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The Influence of Users’ Perception of Digital Convergence Media upon Use Intention
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of users’ perception of convergence media which were appeared with
technological development upon the actual intention of use. Study findings show that when the perceived usefulness of convergence
media was high, use intention was high as well. In addition, when the perceived ease of use was high, use intention was high as
well. Use intention had significance influence upon the extent of actual use. This finding implies the fact that when use intention
is higher, convergence media are more frequently used in reality. On the other hand, when innovation resistance is higher, the
perceived ease of use, use intention and media intimacy are lower. In the end, due to innovation resistance, the use intention of
media becomes lower and the use of convergence media is delayed.

B R =

Technology Acceptance Model, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, Innovation resistance

o] dajAd
1o

I~
F oI BA

A2 3E & 4 QrHll Fudsks Lﬁ LREEANS

AASQAT, TG, MP3 Eelole], AxAt

So Al S BE 3 BAS §7 AU A A9, PDP A5 A Az 7
°l

= o Al
S Sol gAd 7)7] Al Ards dFo] Bl *J%OE 755k %% DMB
2l

b 1‘F‘( Ol
o rq'

g AW ds AES Fuids, gx4d TV, 7 Eo2 WHASHA & ke TV AIW'E 4%lon,

AERGL7(PDA) T w9 st FokddlA Folm FHe] g3 9fo]H 2 (WiBro) 48319} ofo]fo]9]

G STk oldl 4F F P EAQ A0R Fuld  ERE olEe AvlEEe] $A42 A VXY
« Zietn Al-F4HE5tkik0426 @ naver.com) o WAK XL FAhetn Al-FE 2SS sumboy2@daum.net)
MU R} 2011, 03. 22 AMAHETH)L AL - 2011, 04. 20 HMH AR 2011, 06. 15

363



ot
4
2
>
o
>
ﬁ
i
M
>
2
D
i
2,
w
fol

o oo kI I
5
ich
e
L
[o
o
-
o
rir
B
=
L
o

73

28 deud 54 wgskly] wolu2l

= 24 off N ot Y

=2
s
M
o
r
X
N
)
32
2
N
)
o
il
o
)
it
)
)
L)
rr

Hd rlo

Atks Aotk obgl, o) 744 7]
AL AEE AR Eokd
; L E tls

o Y o
ol
2
ot &

o Mo 2

Sott

Lo

il

Ir

N

N

+

N

off

o

bot=)

B

=)

=

ol

o do 2N, off © & o N

S
olf
9
N
o
=
o
S
T e
Nl °
a
= Mo
= )
[~ o
o
e
o

oy

ofy fol
ko
o,
N,

iroae e =
RO
=
4oL
1o
jus)
Y Ew L
a2
=)
hu)

>

=

>4

il

2 b

o

X,
% ol o

o

Qv 28]
14he] Aelou], o

-
o 4 w 2
o
[
[
fu)
ne
2
A
AN
o
K
X

ol
4
)
o
f
ol
ko
[

3

2

4 e

ri, >oxl ¥
o
=2
>~
oX,
al
o
N
o
ol
o
N

ko
-
i
2
dot of

Hd
o
oo .
)
s
O
fe 1o i
R R
™
to
i

il

N
B XNomd Ty dm o pE T

N
30
)
o
B

XN
s
S
ofo
td
il

ofo
st
=
o,
2
N
242
o X
ol
N
ri
o
<0,
o

2

-0,

N

il
Oyl
R

T
m
o (o T

> FO

r‘O

o

ik

2

(o]

ofo

o e

e

b =
tlo ot
oo
_o‘k
2
o

O o
2
o,
ofo u
o
ol
Ol
-
o
A
oo
|

2oty k2ol Aol te O fo 2 oo

2-1. 9AE §3#vgold 53% 78
tAE 7lEe] was FAloly 7hd, #HiEH 5o

7171501 Az FAEE 7se "kl HHA g

364

o A As AFo] ST dA" AR Al
< otue] 71719k Aulzel o3 HRENVES
T A2 FEoR 7E TIAFE o] EAEAA
SAAFoR wolgo A3l tAE Ands dY
< ITEok=s B8 4AAE] B ool 24 dojut
i glem, Al e S, WwEa $49 &9,
SehQlat ezekele] A9 & AR gEdEd U
A @de 7t dz fFodsts 5 5 3
. Fuldshe dste] dubd Vel S 2
MulazE Add Bk olyet yxEteztel MP3
7I's, 719, DMB, 4 9%¢ 7Iee Aedv 714
Az AF AHAES ARNES &75 FFA717
M trFe o] &FEHE wola gt

|
4, 4 P49 5 tdet o|EEe] AMEHIUL ¢
= 7)1« 822 (Technology Acceptance Model: TAM)
2 gloju|xet 19 FRE 9s4lb] FEE =l
2 olgAe] YS9t B, (A" folAH Q1A
H 8] FAE T o] dFde &

