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STt 2 A7 A vEREA S ol gt @5 TAMAT¢h vl= TAMAT-E vlasha, =AW F4ste] TAM
kS BAE) Bortt mleREAe] 23k A= 1989~2008' Atele] wEH = TAM AT
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S o]&3At. o & B9, Devaraj 5(2008)&

Davis(1989)7} A2kt 714428 (Technology ~ A2lghe] oAl 291 23 (Five-Factor Model) 2}

Acceptance Model: TAM)S eSS HEs51 MIS o]29 E37I=AL Adst=d TAMS o]
MIS A7 de] &850} gt B3o] 7hdstu &3ttt

o] & 7|yto] gue ¥ opel Ry MYy o TAM= A 98 3§48 & de Ae& 29

o] #¥dtd FHIE FEENY S tEe T2 EET = A

g Ags7] wizoltt, el &3 4 AFE E TAMe| @Y o]&0] ol &eld eo|&, 7
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2007).
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Qokdnt 1 shues 7] AFARE ol &S A
A B¥RYS 3= A S 2 UTAUT(Venkatesh
5. 2003) == TAM3(Venkatesh & Bala,

2008)7F AEAQl dojtt. 1 FHRIEE BH
ATFAHE Hrtste] o AHE BT &&dnt
' AL oy, HF 2YEo] AR T2
olojA], AFRFPORA zZtFojof & IS
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Rosenthal & DiMatteo, 2001).

TAMO] gt vgtdd d3e, s oA 4
HEQARE, ofn] ke o] Fo|ATh 18w TAM
o et = & wEREAlo] Ba3 olfr= Foldl

7k ole 712 A7l v 22 ) wEelth

£ HAste e F dl Bt 2dws
A% sl Ao =A, F Ao 2dus A7
S HY Wi ddE 4% == 54E £R/

dAe g A7 vl AFE vlaste] 7k
ste] TAMd Wg &< 2ol Al €4 H2u



>~
=
o,
lo,
o
}01!
&4
ofo
FO‘!
i)
il
ax
ox
ol
e
=

i ==
v
o

o
ggl

f~

_0|L
2
U o
e

o
F=T
U T )

A
—

MIS 7N % TAME 92 285t AT of
2 vEHEA A7 AR o] FolA|A)
the A< s &5 TAMATl tid et

BAL oy o]Fojtta & 4 9t}

II. 7IZ TAM HEREA o7t

Hlx Q0 ZHF

712 oA W TAMe| et WeHEs d7VE A
7 FECE e 4 Ak A WA 3 A8A
HEREA O 2 Legris 6(2003)% Lee 5(2003)
o] T}, Legris 5(2003)& 1989~2000d A}

=S 489 T Lee 5(2003)2 TAM
Aol Wstald S AAA R Aelshar 1986~
1=

IHE =% 1018s tdes 1

*E AT F A= TAMo] AAg 7}
o g

ol 3t F Het HEAto] HAAHRE (F
Dol Attt BE8243E BH p-valueZl &
T 0.058% AX 84 (Perceived Usefulness:
PU), &ol4 (Perceived Ease of Use: PEU),
AF4-9] = (Behavioral Intention: BI) 8]z A}
S E(Usage: U)ol thgt 7+ A7 MI=dA 2
s sAAo gL & F 9

T WA f32 FHA vgEAdE 3 TAMSY
FEAS AAste dFolth. Ma & Liu(2004)
= 1986~2000%d Alele wx ¥ 26HS] AFE
Ude 2, King & He(2006)& 1989~20041
Atolof o] Fofzl AT 88HE SR HEREA
< TPt F 749 2F TAMO fr84
= ARt

Al HA 32 FEFE EREA S B TAME
F7F SR B 2AWUSE TAgte 9]

[e)

t}. Schepers & Wetzels(2007)& F@2

PEU-PU PU-BI/U PEU-BI/U BI-U
Lee* Legris™* Lee Legris Lee Legris Lee Legris
2l 69 21 74 24 58 14 13 10
oot &= 12 5 10 8 24 8 2 1
p-value 0.59 0.08 0.52 0.74

*Lee $(2003), **Legris %(2003)

