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Cultural Aspects for Technology Acceptance:
Asian Perspectives and Research Techniques

Jane M. Carey Donald Day
Arizona State University Syracuse University
jcarey@asu.edu

ABSTRACT

This study continues previous research on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1986) conducted in Audtraia
(Evers & Day, 1997) by reporting findings from data collected in the Peoples' Republic of China. This study extends the
TAM mode by introducing cultura preferences for interface design features. It finds a strong relationship between
perceived usefulness and attitude of satisfaction as well as confirming many other relationships between the constructsin the
extended TAM modd. Secondly, it addresses an important issue in cross-cultural empirical research: the potential impact of
administering surveys in respondents’ native languages rather than in the researchers’ own languages and finds that responses
of asingle culture (Chinese) differ between indigenous Chinese and ex-patriot Chinese.

Keywords
Technology Acceptance Moded (TAM), cultural preferences, research methodology, language of survey instrumentation
INTRODUCTION

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1986; Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989; Davis, 1993;) is one of the
most important and well-validated theories in the IS (Information Systems) discipline. Many studies have used TAM to
explore technical, task, and contextual aspects of 1S (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Venkatesh, Moarris, Davis, & Davis, 2003).
However, few studies have considered the role of cultural aspectsin the acceptance of technology.

The current paper examines two major issues of importance in this area. First, it continues previous research conducted in
Australia (founded on literature reviews published in the UK and US) by reporting findings from data collected in the
Peoples’ Republic of China. Second, it addresses an important issue in cross-cultural empirical research: the potential impact
of administering surveys in respondents' native languages rather than in the researchers own languages. We seek to
understand important methodological issues in the collection and interpretation of cross-cultural, technologically relevant
data. We seek to answer the questions. whether, when, and how to trandate and administer instruments, and how to pose
questions to a multicultural response pool.

We report the findings from a comparison of Chinese, Indonesian, and Australian data, and a preliminary assessment is made
regarding insrumentation and data collection techniques for the conduct of cross-cultural research.

BACKGROUND

Theinitia purpose of thisresearch stream isto identify culturally biased features of interfaces that individuals use to interact
with computerized information systems and to ascertain interface design preferences that are influenced by cultural factors.
The specific goas of the current study are to compare Chinese data to those collected previoudy in Australia (Evers & Day,
1997) and to investigate the effects of language of instrumentation when using questionnaires for cross-cultural research.
Literature supporting the current study comes from a variety of disciplines. Included are:

Technology acceptance (Davis, 1986; Davis, 1993)
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Cultural implications of technology acceptance (Straub, Keil & Brenner, 1997; Rose & Straub, 1998; Andreou &
Boone, 2002; Wang & Tsai, 2002; Bagchi, Hart & Peterson, 2004; Brown, Hoppe, Mugera, Newman, & Stander,
2004; Elbeltagi, McBride, Hardaker, 2005; Karahanna & Evaisto, 2005)

System design and usability (Hubona and Blanton, 1996; Y eo, 1998)

Internationalization (Uren, 1997; Carey, 1998)

Cultural context of interface design (del Galdo and Nielson, 1996; Phillips, Caantone, & Lee, 1994 )
Instrumentation for cross-cultural data collection (Day and Evers, 1999) and

Cultural anthropology (Hofstede, 1991)

RESEARCH MODEL

This research uses a modified technology acceptance model (TAM) introduced by Davis (1986) and then modified through
research by Day (1996) and Evers and Day (1997). The major contribution of this and previous studies in this stream of
research is to incorporate and validate cultural aspects into the TAM. The four rightmost boxes in Figure 1 are the origina
constructs from Davis (1986). The earlier research done by Day and Evers (1997), added the culturaly specific design
preferences, and the indirect construct of actual system design features.

