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o] HHEE viE Aol 7 s v
2 8 ohEt =S WiIZiE ARS-SHA] %Al
A FI= vFIck olg AY e A=
ARG 2719k o] Blxrt AR JAFEA X
g A5 e ARI|E AR F7H =0
A FasA &S A 53] frES slo=

A% A0HBajaj and Nidumolu, 1998; Barki
and Hartwick, 1994). TAMS] F7}%¢1 o]&%
719k Bandura(1977)2] SCT(Social Cognitive
Theory)©]th. SCT] A /Nl A&7t
(Self-Efficacy: SE) AREA} 2119 58 o
3 W25 ov|sl=dl TAMOIA PEUZ T4
gl=]o] QtKDavis, 1989). £FsH, TAMS
TRAZFE B39 =83 Fx2E 7pHea 1
23] Y-8 SCT 7Itho]&(Vioom, 1964)
2 FiHoz BgAgnn B & Ut
(Plouffe et al., 2001; Venkatesh et al., 2003).

N

2.2 Self-Efficacy Model (SEM)

Compeau and Higgins(1995)7} #|A1$+ SEM
S Bandura(1977)9] SCT(Social Cognitive
Theory)ol] &2 7]9kg Fa1 9tk SCT7} Al
AlgkE 7iQ1e] @l ¢l 0335}5 n2E F 7HA
1AA 7dle Aol tigk 7ot ARl 5
o)) th3} 7|ti(SE)°]th. SEME o] F 7}A] 7]
s B9 Jaegloz Hotow glx=r) A
B39l IS HA= AR HAS%ATk A
Bolx 7ol glar Felwo] AT E EA)
k= o] TAMP t2Ant Z4ws+= TAM
I Aol Stk

Aol tist 7]t (outcome expectation)= PU
o}, 18]l SE¥ PEUS} 7'd@3 o2 fAleh ¥

lo

ollz} o]2% ZAE Ff3itk HI= Compeau

et al.(1999)°11 4] TAMT% SEMQ zJol = *é”é st

=) 3
?‘& EﬁéOlFl SEM% A&} XVJOH & e
< Rhggitarl 43Rt PEUY 01% A &
A7} SEell Uvhk= As arefshd
= Mol B ada & & Stk JEM
SEM2 SCT9] ©]&2 ¥ (Bandura, 1997)<
F-83ted F 7HA] 71 Jide] s39lek 1 8]
Aol 2A Y mAE B o= st
Atk SE= 70 s efoll daks mIx|aL 1 9
Aol Al thgh 7Ii7F S mRIvhs
Aot} (Johnson and Marakas, 2000).

2.3 Diffusion of Innovation Model (DIM)

Aolth, olejdt @ie 84l E‘?ng 43
© 2 7hd3}5] o] Rogers(2003)2] &
(Innovation Diffusion Theory: IDT)% AR
TdATl AgsHA 0t IDT= HAlEYd
FAol whet 7§91 AFe] Ay AR
Z2 o] FAxq] FFRFPoZ prolA
B ARU)E EYATINE S F2 &
g, o Ed HYEEL o] il
et AXFS DA R GAZA] 58

o]Fo]x 9lom DIM2 F WA TAQl A
A1 2] Al 71R] L20(ATE o), EA,
A, AETFEA, 7S EREAY o

2833l AolthMoore and

f

g Jlrl

O

Benbasat, 1991).
DIM3} TAMS Hlisbel A Hol Bk
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Q1) ARINE FE77 200 tjg gaA AT

AE o)L PUst, B34 PEUS 453 %d Il O digte] flo] AR

o deh} AFATE B DIMS B8R A Uil glokd ALg sl Ano1e e H

TE EQAYS 24T gon] TAME 2 W7 o}dy] uRolth wehd TTEME)

AHEE o AR AEE FEUSE e TS 2HM ITE B5lshe H2o] 474

A97h tholeh 1 ole 2O ol2H 3 Fo] Utk YAE FEHUFE WA}

SA7F gl 7191g. a3 F 239 3= Zlo]t} (Goodhue and Thompson, 1995).

