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Abstract

Purpose—The purpose of this study is to examine the perception of product
launch capability whether or not moderates the relationship between outcome
expectances and technology acceptance.

Design/methodology/approach—This study conducted an empirical
investigation by collecting with a sample of 631 effective informants who were smart
phone users.

Findings—There are three findings of this study. First, a significantly positive
relationship is between instrumental outcome expectancy (IOE) and personal outcome
expectancy (POE). Second, the effect of IOE interacting with perceived market launch
capacity significantly relates to POE and technology acceptance. Finally, the
interaction between I0E and perceived market launch capacity is mediated by POE
and significantly influences on technology acceptance.

Research limitations/implications—The social cognitive theory
emphasized the interactions among three factors, that are environment, individual and
behavior. This study only explored the one-way direction, so we suggest examining
the dual directions among these factors for future research.
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Practical implications—Practically, firms should focus on building
customers’ positive outcome expectance after they use products. For example, firms
could provide customers with professional services by teaching them how to use new
technology, also by establishing adequate service channels. After accepting and
adopting the product, consumers perceive increasing self-satisfaction, sense of
identity among friends and relatives, and efficiency of work and life. Such positive
outcome expectances enhance customers to raise their intention to take real actions on
using the new technologies.

Originality/value—Based on social cognitive theory, this study proposed a
mediated moderation model to explore the interaction between user’s instrumental
outcome expectancy and perceived environmental elements. This study enriched the
application of theories of technology acceptance and social cognition.

Keywords: mediated moderation, outcome expectancy, social cognition theory,
technology acceptance
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FERED A R PR T07T RS dpIRE S SR AR B G ok A
56310 HY MARE L5340 R EL T o A TR OH T RE
ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁia+Mw\'$£k%Fﬁﬁ¥iﬂ°ﬁiﬁ$%&’gﬁé
285 (45.17%) * » & {+ 5 345 (54.68%) « ; E & 320 1 39 k& 5 dc K 5 404
(64.03%) 4 » H=x 5 40 1 49 k5 151 4 (23.93%) ; dc x> G 0 P FHZF I LT
B0 X5 420(66.56%) % » = iw BT =+ 0 95 91 £ (14.42%) -

CFE

(-)1EpRsyy
# * Bandura (1986) ~ Compeau % (1999)fr Lin (2008)% & e& % > x 3+ 26

%E “ER R(l= Y A FR TS Y FR) AL m'r%'zﬂ;’(llfe intelligence) -

¥ # (entertainment) ~ 1 ¥ 4p B (job-relatedness) # 4+ ¢ = & (social interaction) % -
Hipm e i‘ip Fraf £ 3 AL 44 TP A EP BEanF e, > R :
090 ; &F¥ x5 248 b4 T i3t @prpsenyfsit | > 2R 5 089 1 iT4phd
£ b4 P41 iEag 0 B ARG 095 ALE T B E 2B B TR
AR AR, RRS 0920 AP IR RIS 095
(Z)BALEsyy
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# * Bandura(1986) - Compeau % (1999)1= Lin (2008)%# & ch& %4 > X3+ 18
- BR(l= 2% 2R 7= 22% FF) - & 54 € (social dimension) ~ p 2t
#= 1 (self-evaluative) 2 # 32 (physical) ¥ % 45 - AL € Hd % 5 = 4L > 4L
o PRA L EA R SR PHERGE ) > B R G 0915 p AR K G A bR
e T8t p e RORR ) PR ARS 095, 2B E WY LG A4 KR4 TR A
MR AFRAE ) 0 TRS 093 AP 8- RIEG 096 -

(Z)A & a4

%% ¥4 & p Atuahene Gima (2005)% & «hE % - i; SR R S ELC R
Q=22¥2FF 7=2 #f}]a)od,,?é—*ffrﬁ ¥ LA 5D ey 4
RREEFER GRS TIRFFEL B3 A 374 ik '%—7? B8 T E AR PRI B en
Ps kB izyg | > p3- 45 0890

(z )P4

%3 T ZJIB Looney % (2006)f- Lin (2008)% & g % » &35 48 > H * =
B R(L= AFAFR 7= Y FR) AT " J\iga.w@gﬁgj.e:ﬂ;u
?iﬁ?%ééfﬁ*ﬂuJ’W“‘ﬂﬁvom°
(I ) #! %5

