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Abstract

Because of the rapid advancement of technology and internet, people use mobile
devices to get the latest information anytime, anywhere. —The data from National
Communications Commission shows that the usage growth rate of mobile services
significantly low increase only from 7% to 9%. This study aims to investigate whether the
consumers’ Technology Readiness and UTAUT Model will affect the customers’ feeling and
willingness or not. Valid internet questionnaires are collected to 491 copies. We employ
Structural Equation Model for analysis. The results show that the technology tendency affects
performance expectation, social impact and contributing factors of the consumers significantly.
Consumers of technology, who use mobile devices, have significant effects in performance

expectations, effort expectancy, social influence and contributing factors.

Keyword : Mobile Service, Technology Readiness, UTAUT Model, Structural Equation Model



