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[Abstract]

This study is for looking into Factors affecting the Intention of using about Fitness Tracker based on IoT by Flow Theory and
UTAUT Model. The independent variables of the IoT-based fitness tracker have been selected as Challenge, Skill Factors used in
the Flow experience theory and selected the personal characteristics of health perception, enjoyment, Social Influence, and
Facilitating Conditions. In addition UTAUT theory was used as parameter of Performance Expectancy and Effort Expectancy and
intention of Use behavior was selected as a dependent variable. For verifying research hypothesis, This study collected 126
surveys data and carried out a statistical analysis by Smart PLS. The result shows that new Flow Experience and Personal
Characteristic Factors with key variables in the UTAUT Model affect significantly to Intention of using about Fitness Wearable
environment based IoT.
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Table 1. Analysis of Demographic & QS-usage
characteristics
Measure Frequency(#)| Ratio(%)
Mal 77 61.1
Gender ae
Female 49 38.9
20~29 31 24.6
30~39 15 11.9
Age 40~49 24 19.0
50~59 49 38.9
60< 7 6.6
) Graduate high school 20 15.9
Aca(‘if‘:mlc Graduate university 61 48.4
ability
Graduate school < 45 35.7
Marital Single 39 31.0
state Married 87 69.0
Office work 42 333
Profession 26 20.6
Occupation Technical post 4 32
type Service man 17 13.5
Student 23 18.3
House wife and others 14 11.1
0~199 33 26.2
Income 200~299 16 12.7
level 300~499 20 15.9
500< 57 452
4-2 EHUR o1
ATl A Aljtehe AR E S 7S HAs ol oA
Sl thgk Cronbach's Zl17E ARS8t A2 =& 53}
ST}, Cronbach's 1571 0.7 o]/ w] Unkd o 2 =S 7k
A 7} e 2ls AW 5 A29]. B4 A= okl
349} 7Fo] Cronbach's |57} B 0.80]/ 0.2 LEfL: 2] ?c] i
T e Alom vehdth 3 el A AT £33 ¢
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el ool glerel Bl ik

http://www.dcs.or.kr



ClX| & 28 = &+5| =& X|(J. DCS) Vol. 19, No. 9, pp. 1717-1726, Sep. 2018

E 2 BME ol 24 g M2z 24 A3
Table 2. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis &
Reliability Analysis

Ingredient Cro

Cons nba

truct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | ch's
A

eep3 | .802) .124| 222| .155| .149| .228| .148| .023| .090
eep4 | .751] .150] .198| .324| .066] .137| .061| .110| .305

eepl | .716] .175 246 .197| 217 .248| .182| .170| .097 15
eep2 | .693] .029] .129| .429| .108] .129| .105| .216| .123
use2 | .184) .881| .049| -.002| .111] .036] .041] .027 .031
use4 | .118 .868| .108| -.028/ .116] .117| .158| .032| .095 917

usel | .030] .852| .151] .061| .086] .116] .095| -.011] .214
use3 | .013] .838| .136| .146| .112] .143| -.075] .055 .080
chg3 | .145 .095 .834| .165 .180| .172| .130| .145] .099
chg?2 | 237 212] .825| .001) .176| .153| .203] .110] .010| .920
chg4 | .231] 206 .810| .012| .229| .057| .152| .072] .119
fcn3 | 130, -.006) .084] .903| -002| .158 -.015] .019] .114
fenl | 275 .134) -.024] .819| .087| .126] .176| .11§ .039] .898
fen2 | 261 .012) .096] .797| .003| .132] .169| .159 .170
htp2 | .108 .195 .048| .048| .835| .215] .021] .279 .004
htp4 | .161] 209 .078] .023| .822| .099| .064| .268 -.092
htp3 | .067 .010| .288| -.046| .806| .162| .152| -.053] .072
htpl | .094 .109 288| .142| .769| .097| .171| -309 .076
sicl | .155 .188 .090| .165| .158| .871] .155| .140] .050
sic2 | .165) .116| .166] .220| .182| .867 .052| .132| .053] .922
sic3 | .324) .200, .190] .108| .243| .700| .231| .052] .072
pecl | .184) .136] .374) .238| .193| .255| .677 .234 .101
pec2 | 205 .130, 432] .125] .251| .277| .652| .205] .101] .887
pec3 | 384 .113) 258 .372| .224| .170, .586| -.102] .113
enj2 | 419 .044| 322 .340| .106] .285 .163| .586| .073
enjl | .362] .020] 361 .333| .174] .331) .128] .573| .123| .926
enj3 | 272 .135] 362 228 .220| .335| .220] .548| .094
skl2 | 202 .258| .074| .308| -.002] .059| .052| -.043 .817
skl4 | 492 .292] .162| .236| -.025| .052] .112| 272 .594 .835
sk13 | .351) .434] 241| -117] .123) 218 271 216 .513

.883

* eep: Effort Expectancy, use: Use Behavior,

chg: Challenge, fcn: Facilitating Conditions,

htp: Health Perception, sic: Social Influence,

pec: Performance Expectancy, enj: Enjoyment, skl: Skill
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Table 3. Results of the Conceptual Reliability &
concentration feasibility test of the Measuring Model

Comp
osite R Ciily Comm | Redun
AVE . achs .
Reliab | Square unality | dancy
L Alpha
ility
htp 0.749 0.923 0.888 0.749
eep 0.798 0.940 0.668 0.915 0.798 0.043
chg 0.864 0.950 0.921 0.864
use 0.775 0.932 0.239 0.903 0.775 0.087
sic 0.869 0.952 0.924 0.869
pec 0.817 0.930 0.645 0.887 0.817 0.117
skl 0.741 0.895 0.826 0.741
enj 0.877 0.955 0.929 0.877
fen 0.828 0.935 0.901 0.828

* eep: Effort Expectancy, use: Use Behavior,

chg: Challenge, fcn: Facilitating Conditions,

htp: Health Perception, sic: Social Influence,

pec: Performance Expectancy, enj: Enjoyment, skl: Skill
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Table 4. Results of Discriminatory Feasibility Analysis

htp | eep | chg | use | sic | pec | skl | enj | fen
htp | .749
eep | 387 | .798
chg | 484 | 538 | 864
use | 375| 391 | 428 | 775
sic | .460 | .564 | 451 | 437 | .869
pec | .514 | .658 | .687 | 406 | .611 | .817
skl | 278 | .720 | 513 | .517 | 476 | 583 | .741
enj | 422 | 732 | 622 | 328 | .644 | 699 | .593 | 877
fen | 185 | 597 | 253 | 209 | 423 | .503 | 457 | .560 | .828

* eep: Effort Expectancy, use: Use Behavior,

chg: Challenge, fcn: Facilitating Conditions,

htp: Health Perception, sic: Social Influence,

pec: Performance Expectancy, enj: Enjoyment, skl: Skill
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Fig. 4. Results of Structural Equation Model Hypothesis
Test
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* eep: Effort Expectancy, use: Use Behavior,

chg: Challenge, fcn: Facilitating Conditions,

htp: Health Perception, sic: Social Influence,

pec: Performance Expectancy, enj: Enjoyment, skl: Skill

*  T-value>1.65 (p<0.1), T-value>1.96 (p<0.05),
T-value >2.58 (p<0.01)
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