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%7] TAM (Technology Acceptance Model) 28-& AFFAHE8 =79 Adel sloiA 7iRle) AalA 3 Ansc)
Ao o3P TAMERE §48d g #4F8 ¥4, 5 deidae o $744 A 88ele d780 S48z 9
o & =8dMe TAMS HE 7/idel 233l iy 479 ALAEH =79 9§ AHES vashe dT7E $398%
. A BUATE B, B ArAES FAM A (affective) HIESY 24 A (cognitive) BIEE PEda, TAMdIN 2
ANY gxo FUEE FFAAT. £F FEY Aol2 AP AAE AAN] HalM, T BES ALl AXye
HAEAFAES =) Q9] § AR viadigcl. FR0E4 23§ ojf¥ B dPoMe ted e AnE
& AU AA, M Pt A4 BEg Felgosn TAM o RYARHE ANARCH, B4, BA A}
FAFES =79 AR-E FAYYE TAME 9 AHg sloide A8 dE dadd vAYEE 7D 88 ReFgr),

--------------------------------------------

TRA(Theory of Reasoned Action) (Ajzen and
Fishbein, 1980: Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) ®
48 33 71€4-8 29 (Technology Acceptance
Model: TAM) (Davis, 1989; Davis, Bagozzi &
Warshaw, 1989)& AMgAlEe] AEIl1E +4 2
Y E Adte 7MY F 88 ol & F dhelt
Davis(1989, 1993)& HEAIA F&of 9lo)A
o 5 B F8F AANAH 8oz #4844
(perceived usefulness: PU)# A}§ fo]A
(perceived ease of use: PEU)& W3
Davise #8494 AA(PU)E "W Al2g& A}
EHozN Al AFTYPFYE FAAE Aol

----------------------------------------------

2t B 4x'gn Fosta glon, o 4%
B3, A4 9 AFd 31N AHgEle AR
259 $84% $AE Aol EF ALE £ol4
8 AA(PEU)E old B4 A2gE AHgshs A
ol ojdA Yrin A Ax2n HoE Yz
1, o)A FEALHE Hgdr] g, AHgl gl
olN AAAH AAHog wHo| A T AL 9
vigic}, o]F el o AFEe] o] F dy AF
e} (convergent validity)® o4¥ e3A
(discriminant validity) < AB7}8H T ¥ Ad
el #A4E AUt e.g.. Adams, Nelson
& Todd, 1992: Argawal & Prasad, 1999:
Chin & Todd, 1995: Davis, 1989: Doll,
Hendrickson & Deng, 1998: Hendrickson,
1993:

Massey & Cronan, Subramanian,
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YME - Yoot

1994). AMA /i (affective construct) 224
Bz (attitude) & BeF Davis F(Davis et.
al., 1989: 984)2 ARA| 28 Algof Slo} e
o o] vje AFE AAHALH, £T K844
o] ZRA|2E Al3-E JEEE ATFRYo] FAHE
735, AEA2Y AHRo] A Bxe] Fio] A9
gt d7EAE AMST. wekd ol2d 2
He FHY AMgatY 2E &, #84 2 AMeS
4o & vl¢ G dAFUSE PolgoA|q, H
Bt JEA 2 AME-E dasied UM 7HA
7t githe EE o] Toist.

azg A d7eMe grde A
(affective) HlE A4 H(cognitive) H=7t ¢
tdxn AH8Y(Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 19
79, 1985 Crites, Fabrigar & Petty, 1994:
Melone, 1990: Triandis, 1980: Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996) °|8@ AAMA, Ad4A HE
EL 9% e HEd 72E 59 FE&dda A
Algta o

Crites $(1994)"¢ B8 238 %) oje)
(semantic pairs) 33 E=7& NEstd=d, 344
Hre, hide] dd 9xte 38 78 A3sh
BAHA 8ta, Wb Q14 glzof g gue g
o B4 2L 43L& 71 2 BARBIRE =78
3t} 25 12709 XA A ole] (Apake/vl
#8he  (love/hateful), &AE/&E(delighted/
sad), ¥E/EAE (happy/annoyed), A&/
A9 (calm/tense), FEEHE/AFF (excited/
bored), HHE/3d (relaxed/angry), 2A|dh=/
# o3 (acceptance/disgusted), 7I®el=/3%

& (oy/sorrow), FBAY/FAHAY (positive/
negative), Foldhe/8o1dhs (like/dislike), ¥
£/ (good/bad), vHHAR/uIFA A &
(desirable/undesirable)) & Y& 719} 21413 A
o}o](#-43/%H 8l (useful/useless), HE/ol
2|4 &(wise/foolish), FHT/PASA] YL (safe/
unsafe), FA/AZE (beneficial/ harmful), 7}
A /714 $1¥ (valuable/worthless), $HA%/&
8 perfect/imperfect), AT/BARTH whole-
some/unhealthy)) 2 45U},

Davis 5 (1989)& HZE t}22] tl 7j9) 8o
2 73 AxE AHgSl 2330 &, RE ARbe
Teid) & W, @A AT ANSR Sl HEZEA
A Z2399] WriteOneo] $c/1 10} (good/bad),
@ sir}/olel A tHwise/foolish), ZejHolc}/m| 5]
Ao|tHfavorable/unfavorable),  fJsll/a§ct
(beneficial/harmful), 3&Ao|tt/53 30|t} (po-
sitive/negative).” Crites $(1994)9] #A2ld] H|Z
ol & i, Davis ¥9 Bk FP=TE 34H gz
A gz RE5E I¥sta o

mehd, & 79 5H L A, F 7 HE 35
o] £4 Hol A& @AY TAMAA HE F=2&
g A5, AEALR AR dF HA7A] )
TE TAMS A72#E0] oFA ¥g AAAE
gepstnzt &, 24, W& TAM 9F(es..
Adams, Nelson & Todd, 1992: Chau, 1996;
Davis et al., 1989 Hendrickson et al.,
1993: Mathieson, 1991: Venkatesh &
Davis, 1996)lX Q78 AMF-AHESE £79) ARS
o g A7 AAEC] AU Alge] difM=

1) Crites ¥ (1994)& ¥ A3 %9} ¥ %(general attitude) & FEFoU, el 2Hel daEe] tal, A4A gz 2
A P59 dutble 23 $8F0] shie] B4 (latent factor)o) B (Loading) S BAHE BAsidch melA o714 A
Al 12719 M "= &3 $5 ool ANE R 9 BE 38950 25 23}
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TAMolMel B 7Hdel &3 HHD WWWAHRS] Wei®

