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THE TECHNOLOGY ACCEPTANCE MODEL:  THE EFFECT OF 

AGREEABILITY 
Emad Abu-Shanab, Michael Knight 

 

ABSTRACT 

 
The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) is one of the robust models that shows high explanation of 

variance for the “intentions to use.” This paper attempts to test the moderating effect of personal 

agreeability on TAM relationships. One hundred fifty eight students were used to test the research 

model, and the results yielded a high support for the TAM and a significant influence between 

perceived ease of use and intentions, when moderated by agreeability. Contributions and future 

research are presented. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
There is evidence in the IS literature that employees need to first accept technology, in order to use the 

technology, and thus benefit from it [28]. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) gained a 

reputation as a model useful for organizations, because of its predictive power in addressing individual 

behaviors and attitudes toward technology. Researchers have tested the TAM, modified its 

components, replicated it in different situations and environments, and used it with different types of 

systems and technologies. Despite all this testing, the original TAM has survived as a robust and 

simple model, enduring only minor changes. 

 

Research in the area of technology acceptance has employed the term “usage” as an indicator of 

technology acceptance. As a result, “intention to use” the technology has become the most widely 

used dependent variable in the domain. To influence “intention to use,” researchers have proposed 

many variables and constructs. In the numerous studies testing the TAM, the majority have reported 

“perceived ease of use” and “perceived usefulness” as the main mediators that influence “intention to 

use.” Finally, the domain is full of contradictory results, conflicting directions [26] [1], and even a 

wide range of confusing construct definitions. A more integrative model that tries to test all the 

possible relationships and unify the perceptions related to technology acceptance is needed.   

 

This paper reviews the history of the TAM, constructs and studies related to the TAM and TAM2, and 

the latest model proposed by Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, and Davis [39]. In the following sections, the 

research question and related hypothesis are stated, a description of the research method and statistical 

analyses are presented, and finally, conclusions and future research are given. 

 

A Review of Related Models in the Literature 
 

The TAM was first proposed by Davis in his doctoral dissertation in 1986, and then was introduced in 

his article, published in MIS Quarterly in 1989 [8]. The original TAM had three major components, 

including: perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and computer usage (see Figure 1). In his 

article, Davis identified “usage” as an indicator of technology acceptance. Perceived Usefulness (PU) 

was defined as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his 

or her job performance,” and Perceived Ease Of Use (PEOU) was defined as “the degree to which a 

person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort” [8 ; p. 320]. The original TAM 

included “attitudes” and “behavioral intentions” to use the technology. Davis later excluded attitudes 

from the model, as it these attributes did not appear to be mediating the relationship between 

perceptions and intentions [36]. However, many researchers have continued to include attitudes with 

inconsistent results [35] [27] [9] [3].  
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The Original Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

  

                  

 
Figure 1 

 

Many studies tested the TAM and tried to modify it to integrate other factors that affect technology 

acceptance. Venkatesh [37] explored the antecedents of perceived ease of use, and in conjunction with 

Davis, developed the TAM2 model [38]. The model concentrated on the antecedents of perceived 

usefulness. Therefore, after more than 10 years of researching and publishing studies in the area of 

technology acceptance, Venkatesh and Davis continued to support the premise that intentions to use 

the technology will be influenced by the same two perceptions: PEOU and PU. The latest study, 

referred to as the TAM2, included the antecedents of PU. The model included the following variables: 

usage, intention to use, perceived usefulness, experience, social influence processes (subjective norm, 

voluntariness, and image), and cognitive instrumental processes (job relevance, output quality, result 

demonstrability, and perceived ease of use). The new TAM, tested by Venkatesh and Davis [38], 

yielded 34-52% of the variance in usage intentions. Both the social influence processes and the 

cognitive instrumental processes significantly influenced user acceptance.   

