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Abstract

As innovation happens from the boundaries between different specialty domains,
effective knowledge interaction among participants has become a competitive
necessity for organizations. In order to improve innovation, it is necessary for
participants to deal explicitly with the interpretive barriers and further synthesize their
expertise. During the development of information system, most knowledge
interactions, which are conducted by systems analysts and users, can be observed in
the phase of systems analysis. Thus, this study intends to explore not only factors that
may affect participants’ intention to share knowledge, but also types of boundary
objects in the context of systems analysis. As an innovative organizational climate and
participants’ interaction involvement are identified as antecedents of participants’
intention to share knowledge, the relationships among these factors are studied.
Besides, while four types of boundary objects are summarized, their effects on project
innovativeness are discussed. Then, the influence of participants’ intention to share
knowledge on the occurrence of four types of boundary objects was further examined.

The results, based on data collected from 258 student analysts and 258 users,
indicate that an innovative climate positively and directly influences both systems
analysts and users’ intention to share knowledge. While systems analysts’ interaction
involvement has a strong influence on users’ interaction involvement, which is
measured by responsiveness, perceptiveness and attentiveness, users’ interaction
involvement also has positive effects on both systems analysts and users’ intention to
share knowledge; unexpectedly, systems analysts’ interaction involvement is
negatively related to users’ intention to share knowledge.

In addition, while systems analysts’ intention to share knowledge only influences

the occurrence of metaphoric boundary objects, users’ intention to share knowledge



does not demonstrate any significant effect on four types of boundary objects. Out of
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic and metaphoric boundary objects, only pragmatic
boundary objects had a strong positive effect on project innovativeness. As
metaphoric boundary objects are shown to have positive effects on all other three
types of boundary objects, metaphoric boundary object affects project innovativeness
indirectly through pragmatic boundary objects. Surprisingly, semantic boundary
objects negatively affects project innovativeness, although not very strongly. A
practical implication is the possibility of increasing project innovativeness by

enhancing both pragmatic boundary objects and metaphoric boundary objects.

Keywords: Knowledge management, boundary objects, knowledge interaction,
interaction involvement, intention to share knowledge, innovative

climate, project innovativeness
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= ~ 1218 & 3 4 2 (Ideal types: Objects or models)
PR E R E T A A s TR AAF R KB INPART U s
B it b blde o KfR ARl 2 7 8 B3 T e
EOREAKEFELARER - BE R P R B A Ap R 2 e

+ 8 B # ¢ (Coincident boundaries: Maps or boundaries)

Jit

)

ERPFELE R ¥ AFRGTIRONF 0 T AN FEES

h”

PR 2 B blde o o 3B - (TEARR] - 1 TR RREORE 0 T Py

-\

PRI R AR R I TR M SR TR B &L
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» ~ & 4 H $ i+ (Standardized forms and methods)
SHE R RS R R R R RSO RN AP o & B

S AR5 T R RS 0 blde o 47 AT LS ATE LRI 1 AT
24017 ;2 (8-D 2 ¥ > D-FMEA > P-FMEA > 1 A2 { 8 %) i 598 2.4 ~

AT A B AL S o R AT

o

gtek s Carlile (2002, 2004) € i - 4% D B A5 2 7 10 G onds BrARGE 2
shivatif B @%]’V’* P F Rz SRR o A R ELE S ERT G oz
PEBAREL R Ao iz sl AN E A, 2 e
i b e B a0 W AR AT 00 FRAC 59 0T B AR A et gk oo Ft
Carlile (2002)#-iz = g i 47 i S gl 5 7 a2 i 4 i o

FoAmA 2 }‘J: FE gﬁ:}ﬂ VR 2 end & M (Star & Griesemer, 1989;
Henderson, 1991) » » R4 2 4325 A F R 3 EA27 > 3 fofdlmy 7 8t
g FrenjT 4 (Leonard-Barton, 1995; lansiti, 2000) » @ Carlile (2002) i 4 &5 % i»
_'rhé)’% VINE P RARR B X L (F ?ﬂs—a ,u;%g} EREIei NN N g
Bz bt ks uBAR s gaRERh o TE2oeRE R S F Lo

fr?ﬁu@)‘} 5 B Fr A J~S§}‘L » B 4 T "F?I_“l_fr';"éa o

Ehig
(™)

His 3 F&?é’?‘#ﬂr’m?ﬁ?h* BEBAT AR A PR T R EREET
B 4 2 5 b]4e > Walenstein (2003) 7 %2 1 47 (Software Engineering)2 4 # /i & &
3+ (Human-Computer Interface) e B & £ B3 3 #E £ 7 » BER I F 2
(vocabulary) ~ & ;% 4] (pattern catalog) ~ % & 3+ £ &~ 47 & & B ( design/analysis
repository) B AF R e ¥ b BRI {4 A A2 P > Henderson (1991)
F DARE 1 a0k s(visual representation) st 59 K3 L F .fsgf?%w LN e

GUARE T R E R B i ERERY F RAS PR

fi‘

T fRH ¢ ehg & o Henderson (1991) 1 % % CAD/CAM ik sb#7dk ik F 2 4558 e

N
oy
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‘% B (The Fixed Drawing)f= CAD/CAM 4k 53 & (Failure of CAD/CAM)3w
&@ﬂﬁﬁo

3021 R R RS CHE L
FALK R AT

frg il R ) 7 s f 2 #ERF T

Faadawddh RRE - FRIaniasEs R FE BERIFE
i

FLchmg R - LM 2 RERELAD NE BEAE PO

s R L
{E’L,—ﬁ'iﬁ”:”—\;

F iR B Nbi@fﬁd%f'ﬂ“ﬁﬁiﬁ ”EQ}L'}F{ R R R
P e e P eharah o — NI G ehi LIRS E L E

=
B, &ﬁﬁﬁ WEE T AR N
TR EEOPNE o

PEPERF

F it 5 £ 31 0t (artifact) - 47 S PRg e B e iE 2 fh s IR 1,? RN
BA-L2E5FRAERFE ol p B RS EL £ B il A7 J2 5
X p 2 Ff’fii‘“ﬁ’lz}ﬁ—%‘ o

PRI PREPI B RTAlR N Ry AL R A BB AM T
WP Glde £ el A BN iAo f § 58 R 4 2k e shinir(Boland
& Tenkasi, 1995) » F]pt » @@ h 4 25y v d - B S AR FTAEPF
FovmF AV EG R RONR A D pRLBLEA RRSF RS
Bldeo HAEE S A~ A i a5 a0 F S RpEeDEs 17 £ 0 % Nosek (2004)

AP T hE T 3 N LG R PR T U RS F N IE A S

12



t gl AT A2 ¢ - Koskinen (2005)3% % 3 — & ‘%Ffﬁ] AR R AH S

Fef @i Fes kp 2 RAER DR B X =& & (Fehp 1 S PR A § T

i)

LN r,pucfly}‘@q{@y}m‘mp BN B o BT S 2T 2 AT E R A T A e

N o P NN IR I3 g N oy P - pu— e 1) A 4 2o Z
P FT AL E A B L R KA L PR TR B L AT R

FoFRAIBATATIR DR PR AR R o HER AR g - Bk
LA KA R MR R S ST B e I IS 5 kB
EPES 0 A fErf(Metaphor)je L8 @ & £ & - f8(Tsoukas, 1991) -

- B 5 1 R84 0 4 g (the tenor) feft £ (the vehicle) "4 5
S TR N U SRR THRE R EARRRT A g RiER R A D o H i

T oAl R R A R G I H iR il AT § a2 g

P

3

EAEA DGR R EG G R P G A pIATE A F AL
(Koskinen, 2005) -

Cook and Brown (1999) #-— @341 & b inioap Baompl i TH$
(Genre) » #3n5 T | EFBF T B ER? PBFFERFE L o bldoo
% Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) #ti it 3 $g ¢ W3 B % 25 1 fefF @
e S dv DAL e @ BRI B Y ARG T R F 1 S g pmen
0% fiEARY R THJAW B | (twisting stretch) & B g kN £ 1 f7fF
A B g e BRI R R A LR T 1 R BT 0 gEd TR
VE eRwar Rrd s P 48R PRI FRRIAR B F DL
MDA e R e E 0 T THI ) 4 B R RALR g (7

gt ¢k > Briers and Chua (2001) # ¢ #revgsd e B I FERAF 2P v
5 = A 4% % Star and Griesemer (1989) e & 4~ 12 &2 25 @ TR 4 0% T R
P2 F 5 FE A 4 & (visionary object) o d R P FE G RE A DHEZNE

(legitimacy) » # 59 f 4 — ¥ 4 A 2 40 b HR ¢ v fle o Glde o § 34T SRR
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P2 B T >k id 9 7x(world best practice) |~ I Fx et &k Li(precise costing
system) ;~ T ¢ 3+ ¢ 32 (accountable management) ; % -

% 2-2F R P Ean g
T kiR : Huang & Huang, 2011

# R g 7

FaEaE R R S NS SF "Lr*p B FNT LE R
FEET ARAE PO A A GRS R Sk
7R 2 3 % (Star & Griesemer, 1989)

ERAEsc D RN - s SR E R PR T SO T Boenl (T i s

- el 2% (Star & Grlesemer, 1989)

Firad R b 2 Ed AR o At a A Feanp 30 R E E 2 MR
o 2RI R endait 14 < F (Star & Griesemer, 1989)

‘%vﬁ] g it PR e 2B R 4 2 (Huang & Huang, 2010)
wHp 2 e g A BIRA 0 3 g o & (Koskinen, 2005)

Huang and Huang (2009)#. % izt < )gkf%#aﬁﬁﬂgi}% 2 Bt o FIR
PP RO R P 2 4RE A g (the tenor) et & (the vehicle)s 54 > W EE 5
‘f“ﬁ sl o Ft o Bpdp R B AL ‘,a;véf] gif B 4 2 > i34 E_Carlile (2002,
2004) i R b E e #g AR 8 & 2 ah— 25 0 F]t > Huang and Huang (2009) #+
£ 0w 5 R 4 2 ¢ 42 Carlile (2002, 2004) = £ B R 4o 12 0 A | G 3E R
R ER RS SRR R 2 S g R R
&;é%ﬁﬁ@ﬂ%ﬁ’éﬁﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁéﬁﬁg ¢h4 7 * 5% (Nosek, 2004) ~
He M Gt aiE o 2 2 5 (Koskinen, 2005) ~ g F 4~ i+ (Briers & Chua, 2001)
2§83 (Cook & Brown, 1999) o it w g A 2 en g Eq b ¢ KR E 2 et
ATk R A ﬁﬁ%#P’A—w§%#1 L3 F TR > AAvE T B g AR
PR E ARk o FIRAFE TR PHEER S R AL £ oRE-
GRS ATFB P BRFEHREE - BN OERF 2L BR%RFLE A
it B LR s x ] A
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g p

P pE AT S fe EALE feh Polanyi (1983):n i A #fenidhs A fa - f&
H_eh kg oak(explicit knowledge) > £ - fii 1 F % 2 F ~ Bl & folcE 250 sy
dendvito ¥ - AR A E fopb(tacit knowledge) 0 A #E A E i AR 4 € 4%
Foeia - R A E e T L M TREh N ANET kg2
S ERERA SR EE S PRI AR A P Emp - A
3t endeas o Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995):& - % B it b PE arsdh > 205 P "R Aogls
g A Bhe o §FALTHM, Pk o 5 know-how Hipztn 8 P
PR AL SRR G B F kR D

B R
B4 ERCGREGE S HAIMEA TR kG o S B G Sl ¥ kp

WA AR SRR FRE SRR SRS HE LY ARE S
”;\:o

Polanyi (1983) . 5 %ris 8 5 G i3 A dgiarahenty fo § § Shurpy 8 ek
¥ Ay e P AR R hEde ] 2 g AR R P FT R G R e
Bl £ e ehaegit o SR AURER R ] F do e 3T 2 SN 5 2 Bt - Polanyi
Heis T LR R LG SRR AR @ PR B e S0 B A i A ehn
/,,\,f?_“ R
B A # gy

%4

+ s2(Cartesian);n 5 1 #8 (individual) Z_f¢ #* @ frit 3 w@ai £ 8 =

FletF 5 3 M (group) e g il FRALER 1 T pF e Pl B > B4 > Simon
(1991)3n 5“1 B ¥ £ g4 2 L BHAE? > T R e S A N

»\

BV - AR eSp R 1EFEY > ¥ - AR LA B ek
Bef 3 o XA EFH WY IR RnE F R T e sahg ¥ (organizational
learning) ~ T . g ehiegk | (organizational knowledge) r BB AR
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(organizational routines) ¥ ;X322 & > B & F B H-EMPR B E kAR a3tk
AXRAR S T P R-E B BRI D R NEMITL AR s Er T HI R
e 48 i8 (733 4 (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Krogh & Roos, 1995; Wenger, 1998;
Brown & Duguid, 1991) -

Cook and Brown (1999) 12 T H3Lp? B 48 foas s HAG oikenF oo BLE e

AR A RN T R R SE T ar g I o R H TR R i S Flt e &
BoEr g Peﬁv%lr;%gﬁﬁi‘%gzévﬁwﬂ BPREEFTRFARFIE D TR

i

oS

3%
il

BEARA TG R FPE - AR RIS 2 AL 20 3
WEH B BN R Fos e BEMATE B4 G %R £ P (war stories) >

