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Abstract: The influence of blogs on the society and enterprises is increasing. For individuals, blogs have be-
come a very important medium of communication. Hence, enterprises spend more effort in blog marketing.
Severa studies have discussed the creation of blogs to assist school learning. However, only a few studies on
the integration of an enterprise blog with class learning in school have been conducted. Our empirical study
attempts to explore the effect of the integration of an enterprise blog on college learning. The results show the
following: 1) the reputation of an enterprise increases when it is integrated with class learning in school; 2) the
degree of familiarity with the opinion leader in the chat room influences the satisfaction of the members; and 3)
the perceived usefulness of an enterprise blog has positive effects on class learning.

Keywords. Enterprise Blog; Reputation; Opinion Leader; Learning Effect

SehIXFEETTESFEREFHEMRR

FAR—Y, A
YENL A BRI RS E AR, Gk
TEpRESHERAT, &b
SHEAL IR KSR R, &
Email: a384@ibfc.com.tw
Weks . 20114E 7 H 14 H; BRIHE: 201147 A 25 H; SFAHHM: 201148 H 13 H

& . At Zm L, EEASRIE R I\, WS, RN SR
MBS BT D ORI EREE, A n e E 2.0 BREE & (blog) B . A
i BT 5T DA 2R 0 12 45 5 22 A LA ST I 2 X S R I 35 By, ELEE D 238 DA 7T Ak 2 N 27
FRHCEFAFFR T X A ROR I Bl o ARSI TE LA AR HCF (SR H7) Bl & AL B R 1 0 52 55 19 2 (RE I
F) A DRI X BeAROR B By Al B DAV 2 07 SORMEINGF 44 7, (EAS Al DR 20 T &5 24 4%
AR AN A A IR A B ? SRR 18 X H 2 75 W4 (opinion leadership) i 1 L, =4 11
F T AR IF R IR R U S 3 1 XA B GO T L A0 1 0 B 75 2 S S O 1D R 18 XA A P
W IR T e B Y AR MBSO E, BATBHT 1 /% A R (R 2R R i
TIHE B R )R e S S RRE G . BATIT AR EoR: 1) RS AR
Al A4 AT IR T B, 2) D VR X1 S 53 X T DL Al ) 28 28 FEE 2 S ol [ 36 8 DX R i R, 3)
TR A PR 20 22 2T RORAE L

<k

=

XA i, K B I RCR

1 BMiREREI VR0 LT, LS TEE 2 0 R

PO K LR 250 [ R4k e, b TR ER. ME R ML ORI RR
TATERL, REHREZE, SISO RS R, R AREMMG IS, SR AR
P VAR T 2 T SR AT DURIFI OS82 ple APPSR i 2 W0 450, O EL AL DU A FE 82,
FNZEE—AEERE. HTEEOERN IR R EER R, WA LU

Copyright © 2011 Hanspub AE



120 g A SRS HET

Ly, I e M,

T [ EREW ], A EENRRITTIR
WA TGI8 o Je ARG g o B N B B T RETE W 45 1
E R R IRS, WEPUE TGS, B AR
AN NRKE BLRET 5] RS SR, R RublRE]. A
M, BRI AR SR e fs e [ ] G
W, A E S AR IR ATR A . HEE
Bt 5% P Z FSHEAE, ARG R
FHSL ) i@ aiat, mRBb s —4&, S
HEAT S H AN X RS, eSO A, T
& [ ). BIEE R &3 DU R B S AR K
WP, N FRELE AW ERNZ, G s
BEPEN. B, WRAOEE, NAER RS
W AR fRBE NP, ks g g
B, AONTRANT Z R s s ——38 0
FERASAL R . DS B —— 2T E I KAT . B
TR —— T R A 2 B T R LA
(opinion leadership) &k B3 /E 58 (1) SC & A2 AT /R A 5|
W2 P B R R B, A A P 3t T e Bl 1
BAEEHNAO, HET A5,

MIAE 27 S F,  Luor® BmE 7t o 507 2 STk
FE R A B, TR AR R ST 1 — b
R AR AR, BN g B T R ——
MEIR L E R A RS, SRR AR
THNGE R IR A A SRR T R nsE N R A
BE it FEFAFIAGNL. A% ES AL
2 E ROV EEF I LR 734k, Swigger &
Brazil " (W 5t B, P4 b 1A R85 AT LA A0 fi#
YR R IRIRE ST 5 [ 0] FAR SR ) AR B 22 SR,
XA R R 4 A H . s B R R
RS B, B8 AN AR 2 2] 5 AR A 1
Bio A8 M RBAT A 25 S AT ARG 75 244 145
BB RS, B RPE RSO EA . A.
EHHRRE RS,

AWFFHITE I BN 1) AL R R & R e
Xtk 4 R AR A EE B ? 2) i
X (1 5 70 S5 5 DAL A A ) 282 A 5 4 Rl 5% () 6 F
WX I3 F G 2 3) 1 K FH k2 75 0k 27 o) 2

R B ?