2 4980l gAer} s Aol & 7oA
€ F 7 ARA &Y BF, F ARAES 279
&AZHE FES, YAOE HEY AHEE F402
g Ayl A€ F8 TAM 2d¢ #AZsgo
AHFALES AZEFolEL Be AFEE] usis)
1, 73Ao] XEstd, AHgAEL Ao ofd
AEE AEAE 29 € F U 23y A8Y
71Ee AR B9 o) OE 438 7k
mEo TAMo] el 71&9] sg 2 Al4-& 49
T AEA A7) ogd. JHYL HRE F
PBa7] AT AHEHA T, o] INY FHn
BHE M FEA THYLERY GALEE HH
M= AHEEE ZTo|th(Amstrong & Hagel,
1996: Riggins & Rhee, 1999). E38 £ 43
dMe Hx Ade] £48 TAME $8iAM ALzl
8 =7 4 JHY ALEE dYdosN £39
TAMS E3d& HAFstaa ste Aol

. 2T

HEd #§ 7P ditde Bie AMA "=
(affect attitude &2 emotion)9 2143 HE
(cognitive attitude & belief)o]t}(Petty,
Wegener & Fabrigar, 1997: 613). 28\
= AAMA, 9438 a8n $%3 H%(cona-
tive attitude) & Al 7HA B2 Pdse]gith
1 FEse d7Eel ded (Azien & Fish-
bein, 1980; McGuire. 1985: Berkowitz,
1986: Olson & Zanna. 1993), Stephen %
(1994)9) A7AT AN AABHEe] AM A B9}
TFY HEe #2 8oz ERdogM A

HAEAT N3 1A M4 2002 89

AN Hret 554 st i g FudA
g HYe & F Atk mEA B dpdMe 3
A3 Hxd 43 g FHeE 98 A
oAt g,

AR HEe geht ol 1 tigE dsshex
€ 9ulstn (McGuire, 1985), tidol g 743
HscE 338k Zolvh(Bagozzi & Burn-
krant, 1979). 43 "z thds) dd€ 7
8 &% ¥&E 9vlsl(Bagozzi & Burnkrant,
1979, 1985), 7KX(Value)& 71¥teg § thAto)
g 7t B, o)d 5 F¥ske Aol Chai-
ken & Stangor, 1987).

o] F HEE A2 9& Mdez 9d48a gle
¥, & Z2& §otod MHE Aoz dF B
2H I Utk Weiss & Cropanzano(1996)& %
MNE g 244 gxe SY3 gL AAshe
U Ae 43478 F¥s9en, Triandis
(1980)% AXA "xs QXA B Bag §
A el E2he] #AY PP e =95
Ak, HBA28 Bopo) X, Goodhue(1988) st
Swanson(1982)°] FEA|AY BT Apor] A
M2 HEg A4 A gre R} A5 gL
& AHEYUT, Melone(1990) 54 HFo o
¢ HHE o] AAH "dE £ A4 HE F o
= B 2As -V ) gdeldde 97EdaE
A A B o

TAM® 271 TRA(Theory of Reasoned
Action, TRA) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) &
94 Hxg, ¢Yd MR HER 1 Y48 A
@8tn 19m(Chaiken & Stangor, 1987),
TAMIAME Bl g dde BAA gz Qg
3t ok a2y, MEeME AR, B
o] TAM @FdA 2Fstn e dEe dge
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YBE - Y2

AMA Hzrt ohdz AAAY HE R 944 HE
7t EAH9 e BEol22, 223} (operation-
alization)®} 9] (construct) Atejel Hejz} &
Astn sle Rolth, wekM, Fred Davise 39
e Z2F3E FASAINAE, 99 TAMET
oA 2oz e HE FZoA A4A Hi =
L AAHL, AMA YE FELL2 FHEjo}
& Zojt, F, £ 479 AWA EFL HE
o 74 % Ao #F o FH(H WARel,
HEg FAMA g2y FYdxle ik, 9=
g AMA/Q044 gz FEE Exe s,
HEE FANF/A4E/998 dzr /398
Ae Zii) o4 ol BHE FESE Aol
oflal, TAMoM A&z etz JTAUA
HE NdE 233 sHltke Aed. o3 Hx
2o Helg FHAM, TAMAAY 23T Bhxe]
48 AEY 4 US Aol

Hxst 9 =(E 9 Ao #AE dF
ol glolM, ANA griieR HEg FYse
dte ®el den, dA¥e TRA(Theory of
Reasoned Action) (Ajzen and Fishbein,

1980: Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975)7} °]={%
HE 339 giix dyoltt, TV Z2ay 49
of leiM, M3 gxute] g Frie Halgt
9 A7 2% (Bandura, 1986)st, &MAE A
el glojq FAMA e Fo4E AT o
g #ofe]l 97 (Engle, Blackwell & Miniard,
1986) &°] FAMA HE &3¢9 F94E dalF
€ d7E80lt MIS |79 YoMz, AlgA o
=9 AR A2" AR gx)Be] BAE AT
el glolA, AMA fgrtes Bed 23§ o
TFEE Wol BHEH(E 1 &=),

B =Fe & e A7 £42 TAM A79A
F2 gFoA e AFAES =79 Abgo B3 A
23 At QY YAelE W 9 Az
Edo]l HEd ¢ A& Ao} i Aot oy
TAME o]88 9 A% dHstaAl g 478
o] o]#ojF 1, #AS TAM A7E AYEY v
2832 glth(e.g.. Lederer, Maupin, Sena &
Zhuang, 2000: Moon & Kim, 2001). 23y
ol2|f AFEY FAE olEo| AFHEN AFAL
E3E d9she TAMATEANAM A8 BEE

(B 1) AH ejzol HREALH ABYIS YA 378 =8

Az

Rk

Compeau & Higgins(1991)

HEe JEALE A (A7 Ba)9 49 ¥s

Davis(1993)

Hee FEA2E A (7] B3)9 49 ¥s

Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw(1989)

Hre FRALY AL (A7) Bn)e 48k & ¥SE ofd.

Gutek, Winter & Chudoba(1992)

Hxe FRAILY AR (2] Ba)9 4y ¥s

Hartwick & Barki(1994)

HEs ARA2E AHE(A47] BR)o] A9k dF Wes ofd,

Popovich, Hyde, Zakrajsek &
Blumer(1987)

HEe FRA2R AM(A7] Ba)e 4 e

Sambamurthy & Chin(1994)

HEw JEA A AMG(27] Ba)e] A9 o)zt & He

Tjompson, Higgins & Howell
(1991)

e FEAI2R ALR(A}7] Ba)e A W47} obd.
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TAMoRA2] HIE Jide] RY JHM3 WWWAIBS 4¥

gave d dt & A2 OE BEd AE d
59 23 g ¥wslr| i Eo] A vimrt 87t
Fetthe 247 ik wEbd B dpdMe | of
He BEY £AAHE dde] A8 FUE &7
AE(ER)E WA E F 71 b ARI|g(AE
Y= HES dele] FALE) Y AMgol P HE
ZAHE AAEAT,

iggl

£ d7oA AEdnzt s F o REE (a2

DelA st gt 2% 12 99 B §
% 73 e 7] TAM E3ev, B3 11
A4A "dxg AT AN g FENE 7}
4 2y} o] § B¥& HaFoEM, H
w9 2z} whhel wel 234 wAe 9%E
gotd # 3l& Aol

