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A Study about Impact of Mindfulness on Perceived Factors
of Information Technology Acceptance
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(ChosunBiz, 2017).
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9} YL o]t & A ATHBusiness Insider,
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Business Insider, 2014; Dane, 2011; Tan, 2012).
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31, Alg4to] &9 o] &-8-o]4(ease of use) 821
o 2 RH AR sfdoltt AR A 4 EKsocial in-
fluence) & JH7& 580l &S = T U= 71
FH o] 93kS AAE A2 E(Deutsch and Gerard,
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AE do7l=A glst= Aol 9 th(Venkatesh er
al, 2003). T7|E58ol&2 9 Z7to] # A
350 2(TRA), A8 5] 2TPB) 5 o7 3
Fo|R2o A AA P& R FHETs

Zo] 815 2 THAjzen and Fishbein, 1980; Ajen,

1991). T3} 7|&58 2 d(TAM), TAM-TBP 2%
0] £(combined TAM-TPB)o| 4] AKX 74 2] o] &2
= A=Y ol &g tigt s Maa
o1do] B2l A thDavis et al., 1989; Taylor and
Todd, 1995). & A5 HA] ZHFELR]9] o] &%

(Table 1) Operational Definitions

Conceptual Variable

Operational Definition

References

Performance Expectancy

The degree to which an individual believes that using the
smartwatch will help him or her to attain gains in job
performance.

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

Effort Expectancy

The degree of ease associated with use of the smartwatch.

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

Social Influence

The degree to which an individual perceives that important
others believe he or she should use the smartwatch.

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

Facilitating
Conditions

The degree to which an individual believes that an
organizational and technical infrastructure exists to support
use of the smartwatch.

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

Intention to Use

An indication of an individual’s readiness to use behavior.

Venkatesh et al.(2003)

cognizance of
Alternative Technologies

The degree to which a person is aware of a smartwatch’s
alternative options and their advantages and drawbacks

Langer(1989),
Sun et al.(2016)

Technological
Novelty Seeking

The degree to which a person compares the smartwatch with
existing technologies so that the individual is more aware
of its uniqueness.

Langer(1989),
Sun et al.(2016)

Awareness of Local The degree to which a person thinks about how the smartwatch | Langer(1989),
Contexts fits the individual’s local specifics and own needs. Sun et al.(2016)
Engagement with The degree to which a person actively seeks information about | Langer(1989),

Technology

the smartwatch in terms of its functionalities.

Sun et al.(2016)

Social Influence

Facilitating
Conditions

Performance
Expectancy

Effort
Expectancy

W)

H2(+)
Intention to HS (+) Use Behavior
Use

H3-1(-)

Engagement with
Technology

Mindfulness Factors

(Figure 2) Research Model

H4-1 (+

Cognizance of
Alternative
Technologies

Technological
Novelty
Seeking
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(Intention to Use)x= 2= }E-‘F Z]% 0] 8 3]-35!% )=
AEZ oJu|3}H, o] &3 ${(Use Behavior)= 2 A
22U ERAE o] &3h= ARE Yr|gith o]F 7|
o2 gk 7Hde oo H5¢9F 2ok

Hs: 2wl EYA 9] o] o] g8 9o T
HAQ) 4L 1A Aol

L

97 ARSE W

A

CIEC I DS

<Table 1> Zom, kA AAE 979 /1L
T2)3le ATRE L <Figure 2>9F 2T}

(Table 2> General Characteristics of the Sample

AT E vk 471 8]lo] ArtE LA
o] &9l T o]-gP 9o Pl =2HEHNE
Zk=A) AFA R o E gRlsty] 98 Az
AR AAEE T AR AR v A e B
S T 13] o]/} et A AutELAE Gi-ol
g&ate 7719 2FAE e R =3
o AEZA} 7]17RE 20179 12%J 49 RH 2017L4

= -
B A% 9% 3, 2448 $9E AR 277
:.'