AET A E0= F 1= A EHLO0=19 27T »1=203% 29:2=

302 39-3=401% 49-4=50159-5=602%69>6=7011)% ¥ i pE
S

=N A

"4 AMOS 5 B8 (7 554 AR A 47 ¢ 4 S ok Muller % (2005)
guEigkinAr > A%k p ¥k £ H TRy )*”wé@ﬁt( oAy 4 )3

T > JHNREREPHBE)PRE ) LK A ﬁ SEII SRR S S i
N RBPRE R FROEAIRER -

Kenny £ Judd (1984)% 23k » #-f % & A & fhcehv BRp B Bl
oA E 2 BAEAREK(T (0 )T R e d R B BB RN YR
et H A A ug 2 BES BT R ARG 18 Bt A Bk Rk
sl r g A Bapik o 8 5 hdp iR R S HCR|Fe g R R M Tt AP A
Feb T BB i f L 2 (74898 @ R (item parceling)(e.g., Landis et al.
2000): 4 WA RAA 0 3 BPE RS 85 S e T
AFt D a4 BRHEEIRLG = BATOV BRI

Bofd » B MEME A AP LT BB IREE T R F R RBEEDE R
BAR i S nfcEAp R 0 5 H - dpiReh 3 7% 5 (e.g,, Hopwood 2007) » %]
oox - n\ﬁ%ﬁf‘“'l oo T R AP FHOP T R AR
PRAOLE - F = R {Ef*" g Y A RE(BAREEHY) T TR
OB R &mﬁ?’uaﬁywﬁaﬁzﬂ’u?%ﬂﬁﬁ%o
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—_ N %,Ii’\:"t}_.sfbg‘l-
s PaRS TR AAM 0 AR M f%cs Bl 063 (p<0.01)% 0.67 (p<0.01)
B R AR b alics 0.61(p<0.01) -

o s, i S . A s

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
1w 0.55 0.50 -
2. & 8 1.97 1.05 -0.04 -
31EpMEEHY 524 081 -004 -0.14™ -
4B APEERHY 454 1.03 -0.10 -0.0 0.617" -
S.Avd b i 4 525 090 -0.01 -0.00 039 0307 -
6.4 4 494 102 -0177  -0.06 0637 0677 0297 -

:x1: N=631-
2 "p<0.05 " p<0.01; " p<0.001 (two-tailed)

S S REEFIR A

N ERTEM F)E L 7R 5 R B % B 42 (e.0., Agarwal & Prasad 1998; Choi
etal. 2010)> * &= § ch#e? > 1 A BB E YL E B AP EY LR - R
S PR AR ¢ RADT P 2 BRI B K
7w FE A L FoAp$ B & fei B (f° =457.28, df = 59, GFI = 0.91, NFI = 0.92,
CFI=0.93, SRMR =0.05) > 4r# 2 #777 o H 4= F|% ~ = F|& 2 - F]F {73 ehfe
FRSG o hpd RAPL3I6nFRT S EREERL e FE
AR YELE o d BT A j\lﬂ?f SEEAE - (A Eﬁﬁ T WL e

22 Ay RBIRFEWLTFE A AT

iUl r df  Adf N GFI  NFI  CFlI SRMR
= F] & A 457.28 59 - - 091 092 093 005
= FE A 687.71 62 3 23043 088 088 089 0.07
- FEH° 1627.53 64 5 1170257 070 071 072 012
- F% Hwa 2052.18 65 6 1594907 0.65 0.63 064 0.13
@ 1:N=631>""p<0.001-
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2P ASB SRR

B BT ARRCINE 17 45 SRk DiRGLHR S 45 Muller £ (2005)
FHER  AWHRD TS WU RREOPT o F A REIIT FYHQALES
FH Y ox RAS A )R ERSE AR R A SR Rl B LR
FELT A L R ARR o R N T S R

