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M7 : & * 4 Hide(User Resistance) ~ 2
38 (Public Sectors)

1 BEyeap o

g e g o i@ % Fude (User
Resistance) #_% s » 4 pr & & (1% % 2
- (Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009) - 4+%¢ 375 &
& B & ¥ % A4 4 (ITtoolbox, 2004) » i@
* % $de(User Resistance) @ SR 5 8¢
¥ 2R TR (bldo £ EFTRARD
JeBL)PE A & PR o i % K Fde (User
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I# (Prevent) i& * J‘Ff FLie o @ 2 E_ R
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2.1 # * 3 o3 (User Resistance)

i * - $rdE(User Resistance)is £ & it
R ﬁi}:j w ek i (Hirschheim & Newman,
1988) —wé * %%? RTenFr Ik Sud
Bk ﬁ %ﬁ.:ﬁféf j;‘#_rfi’ i Fren
= B3R F i+ p (Markus, 1983) ©
Hornik(1996) #-#iF = 3 (Resistance
Behavior)f2f# % B A ¥ 370 L LA
ARBE NS P - Ar e
DeSanctis(1983) #-i¢ # dﬂzi‘ag TE B
ARBFIT M A {S > G AR A
mwﬁ%mﬁﬁ4&%’#§éiﬁﬁﬁ
oo Pl TR e F O > HITAT ) A
Pk @R R Py o A LE
RIS AR RS B R et e A 2 4
o KRR FPIEF G

L
Su o B

i)

2.2 F ik 4% 32 % (Status Quo Bias

Theory)

TRk 1B 45 72 245 (Status Quo Bias Theory)
3R AR AP e BIFR G Rk
EE B o MR BRER%GE 72 BA

v & 7 31 M 4 ¥ (Rational Decision
Making) ~ 3 & % (& (Cognitive
Misperceptions) ¥ «~ 32 -i 2% (Psychological
Commitment )(Samuelson & Zeckhauser,
1988) -

WP AK A RF LB ATF R
k2% > ¢ {3t Bl s & (Costs) i 2 &
# (Benefits) it (73 % o 4% = & (Costs) ik
< 3 F (Benefits) ez o 1*“5 RN IR
& enig 4 (Status Quo Bias) -

¥4 4 R (Loss Aversion) st s
f#(Cognitive Misperception) » » ¥ ¥4+ Ik
i 47 (Status Quo Bias):t 7 % ## (Samuelson
& Zeckhauser, 1988) - 4f 4 A % (Loss

%@W—

Aversion) ¥ - .o T E A F W 0 F A
Fl 2k K i 2 ¢ AR % | (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979) » v & vk ¥ X 7 ¥ e R =
P FE R ORERE o P ES > AR
{eg LA o 3F 4 L (Loss aversion) §
H 3 IRk i 4 (Status Quo Bias) » 7 ] i
A F R ariga gL gL oL F
R EMERINFELE S~ L RE
P
& 32 - 2% (Psychological Commitment)
ZIZMAARDFF ¢ 7T A A
(* fs &+ A& > sunk cost) ~ Ak § R
(social norms)rt & 3k 4 R % kow § 4 ¥
-2 ¢ (efforts to feel in control)(Samuelson
& Zeckhause 1988) - it » = & (sunk cost) i%
fa AR BRT RS PR
B IIRTOF AR R (L F AATHT R
.f‘»fu) o hiBE H:;j 2 % o A e A
TR 3 ES N E hda 0 BT
m;?;m ARt o f ERIpE 1 (FS VAL
# %~ g o4k g A$e(social norms) T dp g
PPl (FIRB T 3 MR SR T N
§ Ao dh B NS B A ST IR DR o F
Bl % s AT EdE Lo & ROV g
HAPAiz gt e g2 PP R
Lok ¥ 2 ¢ (Efforts to Feel
in Control) k p >t 1B 4 & F 5 &4
R g% -l SRR F ¥ 7 A
AT BEF]SERD - B RS
AHFAARESL TSN ew F
R o dF g 2 o AR E R B
¥ 2 ¢ (efforts to feel in control) kpip
ARBEFSS ATl PO e kiR @
B FE S T B4 r?a% BE 75
Fp - B R ks A F A RE
A ERIK lﬁ,ﬁ?ﬁ?’%i °
At ¢ A 4= (social norms) 1z 2 ¥ 47 (controls)
A TRk B 4 72 24 (Status Quo Bias Theory) ®