ERHRFEP T AP R S REMTE R oA 2R - Bag L g T
W oz 2o F- BAB AR RRAKRLP P ehE - PN i
FRBGTEF G PR BAHG %TT\?“? LR R R v Bt e ag Al eha 17
e R R AR e e R T L B
Cook and Brown 74 4

Mo 5 b BT TRk N TR ek s AR oAl e TR E S S

¥ L enarEs e 8 > 58 > Cook and Brown (1999):% 2 4 27 4 < )l% VB E AR B RS
BF T oA, P&F‘fr”"—& WP ORI B AR T A B T ;E
T #oinsg pRACET UAER S R P E T R S B R e R
@ > Cook and Brown (1999):% & Frih 2. B 2 7 ac Jg Ak dg e ey P PEAERT R S9AR
B b BT CHREATRRS TR S AR T A R AT T B - R ] char
F oA B4 E g ulemanBe (B blde B A K S end B e g Y
R g N EE A IR E A P gy ei g R AN PgY o TG AR
HPEAP 0 B R W e A 2 ¥ - BT AT o
4[] 2-2 #7571 » Cook and Brown (1999) & j» *£ &2 ¢t &g ~ 1B 48 £ N

B AR B - AR BT 2 Al £ 4



E* > Fptz AT @ik o - AR A BTG b AR @
- WAL AP s 2 SRR AR BT Y 0 T AR R R IR
ke 5 - MR FA AT G 0t BTACRG A5 R R R b A R AT R

Pldr BNl (TP 3864 A B iR 3 e # R G| 7 & 5100 5 Fehd prRE

o HERHEMG AL A & TR 2 Brtie- faaaal - ¥ 2 4
LA ATE G P A DlHe T LG RIS 25 A 4 ik &R A

DREM T ST 1 B ehp A o B om SR LM ) e blde 0 HR

(genres) » &+ H_ B EE T TEK H- g o
> 18 A
2y B i
N i LR
oz

Bl 2-2 Cook and Brown =g & ok 45 )

7R kR - Cook & Brown, 1999

WAL FHh- B3 ?ﬂ’mjﬁéﬁ’ﬁﬁrr¢ﬁufrrg@JTHi

H

B AR R i o Brown and Duguid (1994)4% 348 3% &« eni® # F g A0 P R

PARm AR v ERBERBAPR LG RE T NBfE T bl TR K

N
oy

SRR AGRA P Y T SR AR Fo (A FRAR
F A W@ﬁﬁw%%’ﬂW$§%¢$ﬁﬁwﬂmﬂ%3@¢%@£#€$o

WHREN eHPE L7 I~ §ad £ 42 & (Orlikowski & Yates,
1994) > Gldhe§ & EP LB K- BILL > LR 2 £ QERSIBAF LY 1
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ﬁwgﬁﬂﬁ’?@w@%¥%kﬁﬁ%’E%vW§yﬁmﬂWﬁ

# i
pog el (frame) - Flpt e A P F R G RO E A RBIEEH R

=t

.
r—ﬁ l\/S/'

T

Mo f AT R (PR Y Dame # % A BT o

1345 Cook and Brown (1999)sr % &% » e 3 e 3¢ £ 3 745 3 chp T oo
BRSO T LY B p e AR F R R L S TR ]
BB LB PR (P B S)N B (Pldex 21 170 32
AREENAN ) BEAPL R A ANERES RF Y N4 € TS
Fla AT RS O & € F U MY AL R A 7 a5 EH
doehd fAEd R A BT AR BT AR T
EROHEA R G AR TEMOTHERT 1 §RRT BRI RO &
TR A ZEMAEG o
1% ;&,é?—*' i B # a8 4 gg(actor-based knowledge categories)

Cook and Brown(1999)z% % # — i 8 ’F'K#E*ﬁ Fibw R a0 @ T
R - BESABREL OB dor L B e A T B o T
Huang, Huang and Chang (2008)z% 5 % & ek B4 £ 22 3 dopfF > ¢ 2 D6
P e T E T Ty L AR A A 4 ety JE AT A2 18
R ARl ¢ NI AT B AT (Ao 2-3 97T ) 0 o R R
ek g A A w g

Type 1. BH/*HAg(BLA) vs. BRE/* B (LA

Type 2: A/ ' (Ha) vs. BRI/ FE(FE)

Type 3: #H4/* B () vs. ¥/ (%)

Type 4: # AR/ "E(HE40) vs. FHH/P E(H3)

Type 5: # 48/t dg(+E)vs. B/ R(BA

Type 6: 8/*tEg(BLA) VS, BRI/ *Z(Fiw)

Type 7: &8/ 'E(RE40) vs. BAY/ 7 AE(RLA
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Type 8: # 48/t Bg(+x ¥ ) vs. BHRE/PN "H($an)
Type 9: #48/p "E(REFY) vs. H R/ B (s F)

Type 10 © 2E48/p % (RE3) vs. B AB/P £ (i)

A g i’ 4 Hal
A | pogem | darew | pogep

B i (es) | GER) | k)| ()

s} %ﬁff'?g\‘
(L)

P

($ax)

Type 1

Type 6 Type 2

¢} &E‘ﬁ‘r;ﬁ\l
(%)
g
(RE3)

i

B vs., A ! R vs., BAY

! HEvs, HH
B 23 & i ﬁﬁk ke
7R KR - Huang, Huang & Chang, 2008

Carlile (2004) 2% & A% 2 o enird @ @ § s 8 (7 oriang 12 5

;Ffi_\ﬁi%j—;%ﬁ}z_;ﬁ\ﬁ“mfﬁgﬁ7?]p?} dﬂzllﬁ"/\gw Pt B pES B

* R ¥ § S e o Huang, Huang and Chang (2008)7% & @ 1 ek ch 3 i

A baf Ao apdly Mo od 0T dalde Y hl H e LS Ea o F
LRI Z AT T R ie- AR r%ﬁ%é%@mﬁﬂﬁw°%—
BRI BWERHE I F 5 - AL BWNEFROI B 5 A7 B RPN

@1¥R8 03 # > § Huang, Huang and Chang (2008) -+ &5 2 gk e s 3 12
U A FBiEF fiﬁ KPP ILE - 3 M5 J’rs g e & b= u« AT R T
FOM AW 2-4 40 o BB K S R e B e o - A

s *—kl‘ TiHEEY T IR o
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i 48

A

maore
Tacit

Individual

Individual
more

Tacit

Group

Individual

more

Tacit

3}

» %8

2l
B a3

Bl 2-4 0 R K 5 BA A A
R KR Huang, Huang & Chang, 2008

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 2 # % #§ & W W ehi|+ P A B RFF &3 &
AR Y TR @Al o d g s R e PR A e e FRE - 1R R AR T
P e @ BT i L Ag e B R AT G SR T AR ER A B IR
P LA AF R FEE A RV B I
RN EEF AR B e R B A S B

1 ¥t

w4

TRZ B I RFPLAFECHRETBRAI T LA BT Yo A
o+ R - B R R PRk e A WL 2 - T
FREFRTE P S SN URE LR L LA ac e RN R
T3 AR R B N e ak s g b s A TR 208 I 4 iR enif
2P 0w @ TP R (twisting stretch) B3R k& 4 1 ARETE A ]
FREdg e BF TR e alArin- SR LR T e AE R e E M s d YRR B
FRAC 39 LB b end S ea o Bos A i AT 4 2 4 gl g e )

b g g Wi > B pFL VO EL% P Huang, Huang and
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Chang (2008)#7#& T cn% — #8282 % = f83 B8 - B ¢ — B 4>1 4267 B Ff i
ik A AL R S Y AR T R Y - AR R A
BEE AR ASRY T TR R U B BT BT AR
g4 0 RIE - AR EW T B R e
Alavi (2000)z3 5 P "& Fvakot oF B aeai R & 52 5 2 (codified)  vakenp 2

ARRARB P AXT F A AR F 2 o BRI EAEF P RERA 5 R
M oaeahdg S e b A2 R 0 b > Huang, Huang and Chang (2008):% 7 7 e enaeiis

PRl N R P AR BARDLIRE > TR RRLEIRAR 247
FEADFRE > TR RS F R o AcR] 2-4 477 0 F - IR g A Y
BARNFRITLFA UHRIEH G B > bldo o Type 5 E0U & 0F & AR A B &2
Type 7 v Type 8 it ® I§ > @ Type 10 B £~ %12 3 5§ 5 Kk &2 Type 7 f= Type 8
AR A TR R A A B R M RIS R AR K& Fea Arodag it
PF R AR A AR AR R Y o F R U ARIT L R A PRI EAR L S
TAPRERR AR kT 2 o BV A MR AT LRI RS - R A
Y - Ak AR o TRy AR T AR A A o i
FrEAR T A blde o Type 6 Shreiag 3] 5wk S Type 104

RAPFE) o e R 2 Type 2 e 8f 4| (F RApIE) ©

fAvit g 30 E 4 Q[F*JH‘ » BT ds 4T H Tj_;‘ijt"‘}g‘ﬁ{ Mot i’FJﬁ’fJ,
@2k Mok | & £ > Huang & Huang (2009):% 2 iz #-E gt Navss | A 4 >

FO AR E B A F AEAER ara (F B e T AR

d @ L iz mF‘ AT aE ﬂ‘“fﬁiif rfr'—\fﬁchoff"ﬂu’g mv}gk
iR ;| Jlnb pl-mft" iﬂl T 5 I‘-’"‘\"g:ﬁ‘é R R & ’;m'j TLAR & IV 3 ﬁvaﬁ,%\

frz3447 % (spiral of knowledge)
Nonaka (1994)# ! enseaidd 38 % » ~ f£ 5 SECI #58 (4- @) 2-5 #7577 ) >
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o feenh RE Ao b BT LR Jg AR R e @ e SRR AR 4 T
gk S bR E > U R H s BAET 2@ % F]pt Nonaka (1994)#-4 %
REATRE R A Lo fBTRAESY  WGRP AT o

S Féf J‘r”ﬂu sF ;\5_;7 _’r‘_—-;eﬁ\‘

7
nrE
sk it (S) iy b (E)
2 R
A E <j
o B e K[
poit (D £ #(C)
—'Fr'?gk

B 2-5 gl ot
7 &R Nonaka, 1994

- ~ ¢ it (socialization) :
RPN A BT = BB R AR i AT 4o ST )
T POTE Pay i

~ “b it (externalization) :

Iy

BN R BB S Y - BB B B4R bl he - g Y B e
e " ERSFATIRD

~ & © (combination) :

Ji

BB B SV - B RO R auE A Tk e e LS

oo A A T b FE R A e bldo Je i B TR R TR A
2z ~ p it (internalization) :

ARG e AR e Y - BB R P R AR B AR D TR £

BRI D AT o
22



Nonaka (1994) st B %I % 1 3P ot i BAR A =0 e flig 4 &
fgit- R BRE = B =2 B R =ahiraAlid 0 Nonaka (1994)7% 5
EHPBFLR IR LA FREL RS RE R BRI A B
B B2 Fagdw Loy £ &HE £ (dialogue) - & B F5 = i it 53 35 K%vﬁfgfﬁg
BB B BRI A epp R Bt it S 2 R B ehS R S ERE

LR R B e S TR R U ot B R I

o
&
T

R
e

\_

é?

3
x\,

vﬁq
-gf
\fn
=
3
J
.
v

B EE RS A AR FAEF Redb R 2% FE
flig Aok o BB U F B AR R R N 1L T @Rl L v Bk
BT - BIERAAF WP I E T U AL 8 I ks T Y
KBRS 2B B A TR D ek Bk SR R
= o
33k g 4% <7248 /& (knowledge transfer and transformation processes)

Hedlund and Nonaka (1993):% 5 i 48 ~ #48 ~ 5 2 5 0 S GUE B (Bl4r g
BT S s BERFE R o g)?m ERNINE R N i N R S R E

sozga 4] - Hedlund and Nonaka (1993) 2 ¢t £ AL B 48 27 o k2 ¥ e &5 » 1 B3
i

Lo

:}%ﬂ_‘p]ﬂ;fé’lp’ilg%‘qmt‘ /\é]”\’ljlgﬂbi”’ m%ﬁixrp mﬁ*ﬁ»,i« ‘F“L

RN IROAE LS PFFLRDET 0 BB BT 3 B G

[N

*?'ﬂ;—
LH

(von Hippel,1976) ~ #5 & £ ¥ 4] #7(Freeman, 1982; Nelson, 1993) & » F]yt -5

BB AR S B2 T3 BB A =X 7oatents & o Hedlund and Nonaka (1993):n5% p & =

Sl R mA Y A AHMA 2 B S hp e Bk
R AT IAEDEFERAHE AT BNk o

Hedlund (1994) f t if i o S AR A L > 305 At 3 (a0 fg 4k B AR &Y
2 BT 3 (Kogut & Zander, 1992) » # Ip # 4] sndegb2, B gLt o i Sg4p 3 a4
Flt 3 D ARk de A2 B (40 B) 2-6 1T ) 0 WP Ao T o

- ~ # i (articulation) ¥ p it (internalization) :
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ZoE AAp e R e S R eniR B w B 3R g TR B A
e B o T @R~ AoRbeny B (expansion) £7 F Rk ey F L 4
e h ¥ e ﬁfakm:,\. EfER - L ka £F0q ﬂéa‘ﬁnﬁfrﬁ 1xE
Filoahe 1T 8+ S g FMRI LT DRA > - T‘u{ﬁ?*-l]\ e AT
ek b AR o @ N LB Eh B i e A P SR AeEk iR B A L
3 #fL % K L (reflection) - 4e ) 2-6 #77r che-E 4 Ef > Nonaka(1994):% &
$E sl F 2 & K L (reflection) iR B o
= ~ ¥~ (extension)¥= s * (appropriation) :

