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Abstract This study delves into acceptance on neural network machine translation (NMT) such as Google
Translate and Papago that uses technical acceptance model. In conclusion, it turned out that perceived
usefulness impacts translators’ attitude towards NMT. In other words, if translators determine that NMT
is related to their work and the quality of the deliverables is guaranteed, they were more positive
towards it. Unlike the existing normative approach that translators feel threatened by NMT, empirical
results tell us translators perceive NMT as a business tool and such perception was largely influenced

by advices of their colleagues and friends and expectations for use.
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Sk 7HQ1e] Al QIR Bolid2 S Al
gk Zo] A kEe 2 & Aol AYshe

AE ez AofHrtsl.

Perceived
Usefulness
] \

Extornal Attitude Behavioral Actual
e Toward  |—m Intentionto f——m=l  System

Variables. Using (A) Use (BI) Use
\ Perceived /

Ease of Use
(B

1e oo 1o my ok

Fig. 1. Technical Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989)
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Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Standardized
Items Regression SE CR AVE a
Weights
Pl 1 614 450
Pl 2 .826 .266
Pl Pl 3 .769 340 | 892 | 625 | .874
Pl 4 .755 .393
Pl 5 .848 .315
SN 1 .852 231
SN SN 2 .921 135 | 925 | .804 | .913
SN 3 .875 .205
SC SC 1 917 176 | 874 | 587 | .884

SC 2 .898 .198
SC 3 .735 .594
SC 4 .625 .755
SC b 674 415
PU 1 .837 .384
PU 2 914 199
PU PU 3 .929 74 | .929 | 724 | 944
PU 4 .873 .350
PU 5 .851 .376
PEOU1 .799 234
PEOU2 .716 A7
PEOU PEOUS 919 2 909 | 706 | .878
PEOU4 .801 281
Al 1 .954 N
Al Al 2 .646 821 | 861 | 679 | .878
Al 3 .951 a21
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity

PEOU| B | SN | P | sc | PU
PEOU | 840

B | 2m | g4

SN | 000 | 482 | 897

Pl | 415 | 226 | 097 | 700

sc | 189 | s14 | s | 127 | 766

PU | o079 | 787 | 486 | o081 | 458 | 851
53 FXRRHA: JHA9| HHY

7HdE AFs100 A FREEC] AAEE stofe}
Aot AFolAe CMIN/DFESF @74 Hdiddx|sz
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Table 3. Fit indices for the model [22-24]

Fit Recommended | measure Suggested
Indices value ments by authors
CMIN/DF =3 1.862 Martinez et al.(2013)
IFI =9 919 Bentler(1990)
TLI =9 .903 Bentler(1990)
CFI =9 915 Bentler(1990)
RMSEA =.08 .079 Bagozzi & Yi(1980)
SRMR =.08 .065 Bagozzi & Yi(1980)
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Fig. 3. Machine Translation Acceptance Model

a) CMIN/DF=1.862, N=142, SRMR=.065, IFI=.919, TLI=.903,
CFI=.915, RMSEA=.079
b) *** p¢.001, ** p¢.01, *(.05, ns=not significant
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Table 4. Statistics of Path analysis

PATH C.R. SRW Result
H1 PU — Al 10.873*** 775 Accept
H2 PEOU — Al 3.189** 187 Accept
H3 PEOU — PU .949 .006 Reject
H4 Pl — PU 123 .0 Reject
H5 Pl — PEOU 3.990%** 402 Accept
H6 SN — PU 4.251%** .369 Accept
H7 SC — PU 3.758*** 324 Accept
H8 SC — PEOU 1.632 140 Reject
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(Appendix 1) Descriptive Statistics for Respondents

item classification frequency percentage(%)
Sex male 16 1.3
female 126 88.7
20s 17 12.0
30s 63 44.4
Age 40s 51 35.9
50s 9 6.3
60s 2 1.4
English 31 21.8
Chinese 89 62.7
Japanese 10 7.0
Target French 6 42
Language -
Spanish 2 1.4
German 2 14
others 2 14
Neural google translate 85 59.9
Network papogo 37 26.1
Machine baidu 17 12.0
Translate others 3 2.1

(Appendix 2) Questionnaire

construct items
U= Mz22 0t0|E|0101| Chsl 171S ZOtatct
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