 

Venkatesh published a set of antecedents of PEOU in an attempt to integrate more constructs into the 

TAM [37]. The study indicated the following antecedents of PEOU: computer self-efficacy, 

perception of external control, computer anxiety, computer playfulness, perceived enjoyment, and 

objective usability. Venkatesh used experience as a moderator in the relationship between adjustments 

and PEOU. Finally, the latest work by Vankatesh (The unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of 

Technology, UTAUT[39]) proposed four main independent variables with “intention to use” as the 

dependent variable. The model used four moderating variables: experience, age, gender and 

voluntariness of use.  

 

Agreeableness and Individual Differences 
 

Many researchers explored the effect of individual differences on “intention to use” or technology 

acceptance. This study attempts to test the effect of agreeableness for the first time in the business 

area. Zmud [41] characterized individual differences into three dimensions: cognitive style, 

personality, and demographics. The widest area explored was the demographic side of individuals 

(gender, age, experience, education, and professional status). Cognitive style was explored but yielded 

conflicting results. Cognitive style is a multidimensional construct that can carry the following 

dimensions: simple/ complex dimension, field-dependent/ field-independent, and systematic/ heuristic 

[41]. Harrison and Rainer [18] proposed different dimensions of cognitive style which included: 

Weberian, Mertonian, and originality. The authors concluded, based on empirical testing, that 

creativity will yield a higher computer skill (only originality was significant). Huber [19] concluded, 

based on an extensive review of the literature, that cognitive styles will not affect the design of 

Decision Support Systems (DSS) or Management Information Systems (MIS). Such conclusions are 

based on two main streams of research supports: 1) the assessment of a user cognitive style will not 
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External  
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Attitudes 
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influence the design of a system, and 2) the resources spent on such research are a waste of time and 

effort [19; p. 576].  

 

Although personality had more support in the direction of affecting technology acceptance, it was the 

least explored. However, attributes of an individual’s personality may impact the intention to use 

technology and continue to be of interest in the technology acceptance domain. The impact of 

individual personality can be beneficial or detrimental to the organization that requires an individual to 

use a technology because of the dynamics of personalities, the potential research could become a 

researcher’s euphoria, regarding personality and technology acceptance.  Psychology researchers have 

been interested in personality and acceptable ways to measure personality traits for decades. 

Increasingly interested in the attributes of personality and the effectiveness of group work, some 

researchers have started to venture into the dynamics of groups and how groups communicate using 

technology [5] [24] [25]. Costa & McGree [7] found that individuals who can be described as 

agreeable also are perceived as being trusting, cooperative, and compliant. As defined, agreeableness, 

therefore, refers to how individuals relate with others, and how considerate they are of others’ feelings 

and opinions, or how an individual would be compliant or cooperative, regarding a task requirement. 

Agreeable people see others as mostly honest and trustworthy; they are straightforward and frank, 

willing to help out, yielding rather than aggressive in conflict, modest and unpretentious, and caring, 

nurturing, and supportive.  Additionally, the perceptions of agreeable people may be applied, not only 

to the interactions with people, but to the interactions with the environment. Agreeableness would 

seem, based on the research of Suls [32]], to be valuable in assessing and addressing issues of conflict 

within a individuals environment, potentially even with the use of technology. We therefore postulated 

that there will be a positive relationship between the level of member agreeableness and moderation in 

the technology acceptance model. Though agreeableness scales/models abound in the literature, most 

have been found to have a financial cost associated with use. We have identified, from the Big Five 

Personality Scale / NEO Personality Inventory, a scale, regarding agreeableness, for this study. This 

same scale was used by Costa & McGree [7], currently adopted though the International Personality 

Item Pool [21] and reported to have an average Cronbach’s alpha >= .82 for the ten items scale. From 

our review we have found the personality attribute of agreeableness not associated in the literature 

with technology acceptance or tested as a moderating factor. This work will cross validate two areas of 

research in one study. 