Copyright © 2011 Hanspub

o S AU I SRR AL

1.1. fliEER

B P2 N RN N, il ok EL28 2 R 4%
P AN AT Bk AR AR i e, 3o 25 Aol A i v T R
TGS, TEROBHREARNMVER N EL
TR, BN A E A E, W20 g
PERRA BUACAE,  MEAT SEIOU ELB AT BEdE 4 fiE
Pl B Wiz K AR R, 1 Ho ARl 1% m] 35 Al
B 7= 0 A 3 JRUR i U9 38 ol i AR i . B
E RN RS, TR B R s i,
Vr 2 [H A AMEIE L 2 30T 53 T A A, toR
FMLE B 5 P 24T 58, DR T B A AL A
HRAK .

O, MRAMIFAR IR, HARM
FRCE Y, (B ARPI R, 2
DUNTE THR] A0 TRDLHLE ] AR AESER, WiRAE
A A B IR, e K B AR I F R AR AfE L
EAVAREE . — NS E, BRI
TR AR T IR kA R

12. REH

121 lkEE

SN AP NI E B i B A MR &y R AP
JRBETT S A M SE B R . A B T 4% e 4 Bl
BEHTHRSTEG, M4 HEEmE SRS E%
Al ) 0 M e e S 7 PR il 44 7 R A ST
T KR 2 T, L SR P AL S
PR O A R AT B IR, IS Pkt
ZAMY A5 oD BB A% A %A BT B AL A L 9 45T
&M FRER Jarvenpaal™ 25 (KR 70t 7w 243 B %t
Ak 42 P A 1E T BRI, 2 RE0A 2 Al X6 2% £l kA
Sl PRI A5 AT 32 T g o L ) S 284 P = R

1.2.2. B G

o L ATUAR R i 1) Al 1 3 DL [T o 2 B R
T SR LA B TR AR . RREEEAUE,, TR
{7 DLl B AR RO RE S S B K. 5 S T R L
A AE R B OB tE, & AT B 5 1 K 1)
SCERSEIR SIS P B N, 252 U T
MR S E N — MRS EE A, FA G

AE



i Al S AT

T ENREIE S, ZHOE T ST+
PSR Ll W R AR R SRV SE Vil b
SR, ARG T RS TR ES
W AHIF FE LA L AT E £ b 19255 v ol 473 T8 )
FERAE N — EERT T H

123 U EEFRAMSFIYR
1.2.3.1. TAM 41 - H A4

Davis*®*LL Fishbein F1 Ajzenl™® [t 347 ) B 16
(theory of reasoned action, TRA) NHELS 3EA, FRUHAA
S5 T SRR &R, @b R s
(technology acceptation model, TAM) #i%!, fEid L
LRV BT AL, Davis Frde i IR
B2 AR DL S0 54E F 1 (Perceived Usefulness). %1t 5
FH 1 (Perceived Ease of Use) WA 47 A iy A8
. e, BN ER RS, HLL T A
A T A R 2 471308 D] 3% 5 M) 5 FH 85 PN 3508 9045 7
(beliefs). ¥ (attitude) 5 i J& (intention) 521, 12152
MR AR R R, AR, WESA TAM fHA
o 1) 015 A 12 (Perceived  Usefulness) 25 & DL i+ 4
b2 A 6 2 AR 2 ST RS - A T R AT
TR RZ I o
1.2.3.2. R - AT W SN

Kraiger'™ . Ford & Wroten'® & Brown & Gerhardt®
SR W I F N 2 R RS BT R )
A8 F (456 AR 2 B 75 & M 25 21 4 s br 5 iR
i ERF G TS b BT AR S 1
2 Ni-affective reaction (AR). T B8 F PE-utility (UT)%%
=T A AT LS T R A

2. MRFZ*

21 tAIEEZERFRTERE

AT FCRS Al 2 Xt A B A (A B, JFaEAT
FEA R 73T AR RAERE FUfB B O T LB S AR AR A
MIEAER “ b s 2252 SRR BB, 34T
FrP AR et =] (AL 180 46 M) E Ak
2, IFECE T E AR R IR T e “ BB
R (F 138 fisiE, HA A ZRAFRR R S F

Copyright © 2011 Hanspub

o S AU I SRR AL 121

P R IEAE) OB ST R o 273 il A R A - B B
FUrABPTS, TR R BRI s
X7 AR I IO Al e 1L N eI, 2R
5 AR RE EFrAGE. )5 FBIF
e f ey A DU ALAE b R L T e . JRATHR %
HEE A B SO — B R HABOAGE,  7-bdls
ZHAL OB R A AR, JRATELREE 5
VB0 I A& LA B, AN FE BT A P 2 A
B UL TR R A EQ R AEEARE, 5 Fon
FHFE).