Culturally Beliefabout
specific design *  system
preferences usefillness \l
Atfitude of Anticipated
safisfacion in System use
-—. - Perception of / using behavior
v Actual system [___________ > System eaze
| design features | ofuse

Extemnal simidus Affecive re::gon§ Behavioral response

Figure 1. Modified Technology Acceptance M odel (after Davis 1986)

Culturally specific design preferences

The first congtruct in the model represents the system features preferred by the user.  Any system has multiple interface
design options. Different users prefer different features. Many studies (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Venkatesh, Moarris, Davis,
& Davis, 2003) have determined that preferences vary between individuals. The major goa of this study is to determine
whether system preferences vary from culture to culture. For example, do interface options such color-choice, menu design,
or icon selection vary from cultureto culture?

Beliefs about system usefulness

This construct represents the degree to which an individua believes that using a particular system will enhance his or her job
performance (Davis, 1986). Usefulnessis an antecedent construct to both attitude and intention to use. A system can be very
elegant and aesthetically pleasing but if it is not perceived as useful, an individua probably won't use it. Perceived
usefulness is also strongly related to attitude towards a system. There is some evidence that the importance of usefulness or
ease of use may vary from culture to culture (V ohringer-Kuhnt, 2004).

According to Zhang, Carey, Tremaine, & T€ eni (2004), usefulness has different meanings in different contexts. Nielsen
defined usefulness of a computer system as the issue of whether the system can be used by users to achieve some desired
goals (Nielsen 1993). It can be broken down into two categories: utility and usability (Grudin 1992; Nielsen 1993). Utility is
the question of whether the functionality of the system in principle can do what is needed.
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Perceptions about system ease of use

This construct represents “the degree to which an individua believes that using a particular system would be free of mental
or physical effort” (Davis, 1989). Itis our belief that ease of use may be defined culturally as well as experientialy. For
example, for people in the Arabic world, a right-to-left flow of information is naturally intuitive. However, people in the
English world expect a left-to-right flow of information. Because of the dominance of English-speaking software
development in the world, most users, regardless of cultural-orientation, have become accustomed to the English-orientation
and might not adapt well to an interface that is oriented right-to-lft.

Attitude of satisfaction in using

This congtruct represents the degree to which a user’s perceived personal needs and the need to perform specific tasks
satisfactorily are met by a system (Goodhue and Straub, 1991). Satisfaction is a positive affect resulting from the evaluation
of the use of the computer system. A model called the expectation-confirmation theory explains how satisfaction is formed
(Bhattacherjee, 2001): users have certain expectations; they then confirm (or disconfirm) these expectations and, as aresult,
form afedling of satisfaction. Thus, satisfaction necessarily involves some comparison of expectation versus experience. For
example, one may have very high expectations of fun before interacting with the system, then interact and enjoy the
interaction but not as much as expected, and therefore end up unsatisfied (T€ eni, Carey, & Zhang; 2005).

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
Part | — Extension of Previous Research

To extend the previous research, we first examine the same five research hypotheses that the earlier study (Evers & Day,
1997) examined by comparing the new data collected in the Peoples' Republic of China with the previous data collected in
Australia using Chinese, Indonesian, and Australian students.

1 Users' culturaly specific design preferences influence their beliefs about system usefulness. This finding should
hold true across al users in the study, but will be more pronounced in the Chinese subjects and most
pronounced in the Chinese subjects who live in China and respond to the Chinese language version of the
instrument.

2. Users culturally specific design preferences influence their perceptions about system ease of use. Thisfinding
should hold true across all users in the study, but will be less pronounced in the Chinese subjects and least
pronounced in the Chinese subjects who live in China and respond to the Chinese language version of the

instrument.

3. Users' beliefs about system usefulness influence their attitudes of satisfaction with the use of globally marketed
software. This finding should hold true across dl usersin the study.

4. Users' perceptions about ease of use influence their attitudes of satisfaction in using globally marketed software.
Thisfinding should hold true across all usersin the study.