 

RESEARCH MODEL 
 

The TAM model will be used in this study, as proposed originally by Davis [8]. The effect of 

agreeableness will be an extension to test the effect of individual personality traits on personal 

technology acceptance. Such cross disciplinary research is needed to integrate other factors that might 

be of great influence on individual acceptance. We propose the role of agreeableness as a moderating 

factor that will affect the relationship between PEOU, PU, SN, and intention to use. Figure 2 depicts 

the research model. 
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                                               Research Model 
 

   

                                           Figure 2 
 

Perceived Usefulness – Intention to Use 

Based on wide and extensive testing, the relationship between PU and Intention To Use (ITU) have 

proved to be strong and significant [8] [35] [34]. Adapted from Venkatesh and Davis [(2000)], 

intention to use will be measured, using two items, and PU will be measured using four items, adapted 

from the same study.  

 

H1: users with a high degree of perceived usefulness will have greater intention to use Microsoft 

Office than users with a low degree of perceived usefulness.  

 

Perceived Ease of Use - Intentions to Use 

The relationship between PEOU and intentions has been also supported by more than one study [9] 

[34] [16] [38]. On the other hand, and in a study using voice mail, Subramanian [30] showed non-

significant results. PEOU will be measured using four items adapted from Venkatesh and Davis [38]. 

 

H2: users with a high degree of perceived ease of use will have a greater intention to use Microsoft 

Office than users with a  low degree of perceived ease of use.  

 

Subjective Norm – Intentions to Use 

The relationship between subjective norm and intention to use is a debated one. The Theory of 

Reasoned Action (TRA) hypothesizes that the subjective norm will influence intention to use [12]. On 

the other hand, in the TAM model, the subjective norm was tested and found not significant and 

eventually dropped from the model [9]. In an extension of the TRA, Ajzen [2] confirmed the 

significance of subjective norm in his Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) in 1991. Finally, Venkatesh 

and Davis [38] found that subjective norm was a significant antecedent to both perceived usefulness 

and intentions to use. In our research, we retest subjective norm, in the same position as in TAM2, as 

an antecedent of intentions to use and perceived usefulness: 

 

H3: users with a high degree of subjective norm will have greater intention to use Microsoft Office 

than users with a low degree of subjective norm.  
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Perceived Ease of Use – Perceived Usefulness 

Previous studies related to testing this relationship showed more consistent results than the previous 

one (PEOU – Intention). More than one study has supported the positive relationship between PEOU 

and PU [8] [9] [27] [38]. Minor studies have reported non-significant results [30] [4].  

 

H4:  users with a high degree of perceived ease of use will have a higher degree of perceived 

usefulness of Microsoft Office than users with a low degree of perceived ease of use. 

 

Subjective Norm – Perceived Usefulness 

Subjective norm is defined as the degree to which an individual believes that people who are important 

to him/her believe that he/she should perform the behavior under consideration. The original TAM did 

not include subjective norm (SN), like the TRA and TPB did, as an independent variable affecting 

intentions. On the other hand, in their work in 1989, Davis et al. [9], tested subjective norms and found 

a non-significant relationship between subjective norms and behavioral intentions. Venkatesh and 

Davis [38] explored SN relationship with usefulness and the relationship showed positive and 

significant results. The same study resulted in a significant relation between SN and image. However, 

the study also showed significant relationship between SN and the “intention to use” when considering 

the difference between experienced users (existing users) and potential users [23] [35]. Many other 

studies explored SN in the context of technology acceptance but using other factors like gender [13], 

and group norms [15]. Two items measuring SN will be adapted from Venkatesh and Davis [38]. 

 

H5: users with a high degree of subjective norm will have a higher degree of perceived usefulness of 

Microsoft Office than users with a low degree of subjective norm. 