YEolet @ % rHel

|

(o

e
284

A8 T

8y e
s e 3

LILE

PR
NAd 0

a1 7|eT 8
Fig. 1 Technology Acceptance Model

84 (perceived usefulness)o]g “oj® A}
5

Nzge olgete] Ao Ang ¥ &

AE"E Tk, QAx®E go]A(perce-
ived ease of use)elgt “BEAS AAY V&S ‘o
2 =8 glo] A8E 4 oy ¥e AE"(p320)E
o m] gkeH4].

TAMS  stelA g9 o] &(Theory of Reasoned
Action)oll &718te] A 2L V&) THT o]F o] &
sHe Exle] e AWss o|24 AR A
ol stoi6]. #eEld ol AR Q17ke]

=



oA" gviTole dd 82 AATE Agol el vA=

£ (innovation resistance model)©]tH12]. Ram(1987)&
digated g AE AuREd i AR ASR A HA
< F AF R At HAL AHRMEA A FAAS
Aol B85 o Wolsdd & - FAtEV|E AN iR

rir

2o
OM— 3 7}%— Lt

Ao
2L 78I FAAR Aoz oAAA wolEe]x] goF= oA}
TSR] V|2 #HL Vsl ARzt AP EddEkE, olF FalAde]E FE20H13].

2317] ol&q4E o §83% o= A4y o A A3 (Innovation resistance)o]@ ‘AL &

3 AR AATAFE Jjgo|y AH~E ARl s Fodw HE ExE Hald o3 Faw wsl

A s HE 9 o et mojAoR Yt F4 Oigh Anxie] Ao Aeojd £ girh AHAE

olty, A= 394l HE 9 okd| we} y|goltt Wt AWPS wW Rt uig F8I AFAbel

AMulz ARge]  ZulatHelR]l. A4E 9208 A A #¥ dEE 7Y gtk Aeluial.

TAME o]&3te] IPTV ol &9k AAHL8E #4gk o] 22 2nAEe] A AEe= 71E9 F3H habit

A QR E F8A1Y Qlx¥l folAlo] =&+E A toward existing practice)¥ A ZHE  9)¥ (perceived

WA QL o] RHE 9} Fujo] =T} A e risk)olgte F 7HA] Mol o3 S Wi o=
ol 22 =o& EUE £ d7E ey 22 UEutHl4] olde HAATRFS Av|se] G4t

7HaE AAsHA T A, 71E FAle] AZelA oy 7)ed) 17k o)

o 232 NS PAs gitke HoA 2 9e]

ATV 1 3o ol f84S v & FS 5 Svi2]

tjo] o] goke| T TS A A g A eh 0]501(2007)L AH|AHEO] AlAES T
ojt}. A HISEARD AZE I QUEFE AdE] F
AT/ 2 0 VY Uig o] et & = T840 FesEte APSs A ALY 71E
Hjt]o] o] &&ko] EA ek 740]‘4 Fe] ®gle] gigt FHEoR FE84S =R X
g Zolgta Btk v AdE] Wg 54 A
2-2. 7|58 LHA A e THAAL AE S ARl A A g 2 A
WE F JoR AAs 84S P Aolgt
MES 7]so] GAlE Au|2=7) s o] Anjate]  FAEHGTH