5. Attitude of satisfaction in usng systems influence anticipated system use behavior with globally marketed

software. This finding should hold true across dl usersin the study.

The earlier study found significant differences between the Australian and Asian subjects and a so between the Chinese and
Indonesian students on al five dimensions of the model. The previous study also concluded that the acceptance process
flows differently for the Chinese than for the Indonesians. To the Chinese subjects, perceived usefulness provides the
stronger path to attitudes and use. To the Indonesian subjects, ease of useis more important for predicting attitudes and use.
This study hopes to reinforce previous findings and to validate the extended model .

Part Il — Instrumentation
Collecting responses from subjects requires careful construction of collection instruments. In the previous study, the
guestionnaires were written in English only. The subjects in the previous study were students studying in Australia. 1t was

assumed that the Chinese and the Indonesian students would be fluent enough in English to understand the questions and
respond accordingly.
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One of the authors had an opportunity to visit China and collect data directly from indigenous Chinese students. Few of these
students had traveled outside of China. The authors are interested in finding out if differences in preference of culturally
specific interface design aspects exist between Chinese students studying abroad (sample 1) and Chinese studying in China
(sample 2).

Additionally, the authors are interested in determining if administering the questionnaires in Chinese rather than English
results in different responses. To do this, we give the same students both an English version and a Chinese version. If
differences are found, one explanation is that the demand effect (subjects trying to give answers that they perceive the
researcher wants rather than reflecting their true perceptions and opinions) is stronger when subjects are asked to respond in
English rather than their native language. Of course, another explanation is that the respondents may not have adequate
mastery of English to fully understand the questions when posed in English.

Two more research hypotheses are added to the previous five.

6. The Chinese students studying in China may have different responses to the English verson of the
questionnaire from the Chinese students studying in Australia (between subjects). Ex-patriate Chinese will
have responses that are more closdly aligned with the Australian subjects.

7. Users responses to the English version of the questionnaire may be different than their responses to the Chinese
version even though the questions are designed to be identica (within subjects).

METHODOLOGY
Subjects

The new subjects are Chinese. Two educational settings are selected from which to draw the subject sample. One settingis a
technica school that is somewhat comparable to vocational technical school in the US. These students do not have a good
command of English and thus only the Chinese version is administered to them. The students do have a good deal of
experience in the use of computers, which isan important criterion for extracting useful data for the study.

The other set of students are 4" year students (seniors) studying at Shandong University in Jinan, PRC. Shandong University
is the provincial university for Shandong province. These students have to pass an English proficiency exam to be admitted
to the university and also receive 3.5 years of university-level English training prior to the study. This set of students
receives both the English version and the Chinese version of the insrument. The order of administration is randomly
manipulated in order to control for history effect and also fatigue effect. We end up with 210 total responses for the Chinese
version and 105 responses for the English version.

Instrumentation

The eight-page, 72-question survey we use in this study is first referenced in papers describing a pilot study of technology
acceptance in Australia (Evers & Day, 1997; Evers, 1997). The questionnaire contains questions about user screen design
preferences, control, input, output, and help features; task support usefulness, relevance of localization, and respondents
cultural context. The questionnaire also contains questions to determine the extent to which subjects may have been exposed
to other cultures and what they expect of technology because of their culturd grounding. Additionaly, respondent
confidentiality and rights statements required by US law are included.