3 %?)xtb

=
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LA AEL (TAM) Y S0 fe s £
% & % (Normative Beliefs) £ -4 13 &
(Control Beliefs)#4p #g i1 c53 o
23 F & # 3l 1= F

Framework)

Kim & Kankanhalli (2009):# f] -3 %
i 4% 72 %5 (Status Quo Bias Theory) 22 #1 #
xR = )’;Je (Technology Acceptance Literature)
o E oo gz ¥ 04 (Equity Implementation
Model) 5 & #— 4= o A flfdn < cfp Bl 2

(Integrate

),%J%“ P E TR RAPBMAR: - BER
AR X RE UK & TR T4 T 3 (Status
Quo Bias Theory) g2 o Lz ¥ HA(EIM) &

[ e
#4F o Kim & Kankanhalli (2009):% B2t @
Ly M % (Technology Acceptance)
B J‘Ff FiE (User Resistance) =i 4p B #2
T AR R MATOF L S
wﬁ%m&%%%W$¢l c PR T
224(TPB) 75 3 A& (Behavroral Belief)

¥ A 4 & % 4 (Favorable) & 72 % 47
(Unfavorable) R TR RFER A
(Normative Belief) ¥ & 7 = A+ ¢ & 4

?Trﬂ;{ FIL /f l‘fu ‘TLE ‘:,r\' ml% # ﬂ

(Perceived Social Pressure) B3R
(Subjective Norm) ; #= #1 % 4 (Control

Beliefs) 1] ¢ 514+ 7 5 #74
Behavioral Controls) -

7 % ey & (Attitude Toward a Behavior)
i 3R 7 5 ALl 0/4f H& co(Positively)
2 H A f 9 /) & h(Negatively)(Ajzen,
2002) © 4o B A B FlAp ot kT 4R
HeodF Rt B e 0 7 5 ﬁilﬁif g Al ré*?fi

| (Perceived

oo FIP o R AT AP AR AT S
v e (Perceived Value) : 33+ #7017 3

A

Gk ¥ oangp Mg £ (Benefits) &2 = #
(Costs) =7 v i (Kahneman & Tversky,
1979) o v & I I ik 4+ (Status Quo Bias)
oM ok )4 2 f2 # (Rational

Decision-Making Explanation)z_ ;£ j& % (Net
Benefits)crpr 4 » 1 2 o T aE % H4](EIM)
¢ oI (Net Equity)shpt & o Tk 4+
72 24 (Status Quo Bias Theory) ¥ e 4 2R3
J Bl (Loss Aversion Principle) 24 7 ez % ¢
v f ¥ B (Perceived Value) 3™ iz (F
bldm g o R FERIIA L R RD
43k ¢)

o 4 % @ (Perceived Value) ¥ j& &
(Benefits) &2 7= % (Costs) 71t i » i 4 ] 4y
## % & ¥ (Switching Benefits) 27 & 3 = %
(Switching Costs) - # 4% j& Z (Switching
Benefits) &, v& ¥ #& 3 P AT E X 2 & gk
* (Utility) » & #& 4% = & (Switching) B % =

f# ¥ e g > (Disutility)(Chen & Hitt,
2002) ## 3 E 7 (Switching Benefits) &.:& &
PR oLy A(EIM)P GRS %
ehedg 4o (Increase in Outcomes) (] @z &
1 fEeh& F) &2 o~ di -5 (Decrease in
Inputs) (] @ § Wi ¥ (71 (F)4p BE 55 o 3
# =2 & (Switching Costs) iz ~ & ¢ Pl &2
2Tz g A (EIM) ¢ 4 5,@;)\» 3 4
(Increase in Inputs)(i] = =% { s &Yy
4 B (T )1 % & % g > (Decrease in
Outcomes)(&] @ 4 3 7 L= 1 (Fe1kE R )4p
BB o LN T 543 72 3% (Status Quo Bias
Theory) » ## 4% = * (Switching Costs) ¢ %
B & & A (Transition Costs) ~ # /x T+ & &
(Uncertainty Costs) & it » = % (Sunk
Costs) °

I EH TR ZHm(TPB)Y chi B
#~ (Subjective Norms) (3% i 4+ 7L 74
¢ .4 Social Norms) » 1 1Fehfe & F %
WA R v B r’v’vé%%\ b iR
fE2EmEd o FIE s FHR EL(CoIIeagues

¥k

Opinion)#& 4% 5 1 3k 3 ¢ & ¥ (Salient) <
At ¢ A4 (Social Norms)i - (Lewis et al.