9
B
x
|
huy
3

]

-

Y1 EHd HE 5o

of & R¥Y W 7}A FEHL oEH 2
AN, FHULEH, £ dPoMe FEAI2H A}
£ 2% 3% =(Behavioral Intention)7} o}
Y FEA A AR A (Usage) & AEsigich
3 olfe FRAIAH AHge] 27] #E4PAEYE
Z1¢ 84 4 Ao o AEE FPET o)
o #olth(Fichman & Kemerer, 1999). %3
oln] B& ATEANM Atgel dF A FAF
1, AHE ZAAE 45 A9stn 3] W
t}H(Adama et. al., 1992: Gefen & Straub.
1997: Igbaria, Guimaraes & Davis, 1995:
Lederee et. al., 2000: Straub et. al., 1995:
Teo, Lim & Lai, 1999).

EA, Davis(1993: 477-8)¢ A7 wa}, &
ATFolME AMEe Boj4do] &4 FFE FA4
g g ¥ oldgtn & A3 o M
2 B 4% 4789 93 AA Hu Urkle.g.,
Agarwal & Prasad, 1999 Chau, 1996:
Davis, 1989, 1993: Davis, Bagozzi &

2 49 27] TAM

284 ¢
B
i (28 sxas) [ SAE
Agel
R20/4

23 1. IMAH s §ERezE 748 4 TAM

'

A8 / i

284
I \ E o 15 Ag

208

Q" 1) oy 29

HYHHET M313 4% 200241 8%
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YUE - Y22}

Warshaw, 1989: Lucas & Spitler, 1999:
Mathieson, 1991: Szajna, 1996: Taylor &
Todd, 1995a, 1995b: Venkatesh & Davis,
1996).

AR, 7] TAMeIA 8 o], & AFolME, #
£40] FEAIAY AL AHPHOR JYE n|A
Ak, AHg-e] gol & FHA2H Aol HHAY
g A e etz M. we 45 d
75 (Chau, 1996: Davis, 1989, 1993: Davis,
Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989: Straub, Keil &
Brenner, 1997: Subramanian, 1994: Szajna,
1996: Taylor & Todd, 1995a, 1995b)lA 9
Al f84d0] BEAIAE AL J &S vAe 7MY
8% ¥edg da=A A e v, A
29 g0l e HRA 2R Ao AHHPAL
2e A9 9%E nAA g€ A3t Ut

A, He ABAI2Y AR QoM AMge] &
ol 47 f849 488 & rhslishe ¥4 (mediator)
2A4 7PAEHAT. o) L HEL Be 45 AF
£l 98 AR =HAHe.g., Davis, 1993: Davis,
Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989; Karahanna,
Straub & Chervany, 1999: Mathieson, 1991).
ol i/} A2 fejH e BXMA HEZ £3E o
T B2 aue A, E 479 F #4 Aol
o}

v, gl el

4.1 Ay

£ Q7e 2¥E AF3] Askel AR Als

934

& AFde W59 HY9EP=(New England)
e &5 A F 420%0A HEZALE 445
Aot BE AL AW L HAF F AT BAH R
F7F frAte, AFE R ol Hlolx #e,
EY, 229 dolg g3 dAYEolrt 4F
A Y50 2ZHE AE, Aelyl 2 o A
FH A2dlg AMRdte WS S8 119 2
23U AEAE FrIHoR Jste] apds
22 AEdxE 35n 4EAE H5de do 9
F7t 2850k, Harris®t Schaubroeck (1990)
948 7+ W34 2Y8S JMe HESTL
H4: 200708 dojo dtn e, Az
HE 4EAe F 4209 F 2119 #ET 87
(50.2%) ¢ stdn, Al HEXE F 420% 5
2069°] FET £9(49.0%)% st o] 27AE
& BESH

4.2 &Yx7

€ AtoM AHed WsEY SFTE /& A
FollA oln] HEE RE AHIAGHES 1), F
BAl28) AREY gl 84 2 BEA2R A}
Boll d§ YEEL Davis 5(1989)0] ALF &
HETE JdRE AHERen, o] 33 FEEL 9
o B2 A% ATES B8 1 e Ao
A%5Ud e.g.,, Adams, Nelson & Todd,
1992: Chin & Todd. 1995; Davis, Bagozzi
& Warshaw, 1989. Szajna, 1996: Ven-
katesh & Davis, 1996).

Bxe &30 dsiHE Davis $(1989)0] A
43 O 7k 38 FolA o A gEEE A
datgded, o ol 7 FEE Crites ¥

(1994)9) &7 wel FXA B=st d44 gz

ZHHHAT M31N M4 2002 88



TAMOIMS] B 02 &3 HMT WWWALRS ¥

2 93 FEHE AETY. F IMH HEE
Z4ste F YE(Folste/dolde, FHAY/R
AN H A4 HEE ZPse F 2 (9
g/ogN e, FYP/AZE)E ojfsld 2¥E
Azdtnz g 2y [N £ 23E Hxd
ol vl #EE e 4o 9 g, F HER
22 A& i

FE9 IR0, AMA HzE PHE JHHez
1 lem(d, Using a __ makes me feel
_), 94 dre o gdte 2atle £ ddg
(e, __is a(n) __ instrument in performing
tasks).? B A P IS AP ua
(object)™@ thet e} "d) ol theh 9o ol
HEe t2n, 21, didd] dig §90)& 24
e Aol Bl P9jo g JUBAE gui2A
Qs Wfelgtn Ad9sla Sithi(el. Davis,
1993: Hartwick & Barki, 1994 Mathieson,
1991). &, "AFE o g B9} HAHE AL
of g Bz Aole BY 4 slon, FAE
R8s o] AFE AMgol] oiF HEHa} 423
& AFHE & e HE 239 2ulE uhdolgln
& ¢ Sl& Aok, a8y, Tesser & Shaffer
(1990, p.501-502) & “th/goll thgt 97} opd,
W A A HeE EFsiE, 1 g4y
7ot ddd tig BYE BE3 42 4 3l
© Al Zo| P i =g B4 949
g, gAY g gros B AWE 4L
T o BExndn 3o &, IS AN,
‘use’®] VL Hokdle wording effect & 8
AT, “use'dle PAE Bx 4 (context)o]

NdHez F&5o] glod Ze ad4E d 4 9l

gde Aot B dE9M«= “performing task'a
E 4% (context)o] FHHL2 BA|Ho glon]
ole & WWWE Agdte J94E B¢ 97t 3
#3] Bdso] ok AzEr

V. HOlE #4

Holel #42 Bk /ide e 98y ¢
ME T FEA 2" g 2YEY AGRHS B
Agtaa 72 334 2Y¢& AMET. g2,
#14 a20¥A (confirmatory factor analysis)
o] FEAIAH AFEo|M Bo] AlgE T glon
(e.g., Adams, Nelson & Todd, 1992:
Argawal & Prasad, 1999: Chin & Todd,
1995 Doll, Hendrickson & Deng, 1998:
Massey & Cronan, 1993:
Straub & Chervany, 1999:
Subramanian, 1994: Szajna, 1996: Taylor
& Todd, 1995a, 1995b), &3], 72434 ¥
< #F A7 aF 2 FE X¥stn 9 Oy
Bl @ WeETY] BAE Bz & A e AR
4 Ee 34 E£4Ed ge AHE g
(Goldberger, 1973).