A FE&EH77A vhekgt A PHresistance) 8.810] TA ATz 418420022 e AMB|~E gide
sHAl |TH10). A a]lojgt AFe] A, Aztd 2 v Ago] FEomd] ofwe JFS WA=
A Z& BN T Ana Ao ’\]Zﬂ% FE& e BAS An Avix Aol AE&5E FEok
of W& AL Wty AA B YoM AFESE 7} HodgE dis Oéﬁiﬁ}. Bettman(1973)8 N
EAlStL YA AFES FEETHE Ao A Ab Fufske Al Al

o 99 A A} ol tehdn e A0l AL A9 e Shale] R Aot Aol ol
Aoltk. A, HAFUES] A DEEte] Al Ax, 1 A Tl Gojxl
2% ol gstd Ad FHow A& AUEAAN  Ram(198DE A4

TSR S BAW FPABIA FEEE % SEAAW H0ATe] 9T A oA AYE
& Aotk sk AR sl e 2ulAe £ oliifel wel ¢ ol Wekdirka rgkeHIel
g3 @ 54 S8 SAATONG AuA AT olsh B kF Fal AvAe GuAYo) HE
o] whgy] ol vH11] 5% A% F84S ok ol olgolm 9
TAME WIS AR B 71E ATEES 3 obd 0 d4F 5 Ark ol ¥ AFE A
2 S5} ol 2UE %ol AYslo] Yk oel  HUwslel wels /] TAM wde] Wele Bg
@ owdel WBE AR w7t HAAREY sl AZE $84 R olgdne AP wAE



S AAEA S| =2 A 267 A|3E

unag vt 2 7S At

A77H 3 1 NAAFE gPIToldl o Az
F8A3 ol golmel ¥4 e v
4 Aot}

ol = I8=
FALEU Mujan o] gl AERE o)zt =
Aoz YegtHl8]. webd wjA s vfA] ol
Sl AR dFE A Aoleh= dFo] 7t
otk

=, iAol i L= =E54E oYl
ek 33, AR 2d 2 7S e A S
H|-§-5.24Q1 A|z}o] vlopd Aot} o] thgd} 2

Mg sk

AT 4 HBAAGe] B25E wA AAEE ¥
A hehd Aot
AT 5 AARES} $L5E vele] o fakE

=7 vebe Aol

. od71eke

31 24 0y 2 d7Ed

B A= ggugojo] et 8k A7 &3
Hjt]o] o] & o Ee] W= JFgS #AE] Y8, T+
Z:i}il A ](Structured Questlonnalre)é 0]%6]]

o

3 291 pel, 4PN A A%
@104 ol S IR WS oo 10000
99 2897E 20099 109 5374 AAsT 24
A% ST AN S 86799 MEAZ SPSS BA
zzagor 37wAE AN,

366

UMY | ——————»| O E2E

&4 \ +
— | gFol8E

a8 2. A7 =E
Fig. 2 Research Model

He=2

%

Q]r 0]5%1(2007)e] HALEE
ool f8k,

F, gqETel: Aol

284 gt 7

s ST, £9 He e

AR &0l Davis(1989)¢} Lin & Lu(2000)¢]

AEg B AT WA £43] Agatdeh S
tofe] F 7% ols] R7hH sl el F 2 9
o, gPrIele 2715 ols] ¥4 )5S B
£ e 4w, Wk gt 9 §Eitelel 7]
52 4 245 Ao ARGt R TH
A Z4sgon AR 82 e,
SAAFE FHUIE Abgel B wrhelah
HBA A, $AH A E gelseon], Bl
0]5R1(2007) 2 A&7 (2009)7F AHESE HEE 2
Fol 9ol Agsn AN Bge gEels
B el BHeR s AAYEE zeEd,

toje 7171 A #
= Aoty ‘gRvitels =4
}qgmﬁffﬂ@7hﬂ1%2&ﬂqi*%4
FAsAeH 7 AER ZA3Arh ol
HEE(a) 7002 e
o] g7t A ofH wiH S
AAF =7 Gotry] fla|A] ‘ol
S3|T]o] & o] L3lx] @om Holy} F
2Ty, s oW dE dhe BT §3]
2 AN EE . [19][20],

=
s o
7 AEE Sgsan. BE AgEsQ

olo
ol
=)

gé
il

Ho
k1

oo o &

L
r>~ HU

o o
o S
ﬁ!‘

sk

bl

rr

|. aly c>£

832



oA e

sgviteld W

G873 QA7 AbgelE] mAE 9%

UERRTE wiA g o2 o] g5 T wjAE X&H
o o]gstEle ol & oA Ax=E Aot v
A olg 9gr =4S 9d| Taylor & Todd(199%5)7}
AR Aol e FREYAE FF o8 9

go] Qrf= BalS 7A HArz =A5 k)