The English version of the questionnaire is used in previous research in Australia. Two Chinese nationals studying for the
MBA in the US with a good command of English translated the English version into Chinese. They worked together to
trandate the instrument. Once the instrument was trandated, a Chinese-American professor back-trandated the instrument
into English. The research team analyzed the difference between the two English versions and marked these differences. The
two trandators reworked the instrument and it was checked again by the Chinese professor. When the Chinese professor was
satisfied, a pilot study was conducted with 15 Chinese students in the US. Some minor adjustments were made and then the
Chinese survey was formatted to look as similar as possible to the English version. Since the Chinese characters take up more
gpace than the English dphabet characters, asmaller font for the Chinese version of the instrument was utilized.
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ANALYSIS
Descriptive Statistics

In table 1, the percentages of respondents who preferred the various interface aspects from the previous study and the current
study are compared. Those subjects who responded with a 1 (strongly like), 2 (like), or 3 (slightly like) are included. If
subjects responded with 4(dightly dislike), 5 (didike), or 6 (strongly dislike) their responses were not counted. The result
from the sample with the Chinese-only version from the current study isin column 1 (sample 2); the English version of the
subjects who received both English and Chinese versions in current study isin column 2 (sample 3); the Chinese version for
those subjects compl eting both the English and Chinese version in column 3 (sample 3); the previous Asian sample (English)
in column 4; and the Australian sample in column 5.

Table 1. Respondents Preferring Various Aspects of Interfaces

Aspect Chinese-only English Chinese Asian (English | Audralian
Vocational version version language) (English
students in | University University University language)
ChinaSample2 | Students in | Students in | students in | University
(n=95) China China Audtralia students in

Sample 3 Sample 3 | Samplel Audtralia
(n=105) (n=105) (n=142) Sample 1
(n=38)
User Expectations

Bright colors | 95% 89% 87% 72.9% 28.9%

Pull-down 89% 95% 92% 54.2% 63.2%

menus

Fixed menus 88% 90% 89% 54.3% 314

Text-based 42% 49% 48% 43.1% 8.3%

interfaces

GUI 97% 95% 96% 63.8% 78.4%

I nput/Output Devices

Mouse 99% 99% 99% 88.5% 72.2%

Joystick 80% 82% 83% 66.2% 21.1%

Touch screens | 71.4% 77% 78% 73.1% 47.1%

Sounds 88% 89% 89% 86.5% 64.9%

User Satisfaction

Adapted to | 93% 91% 92% 67.9% 86.8%

culture

Less time to | 86% 78% 84% 34% 65.8%

learn

Ingtruct 96% 87% 83% 52.7% 34.2%

w/details

Cultural Variables

Uncertainty 68% 77% 72% 68.7% 39.5%

avoidance

Diffuse 77% 85% 83% 76.5% 57.9%

Universal 46% 54% 48% 40.8% 18.4%

Collectivism 86% 77% 75% 40.8% 36.8%

High context 95% 54% 63% 59.7% 100%

Univariate Analysis

Table 2 shows the mean interface design preferences of the Chinese and Indonesian subjects who are part of the first study.
These subjects are students a an Australian university who respond to an English version of the questionnaire. Univariate
statistical analysis are conducted on each of these interface features to determine whether differencesin means are significant.
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Many of the interface design preferences are not significantly different between the Chinese and Indonesians. However,
Chinese subjects prefer different colors to a greater degree than the Indonesian subjects. The Indonesian subjects prefer pop-
up menus, touch screens, sounds and multimediato a greater degree than do the Chinese subjects.

Table 2. Interface Design Preferences Chinese versus Indonesians

Feature Chinese F Indonesian
Sample 1 Sample 1
(n=66) (n=75
Mean | SD Mean | SD

Different 309 |12 |53 3.55 12

colors

Text-based | 3.06 | 1.0 | NS 2.70 .9

GUI 234 | .9 NS 2.36 11

Windows 232 | .8 NS 2.37 .8

Pop-up 241 |10 |57 215 .8

menus

Pull-down | 260 | .8 NS 2.59 1.0

menus

Fixed 269 | .8 NS 2.33 .9

menus

Mouse 174 | .8 NS 1.64 .8

Joystick 235 |12 |NS 2.22 11

Touch 213 |11 | 6.9 1.88 .8

screen

Sounds 176 | .8 3.6 152 i

Multimedia | 1.62 8 12.8 141 5

Notes for tables 2, 3, 4 & 5: (1) shaded and bold numbers are significant at the .01 level, (2) NS = indignificant, (3) the
smaller the mean, the stronger the preference