 

Agreeableness Effect 

Once a task is related to specific technology, it will affect the perception of usefulness of that 

technology, ease of use and subjective norms. Goodhue and Thompson [14] explored the relationship 

between technology, task, and individual acceptance but used utilization and performance as their end 

variables. We are considering the effect agreeableness has on the intention to use. As an example, 

people with high degrees of agreeableness will tend to accept the influence of others in their decision 

to use the technology. Thus agreeableness is expected to have some influence in this matter. 

Therefore, we postulate the following:   
 

H6a: Individuals with a high degree of perceived usefulness will have higher intentions to use 

Microsoft Office if they have a high degree of agreeableness. 
 

H6b: Individuals with a high degree of perceived ease of use will have higher intentions to use 

Microsoft Office if they have a high degree of agreeableness. 
 

H6b: Individuals with a high degree of subjective norm will have higher intentions to use Microsoft 

Office if they have a high degree of agreeableness. 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

An empirical test using a survey instrument that measures the variables using self-reported measures 

was used. The scales used are adapted from previous studies, using a seven point Likert scale. Also, a 

survey instrument is suitable for measuring perceptions and intentions. The following Table lists the 

historical values of Cronbach’s alpha estimated for the instruments Table 1.  

 

Variables and Measures 
 

Based on the model depicted in Figure 2, we have stipulated the main dependent variable as intentions 

to use, and the main independent variables are PEOU, PU, and SN. Through mixing the items of the 

original TAM instrument, researchers have validated and tested and yielded results of consistency and 
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reliability [10]. This TAM model has been validated and tested by many additionally studies [11] [22] 

[33]. Therefore, this study serves as a confirmation of validity for the instrument, in addition to the 

extension of moderation by personality. Table 1 shows the items and their reliability measures as 

reported by previous studies. 

 

Table-1 Instrument Reliability History 

Instrument Items C-alpha 

 

Intention to use: 

Assuming I have access to Microsoft Office, I intend to use it 

Given that I have access to Microsoft Office, I predict that I would use it 

 

 

0.91 

Perceived usefulness: 

Using Microsoft Office improves my performance in the course  

Using Microsoft Office in the course increases my productivity  

Using Microsoft Office in the course increases my effectiveness 

 I find Microsoft Office to be useful in for my course 

 

 

 

 

0.93 

Perceived ease of use: 

My interaction with Microsoft Office is clear and understandable 

Interacting with Microsoft Office does not require a lot of my mental effort 

I find Microsoft Office to be easy to use 

I find it easy to get Microsoft Office to do what I want it to do 

 

 

 

 

0.93 

Subjective norm: 

People who influence my behavior think that I should use Microsoft Office 

People who are important to me think that I should use Microsoft Office 

 

 

0.90 

Agreeableness: 

I am interested in people 

I sympathize with others' feelings 

I have a soft heart 

I take time out for others  

I feel others' emotions 

I make people feel at ease 

I am not really interested in others** 

I insult people** 

I am not interested in other people's problems** 

I feel little concern for others** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.86 

** Reverse coded. 

 

Sample 
 

This study used undergraduate students enrolled in management courses at a large Midwest university. 

Students participated in the study for partial course credit. Students were informed that after credit was 

assigned, all identifying data would be removed, and the data used for the research would have no link 

to them personally. The mean age was 22, 59% of the participating students were male and 

demographical ethnicity was representative to the United States 2002 census. The students were 

alphabetically assigned into 5 person groups. No consideration was given to produce groups that were 

more homogeneous than others, based on the variables of age, gender, or ethnic background.   The 

students were required to use one or more features of Microsoft Office for communication, 

calculation, or word processing. Students were informed of the contact options available to them as: 

Verbal = face to face meeting, MS Met Meeting=live on-line meeting, and Office Outlook Email = 

delayed exchange of information. Each group assigned a group leader to facilitate communication and 

assignment delivery, and contact information was exchanged.  Each group was provided the same 

three published case studies, regarding well known and documented events in recent history [31]. 
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Group members were to read the case and answer pertinent questions using Microsoft Office, then 

discuss the case, using one of the three communication options available to them with the other 

group’s members. Each question was discussed and a group answer was formulated as the best 

answer. The group members all were to receive the same grade as assigned for the group. The unit of 

analysis for this study is the individual users of Microsoft Office. 200 surveys were distributed on 

students and 158 usable responses were collected (response rate is: 79%).  

