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LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _GoBack]Information Technology has become an inherent component of all aspects of modern life as human beings seek better ways to improve their civilization. The healthcare field has historically been among the last industries to implement technological innovation but if the adoption rates of Electronic Health Record Systems are any indication, Henry, Pylypchuk, Searcy, and Patel (2016) have presented evidence of tremendous progress since 2008. The relevance of healthcare information technology has increased exponentially with the advent of strong demand for improved quality of patient care, associated documentation and resultant efficiencies encapsulated in the Affordable Care Act (ACA) (Strudwick, 2015). The way that medical office administrators and managers can meet these demands involved the adoption of newly developed and improved technological and logistical methods of managing patient care records. 
As healthcare information technology researchers develop and present evolving technologies, the interaction between users of these technologies and the technologies is key in the success or failure of these various initiatives (Asan & Carayon, 2017). Exploring the interaction between technology and technology users, the goal of this literature review was to first, consider health care reform, which drives healthcare technology evolution. Second, examine the antecedent business implications of the current state of healthcare reform and the resultant legislature and requirements. Third, explore the Technology Acceptance Model, as it exists today. Fourth, investigate and report about the origins and evolution of the model. Fifth, present related theories that have predated, and precipitated from the Technology Acceptance Model. Sixth, correlate users’ acceptance of new technology acceptance and changes in business success.  
In support of my doctoral study, I have reviewed a number of academic presentations regarding the Technology Acceptance Model and the applications of this theory and similar aligned theories in the Healthcare Information Technology field. The ABI/INFORM Global, EBSCOhost, ERIC, ProQuest Central, PubMed, and SAGE Publications are excellent resources to gather reference information associated with a variety of topics including the central theme of my doctoral study. I used search terms, such as patient protection and affordable care act, affordable care act, origin of healthcare reform, MACRA, technology acceptance, technology acceptance model, unified theory of acceptance and use of technology, theory of reasoned action, innovation readiness, organizational dynamics, health information technology, HITECH, ARRA, CMS, EMR, EHR, technology adoption, and change process. Using these terms, I titrated the mass of available information to elicit content considered relevant to the focus of the theory and the associated theme echnology Acceptance Model. As an additional method of identifying relevant resources, I reviewed the citation listing of each article for sources that contained information germane to the focal theory. I excluded articles published prior to 2013 with the exception of resources that delivered foundation constructs that are critical to the introduction of the theory to the academic and scientific communities. I gathered reference information from XX resources of which XX% were published prior to 2013, and XX% were published between 2013 and 2017. 
The reform of healthcare standards