Table 3 reports the results from univariate analysis between the Chinese students who took the survey in Australia and the
Chinese students who took the survey in China. Many feature preferences means were significantly different between these
two populations.
Table 3 Chinese students studying in Australia (sample 1)
versus Chinese vocational students studying in China

Feature Chinese F P Chinese only
Sample 1 Sample 2
(n=66) (n=95
Mean | SD Mean | SD

Different 309 |12 |NS 220 | 1.16

colors

Text-based | 306 | 1.0 | 485 |.01 357 | 331

GUI 234 | .9 NS 229 | .98

Windows 232 | .8 325 |.05 17 77

Pop-up 241 |10 (341 |.05 189 | .89

menus

Pull-down | 2.60 |.8 328 |.05 198 | .90

menus

Fixed 269 | .8 425 | .01 149 | .74

menus

Mouse 174 | .8 NS 168 | .77

Joystick 235 |12 |NS 248 | 1.25

Touch 213 |11 |292 |.05 229 | 143

screen

Sounds 176 | .8 331 |.05 214 | 115

Multimedia | 1.62 | .8 NS 204 | .80
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Table 4 reports the results from univariate analysis between the Chinese students who responded to the Chinese only version
of the instrument and the Chinese students who took the English version of the instrument. The former subjects were students
studying in a vocational, post-secondary technical school. The latter subjects were 4™ year students studying business in a
provincia university in China. There are few significant differences between these two groups. The university students
preferred different colors and multimedia, the vocational students preferred fixed menus.

Table 4. Interface Design Preferences Chinese subjectsin sample 2 and 3

Feature Chinese only F p English
Sample 2 version
(n=95) Sample 3
(n=105)
Mean SD Mean SD
Different 220 | 116 | 69 | .01 | 19 87
colors
Text-based 357 | 331 | NS 365 | 3.33
GUI 2.29 98 | NS 2.46 1.0
Windows 17 77 | NS 1.83 .82
Pop-up 1.89 89 | NS 1.96 87
menus
Pull-down 1.98 90 | NS 25 .90
menus
Fixed menus | 1.49 .74 | 521 | .02 | 1.67 .86
Mouse 1.68 77 | NS 1.80 74
Joystick 248 | 1.25 | NS 285 | 1.20
Touchscreen | 229 | 143 | NS 265 | 141
Sounds 214 | 115 | NS 297 | 117
Multimedia 2.04 80 | 365 | .05 | 1.94 .90

Table 5 reports the univariate results when comparing the preferences within subjects who take both the English and Chinese
versions of the ingrument (randomly ordered). There are only two features (pop-up menus and sounds) that have significant
differences. Please note that athough most of the means are not significantly different, the means from the English version
are consistently lower signaling that the demand effect may be at work.

Factor analysis

In order to confirm the proposed extension to the TAM modd, we must first conduct a factor analysis of the responses to
determine the variables that make up the constructs that compose the model (see Figure 1). We combine the vocational
student responses to the Chinese version of the instrument with the university student responses to the Chinese version of the
instrument. The resultant n is 200.

Culturally-specific design preferences

Factor analysisis performed on all of the design feature preference responses. A factor with 5 componentsiis extracted. The

five components are tiled interface, windows interface, touch screen, sounds, and help in voice mode. Cronbach’s alpha for
this factor is.672.
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Table 5 Comparing results from respondents (Chinese university studentsin China) who took both the English and Chinese
versions of the instrument (within subjects)

