"

TILE CINERE=53 =2
- Journal of Digital Contents Society
it Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 271-280, Feb. 2021 M) Check for updates

ZEEHO MR} HF 2S5 M0| YEEHOF FEo|=0f O|Xl= HE EA:
7 =X XA HPOMS| ZESNSE Sto=

S =1
I R
'Zojgfstm m ety

Analysis of the Effects of Information Security Sanction and Role
Ambiguity on Compliance Intention: Focusing on Moderation
Effects of Technical Support and Task Coping

Inho Hwang'

'Assitant Professor, Department of General Education, Kookmin University, Seoul 02707, Korea

[ 9]

1o

ESmES

dR B gk ghilo] oA A, BE 2SS AR EF AA 1l 7)ol g FAE Folal Utk A B R R
QF E=Sjoll ofaiA] WA E = P 2EH2E e8ley] 913 Q1S AX St 4R ol Weks AlAlshE Blolth AT
T AT 2Ed s alo® 9 RS ggatglon, kel o R A AA, 7eA A, G A E A-E3ith A o
&2 AAH FEEF S E]1% 7|l T AR ES o shgl o, 266719] -5 SRSt gk At
7Hd TS FEUAA LAY S AAESIT AT A 5 R3] = Azl oH, Al Az o Al 24
ol QI BEAS gk 3 71EH AU AAG QI IR WAE 2 EAE TP o, IR A P RS
33} el mrbe] g 2 EIE T A BRAGATE AT AR e EQE B Aol Al B A
EY =g AaA)E Aol Wi Bt 552 Fols 89S AAEs on, 5 2B ¢5tE 913 S AlA Tt
[Abstract]

With the increasing interest in information security, many organizations are increasing their investment in information security
policies and technologies. The purpose of this study is to raise employee's compliance intentions by suggesting factors to mitigate
role stress caused by the introduction of information security. The questionnaire was targeted at people who are engaged in the
financial industry that strictly introduced information security policy, and the study obtained 266 samples. In addition, the research
hypothesis was verified through structural equation modeling. As a result, work ambiguity reduced compliance intention, and
sanction severity and certainty mitigated work ambiguity. In addition, technical support had the effect of moderating the
relationship between sanctions and role ambiguity and task coping had the effect of moderating the relationship between role
ambiguity and compliance intention. The implications of this study are to suggest a method to mitigate the information security

role stress that occurs to employee of the organization.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Samples

Demographic Categories Frequency
Gender Male 147 (55.3%)
Female 119 (44.7%)
Under 30 4 (24.1%)
Age 31 -40 105 (39.5%)
Over 40 97 (36.4%)
Under Manager 182 (41.3%)
Job Position Manager 40 (15.0%)
Over Manager 44 (16.5%)
Total 266 (100.0%)
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Table 2. Result for Construct Validity and Reliability

Cronbach’s
Alpha

Factor

Loading el

Constructs AVE

SSH
SS2
SS3

0.797
0.854
0.836

SS 0.960 0.938 0.835

Cs1
CSs2
CS3

0.797
0.812
0.772

CS 0.930 0.919 0.790

RA1
RA2
RA3

0.897
0.903
0.874

RA 0.941 0.907 0.764

cn
Cl2
CI3
Cl4

0.878
0.858
0.861
0.861

Cl 0.970 0.970 0.890

TS1
733
TS4

0.719
0.758
0.783

TS 0.915 0.860 0.671

TCH
TC2

0.879
0.870
TC3 | 0.864

TC 0.931 0.914 0.779

SS(Severity of Sanction), CS(Certainty of Sanction), RA(Role
Ambiguity) CI(Compliance Intention), TS(Technical Support), TC(Task
Coping)
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Table 3. Result for Discriminant Validity

Consiructs | Mean |SD |1 2 3 4 5
ss 5.31 |1.43 | 0.869
Cs 5.19 |1.26 | 54=+ | 0.914
RA 283 [1.20| 21| 735 10674
~ 46+
ol 5.66 |1.12 | .62x+ | .48+x | 40" 0,043
~ 46+
TS 5.30 |1.16|.72x+ | .59+x | -0 | 66xx [0.679
~ 36
TC 517 |1.22 | 58xx | 47xx 49w | 58xx

Note: Values in bold type along the diagonal indicate the square root of the
AVE

SS(Severity of Sanction), CS(Certainty of Sanction), RA(Role
Ambiguity), CI(Compliance Intention), TS(Technical Support), TC(Task

Coping)
**:p<0.01
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Table 4. Results of Main Effect Tests

Path Coefficient |t—value Result
H1 SS — RA -0.210 —2.765%* Support
H2 CS—RA -0.368 —4.787+ | Support
H3 SS — ClI 0.358 5.550% Support
H4 CS—Cl 0.309 4.609+** Support
H5 RA — ClI -0.152 —2. 711 %% Support

SS(Severity of Sanction), CS(Certainty of Sanction), RA(Role Ambiguity)
CI(Compliance Intention), TS(Technical Support), TC(Task Coping)
**:p<0.01, *: p<0.05
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Table 5. Results of Moderating Effect Tests

Path Coefficient | t—value Result
SS — RA -0.22 —2.591 x*

H6 TS — RA -0.324 =3.701 x* Support
CSxTS—RA |0.163 2.853*x
CS — RA -0.335 —3.858*

H7 TS — RA -0.233 —2.632x* Support
CSxTS—RA |0.186 3.339% %
RA — ClI -0.333 —5.738%*

H8 TC — ClI 0.374 6.407** Support
RAXxTC — ClI 0.105 1.974%

SS(Severity of Sanction), CS(Certainty of Sanction), RA(Role
Ambiguity), CI(Compliance Intention), TS(Technical Support), TC(Task
Coping)

**:p<0.01, *: p<0.05
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