-p-l-l-

5 - CIXg2E =53 =2
:. . Journal of Digital Contents Society
' Vol. 21, No. 4, pp. 711-719, Apr. 2020 M) Check for updates

HIO|2(MAH) 21Z 7[=0] ARZ2l=0ll Y= DIXl= F KP2l0f| kst A7 : 2

2fol Zxl St

BB 2

o} rAbDbY
A Study on the Critical Factors Affecting Use Intention of
Biometric Authentication : A Focus on Online Payment

Myung-Hwan Oh' - Kyeong-Seok Han - Hoon Cho®

"Department of Business Administration, Soongsil University, Seoul 06978, Korea
ZProfessor of MIS, School of Business Administration, Soong-sil University, Seoul 06972, Korea

Department of IT Policy Management, Graduate School, Soong-sil University, Seoul 06972, Korea

[

o

T

Mz
‘1> re

b
_1_1_4

> b [0 o\

T lol Q(AAIF Aol e S A E Fo 290E Olo}am} A ArE 71&}0 2 -TLE‘%% FA5ho]
3o} 4312 mEHA vho] (YA Zo P HYRE EhRES
AME 245} ol 12 212k Aol 4, A1 4 6879
© SPSS FAZR I3} AMOSE o] §3h5]on, Hho] .
219%-8 HA1o ALg-SHgITh B A, B4, A7) 55 21
2 ubERg o, Wokd, A7 E5 A A e A F840 FH GBS T S0 vehuth, 1e 3w A4 ALg g
4, A7V F-89E AHg I el FA A

[Abstract]

¥
olN :E
rlo .q
=

<

N

[o
~
Do
Obo
of
rlr
T
3
=

o>

1‘

o
o
e
Shl
ﬁ

The purpose of this study was to derive the results by empirical analysis by constructing a research model based on previous
studies to investigate the main factors affecting the intention to use bio-certification. Independent variables for bio-certification
were selected for innovation, security, diversity, self-efficacy, and suitability TAM was used as the parameter, usability and
perceived usefulness. It was. The hypothesis test was conducted by using SPSS statistics program and AMOS. A total of 219
copies were used for analysis by distributing questionnaires to the general public using bio certification. The results showed that
innovation, self-efficacy, and fitness had a positive or negative effect on perceived ease of use, and security, self-efficacy, and
fitness had a positive effect on perceived usefulness. Perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness were verified to have a
positive effect on usage intention.
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HOl KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)2] MSA(Measure of Sampling
Adequacy) 2t ¥ 7 A = SR A Il Hi3E o -5 Aeke} ]
213l Bartletto] w98 H-S 737 (Bartlett's Test of Sphericity)<
Al /\] ;],Oﬂ q_ [19]

o] 5 7j9] A o] Eﬁ]xq—i frofafiof a91wAS g
= 2tk KMO Test®] 7|52 0.8 o] 4o 9-<=alt}a #ets)
Uﬂ Bartlett's Test:= F-2| 2H5 2 #5714 9] 7|12} o {5 Ao+t
= AATH20].

A S 3 2, 3 33 AW 4, 5 B
KMO & Bartlett's Testol] ©]o] $131.0™, 291 & 2=k Factor
Loadlng)ol 0.5 0]”& 7} W4 7+ Bb xg shn 101 qu

2]
HEH ﬂ%‘j} %}-‘4' ﬂ]—r(Cronbach’sVd SRS PN Zﬁil‘r 25
0.7 o]’de] =171 e Ul A A3 ERsk Ao = 91y
ATH22].