P~ g R R e R M Ry s B DR E A SRy
B Gl MR RE S S e B R - BFIROR L S E-
AT (T - HESE Ao A RE 5 PIEE 3 5 oA blde

GBI 1A 2P A S TR E (MR B

X ggEr o3 B4R E > G His(dialogue) o do R 2-6 FroT chd-E B o

~ B fz(assimilation) £ 745 (dissemination) :

Jit

Sof g ol A S A TR B 2 RN R A A D R Y D
4 %ﬁ“v} B B 1 kR AeAEseeanp FEaeRt A R {IAEHE KD
8 fIp 20 W2 A & AR ez oo B TR A
T 5 B Ip= ¢ RIB S AEE AR o

Hedlund (1994):% 5 & X (reflection) £ $f3& (dialogue) cs- B &2 #ic & € ¥+

FoRFH PR TR A3 e Ra L T Behg gk g
$é%$§;fﬁﬂwﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁoﬂﬁﬁiiéi%éﬂ’%ﬁf&{%%

ke FARE AT AR R A3 AT T R A



k//////i?&ﬁ<:\\\\\\\$

-2 i) A R B o %
| B < >
‘&g A
P
e RandiE. L

¥ N
F\ l K > k Zd:\'
mE @ kR e
E e 4

\\‘;’(% V

Bl 2-6 ‘s e A
7 kR - Hedlund, 1994

AU F A FRARGLERFF & FF 4 - 304 (Guzley, 1992;
Trombetta & Rogers, 1988; Welsch & Lavan, 1981; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973;
Abbey & Dickson, 1983) » iz £ F] % e f 4 £ e sk & |2 g & 5 A *
- e Aldp R R R = | $Y g < (Hellriegel & Slocum, Jr., 1974; Downey,
Hellriegel & Slocum, Jr., 1975) » @ £ § 4 PI A G 2Bl 7 5 K o g £
(Putnam & Cheney, 1985) - Dillard, Wigand and Boster (1986) % i i § 3 7 #7 %
EREAR G Plhre KA FHE R F LT A RO L o T B F 4
B ME § RN g R 0 e frE R Rt R § DG o

Roberts and O’Reilly (1974) #7 % & e 3 & i

=k

% (organizational

12 A £

communication scale) & * k§FrE€ e enEil §4 - EBEA LG B BFA > @

I

I % i (trust) ~ B2 & (influence) ~ # # £ (mobility) ~ 3 # (interaction) ~ %% |+
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(directionality) ~ i Fz{+(accuracy) ~ # % |+ (summarization) ~ 3= i (gate keeping) ~
Az §* (overload) ~ j% &, (satisfaction) ¥ 11 @ o o el € & © SR L B
tt.zg,?%héi?l FHRB P »F Y L EHT & E 4 9 R 2222’ (Roberts, Cerruti
& O’Reilly, 1976; Harrison, 1985; Adam, 1978) » F]4* > szi» & 2 £ 1 B AT 5 &
FTHE =LY e AR e s 1 TR LR BT S DR
MAEFFRELF S TRZDEDME > ¢ 354 KBRS
(participation in decision making) (Alutto & Vredenburgh, 1977; Trombetta & Rogers,
1988) ~ i ehf A2 A& (communication openness) (Rogers, 1977) 3 & i &
(information adequacy) % o ¥ ¢t » Guzley (1992)% B cridid 4 £ 4+ 3 20 B R
HEow Biew o & B4 L8 & (superior-subordinate communication) ~ 3t e T
s F ¢ & Fgdd (quality and  accuracy of downward information) ~ & F & il
(upward communication) # 4& i3 #f j (perception of reliability) - Smidts, Pruyn and
van Riel (2001) i&- # 2 * Trombetta and Rogers (1988) £ Guzley (1992) /% i
FAHG BRI e R F 4 R RS BRI BRSO HILE R 2t 0t Van
den Hooff and de Ridder (2004)~ # 91 & @ 3 M £l § 4 (08 & g » A KT o
¥ 3 7w # (horizontal information flow), = B 342 & (openness), &2 e 3 3 jin &
(vertical information flow) % %3t s+ 7 A& (reliability of information) » # 3% % )
LI A WP S = I R S ﬂf;rs’; v - R IS S IR B N
HEBELAETFROBL S I I HETAIHOREF L gk o
FEIALERET ERF F 8 A ondF & B % (Schneider, 1973
Schneider & Hall, 1972; Friedlander & Greenberg, 1971)- )4 Bock, Zmud, Kim and
Lee (2005):r# F MR F 4 € F ¥ PR [ 2 F A3 pEagdoh iy

TR R 0 M RS P AT RLE ek 2§ 4 ¢ 35 o 1t (Fairness) ~ 75 (Affiliation)

&

’f_‘i

% glAT(Innovativeness) = B & o B2 AR F 4 ARG A BG4 - 30

FrAP S B AR R B ok B o R S B AT R f £ 2
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E’.%r%‘« = 32 B enlf o bl4e > Snyder (1984) T ‘fr'j“‘% Q¥ mw’%‘r g i

o

P REEFH e e ¢ oo @ O'Reilly (1977)# O’Reilly and Roberts (1977) »
FRBHSFW G Tl P T 4 5 B RN e gt b Ali, Pascoe and
Warne (2002) i i # 4 ¢ B P samend 4 « 5 A& 4cf > A Van den
Hooff and de Ridder (2004) » # - Bfteiil § 4 €¢H ¥ 2 1w P o

WA § N Ak A fe st omkenic oo

i
frzé (rapport) AR & & - EBE Tk chi T (Gleller, Lynn & Pribble, 1987)
- BB fp MARR ~ RERARR - frid e 0 A At R ALY o i)

p 3 F B IR ehBE 4 (Weitz, Castleberry & Tanner, 1992) » & §_ 4 2 % 3 kil 2
A3 7 f%#2(Carey, Hamilton & Shanklin, 1986) -

g ¢ > Gremler and Gwinner (2000) %5 fres @ 455 B 1 & fr6 - ~ i}“{
3 0 RAE T fodB AR gt T -ch3 #-  (enjoyable interaction)fr T i 4 b

% 4 (personal connection)® 46 » i 3L 5 foid ¢ S B b g Mehig % o

Rl e ) é—fr;ﬂ é]—kﬁj'&rg = I
F ST R B blhe o ART AUEE Y FRD 5 fe

WP EA RS EEAL G A HA R FF s FAfe 2L AT
(Bernieri, 1988) > 1 2 H 4 $HIrfF € F & @ A nFH o o@ UAF Do AR R 7 WA 5y
FRE R TS % (Berg, 1989) 0 { G Bt F R H hv i
(Aburatani, 1990) ¥ *t » A {FH M hawTy + o dFenfoii R L AR LA
% 3 & ot i (Weitz, Castleberry & Tanner, 1992; Nickels, Everett & Klein, 1983;
Labahn, 1996) - i& ™ 3 4c 4 & 7 ¢ |+ (Nickels, Everett & Klein, 1983) o F i izt
v;’;ws:tzkf% MEPEEFL e R emnFl iz - F ARG AL
FRP oD FL - > 50 FEERP 2 ERE G B P

fotr A - M G AH L 0 FP T Y ;‘ﬁ‘g} 7 _'rﬁf#a, dv 1 FE



# 35 R ehit w4 (emotional positivity) ~ 4% (comfort) ~ %3 (harmony) ~ & %
(boredom) ~ 7% &, (satisfaction){- £ 2k(focus) % (Bernieri, Davis, Rosenthal & Knee,
1994) - Crook and Booth (1997) # B - B & 3 14 BHFhfrid £ 4 > FTE 7 M
77 (honest) ~ E 34 (sincere) ~ ¥ 3L /& (trustworthy) ~ g & & (compatible) ~ 57 g &
(sensitive) ~ ¥ € (likeable) % B % (caring) ¥ Ho -t *F & Z # & {1 Pl R E 2
= & > Gremler and Gwinner (2000)#-5 B frip e i & B 55 > — $F A G ABTI
% (enjoyable interaction) > & 45~ B & 3E - ¥ - & B A A 8 & (personal
connection) - ¢ 3537 BRI o

BE AR B ATEE T J*Jv PR IR e e BRA 0 L AT R ok
W3 BT LA R IEY T AR PR e o

L ERELEER SR AR AR T

]

Fx s -WhES TEG
F4 8 Teg olh > NIFELZRERIT BRBROF 5 0 3 BB L i
BOITRHE SRS A RERY FI Ry Tanf 4 0 T TIRFA o
I8 FER

Engle and Blackwell (1982)#- " 3 » 42 & | (involvement) T_s& 5 B 48 2> B
A B F R B ERfE A H - 2E et aoajp kA2 R 0 @ Barki and
Hartwick (1989): 2 i » 422 ¥ B A BT8R Ay » F P BRI 4 ~ 2 5
B Ted B 2B o B 4 4p M ez & (Barki & Hartwick, 1989) 5 # i e pra L
BRPE M ARR DL © G F B AR B AR TR Y 0 bde s I F (Leippe &
Elkin, 1987; Sherif, Kelly, Rodgers, Sarup & Tittler, 1973; Sivacek & Carno, 1982) -
7 4 (Gardner, Mitchell & Russo, 1985; Zaichowsky, 1985; Laurent & Kapferer, 1985)
feie k7 5 (Lawler & Hall, 1970) -

Zaichowsky (1985)% & - > F 20 @A hE & > * MR S8 K
F R HE B AL A £ A (Personal Involvement Inventory, PII) » B w0 g
PR A GREBARF S D BAAR P L TR bdes ILF R 7 4 0 B

28



HTrRREAEST > Gl RF B P IZAME S Dd 18 (Leippe & Elkin, 1987;
Sivacek & Carno, 1982) » @ {74 > & = I‘Jv» R R E R~ AERARE o AR

T > T

B
=1
=

P E PR G A S

R
0%

e AR 4 P A7 R IR0 F 3 (Gardner,
Mitchell & Russo, 1985; Zaichowsky, 1985; Laurent & Kapferer, 1985) -

P BRELS R A E R f I T i R AR S
A g eniE ko T &3 BB B PR b 1522 5 s (Lawler & Hall, 1970) -
BRI AR G RS S REET ki iﬁ P~ 42 & (end-user

+ 2 {8 S R B T4 (Barki &

Sk

involvement) » ig it 3% =8 (¢ * ﬁ RN
Hartwick, 1989; Ives & Olson, 1984; Tait & Vessey, 1988) > #xm » i * dﬁ P~ AR
BER T AT EARY - S LA A R - S a r TR AP R
RS E S ST DIV TR R o e T

FERBPPL-FR AL E LB 2R EFET ¢ HEPEL % (Dol
& Torkzadeh, 1991) ~ F 3t & sier»c* (Franz & Robey, 1986)% 7t i Svenz §
(Baroudi, Olson & Ives, 1986) » & % =& f #fidivenfk » 2K 8 » T f sk &
s 74 1* g% e

ﬁﬁ’i—%%@ézﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬂaﬁﬁiﬁi’ﬁikﬁ&»ﬁ1k

i

FPR PG TR Y A hp e B bl iiiél?%ﬂ’ RS NR Y
P FER AL R AT -G o TR PEiEL g b H s LGB
% 4 b blde Cegala (1981):0 5 7 — fA4k » A H T A BEE L RE & 5 7
AR AEERE BRI AIROE T o P | B PR
B i ERAEA 2 A B B MRS € F BONERERH S TR EOTR
MRS e A TR A BRI AT ER PR O BAHL T BHR
» 42 & (interaction involvement) (Cegala,1981; Cegala, Savage, Brunner, & Conrad,
1982) » Ir ¥4 ARAR G E_A WA i 4 fh- 3T 45 15(Cegala,1981) -

Cegala (1981)% & = &4 » 42 & & # (Interaction Involvement Scale, 11S) 2
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e B AL BT B~ 2R > ¢ ¥ & (responsiveness) ~ B %
(perceptiveness) = % ;i (attentiveness)= B4 g o § F A L * S 2 & kg7 H
F 3 o Bl4e > Rubin, Perse and Taylor (1988)% Perse (1990)3! * ¢t & % & Bl %
A el ~ A2 R 0 Allen (1991) ] # b B £ k] B8 A LA #
THER ) EMOA KGRI B RREE LY O RS G R FAM o
Cegala (198L)R| % s » A2 R #a B cnB AL S 5 Ha P R
RBAFE I Em § 2x S e THEHFEN F i R oA K AR R AR MR
wi* AL AR FEFw o

ARG ARG Bk LR AR o BT A [ R Al ~ R R R
R G MEE L FRAEE R T e b RA TR BB i~ 2R
B RE LR AP I o2 HAGRAT AR AT F BT BT g
FRR 0 R AL RS S A R A T MR N AR R T AR E L et B
BB T3 &3~ 42 8 | (interaction involvement) » gt b » A E B FFE & Suk 47 4
Agrie X et ~ R4 1 M3 &3 » 42 | (interaction involvement) =’ 8 4

