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CONCEPTS AND EVOLUTION OF TECHNOLOGY ACCEPTANCE MODEL
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ABSTRACT

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has been widely used for modeling user acceptance of
Information Systems (IS) for over two decades. The goal of TAM is to provide an explanation of the
determinants of technology acceptance that is general, capable of predicting system use. This article
reviews concepts and evolution of TAM. Prior related studies, extensions to original model, description of

constructs, and limitations are also provided.
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1. NOBHYNINILNBLVNINANA
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3. wuuUIImaInIsEaNSUIalwlad
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