1) Sabherwal &(2006)= TAM #AE 2% £ IS F3d tid vigtEXd & F3sigltt. & A7elA= TAM wetEdts o
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a7 wEs r %
(g 7171 PU-BI PEU-BI n(k) PEU-PU
Ma &
Liu(2004) 26 0.41 0.28 5&‘;‘ 0.47 o]
(1989-2000)
King &
He(2006) 38 0.59 0.43 12’%%? 0.49 o]
(1989-2004)
Schepers & 7151
Wetzels(2007) 51 0.63 0.47 '( A0) 0.55 d
(1989-2005)
Wu &
Lederer(2009) 54 0.64 0.48 10'(;%? 0.56 o
(1989-2006)
r ABAS 0 R 27k AT 4
(F 3) 7|2 TAM HEEAMo|| = =2 37
K S W A I A F SHA v F&
K* 59 17 12 88 67%
gr 8 19 13 12 44" 43%
W 9 5 14 14 12 40% 35%

*King & He(2006), **Schepers & Wetzels(2007), ***Wu & Lederer(2009)
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o nE A3E BE E2FET F v AT A4

X qe Fsly] dol 4 U
9o EHEA S it ole vy gy 3
TAMS o] tjg debEAo] Hasta, =g F
Ut A5 vus) By o]},

HEHEA S 93 BARYe w3 a9y (fixed
effects model)Z F21 &2 5 (random effects
model) &2 Y= F tH(Hunter & Schmidt,
2004). 2P EHRYL AFAF7 BT F4H9
2GS AR olFold R o] 1A

o]
Sicka AAG, TR EFRY S A AZAT
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Alget, s Beke] Wt g dqa =, 157 RY
= Agg 543 2471 gle &, FASIEHRY
& FE AMSIERE B AfdM T 7R RY
& o] &3t

HebEA 7|2 34 Hunter-Schmidt”]H =}
Hedges-Olkins”| 2.2 UHtt F 7|9 vlu
B7H Field(2001) & i A7Ec] F44 4
* F 71 FE%E FAREA R, o] E AR

A
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(Simplified TAM)= ™EREA ] AMEE RFPO
Z AP (2 Dol AXE viek 2o pUSt
PEUZ} Eg®goln]  BIgt Url F&wgeolt},
agla PEUZE PUY 932 vk waps 2
Aol vEHEA A didte] H& FRAE PU-
BI, PEU-BI, PU-U, PEU-U, PEU-PU, BI-U
o] #Aleltt. 2AMSE dedtE TAMe 249
WEE ofyx| ek vleHE mEe] A f9
A EAIBF T

3.1 2= TAM 7 ofEtEA

etEAd 23dd = dFE AP 7S
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g, A, 2002)dM = shuwt AdEsie] FPsAetl, 7 7= HdAo o] &d B 2
HebEA o] X3k HFE =52 39¥on 1 =& = dFol %5—'5:01] AT Az Algol ol
9] Az’ gEAd FXE (E 5 AAEHY g Ae aelste SHE FEOE BT
Ak A EGATY} SR #xd =77 Y olg} 22 HHS AA HFE 39% =EAAAM F
WA 47 EAld wRE =] 24zt Awt A @ 41 AFE Uz sk 113709 A
A ZpAl sk gt T # 102709 A e g ST AFHE

HE 399 =i Ude= vgEdd dedt #e AS AEuet 49k (Cronbach’s alpha)
A5E SS9 O BAoA e T3 I B3 % (composite reliability) #Hs =Y
g A7 594 e fAE] Y8 o 2 s Byt F e EF ARG dF(dE &
< Ags it FddTE —’Fsg gl @ ¥ W, Hong 5. 2001)7} 281, F & Aolx
A &5 AFZ2AE AAG A+-(HZA, 2002 FAlE 4= e AEol7] wiolt,
o], 2008b), 71 WA /‘] HellA 24 3 HEREA S 7 eAE AR, S8 4
< APt O olfre AY BE TAMA T F HE AR AR £, 1 F39 1 gl
AN A EAAE BROR MYstnR A g4 RREAVE JISAE H&otod r Fdw 259
e AB] A¥oltt. &8s, T&4(2005)9 A Y o] F HEZ ol&ste] r Htel o
S A 22A A R TR AR g At AEdn a8y r 3E Fisher's
e 782 ARG ol 7 AFZIAE AAe 2z #eR Wdd T FE4 HES FYoto 7*’%
At} o] A¢ HEI FRI1ES Feisld Ydojr Wl 24T JFeAS BT wd und
T 7K d7ATRE JddEiet &8lE 5(2006) w=wihe oo R EAe $IYs AgE sk
of Af F /A ERlIAMHIAE ez AFE dAFZAFe] HIA EAl(file-drawer problem)E

