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Abstract

This study applies the Technology Acceptance Model to grusp the effect of the food traceability system
on consumer confidence and usage intention. To verify the causal relationships between the factors, the
consumers who use grocery stores in Seoul were selected. From February 20, 2011 to February 28, 2011,
a total of 300 copies of the questionnaire were distributed, and 284 copies except for those unsuitable for
analysis were collected. SPSS 12.0 and AMOS 5.0 factors amalysis and a reliability test were conducted, in
order to validate the proposed hypotheses. The results are summarized as follows. First, the food traceability
system had a significant effect on the technology acceptance model. Second, the food traceability system had
a significant affect on consumer confidence. Thind, the food traceability system had a significant effect on
usage intention. Fourth, the technology acceptance model didn't have a significant effect on consumer
confidence, Fifth, the technology acceptance model and consumer confidence had significant effects on usage
intention. Based on these results, this study suggests useful implications for the food traceability system.
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{Table 1> Factor analysis of the food traceability system

L Factor Eigen % of % of
Factor Constructs and indicators . . .
loading value variance Cumulative
Food Information 785
Food Information Acquisition 777
Trust in Food Information 157
Food Confidence in Information 731
Traceability Dangers of Food .662 0.887 4.559 18.998 18.998
System Usability of Information .654
Use of Information 583
Customer service 553
Use of a Mobile 522
Efficiency of Achieving a Goal 917
Suitability of Directories 912
TAM Understandability of Data .897 0.865 4472 18.635 37.633
Useful Format of Data .889
Value of Achieving a Goal .888
Reliability .802
Consumer Consistency 788
Fairness 767 0.880 3.157 13.154 50.787
Confidence Customer Loyalty 762
Confidence in Information Provided 157
Continued use 758
Usage Efforts to use 738
. Benefits 712 0.791 2574 10.724 61.510
Intention .
Intention to recommend .653
Overall satisfaction 547
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SFAREAE o1 83lm, 8203HLe v
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2, olo]Zl gk(Eigenvalue), A1 Z = Al (Table
>0 AABlgit) ZF 89189 ojolAgte: BF
1.0 olde g WAYBAgC] sle Hor Yelt
o, aglEe] A8A ATE 0791 - 08872 1}
R, 7HdRA o SR MBS 2 AeR
33 7P tHNunnally - 1978).

2) E0IX QO

A Fo|dF AN 2H, 71e5ERY, A6l
g g o] 8o xo] eE HE3P| Slsk] v
7} Zo] ER1H 21E¥ME HABIH: FPA R
A WALBEE 8] Aeld 2 pAAd
Z g 413 =(construct reliability)} B 44
FZWAVE)S A A3 $87Ps5F00d
AFE: 0.7 o3, BAEEE: 05 olhHe 2F
BE3ta o AElert gRE AS g
ok AR tig AukzQd AFgxo] g
AMOS B2 3= §2=517.221(df=284, p=0.000)
2 Jvelhd 7Fd, GFI(0.914)9F AGFI(0.833),
NFI=(0.849), CFI=(0.919)7} A 12]4%0.90 ©]*})
£ 58t e ZAo= JJehgon], RMR=
0.038(<0.05) A¥=E A= ARAFE 433}
I Slo] & ATolA HFE 7 BAE F43
+ H & e fle Zes AddgeiyE
2007).
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<Table 2> Comelation coefficients between variables
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g A% 4 HNdES HaEd F2 #
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43, vase 5 FNEES EAFEMR0]
ol59] FEAT AF ol Hlg| BF R B¢
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2 wdEn
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1.
i

3. JidaS

1) HQE0| NElT S

2yl g APA Brle TR 2H ol
7Fel drpt AErie AvEe Fagn &
g Atk 23 9] A Hrhes 71E4 22 RMR
FAAFE T AFD)ol BR7IFR(0.05 ©]
&), IFEEA 8R4, GFI(AYE A4, AGFI
(FARYEAF)S NFEFAZEA), CFI
(A FEAS), TLIFIEREA A ) T2 +
27 APE de FF7]ER(0.90) o] FelH =
ol Ao wEFtn ¥ YUk

<Figure 2>0l| Hol= nje} o] Axn ol gt
AMOS EA427} £%=231.897, df=196, p=0.040,
Q=1.8, RMR=0.026, GFI(0.939), AGFI(0.906),
NFI= (0.947), CFI(0.991) 59 A#¥Ex 57} A

AFE] AR7IEA FFATI 9o} Ay

Food Traceability Consumer .
Factor System TAM Confidence Usage Intention
Food Traceability i
System
TAM 340
Consumer
Confidence 291 147 1
Usage Intention 318 264 .181 1
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22 ) >l Consumer ", 180
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¥=231.897, df=196, p=0.040, Q=1.8, RMR=0.026, GFI=0.939, AGFI=0.906 NFI=0.947, CFI=0.991
<Fig. 2> Path coefficients of path analytic model
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HlAAgle] s} AR ol g A AFHIT e &S ERAELI2)E &
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o <Figure 2% 2ok A 7] ATHL Fol = BAHo] S} 4t 71ZEAc

tite] A gho] 1.6450)%F o2 et 57 7HAd 75 E52u(1=2.344)2 o] g9 %] FolF el
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o} A4S 7} gl SE o] 8 oRE Fold
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M

TVARSE Y3 <Figure 1>9] 127
ZAeiA FEFQRIQ] A Fo|AFA A 26, 7

N
My 1%

FREY, 2nxpalE)e) Aol ATpESO p0.01 FENA o] & ool foldt Aol 3k
ol g & AHEY WA AFo|HFAANA  pXE Aoz YEht A7V 62 AEHAT
(t=7.678) 7|EF&Edd FoJA Q) JgS n|

Ae Aoz vehg 7Hd 12 g

(Table 3> The inspection result of the study hypotheses

Hypothesis Path SE t Estimate Result
Food T bili .
HI TAM . Food Traccability 042 7.678 321 Adoption
System
C ili
H2 onsumer - Food Traccability 031 3.745 116 Adoption
Confidence System
Food Traceabili
H3  Usage Intention <« 000 raceability 038 4847 186 Adoption
System
Consumer
H4 T X 1.122 048 Rejecti
Confidence — AM 043 ejection
H5 Usage Intention <« TAM .054 2344 127 Adoption
C
Hé6 Usage Intention <« onsumer 059 2.786 .046 Adoption
Confidence

Prediction of mode TAM R*=21.10, Consumer Confidence R?=36.20, Intention to Use R*=-19.60
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