ﬁ,\—\ ””T|‘§.r‘nLL f;]J ﬁ’»rﬁ o
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AT R S 2 A AR AT AT B A R B GPRTE E HE

i
el
N
¥
-S'"‘\a'
-
\_.
i
A
N

FrER s RENTEREFEC AL RD S FTRERUEE TR S

*#

_dvF v BE T 2 FAY A f??ijﬁ%ﬁi’é\%%jﬁsgg\@q

_‘%-

-8 =32

Fl”fr’/; cb&*%kﬁm ﬁv:}}\)\ﬁi)‘g\jg% ’ff',f 5u»€v\“}’-’r/\ﬁm4‘;ﬂ, —%-i}}?’ﬁ"‘ﬂ’f
AR 2 B RAIR o AR AT S AR B AR ST
«L‘A}“}‘?‘Aﬁl—)‘i%'ﬂ' m;r.vﬂ”&\ ,&E?{?gii‘]ﬁﬁv;ﬁgb%i& ﬁq"?ﬁ%;}}t)\ﬁi
%%ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ%%ﬂ%°ﬁﬂ@%ﬁﬁéf%Pz#ﬁﬁpﬂy‘%@31%

FoAETHREREAA S NEP F OB E RS EET AR
H

EEHF R AL R OE R S A IR F T
%L;% ﬁﬂé%&.] P\»"rﬁ”ﬁ -y B » 3] he = ?,ﬁ;;rhp ;Fb'yg;r'g_ 4p F 5? = *%é‘?‘ﬁ%&g\'ﬁéf
R h L S N N 8 A K cED ol BE R SRR It

TA~BiEZ &g < PP - Trombett and Rogers (1988) £ Guzley (1992) %=
TApMEL F A gtk g B ikl kg Mo Tl R § 8 AR g e
B~ f Y Ry o @ Bock, Zmud, Kim and Lee (2005)7% 5 3 pxehmgst A
@i%%@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁi;%rai$ﬂ“ﬂ“”@ﬁﬂ%ﬁ—~ﬁuﬁﬁbﬁ
v g FY G B F 4 2 1R R bl R R 1 RB R PA

AR 0 O BRI R i 3o R enl B ko
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Innovative
Climate

I/\f
= =
N =
i

H1-1
\ 4
H3-1 .
Systems Analyst’s Systems Analyst’s H5
Interaction 430 Intention to —>
Involvement 3 Share Knowledge |
- i
v H2
User’s H3-3 User’s H6
Interaction > Intention to >
Involvement H3-4 Share Knowledge
B T |
H1-2

Boundary Objects

H9-1

Metaphoric

Syntactic
Boundary
Objects

H7
y

Boundary
Obijects

H9-2

Semantic
Boundary
Objects

H10

H8

A 4

£

Pragmatic
Boundary
Obijects

B 317 %4
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Project
Innovativeness




& Bock, Zmud, Kim and Lee (2005) %= 3 # - is i 97 rE chie B § 4 ¢ 45
o ¢ (fairness),:# #(affiliation)fr £/ #7(innovativeness) » 4 3 & | F7chg 4 ¢ - A
P LA AR ATPRATAR NRE B AR R Y o A AA
AR i * Jﬂzmﬁ B AR o P AT T AR Y TR X Fleng 4 o
TR TIEF A o T - B F =R Wi}d‘*wﬂff'ﬁiﬁxﬁ Mg 4 0 5l
4o o> ¢ (fairness) & i #(affiliation) » ¥t @#p 37 & P Bip ] > & AFTF
AREARHE &G FIL s eniB AR R S RiEEFOARL BB § 0 AIFT
Bk prangAey GV FE T ER e g R Y Hiy it £ FRG TR
GBS A R FRARRY F T RGLT (7O Ko Flt 6 A B R
R R R FAe h AT A R R IR AR Y D h R P kgl ey
P ST AIRTERE A T UGR K AuA 45 A B HHig dﬁ* *F a0 T 0 oA 4y
PSS S B R T AT T B A RLAIRTE Ak b kA
FEER P o ks A R B R Y F 2 BARIATE 4 Mg MR F ten}
B A e T OB

Bl a2k BAOFRT IR 4§ B EF e A I WAL APN > T

AN RO RN SRR EE EFL R R R
LRI ] T - bt W heT o
B 1-1: ARSI ONFRT ARITF A E SRS F A BBl 3 AKE
FA AR ARMKARRELS T o

d
B 1-2: A RAANRT O ARF A BT FenRA L AME LM

g o Yy
AFZHEF RS ER T ORI b FE L RS A R f
IWR R T R E [Ek#fﬂ‘m'?ﬂlép AT ARE AT A R T B
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ALY N AZR ARG o ARG Ford e FIER T FATRGE DT R A BT
FrfeRftEe T3 #3 ~ 2 | (interaction involvement) s 4 » F|p 257 3
e S PTI S P SRR R E & Psd 2/ 5 o

> Jﬁ G 2R F SF ¥ 14 A B Ives and Olson (1984) 1245 422 & ¢
PFrBEFME B AR LS S AH o 45 T3 3~ (no involvement) ~ T % 5
g ~ | (symbolic involvement) ~ T % 3 A2=4% ~ | (involvement by advice) ~ " %
333 x4 endk ~ | (involvement by weak control) ~" ¥ p& 4% ~ | (involvement by
doing) % I % 3|3 4] 4k »~ (involvement by strong control) - Ives and Olson (1984)

v

p:u:‘»%\)‘%i}ifi\rg Li:B :J\'I4mF1 F% f wum? J;‘b r}{rg I I«b IFBA FW = %‘&‘;’E’?\ =1 E

N

-k

RBRDA P &I PHArI R R FARLRY F o BPFOR N REFNERE
DERE G A RARR SR F AP TR AL f o * 2 AT S
BFHARRE VAo a P HN RS HBE) 2 S K BA AR
Gl F 3 FEARY CFAR S B E P T T B R
FRFRT DT I RP O ARR o AT BB AT R DT G
B2 A ARAPORAT » WA A RAI RO RRERT FehI B
CRRBEEEAPM > YRS A NI RR O BRARF P &Y 0T
B ERS AER
THFRKARRL L AL
Bt SRR AT A R B R HhT B e 5 Bk A T
SRR THEr G TRRRIL R FTREDTHRAFTR £ 0E

N e AR AT R L E o T RS A R R K

~c.

4 i & 4 (interpersonal communlcatlon)i* XL AT EAA YN E R T R T

FoIBNED SR F QR AW P RO IRE B o i
FoRAF A al AR DR B IR R EFRARE

Ay 4 2% 5 B (Cegala, 1981; Cegala, Savage, Brunner & Conrad, 1982 ) » %2 dﬁm
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NIRRT AR AR TR AT e i 4 AR TR RS R
AR R e A REL s AP TR T OBGR
B 3-1:  GARAFERT o AR A R hT B~ R L A A
RenrB o 3 AL APM » T ARSI A R eI ARR AR BF >
ABRAT AR s 3 LRES AR
B 3-2: BARAKPRRT > ARAARPIHRBARLR T F chiv
FLLAHIEARN T AR RPIRRRBFE O RY
AR A 3 LARA AR o
B 3-3: RARAHORERT »RY FhI SR RRE LT AR chiv
BATAMERARMN > TRT F T BRRARF o J A AR
AT A 3 LR AR e

B34 AJKRAWONRT (RFTFNIFRORALRT Fehrplb i

ABZEARM Tt ? X T BRARB B 7 ¥ A 34
B4 ARR
RIAFF BT AR

22

[F;L‘}'&Pé a]&_? ‘E’ l‘“ ;’: iffﬁlm;}}\)‘ﬁi& Fﬁmfﬁp '?‘E‘ q_Z'ﬁ;PE.

FoLE AT

JBARR Y S AU TR B A o S8 o A2 R - White
and Ruh (1973)# 1 i 1 eh3k » 2 & (employee involvement) 7 % A&t g v it #732
ForrRiesgs LR 1R A SFF 2 - - Shaduretal. (1999)~ #
FREI P 2R Z 5 XD = BFF B TR % g (participation in
decision making) ~ [ Fj (teamwork) £z ;& if (communications) > &= B Fl& 2 7
TR AT orFE S T IS 2R | L o FI A TR DT B
B -1 iR FHPERT O AIMFIEIRAFARTIBHR OBERL
RARRE > TRIATHF FAXB R ARLSHA BRI HE A BARTE o
Bid-2: R ASRAIAFRTOARTFAERT FOTIER BRI LM
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TAIRTH # ARFFF > JABMAHT A B eI B RRARF o
S W VR4
W R ehpr 4 &% E.d Star and Griesemer (1989) #74% 1 » i P 4}
PEF&E R R g A g (Briers & Chua, 2001; Carlile, 2002; Nosek,

2004; Carlile, 2004; Koskinen, 2005; Huang & Huang, 2009)- % 7 % = % f e1p &>

»

Tk

3

KPR AT RS RSB R R R P R AR B
REAI-N

g
)
oW
Ha

£ 80 flid DA TR S TR S d s

0

=)
i

=

N
E?
T
>3

e

\

7
PR AT RERT RS A RAR KRBT T Sl R
LZF\?'

25 : SR RE SR TR s ilF A W ) I

=y

Yo

i\
y
=

N B (intention)#. o 3% 5 en @ ¥ OB N AT B ige o
*RFFAREE R % F L T & M % h4_TRA (theory of reasoned action) ~ TPB
(theory of planned behavior) ~ DTPB (decomposed TPB)4{- TAM (technology
acceptance mode) £ 1% » @ FrA F LB A AEA R P BT LY RS F
1 77 (Kwok & Gao, 2005; The & Yong, 2011; Wu & Sukoco, 2010) - &4, Kuo and
Young(2008) s79F= § % A1 v K i@ A 3 LA § E BB R PR F s
FITL o ATEIRE b g AR Y o RSt A R R H NS A g
%ﬁd AP ELIBL T NFTLE 0 F o B PR A R LA R RER P
eI A PR E s AT R T OEGR

B 5 R h A TR T 0 A S 4 R e 3 LR L R e

T

ERARM O TARMA BB A R AERRE LR
PEARER S ARG o

B 6 A A RAFARRT R X Bl L ANE L FSRF A
REZIRM > TR® Fehoph 3 LRRARF AR S ¢ R
R+ ARE o
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RE A ?/,?c%' W R e sy A7 Huang and Huang
(2009) e 5gif o 2 o up > THFFAERLE CFALOERS L FaraER
#P‘g¢m§ﬂ#P FIP R S friEi 6 7 B - Hat i hoT
B 5-1: AARAFIEET > ARAFA BB AT A EREEaE R

PEANRAERE DA T RS R i@ s 3 LAEARR
B R FR R R S ARF o
B 520 BARAART o AR R A 3 AR F LR
FEANRAERE TN T RS AR s 3 AR
FROERPF A RPERL RF -
BH5-3: AAHRARE T ARSFA R heBALI A ER Y RE R
FEONRAAREI TP > T ARSI A R i RA T LA
Fig R AR S RF
B 5-41 B ARAFOERT 0 LSS A R s 3 LRE R il R
PRI RBERETAM T A ST X R A R L EARR B
g T ARER S AR o
B 6-10 A ARAHNRT R s I AREFEE PR
RAZREZARM » TR ? Fenie@h 3 AR FE o R
Pt DBER S AXF o
B 6-2: &ARLSFHERT Y Fwp Ll AMEFLAER o
RARRETEAAM > TR FohoBo 3 LRI F FLOER
PN ER S ARE o
B 6-3: A ARAIHNRT R F s I AR BOER e
NRAZREEAPM > TR T F i A 3 LRARR B R i R
Pt MBAER S AXF o
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B 6-4:  EARAOERT 0 R F Fenapa 3 LHEEGE R F o
NRAZR L EAPM > TR T K il AR pF 0 R R
FENRER S ARF o

E W RFE2 Fey ih

1395 Carlile (2002, 2004) #7333 R 4~ 2 2 oo ol 5 0 SR 5 3502

GRB R EF R R R o R S R e R U 3T e R

FRTRE R e i R d o B G i R L kA F R

i e B A - B K RIEF A R GRgt Bl 2-1 g

FREF R EOERR) 0 AFE R R Y FRIGE RO 0 R

JpaE = £ gk (common lexicon) 5 fdE & endvaki@ B ¢ B & RGE Rt enfE;

fih\/» JBiE 2 £ Feng & (common meanings) ; A f irenivakig B¢ E & RLE A

e gk fj-*uJ- JRiE = 2 e end| £ (common interests) o Carlile (2002, 2004):% % &

AR A R ook BaEmisAs @ foa o g o b b o Carlile (2002,

2004)+ I T K ehari B R B G Het b K Ao B ey o plde 3R eh

TR FRAFIERAOER A R AF LR E R E 2 K DR
oAV ERY AR HGELIFORERER P2 LTS B b iben

s T Flt g I G
BT 2 ma 8T > FROFRF 2 NRBRAFLOERF IR
RRETAMN TEEOFERFEIRERAZF O FL TGRS 2D
AR Y BF o
B8 A RA AT  FALAERF ENRBRARBOFERFE AR
RETAM TELOERFEIRARARIF FRERFED
AR X3

Kimble, Grenier and Goglio-Primard (2010):% % v‘)l%c‘ A I e R e it

Fo& AT 1 (mechanical) © £v 7 F S & K2 BanflT PR A L P RO

-



U] TR Na s BT EaEAe Y g S f R i R P 2 iR
ﬁv@ﬂ%fig?i&{%pﬁﬁqg;}%ﬁ T A e B gn i Rt o
Koskinen (2005)+ # x| "+ i B 4 = £ § & 5 4 b 048 41 (coordinating
mechanism) » it 53 3% fAv@a B AR Y rA 2 7 R LS 2 F R 0 B
PR E e RS g AT e AT RN T BGR

B G-l B ARSWONRT R OER S S ARER A FR PR

T

RALREDARM > TR g R 2 ARARRARE B 3F 5k g

Bt NMATR 5 ARF o

B O-20 L ARAIANAT G ORR S ARBREF LGN
NRAZR L EAPM > TR E R R ARAERARF P F R P
B RATR S ARR o

B O-3: A ARSWORRT EGOB R SRR SR B T

T-\'..

