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Abstract

Nowadays, information and communication technology plays a role in higher education. Especially
mobile technology. Due to the development of new technologies. This article is intended to provide
knowledge about the adoption of mobile technology services in higher education. Concepts and related
research of foreign countries. This gives us an insight into the support factors for choosing a mobile service.
Acceptance of mobile service in higher education and form the structural equation model. To be able to
adopt the theory of technology adoption as a reference frame. The most commonly accepted technology
adoption models are TAM, TAM2, UTAUT, or IDT. This has the advantage. Flexible Educators can add factors
related to the technology they want to study. Or cut off factors that are not related to the technology studied
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as appropriate. However, it may be appropriate to study the adoption model of mobile-specific technology
such as Mobile services Acceptance model. This is a specialized model for the adoption of mobile technology
services. This has the advantage. The technology adoption model has been optimized for mobile services and
can be used immediately. But there are disadvantages. If the mobile service in higher education deploys a
context different from the one provided, it will not be able to truly verify the hypothesis. For this reason,
researchers should consider a technology adoption model appropriate to the context of mobile services in

higher education.

Keyword: Technology Acceptance Model, mobile services acceptance model, mobile services

acceptance model in higher education
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yARa (individual  behavion) ~ tAnannsindulavesyana uidedeiidusiimusnisuanmginssulaense Ao
WAUTUAINIINGRNSIY (Behavioral  intention) “Tjﬂm’m@zﬂmmquaﬂiiu sl suusdundounntadondn 2
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Attitudes
Towards the
Behavior Behavioral i
Behavior
intention

Subjective Norm

AW 1. Relationships between factors in TRA (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)
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JULUULSNAB 1159818 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM2) (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) TaeifisAu social
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(Voluntariness of Use) famnudiaglunsvimtiigenles (Conjunction) Asnng 2.

Performance
expectancy
Effort -
Behavioral Behavior
expectancy Intention

Social influence

Facilitating
conditions

Gender Age Experience Voluntarlinass
of Use

AW 2. UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003)
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Context
Perceived ease
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A 3. Mobile services Acceptance model (Gao et al., 2008)
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