Hendrickson,
Karahanna,

5.1 FYT7o A=y « Bl

Mg AFsd 9A 2T AY
(reliability) 3 €lg4d(validity) & #AZ3Mdc}.
SAETY Ao A7 FHYETE o] L3}

2) o FE Y FFHAT AASIAE AR A =g

HAYHT M3 1N MeE 20024 8%
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YnE - A2

(% 2) &Y 7o Naldgy g

N $E54 AZHE HE Al
84 4 9427 9571
A9l o4 4 .8991 .9065
He 4 .8809 .8744

IS AH$ 2 8341 .6484

o iAo ZH%E W, FUYE 3PS UL
T AeA F4A9 Y F=E Wikde Aoz,
Cronbach’s alpha®l €& %€ (Nunnally,
1978; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
Cronbach’s alphadl tig AddQl 7i¢e AL,
dwrAel 71 AFH 2 2Ud. Nunnally(1978)
€ ABlae 7Rkl E 0.6 ojield 9EY
et stttk (E 2)e A8 #4438 A
A&t itk Alpha A7} 0. 6484 to 0.95712
A, 224 HE 9 AdBY AHE 254 0.68
g a8z FP=T Aol vtn & 4 Ut

HEgEdM 943 BE F2 A9, FMH
He 38w AZAHe 0939008 94 BEY
FEolth, wEM, 7Y (194 A48 "9x /gL
AU FHAE BHE £ ALl FHHUAG.

T4 €134 (construct validity) #49] E4&
o] 7ivte) g AA 238 © FHET A
ole] dAFXE A3 AT Zlo|th(Babbie,
1995). T4 B34 E 2AE7] A8A 8 Q7o
Me A7 643 B g§24E B 2
ArdMe U4 8084 E BN FIFEHDA
(convergent validity)& 2ZAF8IAtH (B 33

(E 3) 3015 Q1A gt (AZME HE)

B F84 $0l4 [ AMY dr | AdYH gx| S AR
1 .89(na)

2 .90(19.66)

3 .92(20.51)

4 .88(18.33)

5 .87(na)

6 76(12.81)

7 .84(15.26)

8 .87(16.35)

9 .97(na)

10 .90(15.31)

11 .92(na)

12 .90(13.12)

13 .83(na)
14 .86(7.13)

25 98 7€ C@E 90,

936
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TAMojM2! ST g &3 ALY WWWAES] S%

(E 4) Hol¥ Qolgs gt (fIEU)

oE 84 B0l | AMA GE [J4H x| IS AR
1 .89(na)
2 .90(24.16)
3 .92(22.35)
4 .87(20.83)
5 .87(na)
6 75(13.31)
7 .84(14.27)
8 .88(13.91)
9 .93(na)
10 .92(17.64)
11 .63(na)
12 .67(10.97)
13 .78(na)
14 .92(3.10)
T BE ¢Y Fe t-gE ouli
(B 5) &% 289 BYEEY BY dilAzZyc 4E)
84 fol4 [ BMA dx Q44 Bz | IS A
84 .898*
4ol4 445" .834
ANA x| 535 .392 .936
A4A gx| 470 341 597 910
IS AH 311 .364 271 371 .845
* oz (I ET BRI BAHVE=(3 1Y)
b ojztaslel o4 AdEre] ATdA = (shared variance)?
(B 6) &3 85| HYeley 84 Fn(ledl)
&4 ol 1 AMY x| 948 x| IS AHS
84 .898°
£l .368° .837
AAH x| 477 .489 925
A2A gx| 511 .372 .580 650
IS AHE .203 .357 .251 .186 .853

iz R ES F3A%e ¥ = (2 1Y)
b mjztaele) a4 gEzte APBA = (shared variance)?

YT M3 1A M4 200214 8Y
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UKE - Y2

o] ~xg= 4 ES Al dojy 25 1474 &
B A 84, A9 o4, HE, A2¥ AL
T 5709 89lo] F&HALH, t-gho] 2.0 ¥} 2
A Jehd FAFeddel dFHUS Joreskog &
Sorbum, 1989). th&9 (% 3)3 (R 4)v &%
Y= JE9 dEyle] RE FEES t-g & BIF
g =g, 2y 119 23 2Y HAE 99
A, 43 g5 FEL AP o 24 FEE
AT AR e, 25 ¢ g0 feld A
o2 #HHAT. o] Ae (F HF (F DY
B2t @gog di dis e worx st

5.2 2T tlole Mtk &4

¥ Ad79 2¥(a¥ DI dojezty AfxE
%871 A8 AmosE AMEdo F2YAA 2
£ AHgsiglth. FEREE4 239 AEEE Ht
71918 AdA 71E2 fla(Bentler & Bonett,
1980 Fornell, 1983: Hayduk, 1987), chi-
square A #o] #F Mo XY HES 7]
of v 9sty] WEe, 2 A9 AGRE A5E
B 1eiste Wrtstejol IrH(Etezadi-Amoli
& Farhoomand, 1996).

d¥td o2 chi-square FAFo] UHEAHA ¥
& de 712 FHAF(GFD7E 0.98 23, 3

(B 7) £7] TAMS| B8 YT &4 2o

a7 2y
A=A Az 4E Jey 2 52
Chi-square(CMIN) 321478 234.094 -
DF 72 72 -
CMIN/DF 4.465 3.251 »2~5
Pvalue 0.000 0.000 »0.05
GFI 0.840 0.869 >0.9
RMSR 0.129 0.105 (0.1
AGFI 0.769 0.810 »0.8
(% 8 ¢H TAMS| 28 iz 24 Za}
a7 2y
AP AF TP aua o FF
Chi-square (CMIN) 123.235 74.151 -
DF 49 49 -
CMIN/DF 2.515 1.513 y2~5
Pvalue 0.000 0.012 >0.05
GFI 0.919 0.947 >0.9
RMSR 0.085 0.050 <0.1
AGFI 0.870 0.915 0.8
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712 B@AF(AGFD7F 0.850 An 2A HF
AFZLAHRMSR)ZE 0.1 B} ZFolo} AYPg =
Holgtn ¥ 4 AUtH(Hayduk, 1987). (¥ 7)&
£ dx 2oz F4HE 2] TAMY 29 A
=8 AAstL it Addoz v¥e Hiwst
WA detstth. &, 2T = HES Qe o) Zzt
o oi# GFIZF 0.84, 0.872, AGFI7} 0.77,
0.812 Jegen, RMSRe 0.13% 0.118 v
1258

e, £ TAMY 23 AfRsE AXgcs
AEe JHY BFANA GHEAUHE 8). &, 2
71 TAM E3lA Q43 g 2L AAgez
A, 2Zd= HES A"y AN GFIZ}
0.92 € 0.95, AGFI7} 0.87 % 0.922 74X
¥erm, RMSR2 0.09% 0.058 2% oj-¢ A%
T 2YYE HAFm Ut}