2003) - 3+ & 7 & 2 (TPB) ¥ har§ 7 5



il 1 (Percelved Behavioral Controls)(3i. #
4% 32 # Status Quo Bias Theory e 41) i
;E;T,/Eﬂ 7 ¢ R & ¢F3¥%ge 4] (External Controls)
g2 3R 4 (Internal Controls) o :x % cvp 24
BT AL (Self-efflcacy for Change)” 2 ‘= 3% $f
ez & ch 1 3F (Organizational Support for
Change) 4 %] % & 7 se Kk i ? epp 0 F
R ¥ # (Internal Means of Achieving
Controls of the Change Situation) = % &
iy ¢ e 303 3R e 4] (External Means of
Achieving  Controls of the
Situation)(Ajzen 2002) -
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B 2-1 : & & $2314= 2 (Integrative Framework)

3 =g

31?2#%

Y f#?]w - Kim& Kankanhalli
Qm%ﬁﬂaﬁfﬁfﬁﬁ~m%@;ﬁﬁ§
FHEER R HrUER R %%#B Fa?
Bm2 3] > et eI P AR A
e dﬁi‘wfgmgﬁ;ﬁﬁ o 4rf 3-1 #77F o
AT WA § 0 O F (Switching
Benefits) ~ #& 3 == A& (Switching Costs) ~
% % ie(Perceived Value) ~ x5 g Aoz
(Self-efficacy for Change) ~ e % §3 3¢ 22 % en
% ##(Organizational Support for Change) - ¢
% & % (Colleague Opinion)x % & *  $aiF
(User Resistance) ¥ - -4 -

¥ 3-1:

B 2

JLlligd

;’%’d v R S A R -
MACAlE A4 g > § ARl el o 7
2L ] 3-1 - Kim & Kankanhalli (2009) #-+-
% i@ (Perceived Value) % B8 L m hFt 3

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979):& (v #£ 4 it »

x A rafrm;{ ok Kudp B e g2 o E
Yo & (AT 7= F e £ ), (perceived net

benefits, or perceived benefits relative to
costs, of new IS related change) - 2 45 3 i
¥ 32 % (Status Quo Theory) » 4L % &
(Perceived Value)it 33 3% 5 18 IR 7
P o 2§ (Benefits)4p g3t 7= 3 (Costs)
X FE®E o EFTFi c{%é_imfrﬁfl%‘ iz
(Perceived Value) i< i€ * A 5 ¥ i 7&
€ B 7 fdE 2 % 0 1T 5 (Samuelson &
Zeckhauser, 1988) - 4p & ¥ > 4o % f%’ iz
(Perceived Value) 2 e i * & 35370
Tk sE R € RS hRgE o Lef;ﬁ,p
PR AR 8 0 Tdg A R
AR AR P w2 hiE e 3 B S 0L
% i (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002) > i& & H 3% &
Fodf i % ey inT (high perceived value)
AT R FR AL R o SR
[z S MR = & o

