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f55 B R G R AR R BT

RAT MFA xS
(1. AEBIAFEEESZ2F¥H, k% 116024;
2. RAMEA¥FEHNEEIRER, A% 116025
. Ak MBS A¥FEERB ¥k, A% 116025)

W OE AI-FHEENEESHTH.EH T BME A (structural equation modeling, SEM)EL 288
MABZEAN4BER, BRSEMAASNERAARMERER, Bh TRAZ7EEXHEWE. X SEM #
ERFEMAEKRAERE R EF B R Y (information system, IS) X H K LR ER MM, A 3T
ANERRREZKTL 1S BEHA LEA SEM R XHEITTRARENG T 500, UBHR ISERF
xf SEM W%ﬁfﬁfﬁﬁﬁyﬂﬁ SEM #Ri AR RS E RN M EEAYS BT, h I3 RITE kK
EifshiE A SEM Rt M,

xXf@im SWAFBHE.GERL. NARE EHAE

hES%E CI31.6

1 3|

EWFBER(SEM20 tHE 70 FRERFLHEITRESLFITESEY 20 HE 90 ERMFLH
B EMARECAENEREREM L ASZHMNEETRAERAZERERLN—R ST
SAHERHEWETEREYRANERXR FEXMXRAAERREX BE2ESEAMUER. €
ETHENH BAMT BESFMEFANELITHTEARY., —BWEF,.SEM il B &R
(measurement model) F145 8 &l (structural model) PIER4r2H 1., W BRI Kk g R W& 5%
DRZEMNXR MEMEENR®RTERERZEHXER,

MK 3R, SEM & BF 77 i . — B £ T £ 457 #1 #) SEM (component-based SEM) , L Fk
YR/ T8 43 #7 (partial least square, PLS) , SR ALERBW|H T U HEMBRBHN TR B (I RY); H—
Fh 2 T th 7 2 8 SEM(covariance-based SEM,CBSEM) , 3% & X M 9 B 5 22 56 B CEBr i) 5Bk
Wh FEEFE@RERDEHEEUES. MEARZAAET PLSEEA FHITRUMBILE T
(MFEEEHHFE) .CBSEM EEATFSHMM I MER Y RIE(FARBOHELERM); CBSEM
BEERBABBEESHSA.PLSMERER; WA, —MHEAT PLS IiZEARR/NY,

A —HEENHEESFT TR SEMERRELSHHBNMEA b X, B EHM
MEAWRBREEFEERL AHS¥ OEE THEH ANREERE L2 E b SEM B 8
JTER A X SEM B4 P9 IR L Sh EE AN E AR TE B BB R M 3E iR X B IR 3) TARE X SEM f# A s &
BS5RE#TRERBMHE. XEFRXETE AP SEM K &L, @ o8 € B % it 406,

» BEE&EWE. BEREARRBEES(71072108,71033002),
BEAE: IR AEEBTAXEES AW EHB KR AL M- 4 0. E-mail: mingf@dlut. edu. cn,
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WHH SEM MAMBE S E5AYZA, FEHBHFEN., XM TRIEGERMNEAMRET4E
B,

R SEM A A S HMEME HBir ERH TRANARG HAELAEE FERREUX
HREMARITFEZTEAREOEH, ERNAIBDYERSALERE GRS ERFHIAR,
SEM #{44-Fk A RRIL . AABRB AT RIEBRRBEHE, AXWFEETSHNAFAREE,
LR X T 5T S5 Ak #) B2 e s i K

T 7E 1S 4, SEM 5| ABFIT A6 (o] 82 06 . AR SEM MR R E A 8 0L, %+ F SEM A
W EAH BT, Bk Z % SEM K AR 7 8RS 15 B, X 0 IS ER KA RAR . WK, A2
XIS A SEM N AR RETRANMBEMALE , RABETR BOARUHRA. KO3
2006--2011 E[E KA FBE=KTZE IS # Fl MIS Quarterly (MISQ) . Information Systems Research
(ISR) .Journal of Management Information Systems(JMIS) |- {#i B SEM it XH#HFTTIRA RGNS
54347, LUER 1S AR F X SEM L Br 4 AIE S . 53T SEM R I AE B85 R B R & . 48
BEAR RAEY, AEIFHIZEH SEM R4L#E FMEIL,

