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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to provide low-cost and highly effective methods for customers to pick out SMS(Short
Message Service) messages sent by financial institutions among SPAM messages and Smishing, which have rapidly spread
recently and have caused critical issues.

Above all, the study aims to list problems and limitations of the past efforts and measures to block SPAM messages and
provide one method to overcome those limitations. Also, the study aims to verify the effectiveness of the method by
implementation of them and conducting surveys of a broad range of customers.

Keywords: Personally identified SMS, Personal identification code(PI Code)
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Table 1. Spam protection factor Measurement of
Intelligent anti-spam service

L Measurement of intelligent
division . .
anti-spam service accuracy
target SKT, KT, LGU+
period 06. 2013
Spam protection rate and non-
blocking spam rate measurement
by sending each spam and
non-spam message
to 3 cellphone-carrier’s cellphones
measurement

which is joined to an intelligent

anti-spam service.

¥ (The number of the blocked
messages / The number of the
total messages) x 100

The number

spam and non-spam message

of samples |2,900
Sampling within error + 2%
error

Table 2. Measurement results

division KT SKT LGU+
blocking rate 43% 37% 7%
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Fig. 2. The process of the sending SMS by PI
Code
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Table 6. The results of the questionnaire survey
about the discrimination of spam using

about the discrimination of spam using improved SMS method
existing SMS methods
ositi|negati| no division posi | nega | no tot
division P g . total tive | tive | diff. | al
ve ve |diff.
college acad college
acgde graduates 0 30 4 34 emic graduates 81 1 2 34
mic ; ;
backgr| MER school |y gg 1 | gy back | high school |, 9 2 | 51
ound diploma grou diploma
in college 13 0 15 nd in college 13 1 1 15
20 15 0 15 20 13 1 1 15
30 30 0 33 30 29 2 2 33
age age
40 10 17 3 30 40 26 4 0 30
50 4 17 1 22 50 16 4 2 22
man 10 58 0 68 man 60 7 1 68
sex sex
woman 7 21 4 32 woman 24 5 3 32
fma'nc1a1 4 16 0 20 ﬁna.nclal 20 0 0 20
business business
student 2 13 0 15 occu student 13 1 1 15
oceuPa| medium and patio [ 1o diym and
tional small firm g i & 12 nal small firm = g . 18
cluster : = clust : =
major firm 0 20 0 20 - major firm 19 1 20
housewife 4 6 0 10 housewife 4 1 10
selfemployed 13 0 20 selfemployed 15 (0] 20
total 17 79 4 | 100 total 84 11 5 1100
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