VIRATR R AP BE ""‘gpé’mx,%f#'* NRAZRARE PF 0 R I3 ouf
Bt NRABRS AR o
BRPFEEERLE

Huang and Huang (2009):% 5 7 F & vh &gt p SE e Bt 4 12 300 S 4 i&

\\?{y

BER DT JR T2 LA AR 2 B AR 0 AP SERENER D R A
M B R o FIE o RRETEE Y T BRGNLBER P B e a

{7 rreni®i K5 PR e 555 el & 1 B (Koskinen, 2005) -

I

Huang and Huang(2009) fr p¥» dp e S lsi% e # 2 HIR iR T 4 * i
FHROERFE UG F R L ABRNE TR RN EN B UFERT FHFRET
B 4 Sonintp B pes e 00 00 pLBE 2 A7 3 T(Star & Griesemer,
1989; Henderson, 1991; Briers & Chua, 2001; Carlile, 2002; Yakura, 2002; Carlile,

v 4 o=

2004; Nosek, 2004; Koskinen, 2005; Puri, 2007) » F]g » 28 7385 &7 3 % 5Ll

BERAEASTHFR T F L AA AR AT REERE R PER P
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*f—%

L P EER f i
A SR TS L

B AT T OERGR

AL FEVERS S EEET AN

é‘ii*

FER el
Pl )

She
_.\‘\

Sl e F R RF b B AR AN @

B 10: iRt HaoFRT ERFEHIRERBLRAL T M T
BRFERS AR PRFEFEL Y € BRIRS PR
d > AF 3 % Huang and Huang (2009)%+:8 4~ i e 8 » 3 2 and

Frde i~ FRAERFE A R A2 2 E GG Ry Ft o B 10

Tt HhuE i hoT o

B 10-1: A RA R T FRri R Pt BARARLEELIALELD
M TFEAERF LS A RS NR RFLFEERY
B IR

B 10-2: A fRAPFPRRT  FRAOERFEIRERAERLILED
M rFRERF LGS LSRR RFL L ERRY
R RIR

B 10-3: A iBAHPERT I RERF RO RBRELEE4ILED
M TRIBFRF LGS A
BB IR

B 10-4 &k RAFPERT RGP RS G RER AL AL E D

‘:.v.r

BA ik B 1§ B
AR o 9!?‘%"4,’]?3’1&%#@@ RN N AR L b - g RB R
R RIR

P UF R BR AT R RS B AT MR B ] AT R
¥ L

N BIRA LR EER R AT BG4 WAcR] 3-2 2B 3-3 f7om o
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H5-1 B Syntactic H10-1
H1-1 Boundary
H9-1 Objects
Systems Analyst’s Metaphoric H10-4
Interaction H3-1 Boundary | H7
H4-1; Involvement \ v H5-4 Objects | 4 l v
Innovative Systems Analyst’s N\ > Semantic Project
. ) H10-2 .
Climate H2 Intention to H5-3 H9-2 Boundary Innovativeness
A\ 4 .
Share Knowledge > Objects
User’s §
Interaction H3-3 :
H8
Involvement H9-3
» Pragmatic
HS-3 Boundary H10-3
Obijects

B 32 % ECE - 218)
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H4-1;

Innovative
Climate

Systems Analyst’s
Interaction
Involvement

H6-1

H2

A 4

User’s
Interaction
Involvement

User’s Intention
to Share Knowledge

H6-4

A 4

H9-1

H6-2

\ 4

Metaphoric
Boundary
Obijects

Syntactic
Boundary
Objects

H10-1

H10-4

i

R

v

H7

y

H9-2

H1-2

A

H6-3

\ 4

H9-3

Semantic
Boundary

H10-2

l \ 4

Obijects

H8

Bl 3-3 73 (%= 3%4)
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Pragmatic
Boundary
Obijects

H10-3

Project
Innovativeness




$Z 8 BT HREFTL

R AN E R LSt AR L S R
TRYFE ARSI A T R AR LR T AR R F
G AT AR i 3 R BES AT PR nirR 2 N Tt E b N 1 ek
BAGEI NAL AT NI EF A T HEERE BRSO L ZE
LEr BRE AN FHELAHF LG onlis BB EFFE ae R R
& end AR R R AR 2 }*Lm TEFERE M B ORER > NITL A 0
Foobw B E o WP T o
(= )A1#7% 4 (Innovative Climate, IC)

Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee (2005)#% ! = % SEGAEYEREA I EN L
Ao 4 ood kPR e By 4 ¢ 5= BiEe 0 4 B 5 o T (faimess) ~ 5
¥ (affiliation){= £] #7(innovativeness) » H ¢ =T f4p2=8 F 1 L enis 4 LT £
o P w o | BRI R 0 A AIRTR] g A AT AT R 2
F2eanfdod HAFT B IBFR IO ks T A R '%zr:‘i'%z RN
Foo X T A b enfER g AR - MG E N RN ¥ RE T e
s AT B AR R e ALE AR T A R T AR PRk At e

R I ST R L P IR RS AL

-

Fl AT R R ARG S
7 R Q)FI2H B (7) © £137F 4 (Innovativeness Climate, IC) ¥ & 4858 4c ™ -

2‘\ 31%7‘%, ljﬁjﬁ;@j

S5 158

ICO1 oAV AT R
He/She encouraged suggesting ideas for new opportunities.

1C02 Hripgdh- BRF IV AEE E00
He/She put much value on tasking even if that turns out to be a failure.

IC03  #f° 2L P45 P % e > 2
He/She encouraged finding new methods to perform a task.
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(= )3 &3 » 42 & (Interaction Involement, 11)

2 3 % Cegala (1981) 1% E e 3 # & » 42 & £ % (Interaction
Involvement Scale, 1IS) ™ #r& B4 A A B3 B PF TR » 2R > ¢ E v R
(responsiveness) ~ k& < (perceptiveness) # % ;i (attentiveness) = 1+t ° B < 353
FrEF-SCRELAFEE HFERICAARRAOINAETRFRQO) -
(Responsiveness, RE) -~ g < (Perceptiveness, PE) %2 % ;i (attentiveness, AT) % = B 3
*}?ﬁ; BI8 oitdeT ol
1. w J&(Responsiveness, RE)# & 427 4o 4 3-2 #77] - # ¢ % 7 AT06 % it » R 3

b Hot s BAEIRIDLF w BIE L

% 3-2 v R edEIE

KL 237
REO1 R A g RGP, FiEES T ﬁ‘m:}d-ﬂ]g’g; o

Often in conversations I’m not sure what to say, | can’t seem to find the
appropriate lines.

RE02 A xzk?, A2 X FREpe ol A gdFp e thdd o
Often in conversations I’m not sure what my role is, I’m not sure how I’'m
expected to relate to him/her.

REO03 B AP EERAAN Y AR AE (G L - BHFE,
SAR - B, R R R T .
Often during conversations | feel like | know what should be said, like
accepting a compliment, or asking a question, but I hesitate to do so.

RE04 kY, AV E T ERRB RIS D G R -
Often | feel withdrawn or distant during conversations.

REO5 2k pE A ‘“’F HE S ol B R KA zii@pef@«f@;o
Often in conversations 1’m not sure what his/her needs are until it is too
late to respond appropriately.

RE06 B ARG PR FIARGFESERARE S ZRAR -
| feel confident during my conversations, | am sure of what to say and do.

REO7 R ghpd, 24 7L (AR, AT A GH 2 afkin? 2 S FEAmd
Often | feel sort of “unplugged” during conversations, I am uncertain of
my role, his/her motives, and what is happening.

REO8 eI Gl S GO IS e N SEL SR U € B
Often durlng my conversation | can’t think of what to say, | just don’t
react quickly enough.
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2. R = (Perceptiveness, PE)t & 4238 4r2 3-3 #7or » # ¢ PEQL &2 PEO4 & & = B

>

J8
% 3-3 R X eI

S5 sl

PEOL A ABEapFig A F ¥R g LI H > AL R -
Suggests new ways to achieve goals or objectives.

PEO2 i ElEARY AN FAZRETHEH Y TEY BT Lo
Sometimes during conversations I’m not sure what he/she really means or
intends by certain comments.

PEO3  Akiaprig, A v a2 pme 2R NES i L o
In my conversations | often do not accurately perceive his/her intentions
or motivations.

PEO4 ke, ARY R REIHE S hr RATEAFT O G M-

In conversations | am very perceptive to the meaning of my partner’s
behavior in relation to myself and the situation.

3. % ii(attentiveness, AT)Hr o 27 4-2 3-4 #75] » # ¢ ATOL -~ ATO3 2 ATO5 &

Ko BIE L
% 3-4 B i enggon

o sl

AT01 AR LA e g pkind o
My mind wanders during conversations and | often miss parts of what is
going on.

ATO02 FALBREFE AT TIAH S PF R
| am very observant of his/her reactions while I’m speaking.

ATO3 AWM T R iFMaiRNRE AN AR CEPFFT R RIET 2 L
Often in conversations | will pretend to be listening, when in fact | was
thinking of something else.

AT04 Ak AR PR A o
| carefully observe how the other is responding to me during a
conversation.

ATOS A A pF g4k w - EEF L dp,m AR R R XA P
Often | feel preoccupied in my conversations and do not pay complete
attention to him/her

AT06 B A G R I E T Rk FFR

During conversations | listen carefully to him/her and obtain as much.
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(= )74 % eng Fg (Intention to share knowledge, INT)

*F 7 #* Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee (2005)#7#& ! chivis o % & B 1R
BFEEeps LT LA S R BAR) 8 P BeQ BADE) - K B
HAHE* P CRELAFE > HEFACY 2R AOF2F RO -

1. & % ¢k kg aosch g FF (Intention to share explicit knowledge, IE) & 425 :

% 354 % ¢ g ArEhend, BE crAL T

S5 LR

IEO1 ‘I\'iF'#}Et'F"&A\A”H‘ ‘_%‘J‘,f_xﬁ‘ F%‘I‘Bémv =4 ‘fc’?‘}
| shared my work reports and official documents with him/her.

IEO2 A A BELF AL S AR Y BN TR o
I always provided my manuals, methodologies and models for him/her.

2. & 3 gt in g BR (Intention to share tacit knowledge, IT) 4 & 4258

% 3-6 4 3 N AR R BT

HBh 3LF

ITO1 AR EH S A3 (F L g foioss o
| intend to share my experience or know-how from work with him/her.

ITO2 FHPFREFARHEIREE- HFTRDORF -
| provided my know-where or know-whom at the request of him/her.

ITO3 G A PG ke N B 0 Ak L ek o
| tried to share my expertise from my education or tralning with him/her
in a more effective way.

(= )i B # ¢ (Boundary Objects, BO)

ARD R JEE A TR Y T G AR B 4 2 A
SESEE TSRS L S SR F LR TR o

MR R o R R KA T A R AR RIEhI B AT o STELR T
SRR 2 NIARRE R MO AR R c AR SRR 2 CRE A
o HBERACN 2 R RADI 2N P R(7) 0~ B &7 LRIk o e
B e AR AR o
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% 37 LA R 2 ehE R b

Rk ol
FRog ki ASPERRTEEL  ASRE RS (F REATEY

(Syntactic BO) Q&A Xk ~Frea % ~H P %« NEH S BEEAE
A &P & Al Excel 84 - "R A FTHRELASERF L

22

FRAOER P mppd FH LA HE AP E R fEATHE

(Semantic BO) HEE TR HEAK a@;‘mﬁﬂmmgm‘ga?
i ~Ep1iTERE A RELE SRR L s AwmE R
;\\:’:E}v'F\y'&ﬁ_ﬁf‘ﬁiﬁij%ﬁ:%\%q—ﬁv#\,g)i;%,m s
i ad 8DLE 1B HEE

I R E AR T KRB AE B LB AT

(Pragmatic BO) Wodt ~ B KR ﬁfﬂ F’“;éﬁ]’]‘ %mpﬁ;‘ g 2Lk
TR T el ki G e POS ks E

r%rgf]ﬁwjgm%fi BE R H T g ~TRE AR R
(Metaphoric BO)

1. %% eng B + i (Syntactic boundary objects, SYBO)z_ 487 :

F. 3-8F e h b Eengiag

3B 3578

SYBOl Atz ¢ Gafrl 27T e 448 72 3 & = § 8P T

nb;a'\_y()ﬁ* ‘E"i‘}o

SYBO2 fprikifed ¥ SARfIII LT HL >3 F& L SR ’;sz PR

J’(;El_ﬁ*—;—‘ T o

SYBO3 trzrikifAzs & S I & ARE - bldc? A S HBELE > 2 F
'ﬁ J‘ ,’7&/‘}:‘]’} ; ‘“ﬁnéﬁ/ﬁ’y‘fiﬁﬁ;ﬁ T% o

SYBO4 teprzhiAz? ¥ SHRMIIMG TR ALPTHEE A FE X FHP
AL ;ﬁﬂﬂiﬁ"_ﬁ*ﬁ e o
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2. # & o B # 2 (Semantic boundary objects, SEBO)z_ 483 :