2 WRBZE

21 TS XERER

hT RBYE B KRR L MEHE R B 1S 8t SEM BN FE R EH AN S KEFE AR R, %
BURERBAFEIREAREFTATRBUNFTAERRIEIARFESHE. EdS3E LM%
EZX ST BTN HR , R CEET A AMET =68 F——MISQ.ISR 1 JMIS, RE =M HIE
TEXREERMHENEXRAUASH, AERGFH IR BE", RITHFE MISQ.ISR KL & JMIS &
HEBIFONRENE, HHEF L, BT 20062011 XEMNPH . X—BANEEAULRSERE
i SEM 8 Fii & (I J5 30O 7T LA % B, T 6 B B9 et 1) B R LA F 40 A O 4F 3R 1S P SEM KL A
/%7 N

B3 FA X BAnk il BMER LR =RUHARFAAE L XHRRIIMLEN. AERIN
B ER bR Q% T 1S FUE 5K A 3 8 % R 18 X (research article) ; @R A LIER
A, A, B3 =FIXERRHE N, EHBBR T MISQ # Research Essay fl Research
Commentary(Research Essay 3 % R 75 58 (6] 8, M Research Commentary M 5 3% £ HiBEF W%
F X B O IR B 5T O AT B e RS R AR B ) (ISR H K Research Commentary (X 477 #F
REMIFMNREARRWBIOFRBMLE, RALMES 632 Fid X RINHKZ HEMIBE.
ETRRINTRTHA G RALZRI. ALXEENU SEM RAXBEAR, A EKR
(measurement model) .45 ¥ & (structural model) | 58 i % B + 43 #7 (confirmative factor analysis,
CFAE R XBA(AHEEMIAREAMFGD#HTRE  MUATHERSTHE. REREH’SE
153 M3 (24. 200 BiH EX M T SEM iR,

22 RBAREMNRERERE

HRIERE IR ™E, EAHREEBLT —F SEM WA FEREF SR XERAMER
ERMBHTEHARS . RIONETESEHEFRIES SEM EARHRE X  RET—F
VISR GRS R 5 R 5 BB — 884 IS i SGH T A #r Bk, R SRR S s AT B BOR AT T — W, o
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HRE . BEEXMAEHAFEAEARIL. BANRBREEIEQHE T SEM X5 ERKMG HAX
N REMEIE BRI LS SFEA .

BT ERZ RS HRIERSEE, AP AAEE 55 IR B RS — R MR
MBHXXKIE. MBUELHFREK Cronbach  BRRWRBABAEFRFHGEE (2>0.8). ME M
I, AAXKFAEELRITRRERESER.

3 WHREGR

3.1 SEM R At R Kk

BAEHERREIR, =K ISHRAASEAFERMEAMLE SEM #BMENR 1 Fix, HFEIH
Tk fE AR SEM TR XB-BEEFHFNEEEPAXESENELI L. =MPRRFARK
BRI : PLS BN A3 2 CBSEM MBI L. MR TR NASES N 16.9% M 6.6%.
BAH 4 Bt 0.6 %) R RAT PLS f1 CBSEM,

21 AEBM=XKT SEMEARR

BwxXaN SEM ¢ r it PLS CBSEM PLS+CBSEM
MISQ 207 60(29.0%) 43(20.8%) 15(7.2%) 2(1.0%)
ISR 182 36(19.8%) 25(13.7%) 10(5.5%) 1€0.5%)
JIMIS 243 57(23.5%) 39(16%) 17¢7.0%) 1€0. 4%)
S 632 153(24.2%) 107(16.9%) 42(6.6%) 4(0.6%)