(E 5) HEtEMol| ZgHE o7 2% (2000-2008): st=
&4 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 | 34

AgstaT 1 1 3 5

i ehd 4 837 3 2 1 7

Ag Bl 2 3 1 2 3 3 2 2 18

Information Systems Review(ISR) 2

A9t ! L I

79 7887 1 1 3

Az d A 3 4 4 3 5 8 5 7 39
5) A= FMATFE A HFAA ¢ ol 12+ 2Fste A9rF DA A 5(2006)914 PEU-PU, Hargrave &

(2003)°l14] PU-BIS] r & ©] 1& 273t o|Ze r9] Fod @A ¥al 7z Foz Xiﬂ?f‘ Afole AxHssol "t A ¢

e I WAL Aigez A
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A H7] 98] Fail-Safe Na& A
(F 6l BHASF + 3 7% 5
r)r 417H oﬂ:[l_‘ EH}\LOE u/\q ].gi

et e BAZE delste] B

7} 938k« ¢t} PU-BI, PEU-BI, PEU-PU

7F AiiA o g Bo] thRolzien Us SEHUFRE

e Wie AdAeR oo, 59, BI-U #

AS & A3E 330 B3] on]

g TE97] ofgo.

GE Dol vEHEN AzE AAlGT Al 3t

e g Bd AR 2 BAZeE &

AT E‘.

28 oletEA
PEU-BI, PEU-PUY #4¢} PU-U, PEU-U,
BI-U #A19] gk Apol7b Atk Ake] #A S 1]

o $A9 BAES 7 WA FEs drHow
AT ¢ & Uk vhoR $Y 1Y 2

A9 Q @ AEH, mE EANeE folad
2ANSE BAT B} 908 daE

3.2 0l= TAMT HEREA

nlsolA s dEAQ MIS A'd 4% (MIS
Quarterly, ISR, Information & Management,

ofstty. I3y Fail-Safe N3k BEW PU-BI,  Journal of MIS)Z 74¥3 Ad 2%F(Management
(X 6) Mzl 7|s8HR: o= o7
i A A EEANE L seam | 9z oaw )
AT A3k Aok HAL Aok
PU-BI 27 0.33 0.81 63 2271 12,977 481
PEU-BI 25 0.08 0.69 63 2271 12,266 491
PU-U 11 0.09 0.73 63 1614 3,202 356
PEU-U 10 0.17 0.59 63 1614 3,124 391
PEU-PU 37 -0.08 0.83 63 2271 17,642 504
BI-U 3 0.29 0.76 63 185 383 128
(£ 7) tEt2A Zob sk o7
FRAT % — A3 (95%) Fail-Safe Q
r r(+%) shakgk ek N(0.05)
PU-BI 0.590 0.614 0.163 0.553 0.676 131 1099.1*
PEU-BI 0.570 0.577 0.201 0.495 0.658 50 585.2*
PU-U 0.435 0.578 0.204 0.444 0.711 7 468.6*
PEU-U 0.502 0.618 0.160 0.507 0.729 6 171.4%
PEU-PU 0.515 0.544 0.302 0.444 0.644 159 4869.8*
BI-U 0.545 0.565 0.232 0.302 0.828 -1 77.8*