AN & 39 ArEeadt 3 59 AR8-8-01/d9] Eigen

— - Ratio Value 1.0 ©|8}F2 YA TF CLiff(1988) = L7-*7) 10]5121 4
20~29 71 32.4 F-ol = W8 el el EA17F ok 8218 &4 7P?SPE}L
Age 30-39 92 42.0 —5—}93\1:]-.[23]
40-49 39 17.8
50~ 17 7.8
Malo 79 36,1 E 2. 2458 KMO & Bartlett's Test
Gender Female 120 63.9 Table 2. Exogenous Variable KMO & Bartlett's Test
<1 16 73 KMO & Bartlett's Test
Average monthl 1~5 49 22.4 Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin‘s
g y ) 0.841
use 5~10 e 18.7 Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Approx. Chi-Square 2529.017
10 < 113 51.6 Bartlett's PP of d 105
< 50% 73 33.3 Test of Sphericity -
Average amount 50~100% 45 20.5 Sig. 0.000
of money 100~1000$ 67 30.6
1000$ < 34 15.5 E 3. 9|A0Htﬂ EI—A_I-|IX—{ Oo| l:'M EII A|§||: I:lA-I 7=l—||.
< 1Years 30 13.7 Table 3. Results of Exogenous Variable Exploratory Factor
1~2 Years 82 37.4 Analysis & Reliability Analysis
Period of use 2~3 Years 80 36.5 Ingredient Cronbach’s
Construct
3~5 Years 20 9.1 1 2 3 4 Alpha
5 Years < 7 30 INN1 0.028 -0.084 0.911 0.011
Fingerprint 198 9.4 INN2 0.109 | 0.030 | 0.872 | 0.011 0.914
Bio certification palmptint 1 05 INN3 -0.046 -0.057 0.874 0.067
method in use s 5 77 INN4 | 0.031 | -0.097 | 0.902 | 0.122
face 12 55 SEC1 0.043 0.865 -0.050 0.064
Fingerprint 153 69.9 SEC2 0.015 0.897 -0.099 -0.027 0914
palmptint 7 30 SECS3 -0.057 0.898 -0.060 -0.011
iris 38 17 4 SEC4 0.029 0.903 0.007 0.080
Preferred Bio retina 3 14 EFF1 0.391 0.095 0.057 0.809
Certification : EFF2 0.301 0.085 | 0.070 | 0.873 0.864
face 9 41 : : : : :
voice 3 14 EFF3 0.372 -0.061 0.098 0.731
vein 6 57 REL1 0.804 0.022 -0.016 0.389
REL2 0.831 0.019 0.011 0.382 0.924
REL3 0.900 0.007 0.026 0.126 '
4.2 HMIN Q0IRAM I MEIE HY REL4 | 0.876 | -0.013 | 0.104 | 0.307
\E/'aﬁﬁg 4923 | 3552 | 2.751 | 0.912
7o) obd] ARl A= =7 wity) AEkekx] dke] % N/A
R 7HaSel i AT S *?j Rk o Vaga‘?fce 32.821 | 23.678 | 18.343 | 6.081
2 glate] slMGsh ANSE Lhro] Mo Al B4

3} Ep g 2412 A
WA, 548 EEARI A G s 918 A

Z*) INN: Innovation, SEC: Security, EFF: Self-efficacy, REL: Relevance
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E 4. M5 KMO & Bartlett's Test
Table 4. Endogenous Variable KMO & Bartlett's Test

E 6 70y M2 ¥ MF EIEM A% 2o

Table 6. Result of the conceptual reliability and intent

KMO & Bartlett's Test validity test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin‘s Constructs| Measure |Factor Loading C.R AVE
Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.892 INN1 0.881
Bartlett's ADDIOX. i?' Square 19625243 INN mg 8':;2 0.882 0.651
Test of Sphericity - :
Sig. 0.000 INN4 0.894
SECT 0.808
I 5. LM Y Qo BAM gl tliI.E 24 Z3} SEC SEC2 0.866 0.673 0.632
Table 5. Results of Endogenous Variable Exploratory SEC3 0.873
Factor Analysis & Reliability Analysis SEC4 0.871
Ingredient Cronbach’s EFF1 0.925
Construct 1 > 3 Alpha EFF EFF2 0.841 0.826 0.618
PEUT 0.233 0.217 0.865 EFF3 0.657
PEU2 0.208 0.124 0.895 REL1 0.859
PEU3 0.302 0.220 0.830 0.908 ADE REL2 0.925 0878 0. 644
PEU4 0.253 0.796 0.230 REL3 0.762
PUT 0.376 0.795 0.096 REL4 0.896
PU2 0.313 0.787 0.169 0,664 EEB; 8-:3‘3‘
PU3 0.195 0.800 0.199 REL : 0.896 0.743
un 0.861 0.314 0.239 PEU3 0.871
ui2 0.810 0.329 0.261 PEU4 0.800
ui3 0.652 0.328 0.405 0.926 PU1 0.842
Ui 0.855 0319 0246 PU PU2 0.833 0.880 0.648
Einon PU3 0.770
V&ﬁue 6.446 1.479 0.928 VA 3:; 82?2
% of .
Variance 58.600 13.443 8.433 ul Ui 0778 0.911 0.721
%) PEU: Perceived Ease of Use, PU: Perceived Usefulness, U4 0.926