The business of healthcare

The Technology Acceptance Model
	As researchers compared successful technology evolutions and implementation with the mass of abject failures, they recognized that the cooperation of the users of the technology is a primary limiting factor for success or failure. In 1985, the most relevant theory to explain the how members of an organizational dealt with change was the theory Ajzen and Fishbein (1975) postulated called the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). These researchers posited that in the event of impending change, how users feel about the change, combined with how they believe others expect them to act in the situation weigh heavily on their behavior and actions. This framework was the incubator for the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) that Fred Davis (1985) advanced in his dissertation. He designed the model to incorporate specific analysis of how members of an organization respond to the introduction of new technology initiatives. 
One of the greatest challenges in business operations is to remain relevant and maintain, or increase, competitive advantage. In a widely commoditized business environment, one of the few ways to stay relevant, meet new challenges, or achieve competitive advantage is through the development and incorporation of technological solutions. The inherent cost of technology and technological development is an excellent reason why organizational leaders try to gather knowledge not only about how new technology functions. It is also important to understand the potential challenges in promulgating the technology among organizational users who the leaders need to make the new processes financially successful. The Theory of Reasoned Action and the Technology Acceptance Model are important to organizational leaders who are trying to understand how to implement technology and the possible hindrances to successful adoption among organizational users.
The origin and evolution of the Technology Acceptance Model
Researchers sought to provide an explanation for users’ actions and behaviors when faced with changing demands in the workplace. Prior to the genesis of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), academics widely accepted Ajzen and Fishbein’s Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) to explain users’ behavior in business situations (Davis, 1985 (Fador, 2014). The researchers postulated an explanation for how people are motivated to perform particular actions in general settings demonstrating that behavioral intention is a driving factor behind the way a person performs a particular activity (Fador, 2014). In a more granular analysis, the researchers indicated that a person’s attitude and subjective norms influence behavioral intention, providing an opportunity to predict how users would react in a variety of situations. Administrators and managers began to seek out this information to help predict responses to continuing, or new, technology stimuli in many different arenas, including business, academia, and healthcare.
For this study, an emphasis on the healthcare industry hones the focus of the associated research question and the relevance of theories discussing new technology in that arena. In healthcare, demands for improved levels of reliability, portability, interoperability, and efficiency to improve the quality of patient care, compound general business (Ducey & Coovert, 2016; Strudwick, 2015). Therefore, despite the general focus of the TAM and the variety of precipitated, antecedent concepts, the central focus of this doctoral study is the acceptance of emerging technology by users in the healthcare field.
The TRA discussion helped administrative managers understand the psychology associated with users’ motivational drivers but the approach was general to actions within any organization. Expanding on this theory, Davis (1985) began to look for specific variables and causal relationships among different aspects of the motivational and execution spectrum specific to the introduction of information technology. Many administrators and managers had begun to recognize technology as the means to enhance and develop their entities by a variety of technology-enhanced methods. These methods included improvement of standard operating procedures, better marketing processes, and more efficient tracking and evaluation of key performance indicators. In an attempt to quantify and predict successes of technology initiatives, researcher Davis identified two main constructs called the Perceived Usefulness (PU), and the Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) as parts of what he named the Technology Acceptance Model. Davis specifically identified and acknowledging the concepts of the Theory of Reasoned Action as the source to clarify the association between the two constructs of the TAM (Abdullah, Ward, & Ahmed, 2016; Davis, 1985). Davis postulated his TAM to help explain and predict potential success, or lack thereof, of new technology implementation by identifying pertinent factors that lead to organizational users adopting new technology.
In his postulate, Davis presented a standard for predicting how organizational users will respond to new technology. A theory where researchers and experts from many widely distributed countries have adopted the PU and PEOU, as integral components in the development of new technical platforms and anticipating the strategies needed to foster adoption (Abdullah, Ward, & Ahmed, 2016). As researchers recognized the importance and reliability of the constructs, they widely accepted the PU to refer to the user’s perception of how using the technology would improve his or her job (Fador, 2014). Compounding that perception, users would also reflect on the PEOU to decide how willing they would be to accept new technology (Fador, 2014b). Complimentarily, Davis (1985) presented these two main constructs to help predict the behavior of organizational users when presented with new Information Technology. This predictive strategy is an integral foundation for administrative managers to determine what strategies they can use to foster adoption of new technology within their organizations for compliance or fiscal benefits. 
As experts reviewed the tenets of the TAM, they scrutinized PU to develop an understanding of how users analyze the usefulness of a technology system in improving job performance, and therefore apply particular behaviors and usage. With the significant importance of users’ analysis, the constructs of user perception, including pre-conceived notions and individual experiences, compounded with social influences and group acceptance forces are central to the PU (Collazo, Wu, Elen, & Clarebout, 2014; Wallace & Sheetz, 2014). Users all present with their own personal preconceived perspectives and paradigms. Administrative managers may evaluate users’ PU to determine the feasibility of implementing information technology platforms (Wallace & Sheetz, 2014). Administrative managers can incorporate this aspect of the TAM to gauge to the degree to which organizational users consider new technology systems useful in improving job performance when combined with PEOU.
The complexity of determining how to implement new technology is significant. The second concept that is part of the TAM is the PEOU where users interpret the inherent effort needed to learn, or use, a new technology system (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989). Generally, researchers consider users to be cognitive misers who are unwilling to expend the necessary effort to learn and adapt to new technology in a business environment (Ducey & Coovert, 2016; Gyamfi, 2016). Promoting systems with highly complex user interfaces can cause significant resistance from users and may potentially affect operations by causing distractions, disillusion, disenchantment, and possibly resignation among users. As part of the implementation strategy, administrative managers could seek to make the adoption process as simple as possible for users, improving PEOU, fostering acceptance, and facilitating adoption.
The strategies that managers can use to foster adoption of new technology are critical to the successful operation of business activities. In the implementation of new technology, the TAM successfully addresses the attitudes that precipitate users’ attitudes toward the proposed technology solution (Strudwick, 2015). The attitudes that users develop after analyzing the PU and the PEOU are the genesis of users’ behavior toward the same technology (Figure 1) and form major predictors about the success of new technology initiatives. 
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FIGURE 1. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989)