BRHA AT IR PR R RS R L R R
P PR hE otk L 073 (p<0.001) » Fodf a4 T PLEE L
B 422c% 2 BEF (B =0.00, p>0.05) > B4 Feif B 245 (y = 207.64, df = 61, GFI =
0.95, NFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.05) ; 42 % » B~jJ' & 3 (¥ % 3§ e 23k 2
(601 B R R 0 Btk 3 072 (p<0.001) » 4edf B it 4
AR B Bk D B F(F=0.00,p>0.05) 1 E R B e R
BT R R Ak & 0,07 (p < 0.05) o3I A R ()
= 203.10, df = 60, GFI = 0.95, NFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.05) i 45+ ~ % B
B (A2 (1) =454, p<0.05) B3 $2ekBE o d 7 4o R 1 2 R
QETAFE Lk oB) 2 o o

1B
FEHY

LR LT sl p<0.05> p<00l-" p<0.001-
B 203 &k ol AR RO A 4T

35 Muller % (2005) iz 3k » th sk B A 2% B Y che foek > T rdle 4
FEEDGHEDIT T (BAREEDZ x TRAE T 0 4) #3088
BB B2k o ¥ b0 2 Bootstrap i# € 47 46 15 1000 = He Sk B Hck o

FRACR 3T 0 B A MR R TR AR E Bonk 5 0.73(95% Cl =
[0.70,0.81], p<0.01) > @ 1 B M B %Y F L F S 13 i 4 ch 3 (8% 5 4w
B A Y hE ek 5 0.10(95% Cl =[0.02, 0.18], p < 0.01) » ¥t L3 &
£ P 2% 5 0.07(95% CI = [0.02, 0.13], p < 0.01) » ERE B feif B 243 ()° =
674.27, df = 110, GFI = 0.89, NFI = 0.89, CFI = 0.91, SRMR = 0.06) = ¢ ¢ » { 4 J%
BEHREE ALY TS AT H PRI PET EEF(B=004,p
>0.05)  HFH 4T Tr I P HERL AT REITE 0 B R REEEG
B3 B F(B=-0.05p>005) > ® #A|feif B ¥ A ¥ e ¥ (o = 673.05, df = 109,
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AXZ (1)=122,p>005)° d UL 3 ) j_ﬂ:}’}‘t—}_%ﬁ}géilisg A 4 G T -
FOBEREAPMEED LY A FRVEPHEEL TR IET LI

B A ST
At P
X P LR ksl p<0.050 " p<00L- " p<0.001 -
B3 @ 4553 &ond chib = 207 A 47

L~ Bwmaiw

0.04

iy

- ~EHEE

AT AL GRS BRI B A SR LT FF PN AP R
B AFT AR u'r;&-mpfggko - » A 7+ & 7 Bandura (2001b)
Compeau % (1999) ~ Looney % (2008)# Ratten £ Ratten (2007) 7343 » & y5At €
AT RABHATEEREAIEF PP EPREEL A AP R
o AR 03 ¢ 0 &5 % (e.g., Venkatesh 2000)0 4 & &+ ap 40T 5 TR
B FRHABI L PRSP HTT FF > HNFHEL Pk 0 RS
Agarwal % (2013)eiE % agiv o s » T EMHEEH Y B F 3 2 3 0Fr
FEBAREEDF Y TR *é“ﬁi#iirr o EY @ ?1 » 2 ;fg_;;mpgg Ea
AFABBREIFHTPRERLAPE T HE T PHEE Bk ¢ SRATIL
Bz &

ELR-DR PO m’ipiﬁﬁmﬂJ%%ﬂ?ﬁéﬂﬁﬁ\ﬂ?ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁg
BOFAFRIPEEDYBRLGE T HERAAHERL T W T S i_;;,g\u
Bandura “fi% &} 4 ~ B A 7 4 = & F|% 3 $ 03] ¢ (2001b, p. 266) 0 K
# % /A % (personal determinants) 1% eph i& > 2% - R 3 BB & k-2 F)F
(environmental determinants) > » T*u{lﬁk Mo R4 b3 o g8 a Fen 5 0F

BEAHPERELFLORE UE BAMESH D 4iEF o

MRS AR BRI P Ak G o BRI A MRE DS
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ERAPLEEDPE DY MO HPHBELAARRPE SRS FE AT T 40
(e.g., Lin 2008; Linetal. 2011) - ¥ *} » & &1 1 B 4% £

FEHHFLIBAMEERY
gam F] o 2% et i Looney £ (2000) RS H A GETH > A FL EHES
RERAMLEYPYFare Mz d B27V v 2 EMHESHEHB AL
S Hp e &%k 5 078 (p<0.001) » /T‘{Ffu : SRS s S 1) BN e
Rt A Bl o TP BRI HATRERY DR S E RS R L

