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A Study on the Adoption of Accounting Information Systems in
Mandatory Environments : Using TAM and TPB

Won-Kyung Chang” - Tae-Kyun Kim*™*

Abstract

The technology acceptance model (TAM) is a lot of cited in information technology adoption and
usage researches. TAM has a base in psychological research, is parsimonious, explains usage behavior
quite well, and can be operationalized with valid and reliable instruments. But TAM has been
conducted primarily in volitional environments of the adoption of new technology. This paper discusses
technology acceptance in accounting information systems to examine TAM with subjective norm and
perceived behavioral control in mandated using environments.

The results show that in mandatory environments such as accounting information systems, sub-
jective norm is not a significant effect on the behavioral intention. Perceived usefulness and perceived
behavioral control are significant the factor on the behavioral intention. The implications of finding are
that perceived usefulness and perceived behavioral control play major role in technology acceptance
rather than subjective norm in accounting information systems with mandatory environments.

Keywords : Perceived Usefuiness, Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Subjective Norm, Perceived
Behavioral Control, Mandatory Environments
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AE71e A
LA A ALALe] g7o] FeHHer 1

gl5ojof st olfrolth. ol FHI|ESFE
< A dFAME F83HA Q4
2 g2 47459 93 P59 gtHDavis
et al., 1989 ; Markus, 19%4]. 28j\ ZR7)&9)
FAH S50 73T AHEAEL AR
FAHE] EUEAY FEAQ HfoE 03
< 3 He 82do] =H7lx &9 ci{Mathieson,
1991 ; Markus, 19%4]. ol& AH7|e+47 F
Aol ik WA BAFFIES o3,
AR71&E Edsted AN =R AR
S0l A Fe A7 B3] gl
[Venkatesh & Davis, 2000].

B A) 2" (information system) @TFAE
ojd FAFES HAs] Hstd MR
BI|/ABA 2] 86 O o] dF
HES AA s cHFishbein & Ajzen, 1975 ;
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980 ; Davis, 1989 ; Delone
& Mclean, 1992]. 718 AFREE FAX A
B 71485 ¥ (Technology Acceptance Model
: TAM)Z Davis[1989]°] 9j3} AAE 8oz
¢ st dFH g34E Ad 2Folt

TAME Aztg o] &80 (perceived ease
of use)o] AZtH #-8A(perceived usefulness)
of 4%& WY xzZtd K842 YT HE
(behavioral attitude)ol|] 4&g n|xn 3%F €
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E% % 9 (behavioral intention)o] FFS
Fo] Ha)A Alg(actual usage)dl °)27 9ot
= E¥olth o83 TAME ABAAE ALE
3 £ #3Ren AT 4
o2 FRALHYAFAEY o]
AFsta Yt Adams et al, 1992 ;
Taylor & Todd, 1995 ; Szajna, 1996 ; Cheung
et al, 2000 ; Lederer et al, 2000; Moon &
Kim, 2001 ; Chang & Cheung, 2001 ; Lewis et
al.,, 2003].

TAME HYATE 3l o824 - AF3
B34E Ad 2P0 AHMI|E/HRA A
T8 ATFAEANA o]8F ke AFsn Q)
ou gy 2 FAME 7tX 2 ¢

A, TAME 39 24 2919 A2 %
$4% AZE olggoliel Fa4e A

o, F W ofo JqS v 9 g
Q1= (external variables)oll
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1995 ; Szajna, 1996 ; Venkatesh & Davis, 1996
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v 223 87 (mandatory environments)o]
% dF[Brown et al, 2002 ; Rawstorne et al,
2000 ; Adamson & Shine, 2003]= A< o] F9]
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g 22 &3 HALA F4L2 439
oE AolF S WY 4 Jogg gy

v A9 ARI|EFEE ‘A 3
B2 B 2402 AEAZHES F8354
g7 2t ZoEHz lon, Ax fiRE A}
SAEL O e AR|Eo] oy, A7
TAE H4A RIS +48 5 it
a7 HEd v Frrersd 7
&9 ArJledTAAYdE d2A Yeed ¢
At

iz g7 AHIEFES AR A
218 QAo wkgh JALS TR FFol T2
g %S v Aol AT 5 oy A
o AFFAE S8t FHI)e9 LolHrT;

£ woled F4E & Aotk

Aol AL uipdA §4 3o
Al FARBAAYEA L AE S q]/woi sla] ]
A 7leFged U 2L £ sz
gt AFRYogE 7|EY ZJEJ] ET-&A
A A4HE TAMOl 33 14 (subjective
norm)¥ A Z+¥ 8% 5 A (perceived behavioral
contro) ¥ +E F713ted] A3t

2. 0|EH HiH

21 A EXMFRI} ALY =

B ATE 7EY AunEseATAN A
F 0RA gt WATH 839 Auress
of B ATt AR ALY gl

of ZfrojAtel wat FH7&/A

Mmu Hd @go] Fojzl Aug L
o] HAPEE ARIIE48E gl o
T@ae 274 zg AeA T ulse] Ha

o] AR} HFdt AF{A] M A F8381A
HrHMarkus, 1983 ; Brown et al., 2002).

