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e g 138 77.5
4 40 22.5

#E#L =25 8 4.5
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ST A Wi ¥ 98 55.1
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g ¥ 2 1.1
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IT 4p B¢ 5 %% 1 &1 41 23.0
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AR 1] 1000 @ 12 35 19.7
1000 § ~8000 & 21 11.8
8000 & ~5 & 59 33.1
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10 B2 b 49 27.5
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A - 6 2 rip 0 0.0
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. AF1 0329 0.779 0.064 12.240
AR AF2 0317 0.779 0.063 12.380
(A‘gzrs;gem AF3 0.23 0.722 0.059 12211
AF4 0458 0.724 0.065 11.219
TF1 0.555 0.886 0.156 5.671
&P TF2 0.171 0.787 0.142 5.556
(Threat frame) | TF3 0.236 0.772 0.164 1.696
TF4 0.256 0.745 0.159 4.681
P e MDI 0.428 0.835 0.046 1823
(Mutual MD2 0.255 0.825 0.044 18.743
dependence) | MD3 0.506 0.854 0.033 25.878
CM1 0.16 0.743 0.059 12.653
CM2 0.167 0.732 0.061 12.005
- CM3 0211 0.742 0.042 17.576
#® CM4 0217 0.788 0.04 19.805
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B2 4 0.838 0.565
ol M o= 4 0.876 0.639
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AF1 0.784 0.235 0.125 0.330
B Pg i AF2 0.783 0.123 0.218 0.254
(Adjustment frame) AF3 0.726 0.248 0.103 0.221
AF4 0.728 0.048 0.306 0.372
TF1 0.214 0.891 -0.220 0.016
w2 TF2 0.277 0.791 -0.058 0.116
(Threat frame) TF3 0.154 0.776 -0.097 -0.027
TF4 -0.029 0.750 -0.104 -0.024
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AF TF MD CM
AF 0.752
TF 0.194 0.799
MD 0.272 -0.180 0.838
CM 0.407 0.017 0.343 0.763
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Adjustment frame

A EEEAE 0.34%**
0.319%=*
Mutual dependence a| Commitment
FHE ffetg 0.249%** ¥ fFiE
R?=0.131 R?=0.224
'0.242%**
Threat frame
R ETHESE

#p=0.1, **p=0.05, ***p=0.01
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Abstract

Because recent global competition aggravating, the enterprises have gradually
outsourcing non-core business. Therefore, software outsourcing has become the main
outsourcing projects. The research problem is mutual dependence and commitment to the
impact between threat frame and adjustment frame and the use of the company's behavior.
After research and analysis to show threat frame and adjustment frame of two factors that may
affect the interdependence of the clients and outsourcing vendors, and adjustment frame and
mutual dependence have a significant impact on customer commitment to the outsourcing
vendor. However, the threat frame failed to demonstrate a significant impact on customer

commitment to the outsourcing vendor.
Key Words: Software Outsourcing ~ Commitment ~ Mutual Dependence ~ Technological Frames