Ul: Usage Intention
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X 2(CMIN)p 549.895(P=0.000)

X 2(CMIN)/df=1.978
GFI=0.842, AGFI=0.801, NFI=0.893, RMSEA=0.067

=) INN: Innovation, SEC: Security, EFF: Self-efficacy, REL:
Relevance, PEU: Perceived Ease of Use, PU: Perceived
Usefulness,
Ul: Usage Intention
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Table 7. Results of Discriminant Validity Analysis

INN SEC | EFF | ADE | PEU PU Ul
INN | 0.651
SEC [-0.132| 0.632
EFF | 0.143 | 0.113 | 0.599
ADE | 0.096 | 0.023 | 0.756 | 0.644
PEU |-0.045| 0.165 | 0.605 | 0.627 | 0.743
PU 0.173 | 0.169 | 0.738 | 0.713 | 0.515 | 0.648
Ul 0.116 | 0.142 | 0.682 | 0.751 | 0.623 | 0.736 | 0.721

) - #P<0.05, **P<0.01, 2-tailed
— Diagonal number are Square Root of The AVE(Average
Variance Extracted)
- off—diagonal are Correlations coefficient via AMOS

) INN: Innovation, SEC: Security, EFF: Self-efficacy, REL:
Relevance, PEU: Perceived Ease of Use, PU: Perceived
Usefulness,
Ul: Usage Intention
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Table 8. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results of the
Fitness Test of the Measurement Model

Fit indices Indicator Desirable range
X 2(CMIN)p (gigggg) p=0.0570.10
X 2(CMIN)/df 1.978 1.0=CMIN/df=83.0
Absolute fit RMSEA 0.067 <0.08
index RMR 0.075 =0.08
GFI 0.842 =0.870.9
AGFI 0.801 =0.870.9
PGFI 0.667 =0.570.6
NFI 0.893 =0.870.9
Incremental = GF| ) 0.934 =0.80.9
fit index —
CFI 0.943 =0.870.9
Parsimony fit PNFI 0.764 >0.6
index PCFI 0.807 =0.570.6
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Fig. 3. Results of Structural Equation Model Hypothesis

Test
X9 Z=2EM Z1}
Table 9. The result of Path Analysis
Hypothesis Stand_ardlzed S.E. | C.R |P-value|Results
<< Estimate
INN -0.121 0.060|-2.014| 0.044 O
PEU SEC 0.106 0.060| 1.757 | 0.079 AN
EFF 0.263 0.094| 2.795 | 0.005 O
REL 0.403 0.094| 4.292 *xK O
INN 0.067 0.042| 1.587 | 0.113 X
PU SEC 0.099 0.042| 2.329 0.02 O
EFF 0.392 0.073| 5.395 L O
REL 0.277 0.071| 3.912 L O
PU PEU -0.041 0.059|-0.704| 0.481 X
ul PEU 0.807 0.093| 8.714 * kK O
PU 0.372 0.068| 5.503 * kK O
F) #xx:1p < 0.001 **x:p <0.01 *: p<0.05
Z) INN: Innovation, SEC: Security, EFF: Self-efficacy, REL:

Relevance, PEU: Perceived Ease of Use, PU: Perceived
Usefulness,
Ul: Usage Intention
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