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Abstract 

Aim: The Current Paper Aims To Describe The Development Of Tam From The Time 

It Was Conceptualised By [11]. Methodology: The Paper Reviews The Existing Literature 

Between 1989 And 2020 To Identify The Development Of Tam. Analysis: Several Antecedents 

Have Been Added As Tam Progressed From Tam 1 To Tam 3. The Last Model (Tam 3) Was 

Developed In The Year 2008 And Technology Has Progressed A Lot From That Time. There 

Is A Need To Revisit This Model, And Study More Antecedents And Factors That May 

Influence The Adoption Of Technology In The Current Scenario. Implications: This Paper Will 

Help Researchers To Understand The Development Of Tam. It Also Discusses The Scope Of 

Future Research. Keywords: Technology Adoption Model, Perceived Usefulness, Perceived 

Ease Of Use, Tam 1, Tam 2, Tam 3, Technology. 

Introduction 

Technology has extended through almost all areas in society. In information systems 

research and practice, the adoption and use of information technology in the workplace is still 

a hot topic [12]. Despite tremendous advancements in hardware and software capabilities, the 

problem of underutilised technologies persists [9]. The "productivity paradox" surrounding low 

returns on organisational investments in information technology has been identified as a major 

factor underlying low usage of installed systems [27]. Creating conditions for human 

organisations to adopt information systems remains a high priority [23]. Over the last decade, 

significant progress has been made in explaining and predicting user acceptance of information 

technology at work. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has received widespread 

theoretical and empirical support [22], [8], [11]. Numerous empirical studies have discovered 

that TAM consistently explains a giant percentage of the variance (usually approximately 40%) 

in utilization intentions and behaviour [31].  Other models, such as the Theory of Reasoned 

Action (TRA) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), outperform TAM [30]. Many studies 

have been conducted over the last thirty years using the technology acceptance model. The 

studies have been conducted in virtually all sectors and industries like education, healthcare, 

business communication, transportation, manufacturing, hospitality & tourism, and 

banking etc. The purpose of this paper is to comprehend the historical development of TAM 

and its applications in various business avenues. 

Tam: Meaning and Background 

In 1989, Fred Davis proposed the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) for his 

doctoral dissertation. The TAM was developed on the basis of the Theory of Reasoned Action 
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and Theory of Planned Behavior [11], and it deals specifically with the prediction of an 

information system's acceptability. The objective of this model is to predict a device's 

acceptability and to identify the changes that should be made to the system to make it ideal for 

users. 

TAM 1 

[11] The goal of TAM was to explain the general determinants of computer technology 

acceptance, which leads to an understanding of user behaviour across a wide range of end-user 

computing technologies and user populations [19]. It is a model that simulates how a customer 

accepts and uses an innovation [33]. TAM is also used to indicate end-user recognition of 

information systems. 

 
Fig1. TAM 1 (Source: Davis, 1989) 

According to the model, an information system's acceptability is determined by two 

major factors: perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEU) (PEOU). Perceived 

usefulness is the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system will improve 

his or her job performance (PU). PU entails shortening the time required to complete a task, 

resulting in greater efficiency and accuracy. The majority of the research has used perceived 

usefulness as the primary construct to assess new technology acceptance 

[29],[1],[18],[14],[13],[10],[28],[20]. Perceived usefulness of IT is commonly expressed in 

terms of increased productivity, improved job performance, increased job effectiveness, and 

job usefulness. 

The PU construct was created with the following benefits in mind [11]:  

➢ Enable users to complete tasks more easily. 

➢ Allow the user to improve performance. 

➢ Increase your productivity. 

➢ Improve their efficiency. 

➢ Make it easier for the user to do what they want. 

➢ It would be beneficial to users. 
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Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) is defined as the degree to which a person believes that 

using a specific system will be effortless. The majority of studies [1], [15], [16], [25], [26], [2], 

[14], [24] have identified PEOU as a major determinant of technology acceptance behaviour. 

It is measured by how clear and understandable the interaction with the system is, how easy it 

is to get the system to do what is required, and how much mental effort is required to interact 

with the system.  

[11] explained PEOU construct to deliver the following benefits: 

➢ It makes learning to operate it simple for the user. 

➢ Users would find it simple to get it to do what they want. 

➢ The interaction of users with it would be clear and understandable. 

➢ Users would find it simple to interact with. 

➢ It would be simple for users to learn how to use it.  

➢ It would be simple for them to use. 

Other factors, known as external variables in TAM, can have an impact on a person's 

belief in a system. Belief has been shown to influence PU and PEOU. An external variable is 

a quality that exists outside of an individual. For instance, training, computer experience, 

system quality, and so on. PEOU is also influenced by PU. Following PU and PEOU, the 

model's subsequent factors include attitude, behavioural intentions, and actual system use. A 

person's attitude toward technology can be defined as their perception of it. Behavioral 

intentions to use a technology or embrace a skill result in actual skill and expertise usage [3]. 