=H%&4 SEM M ABMBIE 2 PR, RPBFHNEFHARM SEM TR B . BEEPHT

ARGLEFE=ZFIEXEHBM TS, HRATABRT 2006—2007 F4 T |25, B # SEM MR 7E
HEMNEE-AERFEREN T KFCINER) . FEMATIMBE RN, AKX
REHRPHTE IS, SEM N EHRES T EUHEABERA2BEAF W EREESURARER 4K
¥. ME.SEM UABBANARHARES M T E LN —MEFH MAERAE BB A —M TRTE.
X R B SEM #EA T — AN A B8 AL AT B9 R B BR

%2 2006—2011 &£ SEM K A&

£ ZEHieX A | SEMixHE PLS CBSEM PLS+CBSEM
2006 104 32(30.8%) 24(23.1%) 8(7.7%) 0€0.0%)
2007 93 22(21.5%) 15(16.1%) 5(5.4%) 2(2.2%)
2008 102 23(21.6%) 14(13.7%) 8(7.8%) 1(1.0%)
2009 95 24(24,2%) 18(18.9%) 5(5.3%) 1(1. 1%)
2010 107 21(19.6%) 16(15,0%) 5(4.7%) 0€0.0%)
2011 131 31(23.7%) 20(15.3%) 11(8.4%) 0(0.0%)

3.2 SEMEAMEBARRMY S
SEM R M EA B S%ME R 3 fim. RN A E,PLS-Graph B R 2 . KK £
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Amos,LISREL.SmartPLS.EQS.Mplus 1 SAS, % F¥HEWREFE. NS AE . CREXR . WHX
BN - ERENEEESNN 74.5%.17. 0% . 7. 2% H 2. 0% (ML STHEA T A 1L —Fh BB W &
).

#£3 SEMEANEXRIESRKIE

Wi 5454 188 - % (N=153)

PLS-Graph 55 35.9

Amos 18 11.8

Lisrel 16 10.5

SmartPLS 12 7.8

8 Pl 444 EQS 4 2.6
Mplus 4 2.6

SAS 2 1.3

warpPLS 1 0.7

kMG 41 26. 8

BE- 3 E-3 114 74.5

LRELR 26 17.0

€1V & ik AEER . 72
ZFEME 3 2.0

PLS 109 71.2

ML 8 5.2

i WLS 1 0.7
WLSVA 1 0.7

3 34 22,2

B 68 44. 4

EHPAER = & P
) B 94 61.4

A A At 5 Py 5.6
B 33 21.6

BABESH & 120 78.4

EFMHITF RN RN Z 88 BF 5 — B0, B K AUA A+ (maximum likelihood, ML) & CBSEM
hEEBRNS BT, BASE 1 BN E /D Z Rk (weighted least squares,
WLS) #in s B /h — etk B 7 2 1% (weighted least squares and variance adjustment, WLSVA) fi§
HhH®,

EXBEHEBELIED, B EHES AR R (mediator) B, 4 & (moderator), HH AR
HAABRUHBHEENEAEE TPNERBEBLRATEOERLED . £XHFAP, 94 HiE
XELAERTATERHRBRTHESER. S BN (UM AMBHATHINTEEIRRT b4
RO,

O AMRXARMFAERAMETEREYR,BHFRERTAB PR FEALIERR, B LR IUKRTA,
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4 SEM NFASEHY

SEM fER—# Gt i B AR B B FER BENRE TUERA2ENRREELE R
ARIT i, TR BB R EETEFAEIBBLUEMNEN. FENREHNATERELE SEM KR
B AR HAREBGTR AR AT TR e & R RERE/ T R SRR A S
B A SEA TSR T ORERE S A3 SEM { F S #2 4 R 4 19 N 2 B R F SR i
T THW.