| F7 ek

ek > A



H1. #4f j /2 (Perceived Value) ##3+# #
ﬁMF(User Resistance) 7 g & # £ -

B IRk (Status QuO) 3 4% T RT3 3
jesenig ARy o g R e R
* M (Perceived Disutility)4p i 55 i 3 =
A (Switching Costs) » @ # 3 = A R] ¢ 3 1
MBS FE 7 EAS A
(Transition Costs) ~ 7 fx % £ = #*
(Uncertainty Costs) & it » = # (Sunk
Costs) » i H_A IRk ik 43 72 24 (Status Quo
Bias Theory) ® #1 3 % & (Samuelson &
Zeckhauser 1988) - & & = # (Transition
Costs)# 2z 7 Fliec®m ¥ kenmfyd )
(Transient Expenses) ™ % X A g %
(Permanent Losses) o & & 17 e 4 enfg &
W Aepr o A ff’“f]*‘ui fe b SRR DA
B0 B A AW %K E R B ik 4 (Cut
Losses) sty 5 o A i F] 5 g X B A FE R
Jedk ¥ R B 4 0 HO AR A T aE AR
“r A 4 th7 FE TP e £ % (Brown
& Venkatesh, 2005) » 7 fx T #-E 5 § o
e 72 & g (Inder & O’Brien, 2003) » # 3%
& Jﬁ 3 g IRk e L (Samuelson &
Zeckhauser, 1988) - it » = #& (Sunk
Costs)(Whitten & Wakefield, 2006)~ + it ¥
REH* FPAE - Flo AP BEHIES
AR FOIR B AT Ak 18 $2 R (Samuelson &
Zeckhauser, 1988) - F] gt > ## 4 = A
(Switching Costs) ¥ i ¢ ¥fi¢ * H#dEG 2
R .

H2: #& A% 3 £ (Switching Costs) #£ 3+ # #
ﬁMF(User Resistance) 7 iz & # £

% 7 i3k = A (Switching Costs) %% i¢
#  $dE(User Resistance)shE &4 82 52
o A ERE T RREd TR R
(Perceived Value)$t>ti¢ *  ffeche /i
B2 oo APl | & R (Rational
Decision-Making Principles) - ## f& = %

;%/4::
Hi e

(Switching Costs)4% % - f it % FuEAe? ¥
g «‘ﬁ % & & (Net Benefits)r &5 #
iz (Perceived Value)f]%‘ug L B R F1E_F]
A % J& & (Net Benefits) £ f5d 3= &ic %
i A2 ¢ & § (Benefits) & 7= # (Costs) sr4p
HEkEEFE -
H3: 4% & £ (Switching Costs) # #* = F
# E(Perceived Value) 7 £ 7 # 4 -

# 4% J& & (Switching Benefits) 7 45 i *
H ORIk (Status Quo) i TIRTENF R K S
¢oer i 3] enaedf 3 * (2 (Perceived Utility)
Hir H R I EEORE R o DA
T ABAE? T AR H R 42 Fen
Fe 32 3% iy 3 4e (Performance Enhancement)
2558k &2 4 & F (Benefits) o e fd B eh
sy 3 414 2 4p 3¢ & ehdr v (Corresponding
Rewards) » #-3& 2 sc g4z ¥ i § @
(Perceived Value) » F]yt » { % ehig 3% 5 &
(Switching Benefits) iz 53 3 4r &7 & tLenie
i & (Perceived Value) -
H4: 4% & £ (Switching Benefits) # #* 4
£ % E(Perceived Value) 7 .7 & # 5 -

iz % o op A oax s (Self-efficacy for
Change)# 4k & 2 — FAp RF]Z > it 59 *r 5
MR~ B ehird] - Bandura(1995) #-2 5
g p Aoz (Self-efficacy for Change) @ &
LA AN oA RITHURSE o &
T R R st R g o k)
ARG A ¥ e S PR AR
WL PE o R E G RF Pp Aok
i (Self-efficacy) » & ¥F:c % hpFiz € #27
B o @ o Aok Y K g AT
(Self-efficacy)fi ™4 » # ¢ € ¥ o R T
AT e o & B4 F AR
@ oo F]pt > p 2 oacay (Self-efficacy) & *# ™ >
"oy g Fai % Fudp(User Resistance)h
#A o
H5: =z £ 77§ # 22 47 (Self-efficacy for



Change) ##3 2 # ﬁ;‘rtaf(User Resistance)
FAGHEE

ix % o op A oax s (Self-efficacy for
Change)~ 3 ¥ it %gd ## 3% = A (Switching
Costs) A 4z ¥+ ¢ * ?{ﬁi&(User Resistance)
AZPE Aok R P AT R
B e HN LA INRKREERDE R
(Anxiety) 12 % I S S
(Uncertainty)(Bandura, 1995; Compeau et al.,
1999) o B~ Rz 1 B PR € HATRT
& BL{7 % (Focal Behavior)g 3| { 3 15~ (i)
ot R BB E Y R ATNT R L)
PR AT RE 0 AR FR NN FE
F_+ = & (Uncertainty Costs) £7 i & = 4
(Transition Costs) o F]pt > T chp Ao
(Self-Efficacy for Change)~ ¥ € %3t 4
= # (Switching Costs) 3 "% i efmc* o
H6: =z £ 75 # 2z 4 (Self-Efficacy for
Change) %+ f# £ 5 # (Switching Costs) 7
Ao e