= H
o) AEAIt AF A oAt FHT &

Characteristic Types Frequency Percent(%)
Male 145 52
Gender Female 132 48
20s 79 29
30s 65 23
Age 40s 72 26
50s 44 16
Over 60s 17 6
Senior high school 25 9
Education College/university 227 82
MA/Ph.D 25 9
1~3 132 48
Frequency mindfulness 4~6 70 25
per week 7~9 59 21
>10 16 6
< 10 minutes 21 8
. 10~20 minutes 89 32
Average time spent on 20~30 minutes 117 0
mindfulness per time -
30~60 minutes 35 13
>1 hour 15 5
No more than 3 months 12
3 months~6 months 49 18
Mindfulness Experience 6 months~9 months 95 34
9 months~12 months 103 37
More than 1 year 18 6
Total 277(100%)
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ol HEI|g &2 XY 20l ojxl= g o
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Bol QATEA A EAL <Table 2>9F #Th
FEY AFFAA EAS AvEY, AES
gapo] AL I 52%((1457), 94 48%(132
H)olH, o] &2 A= 20t 29%(797), 30tH
23%(65'), 40tH 26%(72%), 50t 16%(44™8), 60
o 6%(17%9)2 Aog yehgth AE-$HAt
WETFEE AU B digta Y] 82%(227
)E EES AARgoH, n5dn EPL
9%(25%8), AL B BAFEFSI A= 9%(25T) 2
Bt AEgEAY F4 v AA 73 SF
2 AuEy, Ad o)A 48%(1329)7}
1~33] U}—XM% Zhe o2 YR,
4~63]= 25%(709), T2 7~93]+= 21%(59%),
103] o]dL 6%(16%)Y Aoz YEut. &
W ol mpeAy7) =3 Al A s}L A7 20~30
ol %(THHE 7 B2 H
I o2 10~20%°] 32%(8978), 30~60+-2
13%(35%), 105 v+ 8%(217), 1417 o)L
5%(15%)% Ae® Yehgt vt gs s33
717k 9~1229°] 37%(103%8), 6~92-2 34%(95

:

% B} = (convergent validity) 2}

87 Slal %
E} 3% (discriminant validity) 432 =33 3}%]

AFEREe) A4e DEAF J)we) Bl
LR1EAS 53] 291484 FK(factor loading, FL),
A A1 %) & (composite reliability, CR), EAFH=Z3
“~(average variance extracted, AVE)Z s ok
713 WA ol 0B AnES AWEW B

€ #2219 21 A F(factor loading)©] 7]

el 07 *Jiléh Aoz veygt 23

PQ o}oili‘r(Cronbach
, 1980) wEpA B A
A% FJr dEE Fr3IHT

B
=
X, Cronbach’s a, &

M
1
iR
=|
rlr
H
&
(¢}
(9]
Vv
-L
\1
my
)
="

AHGL *E"L}—ir =259 Zﬂ*l %}CO]
Z}+ @919 23| (correlations) Al FE.oF 24
gQlste] Hdslth(Bagozz et al., 1998; Fomell and
Larcker, 1981). ©|ol ta] &<l Az} =

HE w2 HlES AL, 3~692 18%(49 FEAF AFT frol 4 209 ”ﬂrﬂrﬁl 741T
), 38 vk F 19 o2 47 6%(18%)F At B B3ske 2o ® eyt et 2 A
A3 o RE 8Q5E BUHYES Fusgrin 2
F ok AR B R BAFEAS AR
4.2 HSEZE Y HHEEE ] A= <Table 4>} Zom, 7+ 82l t&-
she oS ghe BAFEATY AFE B2
B AT ALd ATRgY HA4e BY ovjar
(Table 3) The Results of Factor Analysis
Factor Items pL | Crombach’s| cp | AVE
I would find smartwatch useful in my job. 0.842
Performance - - -
E Using smartwatch enables me to accomplish task more quickly. | 0.912 0.912 0.917 | 0.889
xpectancy
Using smartwatch increases my productivity. 0.861
My interaction with smartwatch would be clear and 0.821
Effort understandable. ’
Expectancy |I would find smartwatch easy to use. 0.877 0.927 0972 | 0.922
Learning to operate smartwatch is easy for me. 0.911
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(Table 3) The Results of Factor Analysis(Continued)

