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AL8|Z Aol AR A|AE 48] w]z]= F3E
AR 7152528 (Technology Acceptance
Model)l|A

% 8 5, H 9 g

The Impact of Social Influence on Information Systems
Adoption: An Extension to the Technology Acceptance Model

Yang, Hee-Dong, Choi, In-Young

Despite many numbers of studies in Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the social influence construct
has not been recognized, nor handled clearly. This study includes the social influence construct in TAM
and fests the robustness of the model for different information systems contexts: office automation
(spreadsheet) and Intermet (WWW) usage. Study findings include that 1) social influence has a direct impact
on the usage of spreadsheet, but not on Intemet (WWW) usage, and 2) social influence has a stronger
indirect impact on IS use through perceived ease of use than through perceived usefulness (for both infemet
and spreadsheet),
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[e.g. Lucas, Ginzberg & Schultz, 1990; Davis,
1989, 1993; Moore & Benbasat, 1991].

0] AHA|28 = (implemen-
tation)o] #st LA wdg THE|xel dur
g weh TRstel Adsdn. o
FANE Y 2HY, 48 54, ATE

Lucas 5[199

= O
A% S40] A AzY gl doiq B
Ash Quk AgAA FEALR F28 29
2 Ao e 249 Al B

He }Q—X}Oﬂﬂ I =
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& 3% 71 4§48 Zd(Technology Accep-
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Todd, 1995; Hendrickson, Massey & Cronan,
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FEAN7N2AL dle =g i3] “ojH §olA
E 9 #34E dAEA Zad e fo
gol AR A& AMgo] dFS WA =
o Fsa

Seld, AR Azwe) golgo] Pu A~
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<E 2> Y=o QolFZM 3|
2zse 4E o B o

2911 202 03 904 2005 06|20l |el2] o3| el ols| 206
PUL | 870 173 125 154 13 119 | 891 | 57 | 16l | 110 | 125 | .004
PU2 886 176 107 118 018 145 904 195 192 010 010 005
PU3 | 886 198 129 091 074 136 | 913 | 19 | 105 | 005 | 108 | 005
PUS 2 204 200 155 069 | 8 009 | | a0 | 00 | a0
PEUL | 165 880 08 09 087 062 | 160 | 815 | 008 | 119 | 007 | 149
PEU2 | 155 760 067 162 131 A8 | 197 | 84 | 009 | 126 | 009 | 002
PEUS | 195 87 05 a6l 073 08 | 117 | 877 | 104 | 001 | 118 | 150
PEU4 | 208 87 052 A8 155 A2 | 125 | 861 | 002 | 102 | 137 | 156
IMGL | 150 -0% 812 115 160 31 | 208 | 004 | 58 | 104 | 109 | 002
IMG2 | 2t 091 871 048 0% 073 | 229 | 112 | 862 | 005 | 008 | .002
IMG3 | 106 078 732 084 -109 173 | 006 | 005 | 852 | 003 | 152 | -008
IMG4 | 058 100 850 128 017 129 | 010 | 008 | 921 | 005 | 010 | .006
Vst | s 72 060 844 032 015 | 195 | 004 | 001 | 876 | 52 | 010
VS2 | 125 M6 153 83 153 137 | 151 | 007 | 005 | 890 | 156 | 006
VS3 | 089 200 226 763 110 114 | -004 | 008 | 27 | 734 | 003 | 005
SNI | 202 22 246 45 833 142 | 182 | 64 | 227 | 219 | 8% | 108
SN2 | 212 M3 289 15 851 070 | 180 | 263 | 160 | 42 | 851 | -001
USEL | 137 131 050 192 677 877 | 008 | 001 | 120 | 008 | -001 | 862
USE2 | 138 219 062 063 109 881 | 009 | -002 | 250 | 009 | 009 | 800

<E 3> &% ¥R B B2y 24 Ay
2z HE ol E £

PU [PEU MG | vs | sN [use| pu [PEu | mc | vs [ sN | USE
PU 926 943
PEU | 446 | 878 368 | 889
MG | 802 | 27 | 8% 357 | 204 | 90
VS 336 418 306 869 251 264 174 871
SN 424 379 470 347 940 386 386 394 371 932
USE | 313 | 365 | 167 | 317 | 292 | 925 | 203 | 357 | 042 | 216 | 173 | 866