*p-value <0.01

Pz
S

A5t w38 ®53 20094 102
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Science, Decision Science)< /4o2 1989~ S ez T ol r e SHeed e
20089 Ato] =#& AASALY 712 TAM v E(pooDold AEH e AMgsiA gm Qo=
EFEAd] E3E ATd HZ =8 138S 3okt shde] 7€ Adele] o g e ?
o HF 4099 =&l AAE 43709 AFA | T T o]} AxE UE SH38 r @t
A ARAT & ADE, AFE #1200 £8 oAd ) ANske B 2 F e AdYsiad
sto] WElEA 2As2 Aok aﬁxlté, 7170 Szajna(1996) AAAQ AMVIER FHA
E=E XS (F 8)d AlrE 71€ el ARAEY #FHE ¢ e BT AAE e
Aol vt =& 77t A O]%% 3 g oiFEE TAMATA 325 U ¢o= 4o glof
A& Agtstal el i = v ez dBAS Y3 FAE AEsth Davis(1989)
a7 w&oltt. ¢} Igbaria 5(1995)& AHE- WIS} ARG Ao R
A7 R AN ddS Y A3gES v Karhanna 5(2006)& AR& 7 (1ntens1ty)9P
2k 9A Add dare] Ao v R 0 ARS WHS (scope)®, Taylor & Todd(1995)&
A7+Y Z$(Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh & W 39 ALE- /\]ﬂgi 27y Felsted U @&
Bala, 2008) =FA%F A gt AEstgia, Davis gatler AAsEE U ¢os ddsiod r g=

011

S(1989)st #o] BIst U =4 Aol the 4% FFskith
T e Apole] ARATE BI(t-1)9k Ut)elA (F 9l 7 A & 7le sAFS Ar

=

FH9 #e #AE AdEsith Davis(1989)¢  dgltth 437 d7E WReR 6}912% 74 AT
Adams §(1992)& F9& HElA dold 71& vtk tFE WAL dolstel dA wiet A7 5
(Z 8) HEIZMo| ZeE TAM &37 =X (1989-2008) : ol=

&4 89-91 | 9294 | 9597 | 98-00 | 01-03 | 04-06 | 07-08 | @A
MISQ 1 1 2 2 1 1
ISR 1 1 3
JMIS 1 2 3
[ &M 1 1 2 3 9 16
MS 1 1 1 1
DS 1 1 2
A% A 2 2 7 5 7 5 12 40

6) greA] MRS s MIS gt&Al % (Rainer & Miller 2005)8 23t TAM AEA77}F 2x5E ¥%(King & He 2006)E
ko=
7 U]? TAM AZAFe] & Axd BEIE Lee 5(2003)9 (Table 5)5 #FZdA1 . v=k TAMAT gkl thet AL 7|
Z el ATE FxReAIL.
711 WEHEA oM E B2 oA AEE 13k ol gl out, Ao S9A /S sk shiel 71eE Agste Aol &t
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7} Zdelattt. (& 5)ll AAIE g Ao} npzkt
A& PU-BI, PEU-BI, PEU-PU7} Atizog
T Bo] thFolAt

(£ 10yl HWEeHEY ATE AAeTh. 23]+
2 ARE Y AREA REUF BAAeRE &
ot} a2y Fail-Safe N#< HW PU-BI,
PEU-BI, PEU-PU9 #A9 PU-U, PEU-U,
BI-U #A9 g Aol7} Avk. AAte] #AE H|
& Ao BAEL 1 WAY FErF ASES ¢

3.3 HE=4: + L2t 222 2F

4 ok 53], PEU-UY e 542 7H4 St} vl RS e 799 = (8470 )
WHEHEYE P Fail-Safe N A3 & ddez WeiEd e FPsirt. weEAd
ok 29 it sAmoR 24 A ol8d AWAS e 2547om, AIE e
(B 9) b4 7|2 E7k o2 BE
o AT B FENRA | gw g | owe we
AT & | AAZ | Hog | ARz | Hug
PU-BI 33 0.16 0.88 61 2813 13,477 408
PEU-BI 29 0.10 0.67 61 2813 11,916 411
PU-U 16 -0.20 0.74 25 1190 5.084 318
PEU-U 14 0.12 0.53 25 1190 4,771 318
PEU-PU 39 0 0.75 25 2813 14,019 369
BI-U 10 0.21 0.59 61 1190 3,489 388
(% 10) OlEt2A Za}p: 0|2 52
A Bk o 2277 (95%) Fail-Safe
EFHA . - Q
r r(5%) shatgt gk N(0.05)
PU-BI 0.542 0.618 0.140 0.570 0.666 202 1110.5*
PEU-BI 0.371 0.454 0.145 0.400 0.507 50 405.8*
PU-U 0.369 0.380 0.183 0.290 0.470 3 760.6*
PEU-U 0.311 0.329 0.122 0.268 0.391 -4 99.6*
PEU-PU 0.418 0.525 0.148 0.477 0.572 169 1403.7*
BI-U 0.434 0.508 0.134 0.420 0.595 1 1133.5*