2.2. BIFERF

ASHE T Z M EAZ TR Z I H R LKA SR
BN DRASHIT FT 1) 6 B RERf SEBC S T 7T H A, HL
S REXT ] th AR TR AL 1. AHIETT R B
WIETBL AT FAL R 2 HEAT 6, 0 T 4 ik
MBRl, 2 BHE T KRR EE B LR 5.
MIER 5 & I HEM KRNI Z )5, A RE s
A B DO ARRF R TR

23 MRMR

A FEAE IRV M X S HCE R By, )
WFFEX R CAFERE A 25 N o AHF 7 AR 3 B b &t
W AE 2 HAT BOR MM 2, B AL B iR DLl
LM RH . SIRRIEIRE NEE MR N
Zh, HEENT IR X 524 )5 A S5
HAHRH I N . T A IR T L bR R AR A AR
CHL BRI, HOH P SR ] DA Al K s
FNETEENIEE SEEFETD, NSRRI
FTTAEA . BT R AT R i R e,
ABREL R [F 2 B AT ki, ARREIRF A4 138 4L,
SEBRZ 5 IR N 118 47, X 118 {2240k H %%l
RARRRERENFE 1), HRHEAREHR AN
W55 KRR A T AR 9 2008 2 2 H 2 6 H
NG G E T R R AR WS . 4 1R
&R FR AW R T R, T S A AT
FORHEE, VT E BATHEE A, MUkH 138 4
i, B 118 A A A5, [FE N 85.5%, * 1
R FREAR P AT

AE



122 dhty
Table 1. Demographic background of study participants
*®1 HESE
& 24 20.5%
4531
5 93 79.5%
K— 34 29.1%
K= 58 49.6%
2
= 11 9.4%
PN 14 12.0%
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Al 52 55 1% T R S5 AL M SRR 7T

5 — UM i (Coefficient of Internal Reliability) £ %1
Cronbach’'s a RECR € T AL B A5 8% b
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FHAE 5 2 2 ROR K = T4 B (AL A Ok SR 202045 0.05 6 E
KFTFIRRAE KRR

Table 2. Measurement and reliability
® 2 HEHERE

T H Cronbach's a
4, 7 (REP)
1 I 2 AT IR 1) R 4 FR 0.80
2 TR AT R () 4 R ATLAR) 14 5
3 SRR AT B R LA NLAE T A
4, S A TR SR L
5. YN ITAEER 1 &R T 3 L i 4 75
H HHE(PU)
1 Fic A5 45 F AL 3R A T LR ) TS | IR IS S 0.87
2 Be A A vE R AT IR R R B ) SRR I S
IR - A AMEUT)
1 15 F TR A% A Bh T IRAEIX T TR 22 ) 0.89
2. 1 P BT A PR AR T TR 1 SRR fig
SR - IR (SAT)
1 TR 2 1125 5 i 0.91
2. TRVE R A B 1A R
IR - [RB(AR)
1. A5 R IXAN B0 VR AR I 2R B TR 1 0.77
2. FRAHERE AL P XA A%
Table 3. Hypothesis testing results
=3 HABUTERTERBEN_RERMERE
g —: S BRI 2E 57 (FF A $0118)
TR/ B SPISE (R 22)
1 ZEHARTX Ak 4 R HAR 2.83(0.93)
2. A Al 44 7 AR 4.23(0.47)
3. ZEWIHT 5 W R Al A4 7N 2 5 -1.4(0.98)
4. i (p-value): —15.46 (0) **
Mo e XTSI A (S AREA S 59)
M {H/IH Rl RS
1. 45 2.68 (0.85)
2. 452 3.78(0.81)

3. tfEi (p-value): —7.2 (0) **
S L-XE PR AR, A5 2- %0 KA,

Equal variances not assumed, **3£ %% /K-0.01
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Table 4. M eans, standard deviations and correlation among study variables
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1 2 3 4
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0.47*%/5.8

0.77*%/13.1

0.36%%/4.2

Note: Coefficients are marked as ** if significant at the 0.01
level. Coefficients are marked as* if significant at the 0.05 level

Figure 1. Research model and path coefficients

Bl 1 #sEE.: BRER/t-value, **FTREKF 0.01
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