LA FEE AR ARAN2ES 78
sted AFEA 2R S & 7 e B
oA HjZbEH F&2 FHALYY F8o] FA

# o] tH{Hartwick & Barki, 1994 ; Venkatesh &
Davis, 2000). o|21% JrpARA] A9 FF&
A 85 w2y F4M Yehvs A3
of tjs} £He Aolg WA + s Aelth
UF-o] dFoA A 42 70 oAt
o b4 AREE A7 T¥HTGR sgon
[Moore & Benbasat, 1991 ; Hartwick & Barki,
1994 ; Karahanna et al,, 1999) A1 Ao} Karahan-
na et al[1999]€ AH&-2Me] AEH 4 A4
ANz =9 Al g 71 F8% 29o=w
g8t gtk £¥ Venkatesh®} Davis
(200012 AHEAFS] A X7} AL A
gell od) Fry&4aE R FaF o
gg mxx gk o3 ATFAHRE FHH
B IR A7t AEIlE/AR
Al T8 202 Fgsta ot
I 43E 4 sk
olg| gt LA Fgof uldt AT} v w3lo
A 88 thh Fold ARE RYFu
At Hartwick$} Barki[1994]= w]zbd= 3173
M E A== AMLME 2Py 48
# lEARo 2 T3t don ux Alg
A BRAI2E Ao ot ALg-Frto] 2l
Az ¥} =3 Hartwicket Barki[1994]=
7Aooz HARY BHANAE ALEAIES
FE&gA e AdAolgta At ofe MY &
ZES ] AFEAEL AFEALY] &t e A
2S AEsty] wioln, dutrog HHA
2¢e] 7}Ao] g1 %’*%1}9] F7t Jg 79l
15&517] wj&el B2
z 51'7“1]1\‘] -r%‘ Brell gicka stgich
Venkatesh®} Davis[2000]= =23 3733
B2 B 7o) v M TAME 71823
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A FSHAR gE-8F, FE4-9%, £ol4
-84 25 AAY d7g 4 AHE 4
ERALE). Venkatesh®t Davis[2000]] ] xpgt
A #RL FRIerie AFYF g o
3 AAHY vALH FLAFE =9HA
stk

B A 83748 A3 Brown et al.[2002]
< TAM# TPBEHA AzZtd F8&43 o
&8ol4o] AF dxd = F8E FFE A
A gskon Azkd F847 o]&-8olgo H
TAAAY 4FS vk gtk ol A7
= ]

AME HRI|E/AEA2d] AAHA
< o] FAAA REriy & ¢ QU

A 370 ARA 2R AR A
o] 257t FolX A48 ovdith 48 9,
AFFR A & 29 e-mail EE voice-mail
o] ¥ 7HA] th& A&l AMgTbE st A
of Aszet g &) AfRe] Adstd A}
48 4 9tHHodgson & Aiken, 1998]. =3
AHeate] ArA2Ee] A9 J4FEAd u
g HE 5 3 Meo] ©Z AT i
o7k gl 3lAtel M o] 73etA A& A
A && Aotk

a8y FAARA2Y ASE AT ¢
FaA T AAF ALY &S AaLstd
A AHErbsd dEXzads 7
% stts Ad, 2R A =9 ARgaE
2 A 21S AR & QA Aok o
ARBA 2L A} AA S BE ¢
=0l g7l wEol dF3te] 840l
3t7] wioltt. wmeba ol @ AHE 3
A #gAoletn ¥ + Aok

AnH B4 SARA ST Dy

ek

Ik

frtl

14
=T~ R - A w A

g (& flo

o 11§
o %

32
2
o

;

H

—_—

o o
R
ro o

,d
=

,,
2
ro
N

r

A9l AuA2del AR 58 ol
FE AWUSET ool BE Fol7}

22 71&5T8 2 8(Technology Acceptance
Model : TAM)