It is the extent to which an individual is consciously prepared to execute or refrain from 

executing a specific action. Actual System Use is defined as an external psycho-motor response 

measured by individual users' actual course of action [11]. The number of times a system is 

used constitutes actual usage as a behaviour. The frequency of use of the system is 

operationalized [11], [8], [21]. 

TAM 2 

[32] proposed the TAM 2 extended model. The factors influencing perceived usefulness 

were the focus of this revised model. Among these variables are: subjective norm: the influence 

of others on the user's decision to use or not use technology; Image: the user's desire to maintain 

a favourable reputation among others; Job relevance: the extent to which the technology was 

applicable; output quality: the extent to which the technology performed the required tasks 

adequately; and The production of tangible results is referred to as result demonstrability. 

 
Fig 2: Technology Acceptance Model (TAM 2) (Source: Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). 
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In addition, experience and voluntariness are introduced as moderating factors of 

subjective norms.  

TAM 3 

After experiencing trends and extension by introducing predictors for the basic TAM 

constructs, new TAM modifications emerged as a result of "enhancement" and incorporation 

of supplementary elements as a result of relevant research. It also included the PEOU 

determinants. There were primarily four major types of modifications: 

➢ External predictors include technology anxiety, prior usage, experience, self-efficacy, 

and technological confidence. 

➢ Other theories' factors include subjective norms, expectations, user participation, risk, 

and trust. 

➢ Gender, cultural diversity, and technological characteristics are examples of contextual 

factors. 

➢ Usage measures include attitudes toward technology, perceptions of usage, and actual 

usage of technology. 

 
Fig 3: TAM 3 (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008) 

[7] Confirmed Tam Adequacy In Predicting Individuals' Intent To Visit Specific 

Internet Web Sites, Whereas [17] Used The Same Model Even When Exploring Net 

Attractiveness Taking Gender Of Users Into Account. Learning And Coaching, Or Teaching, 

Are Two Areas Of Great Interest In Incorporating New Technology, Particularly Computer 

And Internet Generation. The Educational System Includes A Wide Range Of Potential Users 

Of Technology That Can Help Them Understand Knowledge Transfer And Acquisition. 

Conclusion and Scope for Future Research 

Human race initially resisted the usage of technology. In course of time as more and 

more companies accepted technology in their day to day operations and the tech companies 

made it more user friendly, individuals started adopting it. Such changes have continuously 
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pushed the researchers to explain human behaviour when they interact with technology. TAM 

1 to TAM2 to TAM 3 is an example of how the studies have explained this interaction. In the 

current situation when pandemic has affected the world and most employees are working from 

home, it is important to study if any virus (a determinant or a factor) has infected TAM 3. With 

employees forced to accept technology as a mode to get their job done and also interact with 

people, it will not be a surprise that new antecedents may influence PU or PEOU. There is 

anyway a need to revisit TAM in the scenario where technology is changing with the speed of 

light. 

References 

Adams DA, Nelson RR, Todd PA. Perceived usefulness, ease of use and usage of information 

technology: A replication. MIS Q. 1992; 16(2):227-47. doi: 10.2307/249577. 

Agarwal R, Prasad J. Are individual differences germane to the acceptance of new information 

technologies? Decis Sci. 1999; 30(2):361-91. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-

5915.1999.tb01614.x. 

Ajzen I, Fishbein M. The influence of attitudes on behavior. In: Albarracín D, Johnson BT, 

Zanna MP, editors. The handbook of attitudes. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers; 2005. p. 173-221. 

Ajzen I, Fishbein M. Understanding attitudes and predicting social behavior. Englewood Cliffs: 

Prentice Hall; 1980. 

Ajzen I. From intentions to actions: a theory of planned behavior. In: Kuhl J, Beckmann J, 

editors. Action control: from cognition to behavior. New York: Springer; 1985. 

Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process. 1991; 50(2):179-

211. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T. 

Castañeda JA, Muñoz-Leiva F, Luque T. Web acceptance model (WAM): moderating effects 

of user experience. Inf Manag. 2007; 44(4):384-96. https: doi: 10.1016/j. 

Davis FD. User acceptance of information technology: system characteristic, user perceptions 

and behavioral impacts. Int J Man Mach Stud. 1993; 38(3):475-87. doi: 

10.1006/imms.1993.1022. 

Deloitte insights, tech. Trends. 2020. 

Dishaw MT, Strong DM. Extending the technology acceptance model with task-technology fit 

constructs. Inf Manag. 1999; 36(1):9-21. doi: 10.1016/S0378-7206(98)00101-3. 

Davis FD. Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information 

technology. MIS Q. 1989; 13(3):319-40. doi: 10.2307/249008. 