4 39F R R 2 engisg

SEBOL By i@t s § R RfSIE bk M bl AR E 2

SEBO2 fy Ay § QMM 1 (FifzehF tid s ¥ g~ 1
Eer g enF A o

SEBO3 A iliffEY X+ F g A BFE* Ry 1 B2 32 KR4 -

3. F ixeid B i (Pragmatic boundary objects, PRBO)z_ 4278 :

Fo 3-10 F i3 B o 1 easg

koL A8

PRBO1 #3*iliBAz? & a3k W ~ B3 W~ 503~ %S ¥ 4
2 kg ehBl 4 o

PRBO2 fiz+zk B4z ¢ # Siff B F 0 4 Sodh €3t il endk 1% o

PRBO3 %34z~ %;wfg L 2 TeAp M en & AERE A 2 e ST R T o

PRBO4 i34 7 § S8 fF DR G ha (F4RH] o

PRBO5 fi*3diE42 7 % FEREY A N Esa T4 o

4, ‘,‘%Wﬁ] g fi 4 i (Metaphoric boundary objects, MEBO)z_ %& 7% :

ISV U R )

S5 578

MEBO1 T OFTes A ﬁew‘—i')%—*zgwé%vfy}nn;l rzpébj\g,;w,ﬁ‘;“

MEBO2 HiAEY S EERE DR b WA S -

MEBO4 TORIES AT R, X X W LR A S g b R aFdE TR 2 ) R o

by

MEBOS %7+ § Jeil & =TTy
,L
L_

MEBO5 2k AR P ’%’*'ﬂ‘ﬁ SHRINER NP L A prendk ] kB
P IER AR o

(7 )& % £ (Project Innovativeness, Pl)
B - BT H ok kAR ED Sk RIRE L TEID AN T

LEFTAL 0 GRS HELE N R "f 1 FHwenl (TR &y it l—'t"*‘"% & Kven SWOT
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drzoch s B RS PTIFE AT B oL 2 s 2 32 % SLTR B Bl (context
diagram) ~ ¥ i i% 7| ;% (event lists) ~ & ®l(drawing) ~ F #1374 (data glossary) ~ i

#2 B8] (flow chart) ~ &2 4z it (procedure description)(Hoffer, George & Valacich, 2007)

A5
= o

= é}f& 3 h S 0 < § HE® 23 Nidumonlu (1995) ¢
Henderson and Lee (1992) # 3 3 & i %k B 4 enii»c & 4 o Nidumonlu (1995)#%
e % & 4 2k ¢ 342 B 4 2% (process performance) ¥2 2 5 4 % (product
performance) » % i £ % F R FiEARY PEF EIEE S MpIadER o B F
P33 T30k St A B ePiE 15 5 2o @ Henderson and Lee (1992) 715 = B -5 72
Tk Bendg pio A s G ose S (efficiency) ~ sx * (effectiveness) 2 p# 42 (Timeliness)

B mFFLAafFeEbkmpifdl ot AL e dgd 0 n s 7 e

AT P AR HE b AT KBS g d A 20
FEBHE T 7 €3 RFDT M G A7 ERERNTE > Flpb L i g S
R AP R o d WA Y g iR B hd
Do WMEFTOBE LR EF L AT R R EERF IR P o T AR A

Nk Ant Gl AT A S ARE £ & 0 A Zhou (2001)5FE § 1 4]

N

DB Lo IR AR T AR A AT B R AR 0 R 2
7 13 BRIE > ARy :}@% Lz BaiE s~ TErFdwd i A
ErR RN AR T RPRLIFREF IR TR ame TR
FEFDATOLATHR , F > T ERT 10 BAE o 2R DR BRI HT F B

RREAGE  BFERACEY 2 R AQ)INEY R RL(T) - & % £IFT (Project

innovativeness, Pl)H & AZ35 4o®
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% 312 & % 37400

B 3%

PI01 BRFLJENITEE NP EED Do
He/she suggests new ways to achieve goals or objectives.

P102 TR R AT P PR A st L ok o
He/she comes up with new and practical ideas to improve performance.

PIO3 iz (3R 45 FIRTEPE ~ AR~ PR A B o
He/she searches out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or
product ideas.

P104 TR L ERAT FE R S o
He/she suggests new ways to increase quality.

PIOS 4R+ L0 LI L L PR -

He/she is a good source of creative ideas.

P|06 I)véj;’*] } F]}ixﬁ
He/She is not afraid to take risks.

PIO7 2 p4R4 BR 41 iF Lt eaf]F o
He/she exhibits creativity on the job when given the opportunity to.

P108 TP AR R AR ) R AT iR 2 o
He/she comes up with creative solutions to problems.

PI109 CERP e L LI = ERBE R E R S
He/she has a fresh approach to problems.

P110 AR A FJ N T AT 3 SV
He/she suggests new ways of performing work tasks.

)

-3;%

ey =3
AEAE TR AR TRLE R
(-)FL#sEEm R
AEIALNIEHEIRAN A BRRZFAFR A2 84 L3 B
FLo B PE R LR TFER AR E I PRt R 2 P
AA AR Ed DR EFERE AR T LAFR ARG a2 f Ao
BERIFL - AFTRLBEEL LUHBE A7 4 f b d ’%’) @i & h
SEsad DA TRRG A &R AT A e i o

s A AFRDBELFD > CRIFFT RSN S E AR T F
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Y E S ARSI B RSN ERE AR F A G s e
B LR H A EL A F - BRLAR Y R P ERERBE LS 0 LD -
AR RE -

AT D BARF ARSI A R b s EHB R R s B S

IR % it

za

i7 % F452~(requirement elicitation)r % Ji& 4% (requirement transformation)
@ & & fL 7 4% fi(requirement modeling) - % & ¢PE Bh1 IF LB * K g
o BRAART NEY S22 ¢ AR Y 2 (documentation) ~ B %

(observation) ~ 3+ 3% (interview) ~ £ % (Questionnaire) ~ B ¢ 3¢ # (discussion) % 5 &

R 3 (Joint Application Development, JAD) % » & {8 F %3 & * L 5 = & L&
(well-defined)en1 & ~ @] & 3F 3 #dpje f enFalse mtrr 2 £ Lk > 79 &

BRSO ARAPTERI R EARFLE- i Bl F RER LSRR
A Z s & 5k STk 3 Bl (context diagram) ~ ¥ i 51 5% (event lists) ~ £ 8]
(drawing) ~ 3 #L 3 4 (data glossary) ~ /i 428 (flow chart) ~ 32 4z it (procedure
description) % (Hoffer, George & Valacich, 2007) »

POBRBR ARSI R T ORI fo AT R D F - HE A RF L
AITARDES LA RBEFTRAMREEZRORRRLEET LPH 0

MEFIREEHFBP LD T FAEE I AL ER AL AL LT &

R Bldo pRB - Rg S BRAMF TR ARSI 0T AR R L
VR EERR L A e E AT 0o

BTN RER PR RRL G RS R PATR FREE
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F-FA AP ACEHI- P ARSI L LR I LHPTH LR
e g RE R R SRR A0 R ER TR S R fepii vt

AR B R R AT R R A Gl IR B W

i
T
{

?f}:ﬂ;v SURARE) > RSB AR E > AEH R 2180 T AR ITRE gdr’bw
Lpoup iatrizieis TE %47 378 (%45 (codification) o I
B ZRier ANAFEL 2B AFETHEF A PENREE - L LE A
iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%<ﬁ’F—@ﬂwi$%”%W4Tﬂigiiﬁim%%’*Jﬁﬁi
B b bl  TRIRTF A T IR R 8 T aRs 3 LR
ERBOonE L I N R - B R P AT BT TR X D e gE R
Poit NI AFEA o FIPL o R L it % L 2 BILAE 4 22 264 2 4 a4
AR EHL P H AR 264 LR F OB RE AT A | G 4 R e
ek s FTIR L M LB AT R B R P A RT3 ol o

4ol 3-1 47 0 AP R EAR R b er i R en R R TR
FI& TR

R FT G M4k SPSS 17.0 4522 AMOS 18.0 45 8 i 7 4p B 7 i %A 47

W

AYEE e FEMLBEERT AR AT - SR T L ERA Y LS

4

2 ARHGS AT 0 T RSP LA R i R
— ~ 4t ¥zt (Descriptive Statistics)
FI* HE DR EFREEATHEOLEAN 7 D EHRATRER -
=~ di i, st (Inferential Analysis)
1. 4p B ~ 47 (Pearson Correlation Analysis)
AFTF B Pearson 4p M BRIt R BT p M ARR > AR H A
ESEERT S e
2. =¥ & t & 2 (Paired samples t-tests)
SEHEAM R KT REEA LS BPRBEDT O EE 5 LR A
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(SRS S - R T U SIE O SR ENRS N S

i RN IS S I R R
1 #2455 4 47 (Structural Equation Model, SEM)
BRI AAFER ﬁp‘m\ 7 (Regression Analysis) £ i& w 4 7 (Path Analysis)

S A A G PSS 0 v @ 3 Rl #05C (Measurement Model) £ % i HC5

(Structure Model)e & 7= 3 #-i¢ * éfi&" PR A L) gt fi&ﬁfw 2_fieif B oo
B ARG o R AR SR L BT T R k- R F AT *’ﬁ .
FLERECR S Bz B enB Son % 2 N e B o AFT g % AMOS 0 ¥ e

IS S AN N Tl A g R
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Frd FRA

ARFREATLNAAFTEEAR E v e 2 Py AT TR,
AR TSRS UEP 2 dH e g AR ER B rjrapiR i 2 KA A AT
o BRFAPELSELARRE R ORR > RSHFF AL FRLPER
o8 FEv Ve RilcTRAN

PUTE S BIEPR E w o a ke R A A A TR A 4 o
(- )F Ewigkiw

AEFTOFRE v s BT 528 L A B kg 2 BFLA 264 L84 oh
gIBAITARR S 0 2 264 LEFLPHATERDORY FH L K2 264
AT g TR A FAATE e B R E W R R T R
FlO9FERS-FH3 e Brraxtu g 168 (raas # 54k 100 § & & %
- SRS Briaiwk 106 ArEh T B e o $OTR BRI 2 F R 234
Fe gt /%5%\'*"@%&,—»& R E O FERES A LR R X i 2 B
Fo B2 LA M 3 T R KR B T een
ek Tt fooath A L3 258 AT I B s wcF FiE 97.7% -
(C)HE A ATHRA

RET G A4 258 ook A AR F TR 0 B0 T 157 4o ik
61% > 45 101 & > 2 39% > i PenE s s 21 3 22 4% 0 F AV EAR LA
MU FRPH AT F NI AT o Fehs 4258 G oonenE R4
WA > THL 146 &0 i 57% 0112 L A& (E43% 0 TimEEE G 42 B
Ho oo g 219%(54 )% - i d 0 36%(92 &) 5 = B 0 43%(112 L) h FiEE
FHE - FE i AFTORALHIRTBIGOFE  LHELET A REE

SeeC oL e R (BT Sl R S AR B SR
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Fo8% PIRARTELMN
A F 3 kyx Anderson £ Gerbing (1988, 1991)¢ru 3k » #30  f ok eff & 45
* jp| & HC5% (measurement model) $2 & - H5S (structure model) & £ £ 7 54 A
Bo ¢RI 3 & LR S L RS O R SOCRE FRER FIF 41T
SRR R AR SRR R -
(- VRRILFE A 5
1. 58P Aph & 47
BRI S 5 0 AT F A SR PR TP AW 4 1 (item-total
correlation test) » #- T i3 & F3f P ALAR B | P 0.4 SRR S R o g 2
Jd ehis R d AT E SR EA S S BA RN EE R AR R

R FRE S hAa A R OR SR el e i R A B A RARR s o A

-

RGeS ST AP EV RS RN L

e

ARG A G RJZ 0 F 0 AT A A EFER ST RS G 0 £ 258 &
1 & 7R (N=258) i 7 A 47 -

b REF T - BiER TR ERARL 0 B A B RE P FR 2585
GBATIRA G L ERHRL G B IO BRE S ko F P AT T #A 2k feh &
BRI o s T L BRITIE P ARK AT

AELRSAST AR E R R B2 B FETFR N R AR sl
# (codification table) ¥ & 6 B 5 T AL R4 A 414 4-2 8 4 43 2P T3
PR AR G P PFARA Y BRI L e N DELS Y T g R
- 1 B 7 T todc(mean) ~ {5 # X (standard deviation) ~ i I 3 P4k Ap BE B

(item-total values) 2 %1% f = & (loadings)
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241 v Ep X2 38 P ApRE & 47

$& B en

R® 3F T 3ok wEL mpapM FEiIFE
Innovative climate (IC_U)

ICo1 5.43 1.111 572 7697
1C02 4.88 1.234 391

1C03 5.19 1.262 555 7497
Intention to share explicit knowledge (IE_U)

IEOL 5.65 1.224 631 7747
IE02 5.57 1.155 631 814
Intention to share tacit knowledge (IT_U)

ITO1 5.89 1.211 721 8107
ITO2 5.58 1.328 561 7157
ITO3 5.70 1.110 638 7597
Attentiveness (AT_U)

ATO1 4.86 1.450 568 787"
AT02 5.40 1.153 297

ATO3 4.06 1.556 453 566
ATO4 5.43 1.111 333

ATO5 453 1.591 672 7637
ATO06 5.46 1.154 255

Perceptiveness (PE_U)

PEO1 5.46 2.765 164

PE02 4.16 1.412 544 7127
PE0O3 4.79 1.382 544 7637
PE04 5.26 1.102 273

Responsiveness (RE_U)

REO1 451 1.431 680 6997
RE02 453 1.469 593 6817
REO3 4.00 1.487 499 509"
RE04 5.11 1.584 571 665
REO05 4.23 1.412 604 6347
RE06 5.39 1.218 292

REOQ7 4.78 1.556 678 784"
REO8 4.25 1.536 642 688"

Note. ***p<.001.