 

RESULTS 
 

The sample was analyzed with respect to its demographic content, and the results are presented in 

Table 2. The following section will describe the reliability and model tests. 

 

Reliability Tests 

 

The instruments were tested for internal reliability and consistency, which yielded the results shown in 

Table 2(a). The TAM was analyzed using principal component analysis with an oblique rotation 

method and as shown in Table 3 (the pattern matrix), the factors (items) loaded fairly on the six 

dimensions (the four constructs of the model: PU, PEOU, SN, and ITU and the two dimensions of 

agreeableness). The KMO measure is more than 0.5 (0.778) which shows the adequacy of the items in 

measuring the specified variables with significant level less the 0.001 for the Bartlett’s test of 

Sphericity (Chi square210 = 1785.43, p<0.001). 

 

Table-2  Demographics 

Description Frequency Percent 

 

Race: 

 White, not Hispanic origin 

 Black (African American, non-Hispanic origin) 

 Hispanic/ Chicano(a)/ Mexican 

 Asian or Pacific Islander 

 Other 

 

119 

22 

5 

11 

1 

 

75.3 % 

13.9 % 

3.2 % 

7.0 % 

0.6 % 

Gender: 

 Male 

 Female 

 

93 

65 

 

58.9 

41.1 

Years in school: 

 Freshman 

 Sophomore 

 Junior 

 Senior 

 Graduate 

 

0 

0 

115 

41 

2 

 

0 % 

0 % 

72.8 % 

25.9 % 

1.3 % 

Age:  

 10-20 

 21-25 

 26-30 

 >30 

 

50 

95 

8 

5 

 

31.6 % 

60.1 % 

5.1 % 

3.2 % 

 Sample size = 158. 
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Table-2(a) Reliability Analysis  

Variable Cronbach’s 

Alpha* 

Number of 

items 

Number of 

responses 

Intention to use 0.92 2 158 

Perceived usefulness 0.928 4 158 

Perceived ease of use 0.822 4 158 

Subjective norms 0.861 2 158 

Agreeableness 0.844 10 158 

* Based on standardized items. 

  

Table-3 Pattern Matrix  

Items 

Component 

1 

U 

2 

Agree 2 

3 

EOU 

4 

SN 

5 

Agree 2 

6 

ITU 

c8   0.449         

c9   0.689         

c10   0.781         

d8   0.714         

d9   0.839         

d10   0.659         

e9         0.772   

e11         0.678   

f11         0.784   

k3           0.892 

k4           0.911 

k5 0.918           

k6 0.937           

k7 0.931           

k8 0.770           

k9     -0.581     0.371 

k10     -0.704       

k11     -0.887       

k12     -0.853       

k13       -0.903     

k14       -0.915     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

a Rotation converged in 6 iterations.    

 

The correlation matrix shown in Table 4 revealed the original TAM with significant correlations. 

However, the personality attribute of agreeableness did not show direct correlation with any of the 

variables in the study. In spite of this, this study is attempting to identify for moderation and 

mediation, due to individual agreeableness. Therefore, further analysis was conducted. 
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Table-4 Correlation Matrix 

 ITU PU PEOU SN AGREE 

ITU 1     

PU 0.318** 1    

PEOU 0.458** 0.261** 1   

SN 0.294** 0.261** 0.178* 1  

Agreeableness     0.136   -0.012    -0.016  0.0. 1 

 

Based on Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger’s argument (1998), when a disturbance is correlated with the 

exogenous variable, three assumptions prevent using regression analysis to calculate the path 

coefficients in a structural model: 

 Spuriousness: no variable is assumed to affect both the independent variables and 

dependent variable and is not included in the study. 