AZATEC] YA SPUSEY FEYS

AAFR= Aol (1) EP2AY AHgo= 2 25 7|ZE 72 Q9 4l 2XH

AR 9ol] Hlszgt 91E0] F3S HX|AL (2)

¥ A gEgel glee ¢ & st oA A B GH7)% S84 U3 71E

(Karahanna et al, 1999). ATEYFES vlwshd <3 1> 2ok 94
7} 23e) o237 7|ulo] AJo|dt W oz} A

2.4 Task-Technology Fit Model (TTFM) Beted TS A 2A Q. Mg F
3] e} Syse] AJolPa} tiol

AEZA °]§(Work Adjustment  Theory: FAMIES E1g & gl

Dawis, 1984)°] 7|48 & TTRMS 4% &7, oj¢} e U] 71A] AFRFL 77| S

AR7|=9] 7154 1\’41 W19 Fo] R} A SHAIE Ztal flom AFAFE Sl o

2 ) ARARE ARI1E diste] 593 H) &t AT ARl HAE} gar 1 A

=
TE 2

o
Hr 344 H7HE Hela 2494 He A3 sioh webs e AR71E
o= éwl%o} 7HJ QA Tl A o g
g2 v ZoZ HUTH (Goodhue, 1995). )
< %o RS G ARgolge A9 g} U= 4= 3k ol 5o TTRM-S HlApak
EEFE g 91o] AR 7RIS AFAAE TS MK 7% AMR 48], SEMS R 7%
2 AEth 1 ol AAl g5l 28 ¥4 & g7 =44, 183 DIM
= Xéiﬂggl 8% AHe] AAEA ke =

El
wy o

ol
t
N

<E 1> Mol HEI|E +22Y

TAM SEM DIM TTFM
o1& Work Adjustment
S TRA, SCT SCT IDT Theory
dE AR s

J o) 3 (A=W S|
s | (B A e SRk
E3] Davis(1989) Johnson and | o SQ003) Goodhue and
avis 0gel
- Marakas(2000) £ Thompson(1995)
*AZATFAAN A RTE AN RS FE5HSE 88k A9t o Brh
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o). £9) REF -8 28e) Sgus 44
e FEUGE BAHOR 8 Qo

TAMS 83}31 1o™, Parthasarathy and
Bhattacherjee(1998) 2&}¢1 AH| 2 ARE-S &
9 D5 AEH 0T ARE O] S4S
TjobslHA DIMS 283tttk 183l =97
T8-S sl tE 94e.g., Karahanna et
al., 1999) M= 1 FAHAL FAEE 4
< JEM S8 A Sske 1T 54
ATEFo] A= WgFsiA] Fata dvk= A

IAAREAL 72 55 & 4 Atk 53] A7
P2 Attewell(1992) A A|217 ol (knowledge
barrier) 71'd & AAE A= 71d0] ITE &
g3t Qo] ZAA Fejaglor A
ek

o9} & 7|E ATEFEY A% EAR
< FE3] fal st ATrRESol AAE
o] $tt}. Fichman(1992)& 7122 IT =943} &
ol gk Z&o] ITe] A7 FsolE
g TR 202 Akl

| gt B, 23] =484, A2l
55 HAHoE HT AL .

