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Abstract

Digital reading is an important research issue in contemporary information science research. The
advent and proliferation of electronic resources have already influenced and changed the way of reading
Therefore, this study extends the integration of technology acceptance model type explain digital reading
behavior, and to explore what factors can affect the willingness of people to read. The model was tested
using data collected from 152 in Taoyuan. The study found that these three facets (Effort Expectancy,
Social Influence, Facilitating Conditions) to significantly affect behavior intentions, which UTAUT raised
echoes. From this, the individual browsing digital text, if he is to bring efficient, positive feelings, will
start digital reading behavior maximum. We also found that behavioral intention mediates the influences
of antecedent factors (Effort Expectancy, Social Influence and Facilitating Conditions) on digital reading
behavior.
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