OO 2 jZ (Internal Efforts) g% 58
*b > ¢b fig s (External Efforts) » &) de e 5
¥t ez g ch X #%(Organizational Support for
Change)~» ¥ i & F ke P e AR Y
¢ dle g o g e ¥ (Organizational
Support for Change) #_& & Je 5 73k 5
g4 7 (Perceived Facilitation) » 2% i¢ # J‘Ff g
AR BATEOT I R AT ke o H
*FTENFE K MBI AT (F2 N, Z R 4P
%ﬁiﬁ??%%ﬁy%%ﬁéﬁﬁ?’
Gl4e T 2 (Training) » 7 2 3 & 4p
R 0 € HATE O ATk Suar ko ehdp B
s F i 5 A 2 (Hirschheim
& Newman, 1988) o § = & 3t :x %
(Organizational Support for Change) =i %
LR G RS 0 R g AT |
T LA F RSP G R 0 0 E

HLE ¢

H7: 22 g #f 3¢ o2 # 7.2 ##(Organizational
Support for Change) #f=+# # ﬁa‘i;‘_F(User
Resistance) 7 § & ## -

Toele s p FIRFE A Y TR R
oA Fa R T AR i &
& (increases the ease of wuse of
technology)(Lewis et al., 2003) » 2 5 44+ 22
% 1 L #F (Organizational Support for
Change) > l4r @ & KTV REFTRhE >
2 TR MR GEBRTE e K M2 A
¥ Fsgt2(Perceived Difficulty)- i sk 443+ i¢
RO BTN FEMRY 0 F
YATL PR Y TR L 5 B fF 4 5
o e & = A (Switching Costs) o F]pt > %
ﬁjﬁ%guﬂ,gﬁﬁﬁ&%ﬁi%
(Organizational Support for Change)® st
;ﬁf d ' M R S g 3 = A& (Perception of
Switching Costs)i& @ ¥ 4%+ " 147 * ¥ $o
iE o
H8: .z g #f ¢ o2 # 7.2 ##(Organizational
Support for Change) ## ** /& A& & #
(Switching Costs) 7 £ # # 5 -

F 5 & 2 (Colleague Opinion)dt 4R 5 _
By¥aon ¢854 RBARLYT R
K1 (5B gk v (Lewis et al., 2003) &
7 #-Fe 5 R 2L (Colleague Opinion) #_% 3
b 5 ATERE R K S B ok agp
Mecehgiz o A AP AL e
e R o0 12 2 ¥t 72 g g (Non-compliance)
TR R F et R R R
(Ajzen, 2002; Lewis et al., 2003) » &+ & *&
F ¥ g0 0P F(normative influence) o F]
oo B E T ATAT R fauE B kdp
B B iR 0 2 SFE MR
¥ #4e(User Resistance) -

H9: f i ## #77¢ 4 (Favorable Colleague
Opinion) #F=#+ 2 # f;a‘iaf(User Resistance)
FAGHEE
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F % & 2 (Colleague Opinion)» + it # *g

d ## i = A (Switching Costs) &2 # 3% & Z
(Switching Benefits) ¥ 43 8258 * *‘ﬁ FIE
(User Resistance) - % i * & p i* (internalize)

TR AT AT KR R0 B
Fa et dg 4% = A (Switching Costs) '« %
& 3% % ¥ (Switching Benefits) st £+ 7 &
feF] Pt @ oD o e HOEATET AL ke
B L L TR MR A
(uncertainty) » £ > i ¥ H 430 g HE = A
(SW|tch|ng Costs)srgs % o 4ok 5 $30 37
AT ka2 R L E D G e S
Foav g ER Y FR DL ik
(Switching Benefits) -
H10: % # F 2 & 4 (Favorable
Colleague Opinion) # =+ & # &4 #
(Switching Costs) 7 £ # # § -
H1l: & i@ ## 77§ Z(Favorable
Colleague Opinion) #*~f# 4 & &
(Switching Benefits) 7 . # # § -
312 2| Fﬁﬂmﬁpiﬁ-m KR

s

AR r’v’ﬂ%‘*’fr’v’v,jﬁ a‘mé AH 21
AEE ki A H i SR ez (7ot
B o PeiE Aﬁfr’mf AE L b T
%kl i K A LEBE 2 o e
el TSR A Sy N B AL N
g KL RSBt o Ftppot d
%%Mm IR S SR o
(RN SR LN i DS LA

if%w*éﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁWm&—iég

l‘.L
sum

FroAR o f FARIZAR A A RE
BoREE A RTLAfnl R
BFE e §d AE (32 K s)E
3’—?7‘ LR B AR RS O