The importance of predicting how users will react to new technology initiatives is one of the main reasons why managers value the TAM, the TRA and other similar constructs. 
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TAM, introduced by Davis (1986). is an adaptation of TRA specifically tailored for
modeling user acceptance of information systems. The goal of TAM is to provide an
explanation of the determinants of computer acceptance that is general, capable of ex-
plaining user behavior across a broad range of end-user computing technologies and user
populations, while at the same time being both parsimonious and theoretically justified.
Ideally one would like a model that is helpful not only for prediction but also for expla-
nation, so that researchers and practitioners can identify why a particular system may
be unacceptable, and pursue appropriate corrective steps. A key purpose of TAM, there-
fore, is to provide a basis for tracing the impact of external factors on internal beliefs,
attitudes, and intentions. TAM was formulated in an attempt to achieve these goals by
identifying a small number of fundamental variables suggested by previous research
dealing with the cognitive and affective determinants of computer acceptance, and using
TRA as a theoretical backdrop for modeling the theoretical relationships among these
variables. Several adaptations to the basic TRA approach were made, supported by avail-
able theory and evidence, based on these goals for TAM.

TAM posits that two particular beliefs, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use,
are of primary relevance for computer acceptance behaviors (Figure 2). Perceived use-
fulness (U) is defined as the prospective user’s subjective probability that using a specific
application system will increase his or her job performance within an organizational
context. Perceived ease of use (EOU) refers to the degree to which the prospective user
expects the target system to be free of effort. As discussed further below, several studies
have found variables similar to these to be linked to attitudes and usage. In addition,
factor analyses suggest that U and EOU are statistically distinct dimensions ( Hauser and
Shugan 1980; Larcker and Lessig 1980; Swanson 1987).

Similar to TRA, TAM postulates that computer usage is determined by BI, but differs
in that BI is viewed as being jointly determined by the person’s attitude toward using
the system (A) and perceived usefulness (U), with relative weights estimated by regression:

Bl=A+U. (4)
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FIGURE 2. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM).
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The A-BI relationship represented in TAM implies that, all else being equal, people
form intentions to perform behaviors toward which they have positive affect. The A-BI
relationship is fundamental to TRA and to related models presented by Triandis (1977)
and Bagozzi (1981). Although the direct effect of a belief (such as U) on BI runs counter
to TRA, alternative intention models provide theoretical justification and empirical ev-
idence of direct belief-intention links (Bagozzi 1982; Triandis 1977; Brinberg 1979).
The U-BI relationship in equation (4) is based on the idea that, within organizational
settings, people form intentions toward behaviors they believe will increase their job
performance, over and above whatever positive or negative feelings may be evoked toward
the behavior per se. This is because enhanced performance is instrumental to achieving
various rewards that are extrinsic to the content of the work itself, such as pay increases
and promotions (e.g., Vroom 1964). Intentions toward such means-end behaviors are
theorized to be based largely on cognitive decision rules to improve performance, without
each time requiring a reappraisal of how improved performance contributes to purposes
and goals higher in one’s goal hierarchy, and therefore without necessarily activating the
positive affect associated with performance-contingent rewards (Bagozzi 1982; Vallacher
and Wegner 1985). If affect is not fully activated when deciding whether to use a particular
system, one’s attitude would not be expected to completely capture the impact of per-
formance considerations on one’s intention. Hence, the U-BI relationship in TAM rep-
resents the resulting direct effect, hypothesizing that people form intentions toward using
computer systems based largely on a cognitive appraisal of how it will improve their
performance.