*p-value <0.01
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2227801tk (F 1Dl ABASE 71 BAF v, Fail-Safe N 34435 AT 471 Solydd]
= AAEET AT $7F soldel wet AHAS wet BRG] @ M AR S e Fe=
# 22 2719 W7 AR sidE ¢ itk FA4 A% A 9A BT B4
(F 12) HEeREA 2HE A& A#A Hog frofste] AWML E T vt ook
T B 2FEA B T Ut A7AYE w
ot A=A, dE E9 PEU-BI A#AS
el A%, = ERA 0577%; WSy, RS R
FEAA 045490 F vt F25 IR A=
0.4722 eyttt 213 71F 74]* A3}E By vy
W] BT SAACE fodhs I 4 gle B AFox IS e 2EsE 7ML
(E 1) Al 712 £z 32 B2D) 0|2 52 25 T3
e AT W e 2] B 2 | 9w B )
A7 & | HAAg | Auw AA Arhzk
PU-BI 60 0.16 0.88 o1 2813 26,454 441
PEU-BI 54 0.08 0.69 61 2813 24,182 448
PU-U 27 -0.20 0.77 25 1614 8,286 331
PEU-U 24 0.12 0.53 25 1614 7,895 343
PEU-PU 76 -0.08 0.83 25 2813 31,661 434
BI-U 13 0.21 0.76 61 1190 3.872 323
(F 12) HEMEA ZI}: 32 E23} 02 B2
FBAT H sk — A7 (95%) Fail-Safe Q
r r(474) a}3kgk &gk N(0.05)
PU-BI 0.532 0.615 0.151 0.464 0.653 704 1832.8*
PEU-BI 0.398 0.472 0.146 0.433 0.511 249 921.0*
PU-U 0.370 0.456 0.215 0.372 0.540 48 1388.0*
PEU-U 0.346 0.443 0.197 0.362 0.523 28 580.8*
PEU-PU 0.430 0.531 0.238 0.477 0.586 853 6777.0*
BI-U 0.444 0.510 0.145 0.428 0.592 6 175.1%

*p-value <0.01
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o] WEHEN o3 FEE FH3 FHIP 01
H7] W&ol
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S| ?i:rL~ Schepers & Wetzels(2007) ]E}.
a5 AFolA 23 MEH B YR TR
<t ole E& 549 R g deog Fo
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o] E3kot 7le §HY A
A o] 1

(PR ERVEERY:

o] 53 A=o wgt #AVF depd o gloerg 2]
o] & ¥Aeo] a3t (Leidner & Kayworth,
2006). o5 Hal & ATl = 4.344 Aot
© 7le £F 7Iee &8st avkEsie 71ed
FoAEE TA g,

w3} vt_"@,—% A3l AFE ddste B elA, v

% AT F A% o9 AAY, WL
= A}Tq olefilel, Eolg 5)% EEo= A}
e @7e mRe] F4S AA Qe AF(Ahn §,
2007 EAGN At @A

de vF AeAE Hhow

2 271E8 BANE 2 e BRI

= 7

FAd AL len, 53], tiEe 2T
£33 28 545 432 F dve A 79
£ 83} Sears(1986)2 A& FEO=E 4=
Ao F& L3te olfrE Had W] & A
ol 27| &ote PSS AF BHAcE 7
opto] SaskA] Rsta, BE7l B gtsin, o
FFH Aol =FHolke 2AE AEH.
Peterson(2001)& 71& WEHEAE o] &3a 23
HEFEA S Ea g4 HEo] dukel FHo] H|g}
of FAAl =AW #AY Hre dEHA %
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C'E
8.598***