41 fitAHE

SEM {f Ri#l-& R Sk SR B K ZR B/ME, THl& BB M AK BB MR, 28
SEM # /4 h BRIA Al i J7 sk —— ML U SCER (7 1) 78 A 5F 52 o IR BE B R s P R PLS 22 81 1 L B
HITZ @M Irk. 55 PLS AR, ML A1+ B R B9 3 4 BT 42 2% 44 2 808 10 £ 5T IE & (multivariate
normality) . ZEXFETR T, “ML FELKHKSHMITER. B HEFR. MORBEEESS

T BAREAA K L HLEK, N HSRERRERME TR, SEZS R ESRST LM B
EXE ENLEERAEELNSES . R EAFRASFTAL P, BREXAEH ML 8 &
BXHVRENHABERFTR2ESHH#THRE. B4 RERBFAMGIT TERNEXTE 6 FRET
ZICIES X — MR R 2R b R, RO I AT R R B, R SR B E B G P 81 IR ST
BAMBEFNESHETER, MAXMARELFROFRPHEEBIAARANRE. NLEH
FHFTERERE , LT R AR R T P %5 — (5188 6 3 W01 1) , T 3% 6 8 3 A 4 2 3 tH W IE
BAWEME, XWRPLS TS ZHANKFRAZ — X— R EUERMERNOBTRFBRT XF.
B, SCERL10]MBI R R REE BTN E T 5004 PLS s Tfiit WIERE B FRARNIEE
oA

4.2 ®EEXRKXM

¥RXMFSEMHAHAZKNEARREAEN —ERAFRN. FMEAREXIEARRE, I
SEM % ® (PLS g CBSEM) BEXM(EARE JNFHES) HEUELE FENE BEREY
%, AMEXFMEHFTBEERE IEREZRENCERRESEHENRK AR ERFE
B, AR PRERER/MEN 419 B KR 15960, sl 2 215, 39 {H R 300, FRAi 2 R 2640, M
HAban OB CES S SHEXE AN NS G RERREER A RBMFUC S, X dik
ETERMEEBEFEEE—2OIR,

AL SEM RRILB RN AR EFMZERME, F 4 iR, HF CBSEM st X REREK
B, 8 ] CBSEM i XHREA BB A KT 100 BT, HEEA ZHF T 100~500 Z [, fij PLS
LA MY —FAECTE 100 LITF(20.6%) , EZ A LB H T 100~200 Z @] (34. 6%) . XM —4
MERRTHARREAPEEMAPLS FENFRHEZ —. RN TFAEEABRERE ELHEEM
i F F CBSEM, H 4 7 500~1000 #4< (X [6) ¢ , CBSEM (¥ te 4 (16. 7 %) B 8.8 F PLS(9.3%) , Ak
AITEBLTE 1000 A R X BB AFTE (7. 2% vs 3.600)

O FEHE-RRXPAEZ MMM, R A8 RAE A K @ R R o8] B 0 T Ky A R R0 50 M8 B1 R R 0 T ) b e, it
AR maTm R EEARLSEE R X RAR,
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%4 FESEMABEXRER

BHARiE PLS(N=107) CBSEM(N=42)
100 BIF 22(20.6%) 0(0%)
101~200 37(34.6%) 11(26.2%)
201~300 17(15.9%) 12(28.6%)
301~400 12(11.2%) 6(14.3%)
401~500 6(5.6%) 3(7.1%)
501~ 1000 1009. 3% 7(16.7%)
1001 B4 I- 4(3.6%) 3(7.2%)

&it 107(100%) 42(100%)

43 BTERS5UITR

YRR PABRNEEEERATHERN RN, EMETR. 00553545 50 45 8k 8] 8
WgETR,BECFHNEZARRS M TFHEUENR T ORAAIRBN. AR F, KEBFEX
HRETHTUEBTEAWNTR, RAH 15 HO.8)BARYE.