 Reverse causation: the endogenous variable causes (directly or indirectly) one of its 

causes. 

 Measurement error: a measurement error in a causal variable.  

 

Based on that a path analysis and multiple regression was conducted to test for the mediation and 

moderation in the model. Baron and Kenny (1986) suggested four steps (modified to apply to this 

model) to test for the mediation effect. If any of the first three relationships are not significant, then 

mediation is not possible. 

 

Step 1: Conduct a regression test of PEOU and SN on ITU.  

Step 2: Conduct a regression test of PEOU and SN on PU.  

Step 3: Conduct a regression test of PU on ITU. 

Step 4: Conduct a multiple regression analysis of PEOU, PU and SN on ITU. 

 

First, the TAM model was tested using path analysis. The regression coefficients for the structural 

equations proposed by the model were calculated as shown on Figure 3 [6] [29]. The following 

equations were formulated and tested using SPSS. All coefficients were significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

ITU = 0.381 (PEOU)
 **

 + 0.171
 
(PU)

 * 
+ 0.181 (SN)

 * 
+ E1 

PU = 0.222 (PEOU)
 **

 + 0.222 (SN)
 **

 + E2 

 

(Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 levels, * Significant at the 0.05 level)   

 

The Path Diagram 

                
 

Figure 3 

  

0.181 *   

0.381**   

0.171 *   

  

Perceived  
U se fulness  ( P U)   

Subjective Norm  
(SN)   

Intention to Use  
( ITU )   

0.222 **   

0.222 **   

     

Perceived Ease of 

Use (PEOU) 
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The direct effects of each variable on “intention to use” were calculated by multiplying the path 

coefficients of all the steps in the paths between the two variables [6] [29]. Table 4(a) summarizes the 

calculations of direct effect.  

 

Table-4(a) Path Analysis and the Direct Effect of Variables on ITU 

Relationship Path description Total effect 

PEOU  ITU PEOU ITU  = 0.381 

PEOUPUITU = 0.222 * 0.171 = 0.038 

 

0.419 

PU  ITU PU ITU = 0.171 0.171 

SN  ITU SNITU = 0.181 

SN PU  ITU = 0.222*0.171 = 0.038 

 

0.219 

 

In considering agreeability as a moderator on the TAM relationships, we tested the interaction effect, 

which yielded that the personality trait of agreeableness does significantly moderate the TAM model. 

As seen in Table 5, agreeableness as a moderator is most clearly revealed between the PEOU and ITU: 

 

 
 

DISCUSSIONS 
 

Our results confirm the TAM and support previous research in the area. In this work, perceived 

usefulness and perceived ease of use explains 25% of the variance in intentions to use (F2,155 = 26.062, 

p <0.001). When the subjective norm is added, the model explains 28.2% of the variance in intentions 

to use (F3,154 = 20.147, p <0.001). These results further indicated that the TAM is a robust model that 

explains the variance in intentions to use. Further, the betas of the three variables were found to be 

significant, which means that “subjective norms” are a significant construct in predicting intentions to 

use [2] [15].  

 

Our study further confirms other research that PU significantly mediated the effect of PEOU and 

subjective norms on intentions to use software. Our findings are consistent with the original TAM and 

TAM2 results [8] [38], and research regarding the effect of perceived ease of use on perceived 

usefulness [20] [34]. 