Factor Ttems FL Cmn‘;a"h *| CR | AVE
People who influence my behavior think that I should use 0.889
smartwatch. '
Social People who are. important to me think that I should use 0792 0.905 0946 | 0853
Influence |smartwatch for job.
I would use smartwatch if my friends and colleagues used 0.822
them. ’
I have the resources necessary to use smartwatch. 0.898
Faclh?a.tmg I have the knowledge necessary to use smartwatch. 0.855 0911 0923 | 0.822
Conditions | There is a specific person or group available for assistance
. - 0.901
with any technical problems of smartwatch I may encounter.
I paid attention to differences of smartwatch from any other
. 0912
technology I previously used.
Technological I tended to figure out how smartwatch was unique in relation
Novelty £ . d 0909 | 0891 |0.975]0.861
Seeking to IT that I am currently using.
I was mindful about how smartwatch differed from similar
0.901
IT 1 had used
I was engaged in investigating smartwatch when making the 0.965
adoption decision. ’
Engagement ; - .
with I gathered'factual 'm'formatlon about smartwatch before making 0857 0.889 0967 | 0.876
the adoption decision.
Technology
I got involved in exploring this smartwatch before I adopted 0.909
it. ’
When making the decision to adopt smartwatch, I thought
. - 0.877
about how smartwatch might help my job.
When making the decision to adopt smartwatch, I thought
Awareness of | about how smartwatch might change the way my work was| 0.922 0.902 0991 | 0.899
Local Context| done.
When making the decision to adopt smartwatch, I thought
about how smartwatch may be compatible with my assignment| 0.917
requirements.
I attended to alternative views regarding smartwatch before
. . . 0.869
making the adoption decision.
Cognizance 1 was aware of other IT device than smartwatch before decidin,
of Alternative . £l 0.922 0.872 0.987 | 0911
to adopt it.
Technology
I thought about alternative IT to address my demands when
- . 0.943
deciding to adopt this smartwatch.
] I intend to use the smartwatch. 0.892
Imerll;lszn T predict T will use smartwatch in my work. 0955 | 0899 | 0981|0917
I have a plan to use smartwatch in the near future 0.905
I frequently use smartwatch. 0.941
Use. I use smartwatch on a regular basis. 0.883 0.903 0.978 | 0.920
Behavior
I frequently work through smartwatch. 0.899
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(Table 4) Construct Correlation and Discriminant Validity

Construct [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [71 [8] [9] [10]
[1] Performance Expectancy 0.943
[2] Effort Expectancy 0.433 | 0.960
[3] Social Influence 0.343 | 0.412 | 0.924
[4] Facilitating Conditions 0.465 | 0.387 | 0.411 | 0.894
[5] Novelty Seeking 0.543 | 0.453 | 0.459 | 0.472 | 0.928
[6] Engagement with Technology| 0.323 | 0.511 | 0.325 | 0.389 | 0.333 | 0.936
[7] Awareness of Local Context | 0.433 | 0.487 | 0.443 | 0.424 | 0.408 | 0.499 | 0.948
81 g:cghn;iﬁ;fe:f Alternative | 515 | 0.412 | 0.394 | 0.433 | 0334 | 0304 | 0.495 | 0.955
[9] Intention to Use 0.552 | 0.445 | 0.413 | 0.487 | 0.398 | 0.385 | 0.432 | 0.325 | 0.957
[10] Use Behavior 0.335 | 0.232 | 0.374 | 0.387 | 0.402 | 0.421 | 0.223 | 0.424 | 0.339 | 0.959

"Diagonal elements are the square roots of the AVE of each construct.

4.3 #X2E: SEM &4

a|

! 3
1

M

N
z

4

N
2o

]_

i

2 AFA E88 Be 89Ed JS5E
HEtd e AAAS nEo R 7£
St SEM(structural equation modeling)
3t} <Table 5> 2 A3 3+%
A= A5 15 Aotk 4
e Ag= FaL FE871EA] ol etk

!

% ofh Oﬂ
=

C

o Mol
o fd ot U
o it o dl

|

d
il

218 4= AT SRMR &2 71 4E]] 0085 ©]st
91 00662 RO, ChisquareS AHH-E5 Uir
CMIN/DF g2 713t |59l 1.0~4.00 33t
3.117% U THHu and Bentler, 1999). GFI, AGH,
NFI, CFI 9A] ¥ F87|FA & F3ska e
22 AFEES FxH o2 APt B

4 %lem, SEM ¥4 Age A5

F 9o

(Anderson and Gerbing, 1984; Bentler and Bonett,

1980; Maccallum et al., 1996).

(Table 5) Goodness of Fit Test

A AAEE 970 9] 7Hol thEk SEMEAS
33513, I AF}= <Table 6> 2 <Figure 3>3}
2t} Hl, H2, H3, H4, H5+= E37|&580] &9
Y7} o] 8 & B o]§3P 9l mX= FF
S 3915l 7Pdolt) A AE AER
A, A7, =871, A A JEF o]89=
o 0.01% FeFTolA 3HAQ s A=
ASE YEpstal, o]o wt Hi, H2, H3-2 A/ A&
At EXZHL o] &3l 0.05% ol
A FAAA GFE VA= AoE YEN, o
o we} He= AAH AT T3 o] &&= o]
2ol 0.01% FolgFolM FHHQ JegFe v
A Ao 2 Yl H5w AAH A 53
FEO|EM AN E BE SYHST) AvtES
2)9] o] g-ojx 2 o] &89 F23F e e ldo]
AL o] A= FVEFEo|Ro] e
AR7|E 9 HHA LAY 20t ELX 9 o] §