8.669™**
3.65"

4.148*

3.173*
3.532"
4.057"

3.711*

4.422**
2.848*
3.314"

T 38 M55 20094 10

PU-BI
PEU-BI
PU-U
PEU-U
PEU-PU
BI-U
*p<1, Fp<.05, FFp<.0l
stod

404
St

7
=]




Bl F2945 L] Aol A%E ﬂ&ig
o ¢ YelEe Bl-U
.099)°]th.

o 24HE B

N,
i
o

ol
o
X
N
)
o
o &
:[o

38 o
o
L
2o
o
rlo
g
=
G
E
o
=
G
*U
a
2
R

ga £AEAE depled, F PAdN ©

A2l 2 A5 o e AR neiFae
2AWSEY ATAEENE AUE, TR
g5} 714449 -::—71%1 PEU-BId thale] A

78 Jehjarh. 8% Eaode 2780 g
£ #ol, 172 uﬁL 23 2A%0] 9t
Hol o ¥& AFRS e

V. E9

5.1 et=2t o|= GERZA] Znt Bl
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(£ D3 (& 100 ANE @F=3} w59 vigt
A ARE HwsiA AREE AR, dRATY
Hitgke AvA o g fAkeht gk ATt e
Tato] AukE o =t} 53] PEU-BI, PU-U,
PEU-U A= Hd Aol7t BAHLR frositt
(.05<p-value<.1). I °]f+= PEU-BI®} PEU-U

i

o9 A% (& 148 B e 9ges 4
B & AT PU-US BA7k @5 Ao &
e olfie ¥ 9T B4 ARE Ba ohhile
SEES

£4, @7 A7 AWAS 224 ol 9B
Sl vl% Ao Helel AT EFAAE 97
33 Q7 el de 9P vE ¢ A

ro M
N
N
o,
o
i

@23} n)ze] A7E H@aA 3

PEU-PU, BI-U #4 W
A F3it.

AR F gel 23 BIE F5HUFE 3 A7)
Oerolth, 1 olf+5 9, PU-BI, PEU-BI #
Al Hlgte] PU-U, PEU-U #AlIN 2w
T wpyfREE AAYE AR o 27] wZelth
AYAl o Aol US £&£WM4E o )
AR ARl 739 1 Bl ‘“E% Tl
AH(Wu & Lederer, 2009). Adams 5(1992)
L o] EAE AZstAA mAdA Algo] HAA
o]z] o}ljg}l: oquxksg }\} /\]./\1/4 .:J_r@lo]

o
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4 5% 71%¢ olgke A clddle 4449 1

HAStIT Ri3sA AM52 20094 10



ol §le AKE AAIRL 4% PU-U, PEU-UY  A8< dta sXsisith. a2y PEUS 4+
e d59 it vt stk A o PEU-BIE HIAY &3, PEU-Us HN¥ #
b 2AReR AdetE A ] A e B gelA o Fed o EAFe] fot 4] o
ge A Wil BIE TEU4E 3 A7 B 2] ofHsla wepd v Sl d4dl o]
U BF uedl 2o Foldnh Ed Py 24 Reiglth & d7dAE PUBLE v

=l Z(Common Method Variance) oA oA, PEU-BI, PEU-UE 3 FEA ¢
B8 BlE S99 A (common method — 83 Aoz BEAMEo wx Z3dAE PUL
bias)ollTt F ATt Us FLiHHA| <} AgjHe] TolollM = PEUZE B S830 450 4%

(distance bias)dll E5F # Fslth(Burton-Jones A A o] 7hssitt.

