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Roles of Perceived Use Control consisting of Perceived Ease of
Use and Perceived Controllability in IT acceptance

Woongkyu Lee

According fo technology acceptance model(TAM) which is one of the most important research models
for explaining IT users” behavior, an intention of using [T is determined by usefulness and ease of use of
it. However, TAM wouldn't expiain the performance of using [T while it has been considered as a very
good model for prediction of the intention. Many people would not be confirmed in the performance
of using IT until they can control it af their will, although they think it useful and easy fo use. In other
words, in addifion to usefulness and ease of use as in TAM, confroliability is also should be a factor to
determine acceptance of [T. Especially, there is a very close relationship between controllability and ease
of use, both of which explain the other sides of control over the performance of using 1T, so called perceived
behavioral control(PBC) in social psychology.

The objective of this study is to identify the relationship between ease of use and controflability. and
analyse the effects of both two beliefs over performance and intention in using IT. For this purpose, we
review the issues relafed with PBC in information systems studies as well as social psychology. Based on
a review of PBC, we suggest a research mode!l which includes the relationship between control and perform-
ance in using [T, and prove ifs validity empirically.
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Since it was infroduced as a variable for explaining volitional control for actions in theory of planned
behavior(TPB), there have been confusion about concept of PBC in spite of its important role in predicting
so many kinds of actions. Some studies define PBC as seff-efficacy that means actor’s perception of difficulty
or ease of actions, while others as controllability. However, this confusion does not imply conceptual contra-
diction but a double-faced feature of PBC since the performance of actions is relafed with both self-efficacy
and controllability. In other words, these two concepts are discriminated and correlated with each other,
Therefore, PBC should be considered as a composite concept consisting of self-efficacy and controllability.

Use of IT has been also one of important areas for predictions by PBC. Most of them have been studied
by analysis of comparison in prediction power between TAM and TPB  or modification of TAM by inclusion
of PBC as another belief as like usefulness and ease of use. Interestingly, uniike the other applications in
social psychology, it is hard to find such confusion in the concept of PBC in the studies for use of IT. In
most of studies, controllability is adapted as PBC since the concept of self-efficacy is included in ease
of use explicitly.

Based on these discussions, we can suggest perceived use confrol (PUC) which is defined as perception
of control over the performance of using IT and composed of controllabifity and ease of use s sub-concepts,
We also suggest a research model explaining acceptance of IT which includes the relationships of PUC
with attitude and performance of using [T,

For empirical test of our research model, two user groups are selected for surveying questionnaires. In
the first group, there are freshmen who take a basic course for Microsoft Excel, and the second group
consists of senior students who take a course for analysis of management information by Excel. Most of
measurements are adapted ones that have been validated in the other studies, while performance is real
score of mid-term in each class. in result, four hypotheses related with PUC are supported statistically with
very low significance level.

Main contribution of this study is suggestion of PUC through theorefical review of PBC. Specifically, a
hierarchical model of PUC are derived from very rigorous studies in the relationship between self-efficacy
and confroliability with a view of PBC in social psychology. The relationship between PUC and performance
is another main contribution.

Keywords : Perceived Use Control, Perceived Behavioral Control, Perceived Ease of Use, Perceived
Controllability
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PU PEOU CTRL Intention Attitude
pu 1 0918 0.009 0.244 0.404 0.412
pu 2 0919 -0.061 0.216 0.379 0.380
pu 3 0916 0.138 0.422 0401 0.436
pu 4 0.836 0.079 0.259 0.295 0.352
pu 5 0.899 0.042 0.358 0.340 0510
eou 1 -0.028 0831 0.601 0.229 0.142
eou 2 0.068 0.876 0.500 0.211 0.227
eou 3 0.105 0.790 0.374 0.214 0.151
eou 4 -0.097 0.860 0.425 0.134 0.077
eou 5 0.187 0.637 0.403 0.191 0.235
ctr 1 0.295 0.608 0.911 0.347 0.373
ctr 2 0.319 0.508 0.927 0.331 0.299
ctr 3 0.229 0.576 0.930 0.342 0.334
ctr 4 0.382 0.320 0.765 0.148 0.410
in 1 0.306 0.298 0.301 0.882 0.502
in 2 0.220 0.154 0.174 0.880 0.536
in 3 0.516 0.195 0.396 0.889 0.655
at 1 0.334 0.056 0.149 0.547 0.808
at 2 0.386 0.048 0.238 0.543 0.828
at 3 0.452 0.258 0.441 0.524 0.804
at 4 0.309 0.303 0.445 0.414 0.719

(75 2) TANEZE AdtAls g 2ataadel Aee vla

PEOU CTRL PU ATT intention score
PEOU 0.803
CTRL 0.575 0.885
PU 0.048 0.341 0.898
ATT 0.202 0.395 0.472 0.791
Intention 0.242 0.336 0.406 0.645 0.884
score 0.357 0.261 0.012 -0.049 0.163 1.000
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