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Abstract Many organizations are applying robotic process automation (RPA) to automate repetitive and
rule based tasks to enhance the accuracy and efficiency of works. Some members are willing to join
the projects hoping to eliminate annoying and meaningless tasks, but others are resisting this
innovation fearing that they may lose their jobs. In this study, both positive and negative antecedents
are posited to influence the performance in adopting RPA. The effects of relative advantage,
compatibility, change management effect, innovation resistance and satisfaction, conclusively to
performance improvement were examined via a survey of 109 employees involved in the 11 RPA
projects in a manufacturing company, and the structural equation model analysis. The research
considering the consumer characteristics of the innovation resistance model can be followed for the

development of individualized change management strategy.
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Table 1. Operationalization

Variable Operational Definition References
Relative the extent to which RPA improves Kaya [7]
Advantage economic gain or cost saving Ram [16]
Compatibility [the extent to which RPA keeps Leem et
consistency with the existing values al[1]
and needs of the receiver Lee et
al.[11]
Ram [16]
Change Mgmt. |the extent to which receivers are Ram [16]
Effect provided with clear information and Noh [21]
motivation
Innovation  |the extent to which RPA arises Ram [16]
Resistance |emotional aversion and complaints Yang [22]
Satisfaction |[the extent to which RPA helps the user| Delone &
create value Mclean [8]
Implementation |the extent to which RPA saves the Kim[24]
Performance |user’s time
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Variable Questionnaire S Frequency|Required Time_(min) | Rate of
asks .
I think RPA will reduce unnecessary waste of time. / Month before after  |Saving (%)
I think RPA will speed up the processing time of my mailing to customers 20 30 2 93%
Relative |45k, -
Advantage TR —— . : " sharing ERP reports 2 120 2 98%
thin Will enhance the accuracy of my task. inquiry into claim lists 28 150 45 70%
I think RPA will prevent the error from task. sending msg to partners 5 360 60 33%
My task needs RPA. reporting parts import
Compatibility [It is required to adopt RPA for my task. test 1 360 120 67%
It is adequate to adopt RPA for my task. calculating employee’s 1 420 240 43%
I clearly understand the purpose of change management msurance
programs for RPA. checking cash inflow 5 30 5 83%
I am satisfied with the change management programs writing test results 10 240 60 75%
Change ~|for RPA. reporting equipment 20 60 5 929
mgmt. effect|] think the change management programs for RPA have failure ¢
brought systems to match users’ needs. o .
monitoring machine 40 10 19 53%
I think the change management programs for RPA is status e
beneficial. B/L transaction 20 30 19 37%
I feel satisfied with RPA functions.
I will willingly apply RPA to other tasks. . .
atisfacti Table 4. Basic statics of survey Respondents (N=109)
Satisfaction |1 think T have got what I wanted when choosing RPA
implementation. Category N %
I will recommend RPA implementation to others. Male 39 817
T would like to reject to implement RPA if possible. Gender Female 20 183
I am dissatisfied with RPA. P
Innovation 20s 20 18.3
Resistance |1 think critically on RPA . 308 63 578
I want to keep the existing way of work instead of using Age R _
RPA. 40s 18 16.5
50s 8 7.3
2 yrs to less than 6 yrs 25 229
= 2 . .
2A9] e AFA kR AR of 5 Ay Exﬁe‘;e“ge 6 yrs to less than 10 yrs 25 22.9
of Wor
2 AR TR AR s duH A HE over 10 yrs 59 54.1
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SRMR d_ULS d_G Chi® NFI rms Theta
8 s 0.062 0.724 0.519 281.08 0.807 0.172
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Table 5. Reliability and Convergent Validity analysis

Cronbach’s
Aloha rho,A | CR. AVE.
Relative Advantage 0.854 0.854 | 0.901 | 0.696
Compatibility 0.905 0.909 | 0.940 | 0.840
Change Mgmt. 0.868 0.871 | 0.919 | 0.791
Effect

Innovation 0.828 0.829 | 0.886 | 0.661

Resistance
Satisfaction 0.905 0.909 0.940 0.840

eI EE ER1817] $13l AVES] 3t} A2
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(e}

ol2-2 W4 VIF a2 &<13F 23} 25 55t} 2o
:{

2]
uz AR ERtel= vgsa Aol EAEHA] e

o 4= 92t} (Table 8 F%x).

Table 8. Inner VIF analysis

Innovation . . Performance
. Satisfaction
Resistance Improvement
Relative Advantage 1.824 1.824
Compatibility 1.530 1.530
Change Mgmt.
Effect 1.243 1.243
Innovation
Resistance 3.192
Satisfaction 3.192
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Table 9. Path coefficients
Table 6. Formell—Larcker Criterion analysis
Path
2 2 Hypotheses .. t—value | Results
Relative Compatibili Change Innoyatlon Satisfactio Coefficients|
Advantag : Mgmt. |Resistanc n _ ive Adv N
e Y Effect e H1~1 Relative Advantage . —0.454 | 4.975"accepted
- (=) Innovation Resistance]
Relative 0.834
Advantage : IH1—2 Relative Advantage = 0.342 3,515 accepted
Compatibility| 0.582 0.916 (+) Satisfaction| o o
Change IH2—1 Compatibility = -
N 0.431 0.170 0.889 J — o,
Mgmt. Effect (=) Innovation Resistance| 0.239 | 2.572" accepted
Innovation . A pe n= . o . P
Resistance 0.727 0.562 0.584 0.813 IH2—2 Compatibility = ) ) 0.358 5.235™ accepted
— - (+) Satisfaction|
Satisfaction 0.727 0.627 0.619 —0.841 0.871
[H3—1 Change Mgmt. Effect = ~0.348 4,217 accepted
(=) Innovation Resistance| ’ ' P
Table 7614 Aeh 4 §=]4=9] SRMR 0.06224] 1972 Change Memt. Bffet 72 | 9411 | 5.486™accepted
ps| A= 3] Ak =8 713 125
O-li]:]' "17] HHT': ] »Lﬁé "1?:1-1—7]' T o 7]' [$] O]'E}'- = IH4—1 Innovation Resistance = 0.113 | 1.126 | rejected
z:sl—, }E}ﬂ]ﬁf_g}_ﬂfﬁﬂ NFI= 0.8072 2.3 7]%?_] 0.9= (=) Performance Improvement|
IH4—2 Satisfaction = .
o) [AR=] - O =z E b PSS
3-7“ l:}H\O]L}-X] o, 4 ?j:F_Z]'C‘ 0.8= 7177:0 7’gl (+) Performance Improvement] 0.821 | 7.747 Jaccepted

&3t [27].

"p<0.001 "p<0.01, "p<0.05
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