F el ad(diagonal elements) = AE S} SR kel $ake] Aol tlZhde)e] 2 (off-diagonal elements)
Wikel Aol B eRAe A ¢
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FAE A$ HEFAUAT, RMSEAG A3
A A Ve

T AL 7H** 2 9= BRI
o #4 AFE AFE 5 ArH 5 A%
SR M T R
2 #BAE 9 u|dtHArbuckle, 1997]. FAH A
e Flo|AEREE war] wid AF
AA ol Jehs FtolAse] #ash 24

sk ARG 3.84010d - 7ol
e BAMCR fod BAE AAE 4 U
T}HJoreskog & Sorbom, 1984]. olzist FEj 9
A BAY ARE PN SN P
z 54 234 A% 4855 e,

MG1 1.00
IMG2 1.00 835+ 1.00
IMG3 535+ 1.00 636™ 640 1.00
MG4 670" | 638 1.00 748 760+ 825+ 1.00
* p<0.01
<E 5 AMEH dErigel 20 2x EM 21
Azmye 4‘*4:_5;‘-_ g4 4
BAE eEweey  7zud
Ep 60.228 '32.990 92.965 28,069
f9)52 (>0.05) 0.000 0.081 0.000 0213
GFI (> 090) 0.937 0967 0.902 0972
AGFI (> 0.80) 0.882 0.935 0816 0.945
RMSEA (< 0.08) 0.085 0.045 0.118 0.033
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Arbuckle, 1997, Hair, Anderson, Tatham &
Black, 1998; Bone, Sharma & Shimp, 1989].
B A4 mde] 3R (modification indices)
A m=w 9A 19 oF v AREe A3

W FrejAeie gagtn 9. 19,
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ALE|H dgo| HE A2

2o AYEs Do doli B 23

5 Agelle oldth we, Be A7
AFE AAEL Ut [Bentler
& Bonett, 1980; Fornell, 1983; Hayduk, 1987].
2 dFdAe FolAsEAE 71x F5 A
4+(GFL: Goodness-of-Fit Index), 4 71% %
SHA)4+(AGHL: Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index),
ZAF Al Bt AFH L2HRMSEA: Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation)E il
st QTS AlFEHHJoreskog & Sor-
bom, 1993]. A7+ &9 X3t XFFEL <H
6>of 2ok gith U] Ajw 7|ES GFI
7} 090 o4, AGFIZ} 0.80 o)A, RMSEA gtol
0.10 ©}3}0.08 ©]3} AA)[Browne & Cudeck,
1993] olofo} g,

2 A7 s1Ee) TAM 2do] 34 98
2 B39 A2e 2dS ANl Azds
HE AFE3 B ASAE aoR B4
JTH<E 6> 22). AU AEAE dez
3 A walo) AIE( 42 =39.175, p=0417)
Eéﬁf4£#§m%ziélﬁ?
?‘fgo af;z}g( 2=65512, p=0004)S ©
A 7 23 28e Qe AR 1;1 =
2 ekt DEd, £E4Uh e
Q%WWﬂﬁﬁs@M%WWﬂﬂ
-+ [Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Marsh, 1994],
2818 AolAsae AFER i gl 50
sl AP ez B 4 YAcHWheaton,
Muthen, Alwin & Summers, 1977]. ©] 7j& 2
2 2 0 AzZgE HE E’_@B] e 17, ¢
EUl AR 2¥ e 1032 5 AHAdsit
2 Aok E3L O 99 AR AFE
AHEE AXY= HE(GFI=0952, AGFl=
0.916, RMSEA =0.059)9} <JEjull (GFI=0.967,
AGFI=0943, RMSEA =0.012) 25 7]EXK
o =4 vent 5 2 25 Afsd @

F ik

]o m}L

(3

df
o 65.512 39175
P value (> 0.05) p =0.004 p=0417
£ /df (<5) 1.724 1.031
GFI (> 0.90) 0952 0.967
AGFI (> 0.80) 0916 0943
RMSEA ( < 0.08) 0.059 0.012