3 4 3R.(e.g., Shih 2008) -
P RE R EREEPEEAR LI DT EY 1
«‘}if‘f&,\' i B R A XTI BAEEED e 4o d\ﬁﬂ’“”;@;ﬁu
2 & (T ’“Plal“n“*%ﬂ.ﬂf"ﬁ’ifrﬁﬁ FA o ARR 4 )
é_mn% *oAr g A BERGERY o ik m A G PEEY T 5 o g@g,ﬁ =i
w &7 Bandura (2001b){- Looney % (2008) = & » & o1 Tkt & ¥t B A4

BT 5 p%a:i%)}} °
SRR R

FHLES 6 0 2L RFEER )P F PR Do
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RGP BB PHAERZ ST AFH e EETURARY B K0
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FHPRERT FLAL LS BEDY RLT R AFR RS
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BT R T Bk Y2 A SARB DT L k0 B PR i 5 (Looney
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foorex g /ﬁ PP F"’mli@(eg Gruner & Homburg 2000) » b]4r & g 2 &2 3 ¥
WA TR S RB(DRER)DT RS N AEDRIETE Ry R
EA ST R B E 0 B %zrig A E T I G BN AL RS
ﬂl%ﬁ%%#2*®4ﬁé%ﬂfﬁw%ﬁ’uahﬂléﬁﬁ%wiﬁﬁﬁ
B REM G

Ly Y
-

o
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e

FUAog g E e T UL REE L F RS FNOT L FRITE EOT
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B 5 R PR R BN RERT Y B N ML
LR RRBREDEE TP A iﬁﬂit‘;ﬂ 217 Tk B S #c » A Bandura
(1986, 2001b) et € s rI@eh > LR HE R A B R B 03 B ﬁ’“vfia‘ii%» 7 &
R
B AL HET H- i@mwéﬁﬁ’ﬂmﬁzmiﬁ% PR S
(common method variance; CMV) g2 58 » 5 d v4 ® X H %] 3 # % (Harman’s
one-factor test) (e.g., Podsakoff et al. 2003)%2 7+ > F] % & 7 A - n ™ £ 5P~ 10
BFRE > RAHFNREELELT7580% %- BEEFEARELEL 3878% HERE
FRRBE - A2 - o F o g* pip kg o 4z(Lindell & Whitney 2001)# % »
%5 Lindell 22 Whitney (2001)suE 2% » A 7 EH S ET 2P BPM T 1T
;35*” » 1% % {3z % Bic(marker variable) > fdrdl% T 2R 218 BLERET R
F# 4p B (zero-order correlation)erdg F 8. F 5 2% > S5 K71 LM~ B AR
R AR FPHBEIIRBELF AR E T AR o d A
K> 2V AoR 2 2 BB S TR Aot AR VERBET A
FXkimed s > TREER D2 RBFDRE

0 AT RFEY 2L MRS R e (cross-sectional)sri 0 H 2 %3
MIENFhiEadam s ¥ AFE T NEAPHESE L TFER L FILAT S
FAgF N HEFEE S AL AR NE S T AR EREY RHRRS

G o b THFHF PP REE S
Bofs o o FIRHS 50 0 G BT 5T K- s 2 $F (organizational support)

AR ﬁiiia%ﬁ g & @ F]2_ - (e.g., Igbaria & livari 1995) B PREE Gy =Rl &
BEEREIEY T T LEG FREA R RSN A R A

R A SR R F e TR e ¥ ’P » B L a“lnj”—iwfi
FEE HE L F] o blde £ g (anxiety) ~ g (emotion) 2 A fFE R 0 H T
A8 70p bR 3 F AL 7 E 4R (e.g., Gefen & Straub 1997; Venkatesh 2000;
Venkatesh & Bala 2008; Venkatesh & Morris 2000) » F]}+ A k= 7 & X 4B L B
PrFLASRBEORZIRPOBPHWIEF T I LB RSP ERALE RN Y
R e &%k o

2k
[-3Y
TE P RHD 2R LGS AT FER AP i;fi#i%;%%;lg

(NSC- 102 2410-H-277- 001-SSS R ¥ & ¥ 3 ¢ L 2 JRIAFAIFTR & Bpd Fl 3 & A K
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