Feature Chinese F P English version
Version Sample 3 (n=105)
Sample 3
(n=105)
Mean | SD Mean SD
Different 19 87 | NS 177 .78
colors
Text-based 3.65 .8 NS 3.33 .85
GUI 2.46 1.0 | NS 2.33 .95
Windows 1.83 82 | NS 1.80 .85
Pop-up 1.96 87 | 424 .04 | 142 .78
menus
Pull-down 25 90 | NS 277 .93
menus
Fixed menus | 1.67 86 | NS 1.66 .78
Mouse 1.80 74 | NS 1.77 .68
Joystick 2.85 1.20 | NS 2.68 1.16
Touch screen | 2.65 141 | NS 2.68 1.38
Sounds 2.97 117 | 5.02 05 | 222 .88
Multimedia | 1.94 90 | NS 1.88 .92

Ease of use

Ease of use is measured by 10 questions including: How much does a computer satisfy you when it is easy to use?
Unfortunately, factor analysis does not successfully extract a meaningful component for this measure. Thus we are confined
to using a single measure (the above question) to represent the ease of use construct.

Usefulness

Usefulness is measured by two questions. How much do you fedl that using computers will help you be more productive
(able to complete more tasks within a limited amount of time)? And How much do you fed that usng computers will help
you work more effectively (compl ete tasks correctly, in way that you expect)? Cronbach’s Alphais.791 for this construct.

Attitude of satisfaction

Factor analysisis performed on 8 attitudina questions and result in a factor with 4 components that we name positive attitude.
Cronbach’s Alphais.861 for thismeasure.

Intention to use

Factor analysis is performed on seven questions that query intention to use and result in a factor with 5 components with a
Cronbach’s Alpha of .678.

Confirmation of the research model

Multiple Regression is performed on the construct variables to determine the coefficients of the mode and the overall
strength of the moddl. The betaweights are as follows:

Cultural preferences =.181 (p = .009)
Usefulness =-.128 (p=.144)
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Ease of use = -.097 (p=.167)

Attitude = -.125 (p=.149)

R=.312 R*= .097 F = 5.188 p=.001

In the first study, correlations were measured between the constructs in the model and then used to show model strength.
Figure 2 shows the correlations for study 1.

215
Cuthurally 2897 BEIE g
Specific design i %:Tulﬁess o
preferenc es
: Attt of AT |nterton to
) . Satisfacticn in * =
142 s LEing

Perceqtion of

SysEM ease

0r use 2

External simulls | mem [ afrectve Resprnse | F’Emm’ﬂ_'

= p= 08
= =01

Figure 2. Correlaionsfor constructsin study one (total sample)

The correlationsfor this study are as follows:

Intention to Use:
Attitude = .206, p = .01, partia Eta squared = .397
Cultural Preferences = .179, p=.05, partial Eta squared = .221
Ease of Use =.114, NS, partia Etasguared =.338
Usefulness = .218, p=.05, partial Eta squared = .483

Attitude:
Ease of Use = .014, NS, partial Eta squared =.178
Usefulness = .603, p = .01, partiad Eta squared = .867
Cultural Preferences = .010, NS, partial Eta squared =.218

Cultural Preferences:
Usefulness = .008, NS, partia Eta squared =.113

Usefulness:
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Ease of Use =.161, p=.05, partial Eta squared = .075

Figure 3 shows the correlations for the current study.

.1?9*(Partia| Eta 50 = 221)
216 (Pattial Eta S = 4683)
|
Culturally )
specific design e A P : -
e system B03™ (Partial Eta So= 867)
usefulness i ¥
1617 Attétﬁd'zt@f Intention to
(Partial Eta 5= .075) =alStaeliun o Lse
- inusing
Perception
of system ease e i =
s 206 (Partial Eta Sg = 597)
* pz=05
= p<=01
Figure 3. Correlations for the current study
Discussion

This study seeks to extend previous research by Davis (1986, 1993) and Evers and Day (1997) by examining the TAM model
in acultura context. The findings confirm that cultural differences do exist in terms of interface acceptance. Cultural groups
have different preferences in design features and aso in the technology acceptance process. The previous study by Evers and
Day (1997) samples Chinese, Indonesian and Austradian students who are studying in Austrdia by administering a
guestionnaire in the English language. They find that the Indonesian and Chinese students differ in their interface design
feature preferences and also in the acceptance process. Indonesians are more concerned about ease of use than are the
Chinese students in study 1. Chinese students are more concerned about usefulness and less concerned about ease of use.