5.3 917 L U 24

B A7 AAE 7t e <& 7>3
<1 3>, <1 4>9) go] dEE AAH

e A

5.3.1 AIS|H sk /34 ¥ 20/

Davis [1989]%= 9% zl=o] ARg&Ate] &ol
A faAY AR Az JFS WA A
o "z HHHoR FJFE v Aolgn
daoy hRrEe TAM dAFdME AHEH
ggko] tigk ezt WA ok B ATelAe
A}3) 2 o] ARt Sol T &4 <
Ao HXE JF& AzH= HE ALEH 2
Hul ALE elo] dFHoz EAIAt £
NZAG <® >3 go] AZFHE HE AR
A A} A oggke] ALgz} go]Adel tigh A=
AsE 049(0.000)0] 22, AREAS f-&Ael o
3 ARASE 0560000002 2% F93 A
o2 Jepstth aela, Al ARl $lojA
AL3) A ofgke) ARgAL gol el g BEAT
& 051(0.000)0]31, AR&AFe] f-&Ad0] vig 7
ZASE 05200002 A F8 Aoz Y
eyttt wiehA, A1y ggo] AREAte] &l
A G840 F98 dFgFE M Hojge
74 13 7H2e 2ZgE HES AEHY A
£ E5olA A=A
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Spreadsheet Remarks Internet Remarks
H1 SI -> PEU 0.56(0.000)*** Supported 0.52(0.000)*** Supported
H2 SI > PU 0.49(0.000)*** Supported 0.51(0.000)*** Supported
H3 PEU -> PU 0.18(0.047)* Supported 0.14(0.123) Rejected
H4 PU > USE 0.09(0.390) Rejected 0.03(0.812) Rejected
H5 PEU -> USE 0.23(0.02)* Supported 0.419(0.001)*** Supported
Hé6 SI -> USE 0.27(0.046)* Supported 0.07(0.600) Rejected
* <005 ** <001, = <0.001
PEU1 PEUZ PEUS3 PEU4
PU1
PU2
SN
IMG Social
Influence .82 .88
CM
USE1 USE?2
<3g 3> Az [E9l A2 AF
PEU1 PEU2 PEU3 PEU4
PU1
pPU2
SN
MG Social
Influence .59 .83
CM
USE1 USE2
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Davis[1993]= TAMS #Aste F8 A9
91 olgT 84 BAN BN Fold

8400 98 SN FEYE ofF
Aolgtn ST <%
g HE ALgelA A
2dlo) folde &4 g AzAFE
0.18(0.047)2 A R-o4F 0.05904 H#<J3 o
FE vAE A0 etk o A7 vt
o]H o] TAM ¢ *+E=[Hartwick & Barki, 1994;
Taylor & Todd, 1995]¢] A& #8215} H ).
T, AU AgOIAE Azgel golge
Fedol QS PAA Fu Aoz vEdd
(AZAGF=014(0.123)). webr, 714 38 R E
Hoz AYHch o AAE Fo) 2xds
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A A2Y AR 9P vAGE RS L 5
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08,
o2
(o4
E
2 o
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fo m tlo

Sk olsh Do] ARY AHEH szd= 3
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Z AEY. 22 e HEE
g FdoR Fo Abgshe wh
94 87 WEL Y Fuoz AeHd. I

AL WWW Abgo] B3 @ el
EUE WS, &%, 28, AR @4, A
s AdH % ]‘4 HE ngs HHoR
Aegciar shH thhttp:/ /www.cc.gatech.edu/
gvu/user_surveys/papaers/). WA, <1l
WWWel 48 9 Alge 2Zds AEdhe
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5.3.3 E0|41t REHO HE A|AH AR
Ol CHEt A&k

<H 7>9 ARAGE ARy ATHE 4

E AR A8y WWW ARo} Zhz} 0.23(0.02)

7} 04190.000)2 =5 Al=yle] fE&ARTHE
gojdo] AR AxH ARgo] #AF dTFE
e Ao yeiyth mebd, f840] Al
28 ARG gFE PR Aolghs M 4e
7NZEHAL, Golido] AT AR g9

e A Zelgde 7 S5 AYEAY.