241

5.3 32 Al BN W BB

ol ARE vish 2o, £3 TAM dT7RY
o] AR Aok Jeorg g dFdMe 4
B 2de o2 A29 f94E E¥san
#d. 3¥ 28 3ME Hx2 TAHE $49 TAM
Mg 2zhe HESG AeUl AL 2Y9 A=
A+E 2dFa 3o,

2 A79 AXH= HE A AE 7R
TAM Q73% 548 d94E Roa Yot
AHES ol e 84 frold F%E mAn,
HEe ALg9 0o)43) #8494 259 Eg3 3
202 AHsY, §840] FRA2AY Ago] &
g g vAde Aojtt, EF 4o ¥
71 ARl st FRAAHY Algo] Jdge
A& HogFa Qv 23, "4k /Y 339 A
32 oo}, 2= HE ALE(AEH TAM ¢

3 TAM (22T HE)

.24 (6.64)"

R84

48 (8.75)*

4B (6.64)*
\ BN

e
BE 18 (1,931

IS AHE

A /
2014

19 (2.66)*

*p<0.05, +p<0.1

HBE: GFI=.02, AGFI=.87, RMSR=.09, and ,’/OF=2.5

2y 11

% TAM (Y89

A1 (1.20)

RE8

39 (5.20)" T

41 (5.79)

33 (5.01)* ‘
BAMH Ll IS AIE
B |27 a1
A8 @3y
20l4

*p<0.05

HBE: GFI=.95. AGFI=.92, AMSA=.05, and ,?/DF=1.5

(38 2) $8 TAM2| 22 Al BESE Z2As 9 T-%
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A¥EE AHANE & Aoy, AdELe A
A 9 Fede E AolE HAE & %

didel], AEYle § A SelAe dEH 2
€ EYEL BHE &+ A

AX, =g INH dx gEnes YL
A, A=t F8493 1S AHS Alele]l @A ofrl
(complete mediator)7} Bt &, #4849 IS
Agel] A A G feHelA Rz, FA
A HEE B¢ 1 Aol #9diA doe R
ojt, olg 2XHE= HE A SloM #84
o] A AAE Z+ Ade Y& Zon, TAM
& ojgdtd WWW AHE dF 8Rlg ATE
Moon & Kim(2000)8 €479 tt& 2#4E U
Bz it

EX, HEE B3 FRA2Y AMEd niAe 2
A4 4% JoiME, Boldo] FEHEY o F
9glt}, ol TAME ol&8l WWW A2 4
Hatuzl Y AFE 5, Moon & Kim(2000)¢]
AT 39 YA, Lederer, Maupin, Sena
& Zhuang (2000)¢] Azshe At

AT HE ALY WWW ALgol] &3 o] 4k
F 74N 9 Aole, WWW3 228 HEV} 7HA
AR Aold 54 HEYS Aok o &3
o ZAE, WWW2] AHS A7 “B3Q A fele
$olye] Fasht, dE dF 739 =T R 29
3% 840 F88the A7 (Gefen & Straub,
2000)¢l4 g 4 Uk AAl, ATy HEE
AR FY¢ Y $Eog F2 AEHE whE,
WWWe 793 &7 ©58 943 2o go
AHEE 3 Qi ohebd, f8A4d0] AZHE HE9
Az Apgo] FaF FEL vA & 9, WWW
Ao ol RS AMH FHe] o JgS
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pjd & e Aotk H WWW A& #g
A7E =¥ M FEM FE(Amstrong &
Hagel, 1996: Riggins & Rhee, 1999)¢} 7}
A}3}8H(Kraut, Mukhopadhyay, Szczypula,
Kiesler & Scherlis, 1999: Kraut, Patterson,
Lundmark, Kiesler, Mukhopadhyay &
Scherlis, 1998) & <138 A3 &9 #Hd
ZUEE FA8n Aok wepd wwwel A9 o
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g ojydol ] BE AFE & + U Aot
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2471 8 ¢ dda FRHed (p. 9), & AT
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3 1oy}, Lederer, Maupin, Sena & Zhuang
(2000) €7 A4 FAAEY JFd dud
WWW AHg(p. 273)& W22 83 dtke d
A, ol F849 3dA alele AAE #E
F= vk

849 WWW ARl digt 33 &) tigt
o, B 917 A elx Rejrte AAE WY v
A, Moon & Kim (2000) °] #9#<Q d%4E W
A AL, HE §59 &4 Foldi] & vk AL
% 4%e] & Aoz AR F, Crites &
(1994)9] 71¢22 & ®, Moon & Kim (2000)
o 7, 3MA Hxd AAH HE 3 FEo]
EgHo] d&E & U B, A AN
s 2, B 5] WWW ALgoll flojA, go]io]
t F8Ald0E F4 (Gefen & Straub, 2000)
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#H7} el Holx] Faiche ARt ADA] e A
o8 Atadth

AYEAHT M317 H4x 20024 8¢



TAMOIAS) BRE ZHdo) &8 ZhMRE WWWALBS! PRy

v.d E
2 479 dejze A g AlAE § 4
ATk A, TAM 239 HE 23928 $5%

224 2d A¥TE PN + ke A,
EX, TAM 2322 WWW A4S A9 3}
oK A%H TAM A didoladd 2Zd= 4
E ALgdE T8 AMS geE dAsivhe A,
AR, Y ZEE /Nitog dlo] ANygE HE
AHET WWW AHE 7o) Wlm BMate)l MM S
Az gl et

A ZFQ TAM 239 g5 3¢ o)
& FHolAe WA, N9 Holoke de PMF
He 2 U434 Bt EAE e 27 TAM
2¥9 gk 38X PMA g sde] & A
g4% 834E AYEA 44 gt g
T UFS HFAAY. 53 Aoy 54HE
F 7 A€, 2ZHE HES AHYe ¢
AHE REOA A4H HErt 271 TAM 239
He /idalA RelsHAG ol AMH gxg 2
A4 gzt delgdez Red AdY e A5
Aotk 53], T HE Jde] EAY RogA
F M 2elgE 9 oS TAM 2¥e| g
< AN, mebd, JIgeM Bo Pee 23
TEYES FBEAAE ABARE Hotalr] 94
Me 7189 TAMED £ 939 #3389 23dg
AHg-ste whgaE gl