2042 FAAPFABRIAR L 2T P ApM A

s B2 5

R® 3F T 5% HHL FphpM TFEEFE
Syntactic Boundary Object (SYBO)

SYBO1 2.90 1.369 555 6177
SYBO2 2.70 1.511 533 6147
SYBO3 2.88 1.727 549 718"
SYBO4 2.77 1.502 626 7317
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Semantic Boundary Object (SEBO)

SEBO1 3.28 1.436 419 6297
SEBO2 3.55 1.806 407 4977
SEBO3 2.74 1.600 461 654"
Pragmatic Boundary Object (PRBO)

PRBO1 2.74 1.531 472 5257
PRBO2 2.89 1.550 512 6337
PRBO3 3.52 1.608 407 556"
PRBO4 2.91 1.647 484 6177
PRBO5 2.19 1.481 529 594
Metaphoric Boundary Object (MEBO)

MEBO1 251 1.521 473 594
MEBO2 3.35 1.843 405 4917
MEBO3 3.12 1.573 553 6177
MEBO4 3.16 1.557 543 675
MEBO5 3.32 1.797 574 6797
Innovative climate (IC_S)

ICo1 5.26 1.077 510 7597
1C02 4.67 1.280 394

1C03 5.21 1.078 441 595"
Intention to share explicit knowledge (IE_S)

IEOL 5.47 1.055 484 589"
IE02 5.23 1.122 484 483"
Intention to share tacit knowledge (IT_S)

ITO1 5.39 1.111 445 5697
ITO2 5.33 1.100 462 538"
ITO3 5.21 1.035 422 632"
Attentiveness (AT _S)

ATO1 4.52 1.445 580 7937
AT02 5.49 1.026 334

ATO3 3.71 1.400 443 5117
ATO4 5.36 1.072 368

ATO5 4.22 1.463 581 7247
ATO06 5.69 980 357

Perceptiveness (PE_S)

PEO1 5.07 1.126 .308

PE02 3.96 1.329 603 7617
PE0O3 4.42 1.274 603 7927
PE04 5.05 1.109 346

Responsiveness (RE_S)

REO1 3.94 1.357 703 7237
RE02 4.03 1.407 607 662"
REO3 3.65 1.445 588 618"
RE04 4.76 1.453 565 6777
REO05 3.01 1.263 623 6907
REO06 4.77 1.234 316

REOQ7 4.43 1.449 593 683"
REO8 3.73 1.385 624 6637

Note. ***p<.001.
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%043 L AR 200 ApHE AT

ya

$& 13 it e
R® 3F T 3ok wEL mpapM FEiIFE
Expert 1 (E1)
P101 3.25 1.207 878 887"
P102 2.95 1.257 846 853"
P103 3.21 1.234 878 8917
P104 3.32 1.242 851 861"
P105 3.10 1.276 .888 902"
P106 2.98 1.180 863 875
P107 3.22 1.273 .886 902"
P108 3.28 1.242 875 888"
P109 3.33 1.148 869 8837
P110 3.38 1.204 877 890"
Expert 1 (E2)
P101 2.55 1.170 .896 904
P102 2.49 1.201 .868 880"
P103 2.56 1.160 884 896"
P104 2.58 1.198 904 916"
P105 2.53 1.219 884 898"
P106 2.48 1.220 .895 908"
P107 2.55 1.200 .895 904
P108 2.65 1.246 871 8807
P109 2.71 1.295 .885 892"
P110 2.69 1.334 .882 8907

Note. ***p<.001.
2. ZRA

[ Eﬁ’g\#ﬁ PHEELETRIE AR TP ET LR JT}K/P'J‘EL - R

R EREARB R ST - RPAERZ AT T 2 A A 54 & 2 Cronbach’ s
a ~ X & 5 & (composite reliability; CR) £ I 35 % 2 3 2~ & (average variance
extracted; AVE) 5 7€ 4p 1% °

BR AT HEY Cronbach’s a kRN £ chig & > L s iRl & FL
drd 4-4 #0529 LIATF 4 (IC)2 Cronbach’s « & 5 0.663 » i * 4§ chivgws
T LB (NT_U)2 Cronbach’ s a &% 088l xiiis 474 R v s 3 LR
(INT_S)z Cronbach’ s a @& 5 0.746>i¢ * 4 ¢h3 $ 3.~ 42 & (11_U)2 Cronbach’s
a® s 0911 kiiad7 4 B eh3 d3 ~ 424 (11_S)2. Cronbach’s « & 5 0.917 >

F2# R 2 (SYBO)2 Cronbach’s «a & % 0.767 » 3% & ¥ % # ¢ (SEBO) 2
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Cronbach’s «a & % 0.622 » F 7% % 4 i* (PRBO)2z Cronbach’s « i& % 0.723 » *Z

*ji# B + # (MEBO)2 Cronbach’s a i % 0.742 > % % £1 % (P)2 Cronbach’s a
5 098 B3 ¥ 44k eh Cronbach’ s ad ] 5 0.7 fe L4 g TR
% K & ch% #oCronbach’ s q e (3 0.7 19 8.7 4k 4% % er(Field, 2005)- F] st >
AR E & s b Cronbach’s « i - ' 5 AIRTF 4 (IC)8 "8+ f &t # i (SEBO) =
b B 0T BT AT L BB - RPARE 24 o

#4-4 AR EZ R AT

f{aa Fi il k2 ERR AVE Cronbach’s «
(% ) % s
1.1C IC U 2 0.731 0.576 0.731 0.663
IC_S 2 0.632 0.465 0.642
2. INT_U IT U 3 0.806 0.581 0.798 0.881
IE U 2 0.774 0.631 0.774
3.INT_S IT S 3 0.603 0.338 0.601 0.746
IE_S 2 0.447 0.290 0.443
4.11_U PE U 2 0.705 0.545 0.704 0.911
AT U 3 0.752 0.507 0.736
RE U 7 0.849 0.449 0.850
511_S PE S 2 0.752 0.603 0.713 0.917
AT S 3 0.722 0.471 0.728
RE_S 7 0.854 0.455 0.853
4.SYBO 4 0.766 0.456 0.767
5. SEBO 3 0.583 0.411 0.622
6. PRBO 5 0.737 0.413 0.723
7. MEBO 5 0.723 0.344 0.742
8. Pl El 10 0.977 0.769 0.977 0.980
E2 10 0.981 0.794 0.980

Note. TC= innovative climate; TT_S= Systems analysts” interaction involvement; TT_U= Users™ interaction involvement; TNT_S=
Systems analysts’ intention to share knowledge; INT_U= Users’ intention to share knowledge; 1T= intention to share tacit knowledge;
IE= intention to share explicit knowledge; I1= interaction involvement; PE= Perceptiveness; AT= Attentiveness; RE= Responsiveness;
SYBO= Syntactic boundary objects; SEBO= Semantic boundary objects; PRBO= Pragmatic boundary objects; MEBO= Metaphoric

boundary objects; P1= Project innovativeness; E1= Expert 1; E2= Expert 2.

Yoo mERERREFN 060 A THFRERHEFELEE 05 (Fornell &

Larcker, 1981; Bagozzi & Vi, 1988) o & # 4-4 ¥ = > 3F 2, E h # 2 (SEBO) e &
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TR L0583 4R ITFHEE 06 A ka4 B enttigaiss 3 28 (IELS)

bR A 0447 F AETPHEE 0.6,H AR s RHF 06 F)p

\\\?{r

A A SR EREER }i/‘*"'":}q-).hﬂ%lfﬂ I A AVE a‘ﬂﬁ'—"‘m » ¥
Y 444 814 465 BRAR K S B Bikeh AVE 15""3%%63’ WwWrHEE 05 mIRs g
#c /i 0411~0.471 2. FFF > Bgom AAE R 304 f#\i AVE % 5 v icd 3z @ oo

3. PR AT

Ik

JF 3

i
At kTR A BREANALINHE R

|
=

R FEE LA LF R R Ko o hAF Y R

o+

T

e AR PR B N F A

-n\

W3 Y gL SR T 3R G R SRR S WA A E e S
EN ANl O S O Y S ﬁ“r;wgﬂ#.,;;mgm?,% BEEE DR e
R E R 40 BB R EAEY > 5 5 BT R Pt AT
@ DR S F ERAR Y 2 M % oA (content validity)

$heh s A g or £ $t T ap & (convergent validity) ¥ ¥ =] 2% & (discriminant
validity)d f4n 12 7tk o feaore R g2 b2 2R - BREPF > 4
R Ap iR B eip AT A AR R - ARG (N 4 Bl 2 2 A irE DI eh R A PR A
AF 3 10 AMOS iRl & B8 chF R for B A T FIB FRE 5 0F L 2 ¥R
SERR - e KR OF R | R E RN 41 & 4240k 430 AP g
% 42 jixA AR ISR % nigsm SEBO2 (497, P<.001) ~ MEBO2 (.491,
P<.001) ~ IE02 (483, P<.001) 2 %1% f /w & (rdicAp 5 #T P HEE 05 B & 4857
F)F fF E R BOAZE TR f o £ i 0.5 (Field, 2005) > ® 323 148
R (P<001) o Fpt o kAT g R RGN E F Jeare o

Hoo LR L Y LR ARE: P R alEs 0 AR R
K ¥ % o % %k (discriminant validity) €45 7 4p e ot g B 0 2 R Ap fe e
EArR A e 2> HAAMARR B 1o AT ML AR RGE (TR BLR KR

BE ek 46977 AR BT RESEkE? §LBEALREKTIHORE
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#IE(AVE)enT 243 > F L g ¥t &R ificiE < N AR ahiE o B &
PR 2 H U R P MARR S0 5 i )R Wk hR & (Field, 2005)> F]pt
EAFE R 0 m AR R i e AR DR R SRR AR ES o A
TG 30 B Bk R o
4. =4 A t & T (Paired samples t-tests)

FEPRA U LAY R AR A LG BRI L35 L8 - 4
FEeifaey ga it A R TRIRTF 4 T 3F k) 2 Tampgs

R &4 ;‘ém e et IE R ;ﬁd T iaficks T kv i ﬁk_ A
AR ARG s T adEraR | 2 Tode 3 i g 2 R4etd o T
ol d B ood PRSPk A X 2t ih 2 G R A > Tl @2 R R s T
(ANOVA) % 2% T 3adc £ B » & AF2 3 2P~ = # A& t #& T (Paired samples t-tests)
gyt s |t TRIRTE 4 (IC) Mo 3 en g, (INT)2 T3
B A2k (It L B o

FAD G AHA LRI RS S d A 4DV W g0 R F A ke
F5 AR TR 4 ) 2 TiodcE B AEEES By EHF(p<001) 0 k4
@ Fg R s A B A KRBT AR TR R I PRIATE 4 B F A
BoFt AP MR F AT A TR R TIIRTE 4 TG R R AR
TRIFTE A 5 0d BRIE R P R TR 3 R BT ks
ﬁ4ﬁ’fﬁﬂﬁﬁrjﬁﬁ%ﬂEJﬁ$*}ﬁbﬁ4§ REom 23 B

Ty

R B chd > R pBr KA R T Beng T BB A P e

T

B P AY - HAGR R TIORA T N R F e ke AR

T3 EP M ARR  hEL Bkt F 2 (-4518)(t=-5.663", p<.001) > @ = &
A Z PR hE B (-1.764)(t=-5.000, p<.001) o F] P S T AFT ] Kot
o st Ren T s 3L o T3 B8 2R ARG T e B
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T R TR ALL ) e ol 0 LA Bk REFES ) bl

WEREICR KRR AT EUAHEA R TR TS 2k AL S 4

BT VA EF L8 o 4rk 4597 0 3 % R TARA LT O 5 ol

FAR P 5 - R R e THF N s =k 76244 45 0 L E AT AKE

FAM AT S E T B B fuida M A BcE (09337, p<.001) 5 it - H -F -

ERey - R RN E - LR LR TTLATHIRARSLY B RY - &

BRET D R pemm A AR E - Koo F o AR A B ReiEA (F L

PHLRET B RAL 0 BRIZRE S NEFFY EREIRE RT K A
YR KR E e g B Do
# 45 ¥4 Atk T (N=258)
F R LB
B Tk pri rewemrr ¢ s
1.1C -0.349  3.362 0.209 -1.667 *RE
2. INT -1.764  5.565 0.347 -5.0907 @ * E> LA 4T AR
- IE -1.236  3.450 0.215 331177 > E AT AR
-1T -0.527  2.557 0.159 575777 > hEA YT AR
4.1 -4518 12.788 0.798 -5.6637 @ * E> LA iT AR
- AT -1.008  3.700 0.230 437577 >R EA YT AR
- PE -5659  2.674 0.166 -3.39977 @ E>HEAYT AR
- RE -2.934  7.995 0.498 -5.88377 i@ * H>HBAYT AR
5. PI 6.244  4.329 0.269 231677 w- R poE - R R

Note. *p< .05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. degrees of freedom =257.
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values

expert 1
expert 2

50

100 150 200
Kl records

Bl 41 & =% je=e FRA G R
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(Z )R HWNFHFE
BEHEILFIE AR LS (BB P - RIEE GER