0 B0 2 B B ¥ B 69 4% 3R (indicators) , 1R 32 SEM W F B, 8 B TR ELNZA 3 AWML
BA RN R “TTR B A ” (identifiable)!"™) , AT AR L AL 153 F SEMigXH, A 558
B5. 9B X PN B ERRAAF2AMAUER . FAHIARC.OBRXBAHER(WTEYHH
— B ER, MXEM16], B HF MG IYOBRAMREHBREHFRL . BRESIT. AR RPN
MERIMREH TR ER/NMER 200 B REN 761, {EHR 3.5, HEN 3. 7, 45 %
£H 1.0,

0 2 BN FE 43 84 B R B R A8 T, (B — MR VT BB B BRI R B T 30HE 45 R 9 OK 3l 1 A
BRI AR, LA RIG T EATUIERNE R, EX L RN MERE FAGEM B TBETE
ER - XA LA R, BRA T ik P AR K B8 25 5 6 18 bR BOR K T 3 A X Fh gk T BE
REGHREREH,

f1 F CBSEM ok 4 % ith ob M B #5845 . PLS UM RIE M R M R A BM T2 —.
TERFRSHTOM R PLS K 107 B3X# P, A 54 B0 5% B R T MR EERE, XHEEEMN
%3 PLS FEMEBEBEREZ —. BH0A R CBSEM ik 016 3C B 88 o B AR #9800 X i 88
b b B M R PR AR (5 8,11, 9%0)

44 HPHAE

HANSERENREASEABERNNYARE, X FHBRLER BeHE%. & SEM &
BHhs L -BHIZAREHERL, “M 1973 48 Tucker fl Lewis BH BB — % TLI ZE 1996 &
Marsh #1 Balla 2 i1 ) NTLI Xk E ERX R %R . F 2 FHERE 40 2470, ARRPELIHBE
A AR INE S FrR®. 46 BN A CBSEM B XA 5 HBARETMAAEIER; BEHN
415450 X' (CFILRMSEA; &#55# BR HHTr BIEA HRIFAMAE. R BT P IRER
MBS, XL HRIEREM LA B AEABRE. 5 XEI9]14HE H 1995 4 LLS 89 &R 8 5 3 U

W SRR 70 % BRI T M BIBILA AR, ESARE AR HER R, SEBKKN X . B X

@ PLS { M (8 80UE WA bR AE S CBSEM KRR MW, 82 17 4 2 F fUH CBSEM i L#46),
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o' EERAMERLR BHEEEFRRFRHNEERNBE. BT X EORH RN
T S, “ BT A, B U000 ) 55 MR B ot 407 25 B O 25 R B 2 R A 35 B BL SRR Ok, 4 44 — A48 R A M
SR H RS, b T HEREAEX AR R MW RS IRER RS
SHEEZHERERMAKE MRX —HENT 2, WT LAV EREAHT. GARFTAINS
AT 3BIF RENF 5 WRT AR,

£s5 RAHEEHER

L& ER XM % (N=46)
¥ 39 84.8
CFI 37 80.4
RMSEA 35 76. 1
GFI1 20 43.5
NFI 17 37.0
AGFI 15 32.6
NNFI 15 32.6
TLI 11 23.9
SRMR 9 19.6
IF1 8 17. 4
RMR 7 15.2
RMSR 4 8.7
RFI 2 4.3
AIC 2 4.3
WRMR 1 2.2

45 HIMBIE

BE-THARTEN  HABEADTARRERKNGRE, ESEMERASBRFHENSH
AEHUEBHENFR DR EREHBIEL XN RIITETHRINMENEF 2T HRE, B
HARFERDSEF CREFEMNEAUHBTBE ASHEAMHRAMNMAUBE L TRR. BEKHY
BRGHARRRAIEAGERUAN  RTBETELNUBARHEEVERM, AHRPHFBH
BXQLEMNBEMERHEITTBE AP E29IBGLIRETBELSR. BENKETERR
JEPE R F 487 (CFA) s #3 B M B F 4> 7 (exploratory factor analysis,EFA)}E‘B‘JEH)‘%&“”E‘ZF\&G‘J
tEGCERR21ID M ARE ANELEEE MR, YR EREELUSHERFIMIHRT
fER, K TR, X th B2 E (T Eime X — kiR .