7 HAZE TAMS 97437 3R71¢ 79
9 zpolel wat @A F ULS HAFIH B
Ao ~ZY s HE Ag9 Adbe 7|29 TAM
ATEFH FYT v, Qe AHES uj$ e
A#E AAsD Ut F, 199 MIS. SCM,

HHEAP M313 M4 200244 BY

ERP & 39 A%HQ Al2de =49 oiMEe
NERS) #8453 Bol4o] 24 THYEY N2
AR oM wl$ FRFE BojFe Aolh
mERA Z1gfolA 3] AFAA Aag =9 A,
Mg g 23 LB A Zas)
Bne, 59 271%E AHAEE F9AA =9
sele Aade] 484 3 A44E asde B
€, AHEAEY oA e wdstel AgE) Hest
A A& FEsteiol & Fojok. W, Yl
g die 71Ee TAM 979 w$ ge 4
#E QNS ed, 53 FMY bt Qe
ALg] o fAF Y vl BAE = YA
o getd 719 ded dgad o) Ee
#) A5F9] § Alo]EE 73 Ao] ohy, 1
HEo] At § Ale|EE WEE thrd o
< 2P Yo PHE FAY £ UA Fe B
€, 23S dARAE 9% PEFEAE P&
2 UEF Y AIEE  FEEol ¥ Aot}
olig At 71 R AT ZHe| YAJE &9
°of A% Aol AL ujshs Ao g,
Y AR Sl 7ME FEA 2 FF A3 59
710l ¥7HEUE W Bk ERAY AYL 9n|
o,

2 479 gde g 2o WA, Q44 §
EE AMA o= Eth olyet Abge] fold, f&
A= g Addd, B dFdAe 27 TAM
2g9] g stel] Fdatr] HalA d FGEoA A
ARE ¥ 9 dsEdY B FAsA 9%t
o e 3 d7eME ANA st F A
1'd APE(AHEY $o14d R H84) 3 %A o
Z2 OE dFEd oud e e A
AHajoF & Folvh. 3, 27] TAM 2¥o)N
HErl YE58g B JRAI29 Ao 98

% |
=]

A
¥

feoo e

941



YuE - Yo7

& vAEeA Bedied v, B dFdde 44
FEA AR AL i B S EAH
o, 23y B 27 TAM B3¢ 2AS $4&
AHHE AA PERGe PF J=E neisor ¢
o metA e PFAxE TUF TAM =¥
A Exe] 7HAE B4dte AFEe] o o}
& Aolt}t, =3, B A7E red Davis 97 % B
& TAM @70 gg ANLE ANG Rol=e,
longitudinal study®& %3l ¥ A+ ZHuje ¢
g A AFle AYT vl FEsoor &
Aolg, niAgez E AFdMe Uty 4 A8
o &l dFstgoy ¥ AFerMe AEsa
4 ALl W A7} FHEHA Bt FAAQ) 2
HE AANE ¢ ook & Aot

R

Adams, DA, Nelson, RR and Todd, P.A.(1992),
“Perceived Usefulness, Ease of Use, and Usage
of Information Technology: A Replication,”
MIS Quarterly, June, 227-247.

Agarwal, R. and Prasad, J.(1999) “Are Individual Di~
fferences Germane to the Acceptance of New

Information Technologies?,” Decision Sci-
ences, 30, 361-391.
Ajzen, 1 and Fishbein, M.(1980), Understanding

Attitudes and Predicting Social Behwior.
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Anderson, J.C, and Gerbing, D.W.(1988), “Structural
Equation Modeling in Practice: A Review and
Recommended Two-Step Approach,” Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 103, 411-423.

Armstrong, A. & Hagel, ]. M1.(1996) “The Real Value

942

of On-line Communities,” Harvard Business
Review, May-June, 134-141.

Babbie, E.(1995), The Practice of Social Research, 7"
Edition, Belmont, CA: Wadsworth,

Bagozzi, RP. and Bumkrart, RE.(1979), “Attitude
Organization and the Attitude-Behavior Rela-
tionship,” Journal o Persondlity & Social
Psychology, 31, 513-929.

and (1985), “Attitude
Organization and the Attitude-Behavior Re-
lationshipp A Reply to Dillon and Kumar,
Jourmal of Personality & Social Psychology,
49, 47-57.

Bandura, A. 1986. Social Foundation of Thought and
Action. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice~Hall,

Bentler, PM. and Bonett, D.G.(1980), “Significance
Tests and Goodness of Fit in the Analysis of
Covariance Structures,” Psychological Bulletin,
88, 588-606.

Bergeron, F., Raymond, L., Rivard, S. and Gara, M-F.
{1995), “Determinants of EIS Use: Testing a
Behavioral Model,” Decision Support Systems,
14, 131-146.

Berkowitz, L., Aftitudes and Action, A Survey o
Social  Psychology, CBS College Publishing,
NY, 166-184.

Chaiken, S, and Stangor, C.(1987), “Attitudes and Atti-
tude Change,” Annual Review o Psychology,
38, 575-630. '

Chau, PYK.(1996), “An Empirical Assessment of a
Modified Technology Acceptance Model”
Journal of Management Inforration Systems,
13, 185-204.

Chin, WW. and Todd, P.A(1995), “On the Use,
Usefulness, and Ease of Use of Structural
Equation Modeling in MIS Research: A Note
of Caution,” MIS Quarterly, 19, 237-246.

Crites, S.L.Jr, Fabrigar, LR. and Petty, RE.(1994),

HYHAT H31A M4z 20024 BY



TAMolA S| B 02 &3 JHHT WWWAIBS §eY

“Measuring the Affective and Cognitive Pro-
perties of Attitudes: Conceptual and Method-
ological Issues,” Persondlity and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 20, 619-634.

Compeau, DR. & CA. Higgins.(1991), “A  Social
Cognitive Theory Perspective on Individual
Reactions to Computing Technology” Proceed-
ings o the Twelfth ICIS, 187-198.

Croteau, AM., Raymond, L. and Bergeron, F.(1999),
“Testing the Validity of Miles and Snow's
Typology,” Academy of Information and Ma-
nagement Sciences Journal, 2, 1-1.

Davis, F.D.(1989), “Perceived Usefulness, Perceived
Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of Infor-
mation Technology,” MIS Quarterly, Septem-
ber, 319-339.

(1993), “User Acceptance of Information
Technology:  System  Characteristics, User
Perceptions and Behavioral Impacts,” Inter-
national Jourmal of Man-Machine Studies, 38,
475-487.