TAMZ AHgAHe] 7180 e thE
ATE A 1093 o] SAlg RS
FEE Wol2 FAolgt. TAMATE W&
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A AR JFE Frhe EFo|tHDavis,
1989].
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1989 ; Davis et al., 1992 ; Adam et al, 1992 ;
Szajna, 1996 ; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000 ;
Venkatesh & Morris, 2000]. o] 2& 9 <3}
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<=l 2-1) TAM[Davis, 1989]

Davis[1989]¢] %-2] TAMol| #3F @& A7
< 712TAME 74 - g8ttt 718 TAM
S A5t 2L B S AN AT Sl
Venkatesh®} Davis[2000]¢] TAM27} t)E 3 o]
ot TAM2E 712 TAMeIA AAEAA ALS)
2 Qg AeQd FBY PES JANSEE Al
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<3zl 2-2> TAM2[Venkatesh & Davis, 2000]

2.3 A5ld S0[&(Theory of Planned
Behavior : TPB)

A 8 3% o] 2(Theory of Planned Behavior :
TPB)S TAMAIA ALAND F#4 FH#
Aqd g& FAY WFE Vo2 BYS
AEA AABIG T TPBE TAM#E th2 @
HollA 79 238 BFAd AA, TPBE
TAMEGE R2He Fx7t 533t &4,
TPB= TAMAX AAJSA] & F3H 4
3 A4 PF FAE MEA F7tstd 2y
TS itk FHA qPHold “oH PF
T35t ke AEE =] g s
27 gt A72tE PF TAE ‘B %
& st 24302 27HE A4 7)
3o &% 52 glgd g AdY ALe ¢
st Ajzen, 19911 AlA, TPBE AX7]|& AL
o &R gon thdd e A&V L
o8 FAHY Stk 53 ojed U P&
B, TEAEE, SALSoZ T4 o

718H o2 TPB: TAMIE 2a 2zl
A9 Fgof #3 BYL ot} PFE T
T84 ¥ a83a 4" g5 SAU A%
oxo gL FoE VR F22 FAH gl
. = Taylorst Todd[19%)= TPBE % H
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+ DTPB(The Decomposed Theory of Planned
Behavior)2tat 3t} 71222 TPBEH| Bl=
of g3tg F& a9loZ Azd F44, o4&
384 (compatibility), F#2 o 93
& F 2922 3 Y93H(peer influence), 4
A} B 8k(superior’s influence)S Stk 1832
AZtd BF A e F= 990 2|
T8 7 (self efficacy), AL ©]-& AEl(resource
facilitating conditions), 71%&2] ©]4 A ej(tech-
nology facilitating condition)® A =l%1ct.
TPB% DTPBE 7|E4 o2 TAMEUE B
< A9ES 1 glen, vadAl PF 9
Zof disiMe AEH g FHE F TAM
®c} TPBe DTPBE#o] & of B2 A4
Rolgtz ddgth webr w3
Mol 1B TAMdl TPBY ¥ £ Aol
2 784 8+ A449 85 FAE F7std
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3. HAmEEn Jpd
31 TR H

TPB} TAM/TAM2E o - fr&3% A&
4% 2Rom 4RSS WAL BAe 4

Fa7litte AHEAEY AHA Ao 23
S F dFRYo|th =3 HA9 ARI|ETE

§5€ o= 54 E¥o & o $an
WSS A7 ohi ALgABTe BT A
Weo] EUb= FHOR RYS 4¥sn Ak
SEEEEEEFEETIE I REFE

TAM# TPBEEE 7122 shof w|xgHql
#7A0 A3 2L Y S HLetuA g
B die TAM/TAM29 +4 Wx(Az"
T84, F83 1, A4E o] &8°]49)% TPB
o] FARF(FEA 18, A48 3F FA) W
T& A3 N2E AFRE S ANt &
t} AFEFe] Z WeE Ayt g 2o
AA, TAM A74d F84L AR A
g3t g7 FFE olE 7 givke Ug
AR7|ESHAA ALA/MALE 8E B
A f8e Aguisrt @ Aolga dA
[Venkatesh & Davis, 2000]. ¥ dTFlA Azt
FEAE BAEE @AM ARLHA T 4
FYE =Y ¢ e Ades AEEHAT
EA, 34 1HS A8 AHrEF
o 9FE VA= AMEA 4 HFE TAM2 A
AHEALY] E oo ZFAQA YIS A1 gl
t}. H|E TAMAA & AA R ey Venkateshe}
Davis[2000]9] @FolMe AZ4d #8447 F
o3 e dBAE FHUAT ojHTF A
IALTAE vALA FHAA G B
B9 4L AHA e AR AT Y
4E EY T At g8 F ok
AR, AzZte P5 FAE BTl dg £of
At ojg g9 ANzts Zatu[Ajzen, 1983], &
A YL St L7HE AL 7134
4 Ag, 71E, 45EE)Y AEA AZE T
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AZd BF FA fgdnn PE A= FHAHY 9FE VY, AdE F
T 4L AT A= T2 IFYE IF R0
e Aoz 9% vAx Aok 97 e BYe A<y 3-1> #2).