(= e B

v 24411

AAE &ol 43t fF&40] o] x| 1A
IO 1

rlr o,

ofk

B0l F8&0] o] &Y mA= ¢
3 1o AA" A Zo
(beta=40, p<.001)d
o
A=
3

op
o
o,
o
o]
o
lo
il

o= Yehgon, <A
A A (beta=15, p<.001) ©o]&2 %o 9GS 1|
2 Uehith ol HA W

HFFOXDB

o] 2%E AW

E 1. ex|E Soldut ol zof olxl&

2 %

40| 0|8

=l

Table 1. The effect of perceived usefulness and
perceived ease of use on Use Intention

=g
sk ko Beta t D
(Constant) 17.04
A ol | 40 1241 | 000"
WY 15 491 0007
Fz+ 125.78
Adj.R’ 22
+*n<,001
4-2. o] &%} o] &Fd HXE FF(7142)
o] &-o=7} wt]o] o] gl WX JETS EAS
A} FT 29} o] o] g9 v} mtlo] o] & beta=09,
p<lOoDd wig- ekt S mAE Fo= s
th & o895V =&TE A o|§HE Eolxl

Ao Ve,

2. 0|97} o| 2| o|X|= A&
Table 2. The effect of use intention on the amount of
media use

W (o] &)
Eal s o T O O
e Beta t D
(Constant) 1.16
o]g-9| .09 2.77 006"
F3k 767
AdiR’® 003
**p<_01

4-3. FAAZe] 184, o189 E, AYE v
Ae ZOHE3T 714 4)

84l wA=

E 3004 B uel o] Al o] <l
(beta=-20, p<.001)°| +
2 etk

fsﬂ/\ ;q z‘sLo]

HAIXEo| FaMdo olxles HE
The effect of innovation resistance on
perceived usefulness
THEAFRIAE 18§
Beta t p
45.60
-6.08

36.93
Adj.R’ 040

v
ar

3.
Table 3.

)

SAAE -.20 000"

E 4 XNl o820l o|xE HE

Table 4. The effect of innovation resistance on use

intention
RO
=gws [ T O
A Beta t D
(Constant) 21.49
A4 g -.09 -2.73 006"
F3k 747
Adi R’ 007
Mp<.01

367



9
=
=

=
=

SRR 1
gs, ©Ag TV, 7l

JAAEGL7|(PDA) FE2 vA

o wWay ot

o

kel

=

=

kol
T

sha

[¢}

xl—%.

of We ws B

577}
AT me ol 84

ﬂ,

e}
&
<

35

o

o]
[¢]

g

=
LR
o]

Jn.uﬂO
7

.

=

o QIX|7} AHA| o] gjxo| o

IZof o

a
=

55 ol gelwst otk

ol o 9wo] 1A=

°
x

k)

%
affinity

RS KRR 12 7 o=

o] ¥t

O| oH &

)

=
1

b

S

IS}

B

™

A

}

k9
yal

Skl

5]
i

)
=

ol

p

L

Ej

S

2 YERgTh
= AL v

Qe wjAl o] &L=t shop]
o)

2
nn

(&
=

A gom A3 tAE mtje] £&

Ao
[¢]

P

<)

A v

<)

E
S

AT

[e]

9%

202

T

]

A

=y
a

Fo mjAIRY
o
375
1.28
1.63
001

[¢]

.
media use
Beta
04

1

Pl =iA] A6 Al3w

b
Table 5. The effect of innovation resistance on media

A&l
1
5
|

=09, p<.01)
5.

oAl ek A

Zoleh. el HAA

FUAE

i
1
H

I
pal

(beta

L
L

k<)

Sy =
<
T
=
3 | ™ oo
= N ==
B | — s ©
= o3 2
& T
gl | =
ae |
HEE
S| =
2= g
g1 X <
S}

-

0l
oH

_ll_
R

17} o|T|o| ol &%l ofx]

1 =7F wj 3] o] &l 7|

g

=]

X

(7}425)
Fzt
Adj.R*

6. oAl
Table 6. The effect of media affinity on the amount of

ol oh

A

ot} e} 8AA

4-4. v} A
(Constant)

**p<.01
ﬁl—uﬁ

L
T

ZAB|=U2, Vol. 11, 7, 2007.