Davis, F.D., Bagozzi, RP. and Warshaw, P.R.(1989),
“User Acceptance of Computer Technology: A
Comparison of Two Theoretical Models,”
Management Science, 35, 982-1003.

Doll, W.J., Hendrickson, A. and Deng, X.{1998), “Using
Davis's Perceived Usefulness and Ease-of-use
Instruments for Decision Makingt A Con-
firmatory and Multigroup Invariance Analysis,”
Decision Sciences, 29, 839-869.

Engle, JF., RD. Blackwell & PW. Miniard. 1986.
Consumer Behavior (5™ edition). New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Etezadi-Amoli, ]. and Farhoomand, AF.(1996), “A
Structural Model of End User Computing
Satisfaction and User Performance,” Irfor-
mation & Manmagement, 30, 65-73.

Fichman, R.G. and Kemerer, C.F.(1999), “The Hlusory

YT H31H H4Z 20024 BY

Diffusion of Innovation: An Examination of
Assimilation Gaps,” Information Systems Re-
search, 10, 255-275.

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, 1.(1975), Belief, Attitude,
Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to
Theory and Research, Addison-Wesley, Read-
ing, MA.

Fornell, C.(1983), “Issues in the Application of Co-
variance Structure Analysiss A Comment,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 9, 443-448.

Gefen, D. & D.W, Straub.(1997), “Gender Differences in
the Perception and Use of e-mail: An Ex-
tension to the Technology Acceptance Model,”
MIS Quarterly, 21, 389-400.

& (2000). “The Relative Impor-
tance of Perceived Ease of Use in IS Adoption:
A Study of E-Commerce Adoption” Journal of
the Association for Information Systems
{http.//jais.isworld.org/contents.asp), Volume 1,
Article 8, pp.1-28.

Goldberger, A. S.(1973), “Structural Equation Models:

~ An Overview, in Structural Equation Models
in the Socil Science,” A. S. Goldberger and
O.D. Duncan (eds.), Seminar Press, New York.

Goodhue, D. (1988), “I/S Attitudes: Toward Theoretical
and Definitional Clarity,” DATABASE, 19,
6-15.

Gutek, BA, SJ. Winter & KM Chudoba. 1992,
“Attitudes toward Computers: When do They
Predict Computer Use?” Academy of Manage-
ment: Best Papers Proceedings, 253-257.

Harris, M. and Schaubroeck, J.(1990), “Confirmatory
Modeling in Organizational Behavior/Human
Resource Management: Issues and Appli-
cations,” Journal of Management, 16, 337-360.

Hartwick, , J. & H. Barki. 1994, “Explaining the Role
of User Participation in Information System
Use,” Management Science, 40(4), 440-465.

943



YNE - Y22}

Hayduk, L.A.(1987), Structural Equation Modeling with
LISREL: Essentials and Advances, Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Hendrickson, AR, Massey, PD. and Cronan, TP
(1993), “On the Test-Retest Reliability of
Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of
Use Scales,” MIS Quarterly, June, 227-230.

Igbaria, M., Guimaraes, T. and Davis, GB.(1996),
H“Testing the Determinants of Microcomputer
Usage via a Structural Equation Model,”
Journal of Management Information Systems,
11, 87-114.

, Zinatelli, N., Cragg, P. and Cavaye, ALM.
(1997), “Personal Computing Acceptance
Factors in Small Firms: A Structural Equation
Model,” MIS Quarterly, 21, 279-305.

Joreskog, K.G. & Sorbum, D.(1989), LISREL 7: A
Guide to the Program and Applications (2nd
ed.). SPSS, Chicago, IL.

Karahanna, E., Straub, D. and Chervany, N.L.(1999),
“Information  Technology  Adoption = across
Time: A Cross-Sectional Comparison of Pre-
Adoption and Post-Adoption Beliefs,” MIS
Quarterly, 23, 183-213.

Keil, M., Beranek, PM. and Konsynski, B.R.(1995),
“Usefulness and Ease of Use' Field Study
Evidence regarding Task Considerations,”
Decision Support Systems, 13, 75-91.

Kerlinger, F.N.(1986), Foundations of Behaioral Re-
search, 3 Edition, Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc.

Kraut, R., Mukhopadhyay, T., Szczypula, J., Kiesler, S;
and Scherlis, B.(1999), “Information and com-
munication: Alternative uses of the Internet in
households,” Information Systems Research, 10,
287-303.

, Patterson, M., Lundmark, V., Kiesler, S,

Mukhopadhyay, T. and Scherlis, W.(1998),

944

“Intemet paradox: A social technology that
reduces social involvement and psychological
well-being?,” American Psychologist, 53,1017-
1031

Lederer, AL, D.J. Maupin, MP. Sena and Y. Zhuang.
{2000), “The Technology Acceptance Model
and the World Wide Web," Decision Support
Systems, 29, 269-282.

Lucas, HC. Jr. and Spitler, V.K.(1999), “Technology
Use and Performance: A Field Study of Broker
Workstations,” Decision Sciences, 30, 291-311.

Mathieson, K. Predicting(1991), “User Intentions: Com~
paring the Technology Acceptance Model with
the Theory of Planned Behavior,” Irformation
Systems Research, 2, 173-191.

McGuire, W.J.(1985), Attitudes and Attitude Change in
Handbook of Social Psychology, G. Lindzey
and E. Aronson (eds.), Random House, New
York, 233-346.

Melone, N.P.(1990), “A Theoretical Assessment of the
User-Satisfaction Construct in  Information
Systems Research,” Muanagement Science, 36,
76-91,

Moon, J. and Y. Kim.(2001), “Extending the TAM for
a World-Wide-Web Context,” Information &
Management, 38, 217-230.

Nunnally, J.C. and Bemstein, 1LH.(1994), Psychometric
Theory, 3rd Ed,, New York: McGraw-Hill.

Olson, JM. and Zanna, MP.(1993), “Attitudes and
Attitude Change,” Annual Review o Psy-
chology, 44, 117-1%4.

Petty, RE., Wegener, D.T. and Fabrigar, L.R.(1997),
“Attitudes and Attitude Change,” Annual Re-
view of Psychology, 48, 609-647.

Popovich, PM., KR. Hyde, T. Zakrajsek & C. Blumer.
1987. “The Development of the Attitudes
toward Computer Usage Scale” Edumtion and
Psychologioal Measurement, 47(1), 261-269.

AT W31 MaT 20024 8%



TAMolM2l BISE Tl &3 UM WWWARS| ¥e

Sambamurthy, V. & W.W. Chin. 19M4. “The Effects of
Group Attitudes toward Altemative GDSS
Designs on the Decision-Making Performance
of Computer-Supported  Groups”
Sciences, 25(2), 215-241.

Staples, D.S., Hulland, J.S. and Higgins, C.A.(1988), “A
Self-efficacy Theory Explanation for the
Management of Remote Workers in Virtual
Organizations,” Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 3.