2 EHER R R A SR LRI EREKEL G LEDTREER - &

‘1\

Tk SR L L BRI AT R A R e e R
BACEBEFLEEY A REIAPM AT BB L REF LM RS E R
FRERN AT AT R T
1. M RfcaEd

AFEG EIERIRIE(AIFTF 4 IC g T A Bend g~ f2 R IS~ & *
FenI B0 A2 R U~ Jsa 45 4 | eanarh £ LR INT_S~ # * F endrgis
ERABINT U Z 28 R 4 2 SYBO-:Z 2. & 4 2 SEBO~9 i+i# % 4 2 PRBO -
g R 4 2 MEBO) > # 5 % %30 (% FAIR PN Fenp bl fhlicdhe & 4-5< £137
FABPAAA R Al AR - R Y X e 3 LA TR F 2
EHER P B AL ERMFODAM 7 LIATH 4 AEF AR RFIE

oo s A PR ER fié?’%?f.]@ﬁ‘}% B RAZRARE 0 B F A

%

A A5F A R F I B P ARRBR Y K i@ s 3 LA F AT
ARl s 3 AR EF AN R R R RAIL R REF L APM o H 0o

KRCIVAR IR s K 10t A |

(\‘ﬂ\ﬁ-

)g?b%g%%zm:rﬂa T RFERE FOL M AT

AEA T AR i 3 L ARAR R 0 R D LAY G RE oA ke

ﬁ&ﬁﬁwﬂﬁgﬁwﬁE’?ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ&%ﬁgﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ$’%
o § ¢

bor s R R BB F A P PR %

Befbo JAAYTARER Y FinT Bk M ARR Y B PR e 3 L

EREFOIAPM BT P BN RRARE  PARFE R A F B Pt o
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% 4-6 p B 7% e (N=258)

Bk AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SRR
1. IC 52 721
2. 1S 48 132" 693
3. LU 48 104 468" 693
4. INT_S 32 508" 160" 205" 566
5. INT.U .60 528" 066" 242" 2177 774
6. SYBO 45 .058 .097 .098 .039 -.004 670
7. SEBO 41 .085 124" .095 075 .046 685" 640
8. PRBO 41 1677 111 .093 160" 028 680" 675" 640
9. MEBO .34 215" 136" 101 198" -.012 607" 5277 685" 583
RN ]
10. PI 79 1617 -.082 -.136" 167" 014 367" 306" 621" 418" .888

Note. *p< .05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.

IC= innovative climate; 11_S= Systems analysts’ interaction involvement; Il_U= Users’ interaction involvement; INT_S= Systems analysts’ intention to share knowledge; INT_U=
Users’ intention to share knowledge; SYBO= Syntactic boundary objects; SEBO= Semantic boundary objects; PRBO= Pragmatic boundary objects; MEBO= Metaphoric boundary

objects; Pl= Project innovativeness.
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2. A5 4 19 (Structural equation modeling)

*E 3 L AMOS srd e &7 & < $Eiu i 22 (maximum likelihood estimation)
AL EHY R M T TR 2 288 AR I deehke g Hle
3= 258 i i * Jﬁfiﬁﬂ& 258 i kAT A B A 2B R RE P ¥ 258 i %
ER R RT3 LU S I PR TR S e Rl S By
7 o pe i 1 (CMIN/DF=2.222, IFI=.955, GFI=.911, AGFI=.866, CFI=.955,
RMSEA=.069) » % & £7 § 5" fieif & 32183 B 105 2 2 345 #(CMIN/DF <
3, IF1>>.90, GFI>.90, AGFI >.80, CFI>.90, RMSEA <.08) » F]* » *F 7 #5/1 #&
AT g B o

P L EERATY B L R RGeS AT YRR E R
B R s IR A S BIRA BT 0 A WG R 422/ 430
FPrBEZERIZ@#T

dBl 42 2 43 F OB  AIRTF 4 H A AR s R AR
@ Fehdr s 3 AR E RS E D R RTEFR
(r=.307""r=.755"") » Tt B 1l e 12 B @ A F o o BV ar s Bk BA Y
BT 0 F AIRTH 4 AXF 0 AL T A B ﬁ%%&rg&wg IR FEAXE o
I ERZ2ZEZ

d B 4-2F BB LA T AR T B N ARR g ¥ HenI R AR
PRl E T BT E RSP AEER(r=502") ) FHL R 2 AL o d 1T

oo FBRA BRI ABRARE ,é%—ﬁm?ﬁva‘,\)\ﬁiﬁh AXE o
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FrERIL BT
OB 42T CUE o KA AR hd B4R AR $H P ¢ oA 3 R AN
PEGHBE S B (B Bk AL DA B F 1 (r=.056) » F1pt B 3-1 A JE I A 4

ed B 4-3F UFER G ATA RS I~ AL R R F e 3 LR

Xy
=g
0N
B
g

B AR P A B E L (r=-1617) o Gl Ar g 0 B R 3-2 7 A

Fod Bl 42 foBl 43 F OUE R R ¥ K hI S8 R E AT

e e chivd o 3 LA NP L NET S E - 2 i n gy
(r=.1857,r=.319"") » F]u* i 3-3 fripih 3-4 W EE A 4F o d BT v % K en
TEROARAARF o RS TA R H P s 3 LR §ARR -
FPLrERLZFE

d B 427 IF TR AIRTE A H R B e ¥ F T $ N 2R R
WA A TS B F (r=-.0, r=.001)  F] R 41 friEi 42 W A B £

o

i

FrERSZHT
d B 4-2F 00T ST A | endes 3 R N R il R e

BALR PRl BT G T AP EFR(=234T) $E R g B R

f

Wb B 2 ) AR 30 A L BLA BT F 1(r=-10, 1=.00, 1=.003) Tl R
5-1~ B 5-2 frB5-3 % AEE A F B SABFLF o d 2T 40
BT AR hirE A 3 L FEARE Ffﬂfrﬂﬁ?‘#ﬂ EOIRATR . gAXE o
AT ERGZ T

d B 43T LR @Y K e 3 AR e g R S 2 AR R
Firgas ki d 75 B F (r=-.16, r=.04, r=.18, r=-.06) > F]* KK 6-1 ~ ik

6-2 ~ B 6-3 friBii 6-4 % AJE T A4 o
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FPIER7-892#Z

B T7-8-9 18 AT e ERASFEIMBRZ Bl i d B 427

-

W 3E ik e R B URARR M L e R R RARR B B R D B

PR HFRO=5TTT) ) R T R WA d ST e e

PENBRARRAER  FLOERPFEIRERS RF HA > FA PRSP

<

N RHEFROERFEIRBROPEREKE L B P ER RS

(r=4377) > Tt G 8 E@ A 0 b 2T v FRAER S L NRARARF

Firenf R AR RS o

b g e B R AR R H v 2 S R 2 SRR S s

H

2 LE A=

B0 P P RE F M (r=.628", r=177 ), r=.44877) » F]pt R 9-1

Wi
=

Bl 9-2 riBifl 9-3 W R B A 4% o o Pt ¥ Ao g R 4 = IR AR R AR o A
Vo R RARR s §ARE o
AL ERINZ #Z

B 101 & APIEHERF EHNE XL TETJ B 427 g R

P RBnER P2 RBARERLL ORI B ENVEF

B(r=773"") > Tt g 10-3 EE A H 0 8 T S B Al BB 2 AR AR

BB HRAIRS GG T F e R g R g R 2l AR ¢
35 & AR B R GBS A N P S AT F 1 (r=-.01, 1=.00) > F] 2 ik 10-1 i

$10-4 F ABE L4 o BAFL PRI B AR H B R AR R

H

‘S&\

B LA RF M AR Pk e an(r=-1997) » F G 10-2 4 K ER
PR

AT PN Y TR R LIR ) R 4 RYE 42% > $r T
*X b 3 AR PR RERIN 4 RO 64% > 00 T K BA g 4 | ik
A3 LB ARG 4 RPE 15% > 3t TR arend R ) iR apala
4 R 61% -
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o 4

AT e AR AR L REE Tl 3 L

-

—

*F

o)

= SRR L INENE

Forcd ~ Faeons 2 itond (o h =2 4% +/F 452 % )(Hair, Black, Babin &

FRFOER R Gl NREIFLE

Anderson, 2010) -
B2 4Tv s TRIRTF 4 8T it Ben3 sl L6, %2 Ty
Fended A 3 LR B Pk bt (A4 5307 82.755) 0 ¥ BB K

Booda TRRTF§ L HW R E TR LA, S F

=

X g A o
pEsd 3l %*iﬁm?ﬁva‘;&ﬁiﬁmr GBmA AR B R A 2 TR
PH A R LR L 0 2 PR F R (A Y 5 185
$1319) @ T i A Benadik r 2B | VEBERER Ty H eI B
BRE FREET VAL HAR DB st g 2T Jﬁmﬁm\/w\ 23
H ok A 1] 5 (502x.185=.093) % (.502x.319=.160) » ¢ [ & s4 45 & | ch3
B fRR B TR Heim e 2 LA R f menE ek (H161) 0 B H R
P % B ok (-.161) 4 b R a% % ((160) » L (-.001) -
gorkod g2 i R B DR EE R 2 8 BT R R
E Fock §ANEIEFORE > T G2 g h R & DR R 2
HATEFHL A5 2 RH ok 5 H FLREE T FLOER P2

& TR E ) > A RNEETRERLR ) -

A
o

bo TR R
B TR (577x.139=.080) » 4 s BT L %417 0 H ik
2080(T ok E) A TEG B R E L FEE CFE R R
(.628x.080=.050) ~ M 3F & e B 4+ % | (177x.139=.025)2 [ F ix g}t 4 i
(448x.773=.346)> 4 st " & R AR > 8 B4k 5 .423(T 4%k, 050 +.025

+.346=.421) -
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34T [ A

. Direct  Indirect Total
o @ ﬁ,x ﬂi
il B effects effects  effects
Innovative climate > Systems analyst’s 307 - 307
User’s interaction involvement > intention to share .185 - .185
SA’s interaction involvement > knowledge - .093 .093
Innovative climate > ) _ .755 - .755
User’s interaction involvement >~ USer’s intention to 319 - 319
) L share knowledge
SA’s interaction involvement > -.161 160 -.001
Systems Analyst’s intention Metaphoric
> . -
to share knowledge boundary objects 234 234
Metaphoric boundary objects > Syntactig 628 - 628
boundary objects ' '
: . Semantic
Metaphoric boundary objects > boundary objects 77 .362 539
Metaphoric boundary objects > Pragmatic 448 235 .683
boundary objects
Syntactic boundary objects > Proiect - .080 .080
Semantic boundary objects > innovatjiveness -.199 .338 139
Pragmatic boundary objects > 173 - 173
Metaphoric boundary objects > . Prol_ect - 421 421
innovativeness
Note. Total effects = direct effects + indirect effects (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2010)
%z 8 %
AT 2] BRKREEF R E 4R 4897 c B 1-1E 12 %285l
IR Sl ob s J I «u&ﬁ&ﬁ%’l%’*iﬁ T o 4 ARA|RT O ARGS9k

A a4 R e ¥ S i ls 3 A e R
(2005) %= 7 I - IR > B FEIRG ‘i“]%‘k‘;f: R PETR T S
L‘Ll*’ IFB Eﬁ'z v o iﬂﬁ%;% ’S Lﬁj@’

(Fairness) £ g3 #-(Affiliation) s B3R > > & ~# 3
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% 48 Py BERLFHESEE

5“‘}'@ }fﬂ:llﬁﬂe‘.f—rfr"‘—kﬁ o harEi 1 IT:‘"JZ ﬁ%fﬁ%ﬁé‘]

=0 B % ot
1-1  AIFTHF 4 = ki dr A B ondvdd s 3 L/ 2
1-2  BIATH 5 8 ¥ % chieh 5 LA i
2 gBAATA RS PO R F T B 2R 2
-1 iRA AR I B R KA A R wELs LR B
3-2 RS AR I B RR SR i 3 L 2
3-3 @ Jﬁm? TP AR AT A R B R 2
3-4 @ F' XA LR > Y —%" ke WA 45 - 3 X
4-1  BIFTF &> b5 A B end d 40 2R T
4-2  BIATF & — @ % K3 B4R 2R kS
5-1  iRAe A BB L I AR F 2 E A P2l RER z
5-2  AsA T AR A R A B AW R P AR Z
5-3 .‘\/Hm Benmmsd 3 A>3 il & i Ae R 7
5-4 kBT A R aveaas 3 R R R 2 AR A
6-1 & * '%‘ SRk 1ae WA S )« = §?L;}ﬂ Z A iR B ks
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6-3 @ *FhRA L AR -FHERF IR S
6-4 & * 'f:f = pE1ar WA E,E?—”%‘:fjéﬂ#ﬂ e AR B E
T HiEER Pt mRBR-FLERF ol ER A
8 #HFrdAFeraBRAE-FBRERSF I RER A
-1 EE RS B ONRALR>F R F R B ONRALR 2
9-2 CEHERFEONRERSFLERF EONRAR 2
9-3 EER PRl mER>F g RS 2SN RAER A
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B 2t LG R MT 0 kAT A eI B M RRARR > R Y H T B
MER A §ARR o AATEI B enigARY > SR F NI RRREEIPRT
IWHEARRE B A il i 4 3 B (Cegala, 1981) > Fpt &k siAa 47 enf B AR
EOTR Y H a5 o pAAT A A A PR RA B LS > WA Py
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