FolA Azd o] &80l e XN4d PF F
E os3 2d 34, v
U A EA AFRAEL Al ¢
S Hage AEOT 9T F442
AN BEY APA/L 4
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Ao MFET AR

e 523} fol4e) A2 B} Bo] A
S U7 WEolTh,

A, d+ry9 F
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T AEE HYHY ¢

W5 B gEE 32 oPHS
JuA2YE A4}
Jubdox wee) Hu) £ A7

Qa3 A7

g8 AFAFES 1RAL

T8 g AR 8 2AY riEez E TAM® ¢4 TPBRTE o83ttt Az

A€t g 784, F34 7L Venkatesh®} Davis

B ATEYE vAEA &7 slolA AR 200018} &AWFE ALson, g5 9=
A28 ALERE O] o]H QRIE 93] AlAdS £ Karahanna et al[1999]8 ¢l&3l9len o
AHgeETtE TR Ad Aot FRA 7 g3 AZtd 5 FAE Taylorst Todd[1995]
He A4d {843 3% dxd FEHA 9 £ A& ofd i Y& <FE 3-1>9
e o, A4 5 FA= A4d 849 B H At

(& 3-1) 58

d7az z 3 Z2d a7
L 97E W27 Ad € 57 Ata Aded.
Azrg 2. 97 AL Ut Aok A Venkatesh & Davis
84 3 9% AL ¥Y $7) A Az, [2000]
4 %ol WI$ ARl AZHaT
m 1 AFESrET UOIA, U 43 998 wed, .
T 2 Agshed o, e SR 9% we, Venkatesh & Davis
7 [2000]
3 Abgol e AR 938 wen.
L A8% % 95,
I R L Teylor & Todd
3 AHgsted 4% sEe 233 g
45 1 el 97l 580 999 AAEA ABera waeT Karahanna et
a9 2 7H5e® Aol Bol AgaE LAV [1999]
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Venkatesh®} Davis[2000]& Davis[1989]¢]
TAMAA AA=HJE F33 FHS F718kd
TAMES 83384tk Venkaesh®} Davis[2000]<]
T ALy FA4H v AR A Fo
% ?f‘ﬂ“] P& o FAHAY s G
< Z2%& It Adamson¥} Shinee] AL
A gAdTFNA FHH S AAdE F84
o k. =& Hard-
grave?} Johnson(2003]¢] ATAAME FHH T
Hol AZtd {840 TR %S FUCh

ol

A ALE v|xn

N "lél S 49E £ a
Boz tgel Ade A

TPBEHAAM 2ztd g5 FA9 714 A
9 54 3F5& FYsed dryer 27

© A4 7139 & Z2 YU EHSP A
o] Azto2 AHIES A
AAA #g EE ofHgE 2
ol Ast T HYE I YTt WA
Fol Ad3 7137 FEIGL =UE A
e ANz"Eg AHRstnat e =7t F7het
2j2} oAgth. Hardgrave$t Johnson[2003]2
Aztd P& AN AFHoR AZd 7844
o 3R3H %‘ﬂ% vl Aokl sk

HIZ}%”-? 39 B4 AEAELS A

A 9} ﬂ 3o Algog AR F84

%
So12 wskn edl A AL 58 T

84T A8
1ol A BY 5

74 3 AztE B% EAE Azd §840
gk2- nja Aoly},
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Davis[1989]el| A Al2td i F-&¢ TAM A7
Ax A48 8482 AF 9= THAU 4
&g Foa 3. 53 xR 344
Venkatesh®} Davis[2000]%} Brown et al.[2003]
< AA 33 HALH BHAM ALERE
o] AR7&9 F&AS A AAsA S
AHAEY PF JEE ErE ZYE B
At olgigt HE dFE " oA 2
Hd& AA AT