46 fitSBEEHAYERRE

EH 2R AEBER TR RBABZELIOR SEMORAZER, KB X EHH#T TRE. 7153
N SEM M3, A 127 #5(85. 220 M4 T B F 8 A 7 # (factor loading) , A 22 f (14. 8%) R R
HY@ESTHREE MBAREREEME. X T2 R B (coefficients) , 151 F(98. 7)) R XHFTFTT

HAH 1 ERXBAERE A I FRXH THRBENKREA #H SEME,

ERTRHBEMGIT EEMERSBRIETEMBD T EMTZ LA, BTLL S5 B4t i

FRAEh F ZLMAT R TR BEREFEAEEN I F £, CERNNK. hFEEKE
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(covariance matrix) W& AT ABHAR EXN RSB BEAF T M EHRVTERH — A, HEHE,
9T & th & M XM (correlation matris) R FHH EEHE, IMBEREHELTRTLMN.E
REXA -, IEERIEMTOERNENFHNSEBRERERTN, SHTBEERH %
EESBBRARESE, 2 A AMERFEITZ N EENE TERERNN - BERERGRS. I
L, E BRI MMM E L. BERNSIN 153X H, RE 2K 0.3%)
WMETHHEERECER23D; MEMREEOERA 15 55€9.8%), H4 136 M (88. 9 WH R
. X—REERER P OFEEFE, A1) EMEHTARERRARE 4. 90 ITHRE
T HF LB EBREER. CRLI3JMPFIE R BTE.C 2T 25 % it U R 5 E HE R
AR EERERE A LEREM 2, Shook BRI & MMM T HEE 81 % ML THB
AigHth 2B EAXTES. HPWFAEITBESHEMALERENVEE KRB LW
R (RHE P EHEREGE 26 1),

4.7 HEFERE

EHLSRNETE HREHETEHFURREEROANEL, MEXE R EMREZTLL
S RTEAES  — Ak B HA A (construct); —FF Mk EHNUBRFE. Rk, Y8H
MRS RFENEH TR . FHNEREP OB RE SR LI (covary) , AT W
BIM X B K. Podsakoff ZI R — M MBMAHXMNE S AR MPHX=WEEZ @R X+ 3t
|7 7 &% % (common method variance, CMV)#E B HEX+iRZE, FRAPTHIREQIFER CMV 22
ShEUET AR ZE T CMV i LAY D iR 2 B 25 3[Rl 75 ¥ /M 2 (common method bias, CMB),

UEAE IS £ R FF 46 £ CMB MW" . Woszczynski 1 Whitman'* £43H7E £ 3 1S U )
Pl MBI P CMV EWR T M UE KB . {8514 K, Malhotra % 42 11 1S SR A9 R 2
BEIFARPE ., RPN S BE I AR E B .

3T, RIERREHPMATH R T EMEMNEE., 2K H 86 HiLL(56.2%)
ZERTHEFEMRERBAXRIND,, B THR T ELOFHHEEINA#ATTHITRE. B
METRULBBAXZRBX—ME, ¥FMNEBRRAUTHEARARRRBRMEWIER TERE:
Harman 9 8 K ¥ ¥ ¥ (Harman's Single-Factor Test). # % #f #5 ig # R (Correlation Marker
Technique) 38 iF ¥ B F 43 7 #5 i€ $ R (CFA Marker Technique) IR MM B H W EHFIEH &
(Unmeasured Latent Marker Construct, UULMC) %, ULMC H FHRFERAN W AEMERYE, -2
Liang ™R H SR E7E ISHMABE TREMMNA. B Chin FA % ULMC HF REEA MK
KA PLS Hkd i CMB [, H R 8 $ R 5K 69 B BR3Pl ER Bk B E W CMB [6]&, 7 LA
mAAFOuRRMER CMBE 2R v BB UK EFHN— 1 EEER.

48 SEMMIRERH

ERBABPRINNEAR.SEMERH AR WA ST FR UANEH . FXEARTHE,
AERKHRIEE.