3 Fichman and Kemerer(1997)2 A|2]¥#
TE SHUSTE dto] 8o FFE mIA|

>
5
ofr
-

2

7 A 5= 9lom olF siasky] ffal A4
g QBB Aot SAALES 75 e

M= AT 2 AFelME sl o]
& WM A3 e AuEaAt vk
A BiZlel o] &S 3ERkAl afskaL -84

2L @l tell o]gS #83k= olFE Al

2.6 CHZ|2l 0|2 (Agency Theory)

]l o2 AHERIF )l Ato]e] #A)
Arshs o]0 A W 7 7iR1E AP
20| 1339 W o} Agke ¢
S 7 Rog mefsi T2igh si%lo]
ZA Yellde 749 Aol 252 F
S22l B b gle AR A
-l o2 FA F 7] Al B
etk AAE A9 gzl Abele &
52 H537F t=a1 fjgle] iEQle] &)
&= AR vjotar] ol 9o e
2
el A SIERIF tiE|Qle] A3l tigt =
7 B gl #Ase AE-iAlthe
problem of risk sharing)©|t} (Eisenhardt, 1989).
olglgt TAl= X9t AkE AR HIEsto
7AY FFX= de] e gk e
2Ql o] &2 T} BEAre] B, S|AZAL
oF S|A AL BA|, PR Bt B
A 55 EAsk= Ao R A8Ho] gith

o, Ox

41 o o Hr oM ofN
W o e

J

-

rr

E
=

o

9] F-Al|(agency problem)©]il, A

o o

=
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(Bergen et al., 1992).

MISOl| A tE]Ql o] 85 2835 AF-E A
H™, 24 Banker and Kemerer(1992)= th2|<]
o]8-5 FRAIZF A ol H&siqintk ¢
BRI ARGl e )l JHEALE Bl <k
7t Atole] AR Btd, IEe] ofR il
Fae] BYA| Fo= Qs wEd AV &
Aehs 202 HYUTE Austin(2001)S Al2E]
MY 718 g7] fa &8 8y
(shortcuts) S ©]-§3h= /ol tig]d o]&&
283tk

ar AlF, thiEe] A9 =P A= AR
o] ARSI} L AE a0 R Prisk 5
UE WS AL A Feirks A wEolth
X143k uke} 740] Bhattacherjee(1998)2 23
W AR7IE AR AHE Adstr] @l
el o]&S A8tk 1o A= il

dE Ze AT e Y A0l
2 2 BYS el RYe] A

o) e BaolAuk 2] EGARA )
13 E9age] ol FolArhs Hold 229
=929} AHgA)

7} gold 4 ke HelN 7
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olE Wel= AR I el A Al 2
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A Zo] A thFolA ket 8&AAe) #
HalMe Falo] A4 o S A4 7
o] 714 F83+ Ao 2 A= $it} (Fichman
and Kemerer, 1999). ¥ Ao A= 22770
A 8 EAS ARSI B4, iR S4L
2 A7 A7A3E Fste 7H19 F4l
4, A7) &t 2 AR EES 78 A
HRlo® MASGtE AR, 24 E4o=2E
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Q] FAE AR} thEQl Abeldl itk
Y|, ARETFE 1Pl A1 2| = Qe
WAsH o] 5 sj4str] 913 WRte g 1Al
Bol ZA7} AA T} (Bergen et al., 1992). =,
A28 AR} Al2E] A Rke] H3Et
EYAE B9 ARAR Agte] TS 4 3l
a1, F3E7F JA BEYAEA griets Al
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<Abstract>

An Exploratory Study on the Factors of Assimilation
Gap in Information Technology at the Individual Level

Sang-Yong Baek

This study aims to explore factors of Assimilation Gap (AG) which is proposed and illustrated by
Fichman and Kemerer (1997). AG is defined as the time delay between adoption and deployment
and mainly studied at the organizational level. This study derives the factor affecting AG through a
review of technology acceptance models and agency theory. The research model consists of three
groups of independent variables (IT knowledge burden, Individual characteristics, and organization
characteristics) and a moderator, which is goal incongruence.

Using multiple regression analyses, four groups of hypotheses are tested with data of 221 knowledge
workers from various organizations through e-mail survey. The result shows that radicalness (a
dimension of knowledge burden), personal innovativeness, self-efficacy, and organizational support are
statistically significant factors while complexity, experience, and perceived critical mass are not
supported. The moderator effects of goal incongruence are found in personal innovativeness and
organizational support.

The results of this study demonstrate that agency theory is a useful perspective to deal with AG,
especially in radical innovation. In addition, IT practitioners should consider not only user training but

also incentives and possible organizational controls in implementing a new information technology.

Keywords: Assimilation Gap, Agency Theory, Goal Incongruence
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