Stephen, L.C. Jr, Leandre, RF. and Richard, EP.
(1994), “Measuring the Affective and Cognitive
Properties of Attitudes: Conceptual and Meth-
odological Issues,” Persondlilty ond Social
Psychology Bulletin, 20.

Straub, D, Keil, M. and Brenner, W.(1997), “Testing
the Technology Acceptance Model across
Cultures: A Three Country Study,” Information
& Management, 33, 1-11.

Limayem, M. and Karahanna-Evaristo, E.
(1995), “Measuring System Usage: Implications
for IS Theory Testing,” Management Science,
41, 1328-1342.

Subramanian, G.J.(1934), “A Replication of Perceived
Usefulness and Perceived FKase of Use
Measurement,” Decision Sciences, 25, 863-874.

Swanson, EB.(1982), “Measuring User Attitudes in
MIS Research: A Review,” OMEGA: The
International  Journal o Muanagement Science,
10, 157-165.

Szajna, B.(1996), “Empirical Evaluation of the Revised
Technology Acceptance Model,” Management
Science, 42,85-92.

Decision

HYsHF M31A ML 200244 8¢

Taylor, 5. and Todd, P.A.(1996a), “Understanding
Information Technology Usage: A Test of
Competing Models,” Irformation Systems Re-
search, 6, 144-176,

and (1995b), “Assessing IT
Usage: The Role of Prior Experience,” MIS
Quarterly, 19, 561-570,

Teo, TSH, VKG. Lim & RYC. Lai.(1999), “Intrinsic
and Extrinsic Motivation in Intenet Usage,”
Omegn, 21, 25-31.

Tesser, A. & DR. Shaffer. 1990. “Attitudes and Atti~
tude Change,” Annual Review o Psychology,
41, 479-523.

Thompson, RL., C.A. Higgins & JM. Howell. 1991.
“Personal Computing: Toward a Conceptual
Model of Utlization” MIS Quarterly, 15(1),
125-143.

Trandis, HC. Value(1980), Attitudes, and Inter-
personal Behavior, Nebraska Symposium on
Motivation, University of Nebraska Press, Lin-
coln, NE, 195-259.

Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F.D.(1996), “A Model of the
Antecedents of Perceived Ease of Use
Development and Test,” Decision Sciences, 27,
451-481.

Weiss, HM. and Cropanzano, R.(1996), Affective
Events Theory: A Theoretical Discussion of
the Structure, Causes and Consequences of

Affective Experiences at Work, in Research in
Orgonizationnl Behaior, BM. Staw & LL.
Cummings (eds.), JAI Press, Greenwich, CT,
1-74,

945



YslE - Fa2t

BHE |1 Augc HE AR 48X

Perceived Usefulness (4 items)
1. Using a spreadsheet software would increase my productivity in my work.
Agree : : D a : i Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite  Extremely

2, Using a spreadsheet software would improve my performance in my work.
Agree : : ! : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

3. Using a spreadsheet software would enhance my effectiveness in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

4. T would find a spreadsheet software useful in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

Perceived Ease of Use (4 items)
5. Learning to operate a spreadsheet software is easy for me.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

6. I find it easy to get a spreadsheet software to do what I want it to do.

Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

7. It would be easy for me to become skillful at using a spreadsheet software,
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

946 AT H31H Hax 2002 8%



TAMollAI2) el il &3 iU WWWARR S 498

8. I would find a spreadsheet software easy to use.
Agree : : : : : ! Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

Attitude (affective: 2 items)

Using a spreadsheet software makes me feel ____ ' (place X mark on each of the three scales)
Neutral

9. Positive | | l | I | | | Negative

10. Good | | | | | l l | Bad

Attitude (cognitive: 2 items)

A spreadsheet software is a(n) ____ instrument in performing my tasks:
(place X mark on each of the three scales)

Neutral
11. Wise | l | | ! | | | Foolish
12. Beneficial | | l | | | l | Harmful

IS use (2 items regarding frequency of use)
On the average, I use a spreadsheet software (pick most accurate answer):

13. Infrequent | | | l | l | | Frequent
14.

o Not at all
Less than once a week

o]

[e]

About once a week
2 or 3 times a week
4 to 6 times a week
About once a day

o O ©O O

More than once a day
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Perceived Usefulness (4 items)
5. Using a World Wide Web would increase my productivity in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

6. Using a spreadsheet software would improve my perfbrmance in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

7. Using a spreadsheet software would enhance my effectiveness in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

8. I would find a spreadsheet software useful in my work.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

Perceived Ease of Use (4 items)
5. Learning to operate a World Wide Web is easy for me.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

9. 1 find it easy to get a spreadsheet software to do what I want it to do.
: : o : : Disagree

Agree : : : :
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely

10. It would be easy for me to become skillful at using a spreadsheet software.
Agree : : : : : : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite Extremely
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11. T would find a spreadsheet software easy to use.
Agree

: : . : Disagree
Extremely Quite  Slightly Neither Slightly Quite  Extremely

Attitude (affective: 2 items)

Using a World Wide Web makes me feel _ © (place X mark on each of the three scales)
Neutral

9. Positive | l | | | | | | Negative

10. Good t I | | | I I | Bad

Attitude (cognitive: 2 items)

A spreadsheet software is a(n) ____ instrument in performing my tasks:
(place X mark on each of the three scales)

Neutral
11. Wise | | | f | | | | Foolish
12. Beneficial | | | | | | | | Harmful

IS use (2 items regarding frequency of use)
On the average, I use a spreadsheet. software (pick most accurate answer):

13. Infrequent | | | | | l | I Frequent
14.

Not at all

Less than once a week
About once a week

2 or 3 times a week

4 to 6 times a week

o o O o o ©O

About once a day

QO

More than once a day
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Purifying the Attitude Construct in TAM
And Explaining the Usage of World Wide Web

Hee-Dong Yang®*, Sora Kang**

Abstract

The original technology acceptance model (TAM) explains the personal psychological
procedures in adopting office automation tools such as spreadsheet and word processors.
The current study expands the application of TAM into the new computing environment -
World Wide Web (WWW) on Internet. We paid special attention to a couple of issues:
the operationalization of attitude construct and the comparison of office automation tool
and WWW.  Aligned with psychology literature, we distinguished between affective and
cognitive attitude, and tested the influence of purifying attitude only with the affective
measures in TAM. For the sake of diluting the sampling effect, we compared the usage of
two different information technologies (spreadsheet and WWW) from the same sample.
Using a structural equation modeling, we found that (a) separating the affective and
cognitive components of the attitude construct produces a better model fit, and (b) WWW
usage has different psychological mechanisms, whereas the past findings of TAM about
office automation tool were repeated in our study.

Key words: User attitudes, Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Structural Equation
Model.
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