o ofN kil

¢

ox,

& Straub, 2004). Hofstede(2001)= =7} Z3te] §A4& s}

A gto R el A7 olds shu B A & VlEeR AHAA, AT, dAd, B
Aot wl= A7 d= Aol Hlstel BI-US A 39, ARMIE ANSIY. AE Axe o
WAE ° 8ol vFa dve Holvh, &= A7 ANE Tisle] 98 24T AALGA Bt
7F Bl § sl v & 5 el 3= ol s vl 1
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d $& oy, @ TAM d77F 97 =9 & 71 EFAA diEzA eIt (Kim, 2008). &
e B FYste] g AREA 249 §4 A4 3|9 AIRPI A Atol7h FEHAI,
&< Wgdste =go] HFIW] WEY = At E3] felFe NES 29 IS hEFe Ad
ol AWML BAANME YEyt I71HE3 Fo| Fot=, v=E gxAQd AAFe] 235 7t
7t PU-BI, PEU-BI®l 2% froet 932 wx A3 et
1, 53 A% 915 7K Ve AS 37HE g BalolA PUREL PEUZE SAEE A
she wAERE BoFoy ade Ad dig  JeFo Eleh BA Ige s AW 4
S AT A AFatt At 7lsS FEstet Slof JhQle] A AA S
AR grgaba] 5 A5 MRl 4% [k A
5.2 =X EM 21} Holl d&FE A 4 S, BN g gez
Ad) ‘Argeted o3 w8l o =¥ 79
Schepers & Wetzels(2007)+ A&z} v A<k g ¢ eyl 8 2Ad Fo3tte Aotk
O & o] w3k JFe Bt A w3l mlE #3e] A AT A oln 24 A|gAHoln
ME PUZE HIME EB3loM= PEUZE B 83 2 PEURU= PUZF O $83% oz dAd
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(% 15) &=} 0|= 23} vl HEH H4ot ¢
=7} a4 Az N ks =44 39 A3t
ks 60 (41/74%) 8 (63/74) (39/74) 85 (23/74) 75 (6/39)
)=y 40 (57/14) (1/74) (19/74) 46 (62/74) 29 (31/39)

*ZAY TANS F 4150lEke 9nloltt

Z3: www.geert-hofstede.com, Hofstede & Hofstede(2005)
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In Search of Moderators in the Technology Acceptance
Model with Meta-Analysis

Sang-yong Baek*

Abstract

Davis Technology Acceptance Model(TAM) has been well received in MIS research since
its inception. The popularity of TAM is based on the virtues such as parsimony, concrete
theoretical supports and easy adaptability to various adoption contexts. Recently, however,
there was criticism on the overuse of the model by modification and extension. This study is
to investigate the limitations and future directions of TAM by performing a series of quantitative
meta-analyses on the TAM studies in both Korea and US. Before performing the meta-
analyses, the extant six studies of TAM meta-analysis are compared and reviewed critically.
Especially, we discussed the problems of those six studies in dealing with the moderator
exploration of TAM.

The data for the meta-analyses are collected from 84 studies in 39 Korean articles and 40
US articles. Since the results show that all the relationships in TAM are statistically significant
in both countries, we may say TAM is generally supported regardless of country. Some differences,
however, are found that all of the correlation coefficients and standard deviations are greater
in the Korean studies than the US ones, and that the Korean studies paid less attention on
the relationship between intention and behavior than the US ones. Even importantly, all the
correlation coefficients fail to pass the Q test, meaning that they are heterogeneous so that
we need to explore moderators of the relationships.

Before performing the analysis for exploring moderators, the classification schemes for
culture, technology, and users are proposed and explained. For culture, national culture is

selected because of its popularity in social sciences and distinct differences between Korea
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and US. For technology, four types of IT are proposed with two criteria, enjoyment and risk.
For users, we examined both whether the samples are students or not and whether the
samples are proxy or not.

The moderator analysis shows that national culture, risk as a technology characteristic,
and student as a sample characteristic are statistically significant. Especially, we find that
there is an interaction effect between national culture and enjoyment, which confirms that
both national culture and technology characteristics are multi-dimensional. Based on the results
of all the analyses, some suggestions are presented. First, when using TAM in countries
other than US, national culture should be considered in setting research models and interpreting
results. Second, when applying TAM to newly developed technologies, technology characteristics
should be reflected in constructing research models. Third, we should pay attention to the
possible bias from student samples. Finally, the future TAM study should be devoted to the
theoretical development of the IS field rather than simply enlarging the TAM application

domain.

Key words: Technology Acceptance Model, Meta-analysis, Moderator, National Culture,
Risk, Enjoyment
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