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Comparative Analysis of Technology Acceptance Model
: Focusing on UTAUT1 and UTAUT2

Chung, Byoung-gyul)

Abstract

New technology had been introduced continually and in many cases, we approached technology persepectives
when the new technology were introduced. It was very important that researching users acceptance of the new
technology in the areas of marketing and strategy. Regarding to user accepatance of new technology, many research
models had been exited.

This study compared with 2 models which were proposed by Venkatesh et al. named UTAUT1, UTAUT2 based
on the criteria which composed of application context, variables of model, the impacts of variables. The dominant
matric which was applied in all functions and industries was not exited. For the purpose of improving

predictability, single or compound matrics were useful according to industries and usage

Keywords: Technology Acceptance Model, UTAUT1, UTAUT2, Model Fitness.
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