The samples (2 & 3) for this study (2) consist of two distinct sets of Chinese students. The first set (sample 2) consists of 95
vocational students studying computer technology in Jinan, PRC. These students are less likely to have a strong command of
the English language and thus are given surveys in the Chinese language. The second set (sample 3) consists of 105
university students studying business at Shandong Provincid University. These students have to pass an English proficiency
test in order to gain entry to the university. These subjects are given two versions of the survey; one in English and one in
Chinese. Thelanguage of the survey israndomly ordered to control for learning and history effects.

Research propositions and findings:

1. Users culturally specific design preferences influence their beliefs about system usefulness. Although this
relationship was found in the previous study (1), the current study does not find a significant correlation between
culturally specific design preferences and beliefs about system usefulness. This study does find a sgnificant
correlation between culturdly specific design preferences and intention to use (p=.05).

2. Usars culturdly specific design preferences influence their perceptions about system ease of use. Although this

relationship was found in the previous study (1), the current study does not find a significant correlation between
culturaly specific design preferences and beliefs about ease of system use.
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3. Users beliefs about system usefulness influence their atitudes of satisfaction with the use of globally marketed
software. Thisréationship is confirmed in the current study (p=.01)

4. Users perceptions about ease of use influence their attitudes of satisfaction in using globally marketed software.
Thisreationship is not confirmed in the current study.

5. Attitude of satisfaction in using systems influence anticipated system use behavior with globally marketed software.
Thisreationship is confirmed in the current study (p=.01)

6. The Chinese students studying in China may have different responses to the English version of the questionnaire
from the Chinese students studying in Australia (between subjects). Thisis confirmed by the current study (see table
3).

7. Users responses to the English version of the questionnaire may be different than their responses to the Chinese
version even though the questions are designed to be identical (within subjects). Thisis somewhat confirmed by the
current study (seetable 5). Only 2 of the 12 features show significant differences and then only at the p=.05 level.

CONCLUSION

This empirical study demonstrates several interesting aspects about multicultural samples.  Firdly, it finds sgnificant
differences between two groups of subjects of the same nationality (Chinese). One group is studying overseas in an
Australian university and responds to an English survey in the English language. The other group is sudying in China and
responds to a Chinese survey in the Chinese language. This finding has implications for multicultural research. Researchers
must be careful to control both for location and language of the survey instruments in the sample population. Additionally,
the study finds dlight differences within subjects who take two versions of the same instrument, one in English and one in
Chinese (randomly ordered). It would appear that when mastery of the target language is controlled for, it is likely that
researchers will find the same responses to the same questions across two languages. This is, of course, dependent on the
quality of the trandation and subjects’ expertise in the language.

This study also confirms portions of the research model (see Figure 1). It does not however, find the same existence and
degree of correlation between constructs as does the original study (1). It isunclear why thisis so. Perhaps the inability to
find a multi-measure factor to represent “ease of use’ has implications for this particular study.  Single-item measures are
frequently less predictive than are multiple-item measures. Nevertheless, many of the reationships in the modd are
confirmed and at least one to a sronger level than the first study.

The most striking relationship is that between perceived system usefulness and attitude of satisfaction. This strong
relationship was found in the previous study as well. It has implications for companies interested in marketing software to
Chinese consumers. A good marketing campaign should emphasize the usefulness aspect of a software package.
Additionally, usefulness should be a focus of the product itself. Apparently, Chinese more than Indonesians and Audtrdians,
want a product to be useful. Ease of use is less important for Chinese and more important for both Australians and
Indonesians.
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