7Hd 5 AGE F8A4L FF ko AU
FFE 1E RAonh
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AARRA ALY ARS$58) MG
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AMOS 402 ZARTE 24 + e U5
AR o7 F2AN(structural equation mod-
e)S F¢ TAZZaPo|th HAE T3¢9 A
% g4 ZEE A% A=A A F(reliability
test) SPSS 100§ o]&stiom, 7Md =
222 2 ¥ (Confirmatory Factor Analysis :
CFA)2 AMOS 4.0% o]&3te 2434t

rlr

AEA2do2E fEZRIP0] 664% 71E
o) ERPZ 219 2 AHJEg o] 336%°]t}
EE 2AFEE 509 o3 H]&o] 829%E
A LT

7 AEd 9A As HAEE &7l o
IE AE

$uAe] ATFATY S5 vy g ST AR add ned bF el 3
2ok gde W W% G4 s6129%) =M BIZF AR=vE AFcln. 234 2
W(A2A) 19)oln, AHEEE 354 ojalyr @ © VFEC] FANA ot AFFAY WrE
Ao B1%E ARG FHP2e 1ET o] F&Wo 12/ 2I7} HATE A& &
HEYZo] 814%0ltt. AFANE HAILFH ] T U4tk <FE 4-1>= ¥HF9 FEIGA HE
gaol dAH9 89%E AR, ¢ HA AT Aot

(B 41) Hpo| SRUY AHS
T 7 Ll s Levene A% +I8E
Fa4 4 0352 0554
R A4 4% §4) 1100 0207
Azt #44 0.189 0665
P5 o= 0.001 0976
Fa4 4 0972 0438
. Azd #5 54 1.060 0386
K A%8 $84 0.728 0.604
35 o= 1446 0213
F34 1721 0.123
a  w A%d 4% ¥4 0947 0465
-l AZE 44 0623 0712
P5 o= 1308 0259
Fod 7y 0970 0439
4 3 AZAd 4§ SA 1632 0.157
A2g §84 0683 0637
35 I= 1431 0219
F4 Y 1367 0259
. AZe 45 FA4 1.059 0350
EA-Swi-]
Azt F44 1208 0277
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(E 42 A7l By B

R 289 74 A%e 4% 54 A29 §44 4% 9E
2204 12434 12013 08538 0.9242
B 15461 16675 0.7290 08541
4 = 0448 ~0653 0738 0823
e 0172 0734 0.109 0416
$A, Fduse) AALES 497 Asel 4 ek
BE MFE9 dx(skewness)® H E(kurtosis) (E 43 EEISE IIE 2jst BolQolsA
£ A8 2ot A= ddigk 7oz 28 4 -
PU | SN | P
Aokt Ag7 gor HE 94 Adate 1 : =
o Cronbach’s 086 083 086 090
o2 22 AusE WAV Aok M A | ggp | O : - ;
Fo AFLES 7 Qe Aoz dddd PUL 0.78
[Cohen et al,, 2003). <& 4-2>& AF¥+ A PU2 084
FAol te ol PU3_| o071
PUA | 0T
SN1 0.77
Hi{Zo| Al2[M D} EFCEA
2 A7E ZAAESY AYng Huy| SN 0.8
datel A WA wAZ FELRA 2Ye T2 =
PBC2 0.
FHeURAE AN F WA wARE oo o
WY dBES HAs) Aske] N U - o
(Cronbach’s alpha)& &3t AH=E HZ53t B 083

adh <¥ 4-3>2 g9
EA o] Aujolr},
3 7ldel tﬂfﬂ tE ZAAEE AHLEE

H
3 2 & UvHBagozzi & Yi,
T FIE 080]4oz EF U=

¥
o

FUHYEE 4ol @ AEE 29 FBBAZ
A7t A 9ok AMOS 40S o] 4% 72
ANE PiAe PEoz WELIES Y

#) PU: AZE £84, SN: 84 74, PBC: A%
9 8% BA, Bl: 3% 9=

AR, FENE T BARAT Z2 dE 5%
FEoar FAFAEAN 1€ 2= 04-‘?—
getslE Aotk Y 1§ XA He 7
ol BEEIFA o] EAFA ¥e AolH, £F
2 ¢ e Bdedyol EAgT B 5
ATt

E7), ¢ E43Z(Average Variance Ex-
tracted : AVE)3gke] 7H“‘—‘é— 2 ARAFY AF
#e A3 EAY JRE HES} UHeZ B
Hel S dddAl drHFomell & Larcker,
1981].
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(B 4-4) B BMUFEUS 0138 HEEEE BMzn
A d AVE A= PU SN PBC BI
PU 061 086 1.000
SN 065 085 0233 1,000
PBC 079 092 0488 0251 1,000
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