o) Adal H-gAe) Aoldt ke T AH 7|
(2ZH = AES} WWW)e] oo A%

o2 AR o] REo I AP ER
thxel 7Hd 6ol dik A5 Al Wi £
oA T gEd Aol

p

22 o »l m)y oo of

5.3.4 AlE|E e 8 AAH A
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A qbde] AR A2E ARG fo3 9T
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e F4 A7 He FEse A Y
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F94 el 9% vtk
Ak ¥ ATIAE AR P
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E AE ARgo] ZAIAR] e ohyAwt 3 =4, AME A 4 AR Alzd B4 o
FYE T AT HFo AGHTL Taylor 2t A2E] ARGl Ao R JEE WA=
b Todd[1995]% S4Eo] hzeslolz A8 dhu 7HA Y 0AE P Azee
& o stgoll QS HE AL o dste] ug AEE #9 FHE 8 F2 AMgse By
0] dzehs Ao d3e L, FREN AePlE 7hg T A el oabagtoly} A x
A4 WMESR FEEC AMEEE A o 24 5 e &7 WS fE] F2 AMEE
& wrerha sk ey, <lEdle sp o whebA, QIEjYle AZEs HERTRE A
T AR ES F ALY G43 AR WA o s ALgHTh olgt AAAY Aol
FAst7] 918 uoz AT Armstrong o JHUl AR RTE 2XEE 4E ARgo]
& Hagel, 1996, Riggins & Rhee, 1999]. u}z} A3 odska o] 73st AAA BAAE 7RI
M, 22 E AEE ALSA JEs o] iz 2 AgoAe A A o] TAMe 7]#
T QIE Yl WWW ARE-2 ARS golia e Ml Alz=gle) fol A, F84 2 Al&F A}
AAH SHel Be JFE W Aow Al &5 duste o3 A wgglo] uEHe
Ak 22 ol thek A¢rt g e ofel & A
oty 53, defo] TAM =ael| ¥g=o] 9

Vi, 2 & A B (attitude) 73S 23T A4S, WA 4

2o dFgme] Wyl deA A7 dox

B ATE YH J)E SLTAMRDA 7H Atk g, 2 Aelxs WWWe thgst &
Sl A 4 AgS gysta aby e e s, WWW AgE e
v 7 A5 gk g3(context) MR FE}A(AE E0], A

A NGE 2¥se 58 TAM
o

o } > = Q.
9T n7lw, TAME SASE 28 spdsl :\JE], mah At 5) WWW el
ASH P QAR gy, AAE gaaq o LT IR ARl iR Fazh A
S AAR e IAE WL TAM ob&#, TAM =¥o] elgf Adisia 1A o

o o= Ho PEAA T Lo zAo ¢S yHE Haw 9 E3]
of AUES AR Aw A% phol ma o oo Tee FAE BEE A A6
el wa olds s 3k Rt SRE AR AEE S92
— S SLERS o(COﬁteXt)oﬂ %LOH ?Q—‘f— _/r_sg ﬂ-%oﬂ 73k v‘?—@,O] E;ﬁ}o];—ﬂruﬂ p=R

o _ ! _ LG At i - -
Boege] Ao Ane gt go] gofst W 249 A3 context) & WISt oy WS
2 0]
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[e] ==,

A, QAT TAM Aol 7habE e LA7 gol4T ojul BAQAX], w3 0wl
A3 A st 9o 3] Q w2990 2
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SHRGE AAH LoldS ) Alzd AL A, AR A|2Ho] #BE BL ARSo] 91z
o o ZAd 1A JFE A 53], Az RArol Az A HgEe g2 & guia &89
HE AR A2 ARE A dF AFAY @ tHCollopy, 1996; DeLone & McLean, 1992;
AZF A E AT webA, Al odgke. TAM Straub, Limayem, Karahanna-Evaristo, 1995;
of 7} ojol & a3 sdoel). Trice & Treacy, 1986]. ¥ 1ol X% AR A
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(cross-sectional study)E& A8} 7] wf & o
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AT HAZ AFH Aol Az
goligo] A& ARgo] lil% FEFge A~
9 AR /0] GBS vt @77 A
[Venkatesh & Morris, 2000]. wetr, GLd&=
A2 AHg 71 T FAE AT &
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(] 8 & HAF, FEPIY 2R FzL
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