b ] (g ;
Korea Trade Review (Korea Trade Rev. ; F-&J8}3]A]) H 5 ¥ § :{
Vol. 46, No. 3, June 2021 (pp. 151-170) ISSN 1226-2765 (Print)
https://data. doi. or. kr/10. 22659/KTRA. 2021. 46. 3. 151

S271e+E0|1E2 22 7| U ==2E SUF
8ol 0 st AR

OE{ZI RS t=
BYListn 22USRAW M4 FYUHY SSOBRENTA A7 YKL INSFEHL 24

A study on Factors Affecting to Domestic Cargo
Transportation Platform Adoption Using the UTAUT
Model

Tae-Jin Lee®, Jin-Ho Oh®, Young-Mok Ha®

Department of Global Logistics, Chung-Ang University, South Korea
PNortheast Asia Logistics and Distribution Research Center, Chung-Ang University, South Korea

‘Department of International Logistics, Chung-Ang University, South Korea

Received 31 May 2021, Revised 26 June 2021, Accepted 28 June 2021

Abstract

This study is to examine the perception and difference of existing market participants on the intention
of accepting domestic cargo transportation platform and analyze the effect of the intention on
acceptance using UTAUT. Through the analysis, we can quantitatively examine the expectation of
the cargo transportation platform expected by the participants in the transportation market and
suggest implications. As the results of the analysis of variance conducted to understand the difference
according to the variables of each industry, it was found that there was no difference in attitude
according to the cargo transportation platform for workers of various companies such as
transportation, distribution, and manufacturing. The results of the test showed that performance
expectation, effort expectation, significance influence, and social impact had a positive (+) effect on
acceptance intention. However, the hypothesis that perceived risk would have negative (-) effects on
acceptance intention was not significant and was rejected.
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Table 1. Structure of UTAUT model
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Category Concept Theory
. TAM, TAM2
perceived usefulness
The degree to which Integrated TAM and TPB
the system is used external motive synchronous model
Performa_nce and believed to help ) o y o
expectation with work job suitability PC application model
performance relative benefit innovation diffusion theory
result expectation social cognitive theory
perceived usefulness TAM, TAM2
Effort The degree of ease . -
expectation in using the system EelIE ) U (e (Mos
ease of use innovation diffusion theory
rational behavior theory
TAM2
The degree t to subjective norm .
Social which others believe planned behavior theory
impact in using a new Integrated TAM and TPB
system social factor PC application model
image innovation diffusion theory
the degree to which perceived behavioral planned behavior theory
Significant individuals believe control
T - that organizations facilitation condition PC application model

and infrastructure
exist to support use

conformability

innovation diffusion theory
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Table 2. Literature review on UTAUT model

Researcher Subject Variable Result
Oh Internet trust. flow experience Confirm the impact of trust and flow
(2010) service ’ P experience on intention to use
Reliabilit It does not affect the acceptance
Park Mobile Com arabiyli,t intention of effort expectation.
(2012) credit card Mobilit P Innovg{ion Mobility does not affect effort
Y, expectation.
. person_al . The Effect of Perceptual Variables on
Jung information perception of Acceptance Intention of Personal
(2012) protection personal anxiety P Aniet
technology y
Shin foreign situation based The Effect of Performance
language o Expectation, Social Impact, and
(2013) personalization
emlearning Mobility on Acceptance Intention
Koo in—house Personal, Product, The same result, regardless of
(2015) information and Environmental whether or not the experience of use
system Characteristics is present
Kan simple Innovative resistance, The Effect of Performance
(2013) payment micro payment, high Expectation and Promotion Conditions
service payment on Acceptance Attitude
Add three . .
Shim pintech sub-factors 1o _ Effort expe_ctanons and s_omal
i . ' influences did not affect PinTech
(2018) service perceived benefits . ,
and perceived wit acceptance intention
Zhao and omni %gﬁgggsngng;t:? All variables related to the omni
Rod channel Characteristics Gz e &gqlflpant, .
(2019) Variables all consumer characteristic variables
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 3. Definition of variables

Factor No. Question Reference
Per | expect the freight platform to be more useful than the existing
way
Performa Per? | think the freight platform will be handled faster than the
nce existing way
expectation Per3 | think the freight platform will be able to reduce shipping costs

more than the existing way
Perd | think Il help the freight platform handle my work more easily