}

ks)
i

o]

202)° e

=04, p

A o] -8 Hbeta

368



oA" gviTole dd 82 AATE Agol el vA=

[2] OIME - 4L - £938}, “mIYo] &2BlA B3l
B, X2:373AL 2008,

[B] M4 - - o] - e, HA"E AHA
Z2AE FujElge] #F A WA AeA
% FAAFS FHor, FxIR2Y=
T4, 99, 15, pp. 270-284, 2009.

[4] Davis, F. D. "Perceived Usefulness, Perceived
Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of
Information Technology", MIS Quarterly, 1989.

[5] Davis, F. D, Bagozzi, R. P, & Warshaw, P, R
"User acceptance of computer technology: A
comparison of two  theoretical models",
Management Science, 35(8), pp. 982-1003, 1989.

[6] 244 - 149, “AHY ZHL mini ©]-8-2)%=d
YFe VA= 8ds0 A A7, HER AR
YAl 4, 83, 23, pp. 82-115, 2007.

[7] Chung, D, & Nam, C. "An analysis of the
variables predicting instant messenger use", New
Media & Society, 9, pp. 212-234, 2007.

[8] Zhou, Y. “Voluntary adopters versus forced
adopters: integrating the diffusion of innovation
theory and the technology acceptance model to
study intra-organizational adoption”, New Media
& Society, 10, pp. 475-496, 2008.

[9] Venkatesh, V., & Davis, F. D. A, "Theoretical
extension of the technology acceptance model:
Four longitudinal field studies", Management
Science, Vol. 46, No. 2, pp. 186-204, 2000.

[10] Crawford C. M., "Marketing Research and The
New Product Failure Rate". Journal of
Marketing, 419, 23, pp. 51-61, 1987.

[11] & - AdE, "A71E F80 QoA &Hlak 9
A4 FUE 8A A H o] (Touch Interface)
71 FARY, YAIEATF, 239, 3%, pp.
37-52, 2010.

[12] A&3- H, “IPTV 2o A2)2] Aaglel a3
AT, HESAAT, AL, pp. 163-191, 2009.

[13] Ram S. "A Model of Innovation Resistance", Advances
in Consumer Research, 14, pp. 208-212, 1987.

[14] Sheth J. N. "Psychology of Innovation Resi-
stance: The Less Developed Concept in
Diffusion Research". Research in Marketing, J. N.
Sheth, 4 Jai Press Inc., pp. 273-282, 1981.

[15] A&, "siRgarel] g A" 784 2 A
B Agel T3 58 AAtell PR Gl
B AT Vs e gAAdRdS F4
o2, dxA2sR, 539, 63F, pp. 379-404, 2009.

[16] Rogers, E. M. "Diffusion of innovations (4th

ed.)". New York: The Free Press, 199.

[17] AR ATL, “Hade Fods AR
1 Gl g A5, 2002,

[18] Rubin, A. M, "Television uses and gratifications:
The interactions of viewing parrerns and
motivations", Journal of Broadcasting, 27(1), pp.
37-51, 1983.

[19] oA, “Agae] AApstel denido] g
o, Aethstal tishel wAFehe] =, 1998.

[20] AF5 - AI8A, "AEUL AR|2e] 83N
ZHZE Age w43, AdAEAAT, 159, 1
3, pp. 85-98, 2002.

[21] 8733 - 2213 - HAR - ZAH, "IPTV ©]&9j %
2Rl #3 AT VeTFERdS FHoR
AH AR AN AT, 83, 335, pp. 23-46, 2008.

[22] Lin, J. C & Lu, H. "Towards and Unde-
rstanding of the behavioral intention to use a
web site", International Journal of Information
Management, 20, pp. 197-208, 2000.

[23] Bettman, J, "Perceived Risk and Its Components:
A Model and Empirical Test", Journal of
Marketing Research, 10, pp. 184-190, 1973.

[24] Taylor, S., & Todd, P. a., "Understanding in-
formation technology usage: A test of competing
models", Information Systems Research, Vol. 6,
No. 2, pp. 144-176, 1995.

ISPV |

St 3}
s AR W ey, melel, S8t B4 Y

vlcle] o] g s, vlele] EHx 5

369