—_

N,
oy

tandardiz MIN/DF
Goodness of fit item Ifl\?[R(iSl({iMif) C(XZ/ND/F) GFI AGFI NFI CFI
Measurement value 0.066 3.117 0.885 0.875 0.927 0.931
Recommended acceptance 0.085 1.0~4.0 0.85 0.80 0.9 0.9
standard or under or higher | or higher | or higher | or higher
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(Table 6) The Results of Path Analysis

Al ho] ZrtE Q|9 o] &P E Yot
E Utk

HI-1, H2-1, H3-1, H4-1& B3 7|&58o0
4714 =989l G0l nt3 A Q1
ofgA A=A glst= 7ol vt
22191 A 7I=R1A, g FTAY, A
A2, 71689 292 HeEHE 747
001% == 005% FolgEels =Hdav
Aoz Yehgth Al 7]&dA 89 4
7} o] &= vA= FFS T

® Do

N

o
)
= rr 2 ox d

—

o

e ko
re

A

o
EN

Path 01;1;}; S.E. |T-Value | Conclusion
H1: Performance Expectancy — Intention to Use 222771 039 | 3.550 Supported
H2: Effort Expectancy — Intention to Use 212" 042 | 3.922 | Supported
H3: Social Influence — Intention to Use 289" 049 | 3.735 | Supported
H4: Facilitating Conditions — Use Behaviour 1547 | 052 | 3.551 Supported
H1-1: P_e)ﬂ;(r);zi?ss E)xlﬁsc;ancy x Cognizance of Alternative Technologies 275|061 | 4.111 | Supported
H2-1: Effort Expectancy x Novelty Seeking — Intention to Use 2827 055 | 3.432 Supported
H3-1: Social Influence x Awareness of Local Context — Intention to Use | 266" | .059 | 4.394 Supported
H4-1: gic;lialli\t?(t)?rg Conditions * Engagement with Technology — Use 295" | 052 | 5259 | Supported
H5: Intention to Use — Use Behaviour 257771 0.49 | 4.881 Supported

"p<0.01, “p<0.05.

Performance
Expectancy

199*

Intention to
Use

Effort
Expectancy

255"
Social
Influence

133

182+

Facilitating
Conditions

Use Behavior

#4 p<0.01, *p<0.05

Performance
Expectancy

Effort

Expectancy w
o
Intention to 257
o Use

Social Influence

Facilitating
Conditions

0

.295%*

ith
Technology

Mindfulness Factors

Alternative
Technologies

* p<0,01, *p<0.05

(Figure 3) The Result of Path Analysis in Research Model
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A Study about Impact of Mindfulness on Perceived Factors
of Information Technology Acceptance

Hyun Mo Kim” - Ying Ying Pang” - Joo Seok Park

Abstract

Mindfulness is the process of actively noticing new things. Today, companies have introduced and
run mindfulness programs because the mindfulness has possible applications of productivity and in-
novation in corporation. However, role of mindfulness has not been clearly investigated in behavior re-
search of Information System. The purpose of this study is to confirm the effects of mindfulness on
technology acceptance process. Based on UTAUT Model, we examined how mindfulness in technol-
ogy acceptance process moderate antecedent factors of acceptance intentions and use behavior. For
empirical research, we conducted a survey on acceptance of smart watch of internet of things for em-
ployees of companies applying the mindfulness programs. then, we analyzed survey sample in empiri-
cal methodologies. Based on the empirical analysis, cognizance of alternative technologies in mindful-
ness factors increased the impact of performance expectancy on acceptance intention. Novelty seeking
in mindfulness factors increased the impact of effort expectancy on acceptance intention. Awareness
of local context in mindfulness factors decreased the impact of social influence on acceptance
intention. engagement with technology in mindfulness factors increased the impact of facilitating con-
ditions on use behavior. This study suggests academic implications and practical implications based on
the results of the research. The implications will help to support and extend the theory of technology
acceptance model while providing practical insights for IT acceptance by suggesting ways to utilize
mindfulness in corporation.

Keywords: Mindfulness, UTAUT, Intention to Use, Use Behavior, Technological Novelty Seeking,
Engagement with Technology, Awareness of Local Context, Cognizance of Alternative
Technology, Smartwatch
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