~C-DEZRME)ZHE - BAE =T
T2 3 T (EE =) M2 2 Hag
J:’lﬁ %ﬁ ,J‘ |E TLJ* l% * j\ lﬁ .?fl‘a—L f‘ %K J:’lﬁ E lf_

—\

XS - BRI UEE-E R L
Rzt dahin™ > FHRr 559
150 4 o MH ¢ I ki Y X 4 5 80
Lo F X T0 AR A FRRE Z;gy;ﬁ o

32 KHEEZ2 28R

321 % &

Zoif % (@ (Perceived Value) i & & =8
hrz g Az ¢ o JE £ (Perceived
Beneflts) 27 0 A (Costs) ez iz o Bim 3

D R (Time)2r % 4 (Effort) ~ £ 34 &
fﬁr%ﬁi(Hassles) » 1% g % (Losses) & o B
% ¢ charf i g (Perceived Value) 3% 4
% Kim & Kankanhalli (2009):#-
Sirdeshmukh et al.(2002) #r% % th§ % &7
Griss AR EELBED o
322%HIE X

& 3% & 7 (Switching Benefits) iz & <
¢ @ aTEy A(EIM)? 5 B = %
3 4 (Increase in Outcomes) (&t zx & 7 1
(e )L & o~ e > (Decrease in
Inputs) (&) © g i b+ 3 {71 1F)4p b BB o R
£ ¢ o i 2&; (Switching Benefits) er13%
& 5 B E_Kim & Kankanhalli (2009)51 * 3%
B Moore & Benbasat(1991) 7 B 4p ¥+ g %"
(relative advantage) =& % o
32384k &

& 3 & & (Switching Costs) 7 & < ¢ g2
2T g O (EIM) Y F BE 35 ~ e 4
CTER L IEREY

b

(Increase in Inputs) (&

43 ') & = % et > (Decrease in
Outcomes)(&] : 4 & 7 L5 1 (FankE R)4p

BB o B % ¢ g3k 2 & (Switching Costs)
e > 2 d Kim & Kankanhalli (2009) 31 #
% p Jones et al.(2000)#+% & eng % - T &

DERAED AR AR ST R 8

lékﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁﬁgAﬁ%% W B * A RBPERT O AR

¥ L ﬂﬂlﬁﬁ':ma‘rkﬁvx—g,pmﬁw;w-
2

1“’\?{1;&;.,-#—@"’ mﬁx*’ﬂ]p~“}_1"'7¢ = AH
SR R AR 4 b&ﬁ,gwug(
2 FIE e g;’z)ﬁ—;f?:uv o e i e B 0 50% 0 2L 5T

Fre B arenie BB &) G I .



2 P& i 5 % & @ (Multi-dimensional) s
A MR L EDN ;Tm;{ EENCIESE ¥ NP N
(Switching Costs)#% & o
324k H R A

I 5 & 2L (Colleague Opinion) » & 35 IF
- 1 EHRBEY B EPHIE AT R
BREY S pimAE LA R
Venkatesh & Davis(2000) # 3 g7 #
(Subjective Norm) 2 A # 27 & & cF E o
325 g Ny &2 L%?‘J’ £ Jag

EE L

srsg enp Ao (Self-efficacy for
Change) 1t % ‘e g3t se g end 4%
(Organizational Support for Change) ~ & i*
F07 BT GR AL ¢ e 3899 4] (Internal
Means of Achieving Controls of the Change
Situation) 2 :x 51k fg ¢ ot IR i
(External Means of Achieving Controls of
the Change Situation)(Ajzen 2002) -

srsg enp Ao (Self-efficacy for
Change) - P #_z£** Taylor & Todd(1995) >
A TFH I i
o KRBT R ) PR o TR ih
3 ##(Organizational Support for Change)
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