 

Finally, the extension proposed in this paper was significantly supported. Agreeableness significantly 

moderated the relationship between perceived ease of use and intention to use. While the other paths 

were not found to be significantly moderated by agreeableness, it is possible that other personality 

traits may have a moderating effect on these paths. Further research that considers personality traits 

should be conducted to reveal moderators in the acceptance of technology.  Finally, when using all the 

variables and the moderation factors in the model (using agreeability and its products with the TAM 

indicators) the model yields significant results with an F9,148 = 8.399, p<0.001. The contribution of the 

model in explaining ITU is significant and has a substantial improvement in R
2
 value (R

2 
= 0.338, 

improvement = 5.6%) Table 6 summarizes the results of the hypotheses testing: 

Table-5  Moderation Tests of the Research Model 
Model Beta t Sig. Overall F Sig 
PEOU 1.848 3.301 0.001 
Agreeableness 1.065 2.838 0.005 
PEOU*Agree -1.663 -2.499 0.014 18.044 0.000. 
PU 0.635 0.975 0.331 
Agreeableness 0.312 0.864 0.389 
PU*Agree -0.359 -0.488 0.627 7.124 0.000. 
SN -0.068 -0.095 0.924 
Agreeableness -0.008 -0.027 0.979 
SN*Agree 0.39 0.504 0.615 6.044 0.001 
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Table-6 Hypotheses Results 

Hypotheses Result 

 

H1: PU influencing intention to use Supported 

H2: PEOU influencing intentions to use Supported 

H3: SN influencing intentions to use Supported 

H4: PEOU influencing PU Supported 

H5: SN influencing PU Supported 

H6a: Agreeableness moderates the relationship between PU & ITU 

H6b: Agreeableness moderates the relationship between PEOU & ITU 

H6c: Agreeableness moderates the relationship between SN & ITU 

Not Supported 

Significantly Supported 

Not supported 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

This study resulted in support for the TAM that was first proposed by Davis et al. [9]. Our test and the 

resulting R
2
 (>0.15) yielded a power higher than 0.80 and a suitable sample size for the test (20 

observations per independent variable) [17].We found a significant effect of perceived usefulness and 

perceived ease of use on intentions to use technology. Further, and against the results of the TAM, we 

found that the subjective norm significantly influenced the intentions to use. Perceived usefulness is 

found to be a mediator for subjective norm and ease of use on the intentions to use technology. 

Finally, the personal agreeableness was found to be a significant moderator in the relationship between 

perceived ease of use and intentions to use.  

 

LIMITATIONS 
 

The generalizability of this work is threatened by the proxy of students but not to the extent to 

underestimating the value of the work, as students are major users of Microsoft office. Also, two of the 

variables used were eventually measured using two items. Such limitation is not crucial as the 

robustness of multiple regression supports using two and above number of items. 

 

CONTRIBUTIONS 
 

This research tested and explored the TAM, first as a parsimonious model, and second as a model that 

has a need for cross discipline consideration. Although the TAM has been used extensively in different 

areas considering more than one type of technology, we have found contribution to the business 

discipline by an examination of an additional construct from different field of study. Using 

agreeableness as a moderating factor on the relationships that influence intentions to use, a significant 

finding has been regarding the TAM. This work additionally confirms some conflicting relationships 

that have needed to be re-tested and re-validated in the technology acceptance domain. Perceived 

usefulness significantly mediated the relationship between both ease of use, subjective norm, and the 

intention to use. Further, we have identified the importance for cross disciplinary research. 

Researchers in the domain of technology acceptance should explore more factors, especially 

personality traits, potentially affecting the intentions to use technology. This work has some serious 

managerial implications as employees and individuals are perceiving systems and technology based on 

new factors that are not fully explored in the area (agreeableness) and might give to managers a short 

cut to know the attitudes of their employees towards technology. 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

Other research extensions to be considered include moderation, using other personality traits of the 

end user or social factors not yet considered in the technology acceptance domain. These personality 
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traits may include optimism and pessimism, altruism, procrastination, narcissism, or potentially, 

introversion and/or extroversion. While technology acceptance is a highly researched area, it is 

relatively new in the bigger scheme of research. We call for researchers to reach beyond the 

technology acceptance discourse community and consider the older discourse communities, such as 

psychology, sociology, or education, for the needed integration to technology acceptance. 
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