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Abstract
With the popularity of Smartphone, Banks have all recently opened "Mobile Banking" service
targeting Smartphone users, but only few studies have been conducted on this topic in Taiwan.
In order to explore the acceptance of the Mobile Banking apps for the commercial banks”
reference, this study is integrated The Perceived Risk variable (Jacoby and Kaplan 1972) and
the moderating effect of Internet Banking experience with the Extended Technology
Acceptance Model (Venkatesh & Davis 2000). This study used Regression analysis to infer
the questionnaire causal, and the results present as follows : (1) Subjective Norms, Image, and
Result Demonstrability showing the positive affect the Intention to Use of mobile banking. (2)

There is significant negative relationship between “Perception of Risk” and “Intention” of



mobile banking Users. (3) Customers' Mobile Banking behavior and usage is moderated by
theirs Internet Banking experience.
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