FEXRCRENRRANFAMBEMNREZEESEN SEM KB, PLSHBANZHAN T A
(prediction-oriented) , fif CBSEM # ¥ i\ B 2 ¥ 5 7 B (parameter-oriented) , A fij — & 2 % {#i F{
CBSEM 34 47 BB F 447, W PLS X & MR A TR (iR [29].[30]) . LA ¥ EXETFH
R 45 (Hormative indicator, CBSEM #{iA Db A B %t 3 43 7 ) #4918 W 78 45 #9652 &Y 56 4F B B {6
PLS #4740 (inX#R[31)) . LA ¥E RE¥ SEM W xt K EE L4047 7 3k B4k, In X
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BR324 PLS 4 X & /D —F (ordinary least squares, OLS) 4% it B 38 3iF , Mithas %1% CBSEM H LU
BIEHE = E A KPR % [ (seemingly unrelated regression estimation, SUREY AR, S #k[21]
U CBSEM A TR FE FEREN KK S,

BRI LZH SEM M AR KRB Ko, H SEM RHEH TELIEREHE TR
% . 0 Titah f1 Barki®$ “ KR MA KR, Guo F (ff l§ WarpPLS 844, £ TR EMR
B SR

5 458

BATRAT ISGHE SEM Y AHLBPMEHTRENLNIEY. F—.Hit T EHEER
SEMff A B OAME BN EERE MR PREARENLEBR S AHL EEABXNERER
BEXZENER AR T T ENERSRAROBEFER RO, BEITHEREXH, IS S8 by
Fi SEM B Al it R B ME RSB ME R M AR E ., X F PLS MEZFE LM IS % & 4R EE
i PLS 5 CBSEM M H 8N A C M MUH B (B0 A CBSEM MIBF R M8 A R & it ik BN (E
WMEMRT EONHEH (NRH A ML A+, % MLATHREEABRE S TESTHAHBAR
®). $=,.SEM h R A S KMREE? RITOEHERRY ISERPHERA - MREER., BN
BABRKNWEEREZ  BEGERRS S BRSBARWROEELABHERKWER. £=. 4
TR RESHERBA LR, G5 9B XPRUEBERAA 2 MR XBRH IS
25 % B A 1 38 B (identification) M) BI M AR A B S —, HW. X F CMB R &, MA 67 &
(43. 80 B A WHATHR BT HEH LW ERE. FH . THEMRFMHEHRTER NS5 IT
SHPHEEARUAE . FENRREEBRSBRABBARY., BEARTFEH ISEEFT8.4%)
HEEHX - BREGHE IEREOCRAITE. BRERMENRESHERL ISHAETEL
BOFEZ—.

EHRELESHT SEM X—Git i REREER IS # R BN FHHE G, 4 SEM J73Z [ A AR o
EBEHEN, BNOUEERAKNAMAEARABREZLA. FERXEBESIRERF{X SEM # HHAE
BB, BEAF b 75 30X — U 0 e A R ISERWER.
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Norms of Using Structural Equation Modeling in IS Discipline
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Abstract As an important data analysis method, structural equation modeling (SEM) has been widely used in some
dis¢iplines. Unfortunately, there are some controversy and confusions on the using norms of SEM. This is especially
true in some interdisciplinary fields like IS. This paper systematically reviewed and analyzed articles published in the top
3 IS journals in the last six years, and try to explore SEM using norms, sum up the rules, identify problems and grasp
the trends. Hope our findings can shed some lights on future IS studies in terms of SEM using.
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fE& M

REKE1974.9— ), B, REBTAK¥EHESLFFHMTRME BER . BLERW. FEY
M. HEEE IS/IT XHSRA BTRFH.

X F#(1980.2— ), B, REBITREZERSLFFHMELE AIMEXEEENE5TE
FREHE. HETM: BTFREFLSUEE NELRE.

R4 (1980.9— ) K, AEBTAREBLE KAV EALFEEREER MM, BFEI M.
IS/IT XS RM HTFRF%.