Gallivan MJ, Spitler VK, Koufaris M. Does information technology training really matter? A 

social information processing analysis of coworkers”Influence on IT Usage in the 

Workplace Really Matter? A Social Information Processing Analysis of Coworkers” 

influence on IT usage in the [cited September 2015]. Available from: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2003.11045830. Vol. 1222; 2014. 

Gefen D, Keil M. Developer Trust-Building behavior and user perceptions of perceived 

usefulness: A social-exchange perspective. Data Base Adv Inf Syst. 1998; 29(2):35-49. 

Gefen D, Straub DW. Gender difference in the perception and use of E-mail: an extension to 

the technology acceptance model. MIS Q. 1997; 21(4):389-400. doi: 10.2307/249720. 

Hendrickson AR, Massey PD, Cronan TP. On the test-retest reliability of perceived usefulness 

and perceived ease of use scales. MIS Q. 1993; 17(2):227-30. doi: 10.2307/249803. 

Hendrickson AR, Collins MR. An assessment of structure and causation of IS usage. ACM 

SIGMIS Database. 1996; 27(2):61-7. doi: 10.1145/243350.243361. 

Huang H, Hsu JS. An evaluation of publication productivity in information systems: 1999 to 

2003. 15. CAIS. 2005; 15 (April). doi: 10.17705/1CAIS.01531. 



  
 

Res Militaris, vol.12, n°6, Winter 2022 2098 
 

Igbaria M, Parasuraman S, Baroudi JJ. A motivational model of microcomputer usage. J Manag 

Inf Syst. 1996; 13(1):127-43. doi: 10.1080/07421222.1996.11518115. 

Lai PC. The Literature review of Technology Adoption Models and Theories for the Novelty 

Technology 14. JISTEM. 2017; 14(1):21-38. doi: 10.4301/S1807-

17752017000100002. 

Lederer AL, Maupin DJ, Sena MP, Zhuang Y. The technology acceptance model and the World 

Wide Web. Decision Support Systems. 2000; 29(3):269-82. doi: 10.1016/S0167-

9236(00)00076-2. 

Malhotra Y, Galletta DF. Extending the technology acceptance model to account for social 

influence: theoretical bases and empirical validation. Available from: 

http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/login.jsp?tp=&arnumber=772658&url=http%3A%2F%2

Fieeexplore. Available from: 

ieee.org%2Fxpls%2Fabs_all.jsp%3Farnumber%3D772658 [accessed May 16 2012]. 

In: Proceedings of the 32nd Hawaii international conference on system sciences; 1999. 

doi: 10.1109/HICSS.1999.772658. 

Princi E, Krämer NC. Out of control – privacy calculus and the effect of perceived control and 

moral considerations on the usage of IoT healthcare devices. Front Psychol. 2020; 

11((Nov)):582054. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.582054, PMID 33262731. 

Raka A, Naha N, Mansor A. Adoption of human resource information system: A theoretical 

analysis. Phys Procedia. 2013; 75:473-8. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.04.051. 

Ridings CM, Gefen D, Arinze B. Some antecedents and effects oftrust in virtual communities. 

J Strateg Inf Syst. 2002; 11(3-4):271-95. doi: 10.1016/S0963-8687(02)00021-5. 

Segars AH, Grover V. Re-examining perceived ease of use and usefulness: A confirmatory 

factor analysis. MIS Q. 1993; 17(4):517-25. doi: 10.2307/249590. 

Szajna B. Software evaluation and choice: predictive evaluation of the Technology Acceptance 

Instrument. MIS Q. 1994; 18(3):319-24. doi: 10.2307/249621. 

Book: the computer revolution: an economic perspective. Daniel e Sichel. Washington, DC: 

Brookings Institution Press, 1997. 152 pp. 

Teo TSH, Lim VKG, Lai RYC. Intrinsic Extrinsic Motiv Internet Usage. 1999; 27. 

Thompson RL, Higgins CA, Howell JM. Personal computing: toward a conceptual model of 

utilization. MIS Q. 1991; 15(1):125-43. doi: 10.2307/249443. 

Venkatesh V. Creation of favorable user perceptions: exploring the role of intrinsic motivation. 

MIS Q. 1999; 23(2):239-60. doi: 10.2307/249753. 

Venkatesh V. Determinants of perceived ease of use: integrating control, intrinsic motivation, 

and emotion into the technology acceptance model. Inf Syst Res. 2000; 11(4):342-65. 

doi: 10.1287/isre.11.4.342.11872. 

Venkatesh V, Davis FD. A theoretical extension of the technology acceptance model: four 

longitudinal field studies. Manag Sci. 2000; 46(2):186-204. doi: 

10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926. 

Zaineldeen S, Hongbo L, Koffi AL, Mohammed BMA, Hassan A. Technology acceptance 

model’ concepts, contribution, limitation, and adoption in Education. ujer. 2020; 

8(11):5061-71. doi: 10.13189/ujer.2020.081106. 