Eff1 | think | will easily adapt to the use of freight transport
platforms

| would be clear and easy to understand how to use the cargo
transport platform

Eff3 | think Il get used to the freight platform quickly

People who are business—related to me should use the cargo

Effort
expectation  Eff2

Soct transportation platform
Social S People who are business-related to me will think that the
: oc2 . ;
impact freight transport platform is a good system Venkatesh
Soc3 People who are business-related to me will discuss various etal (2003)
cargo transportation platforms Kang(2016)
Sigt | have the right equipment and conditions to use the freight Park(2012)
platform Shim(2017)
Sianificant Sig2 | have the information | need to use the freight platform Jung(2012)
g | will be able to get detailed guidance when using the freight ~K0o(2015)

influence  Sig3 transport platform

| will be able to get support if | have difficulty using the cargo

Sl transportation platform

Risi | think that using a fre_aight tra_nsportation platform may lead to a
leak of transportation information

Ris? I think.the cargo tranqurt platform is still incomplete and the

Perceived unpredictable danger is hidden
risk Ris3 The freight platform may not operate normally and may fail to

transport

Ris4 | don't think | can have any confidence yet to close/settlement

on the freight platform

Accl | think it's good to use a freight platform
Acceptance  Acc2 | think it's useful to use a freight transport platform
intention  Acc3 | think it's reasonable to use a freight platform

Acc4 | think we need a freight platform

Inn1 | don't feel | need a freight platform

- . , Kang(2016)
Innovation  Inn2 Imgont think the freight platform has any special advantages for Lim(2014)
resistance Inn3 | have a negative idea about the freight platform {22?25;3(;
Inn4 | think the freight platform can disrupt jobs
o] 7Mdg Ak, Aol AN G 2AR B B AT
ATEPe (Fig. 1)7 2t}
Ho: H2AFe eHZAE] 58 om0
(e JFe A Aot



Fergol2 a9 7 Y Eed ZRE 4w B A7 159
Table 4. Surveyee characteristic
Category N
manufacture 66 (18.8%)
Retalil 30 (8.5%)
Group
Transport 230 (65.3%)
etc 26 (7.4%)
less than 50 billion won 74 (21.0%)
50 billion won to less than 100 billion won 8 (2.3%)
—— 100 billion won or more to less than 300 billion won 25 (7.1%)
300 billion won or more to 500 billion won or less 23 (6.5%)
500 billion won or more to less than 1 trillion won 26 (7.4%)
one trillion won or more 196 (55.7%)
deputy 182 (51.7%)
Job Manager 104 (29.5%)
Position head of department 44 (12.5%)
Executive 22 (6.3%)
Male 29 (84.1%)
Sex
Female 56 (15.9%)
20 year- 29 year 39 (11.1%)
30 year — 39 year 219 (62.2%)
Age 40 year - 49 year 61 (17.3%)
50 year — 59 year 25 (7.1%)
Over 60 year 8 (2.3%)
Total 352(100%)
2. 4ol ZRN Hol V. Bz}
AT 9 Pdg AAste] ol e 1. =9 7= &4
oAFe] z2HA Ao2 A5t} Venkatesh
et al(2003) 59 ATE Faste] A7, = 1) YEIN EN
H71d, AF3H JEF, JAAE 99, 7§ 9=,
AR W@ We] 22 Hojs LA AEdAte] dnbd 542 d4F, 25 3
AYATN AL AFES Besgn 7] T TR, =, g, AR T
E FPIesaolBAN AgE dpgay  Aen HA SEAE § 2des 2E
&, Az, 7Ek 59 dFel FARRE =l &

Aol Az WFE Frhtoes
NE ol@g AL B AFFA ) Age
A Mg sAste] Agshat,

S BAE Aol Pos MRS S5
i

Ee Azl FASRE AE FolArt 66
W, 5 309, £ 230, 7IE 268e 2 o5
o FASHE ¥ FoIRTE 6530 A
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics by variables

Factor Variable Avg(SD)
Pert 4.13(0.84)
Performance Per2 4.14(0.84) 4.00
expectation Per3 3.74(0.97) (0.73)
Per4 4.01(0.88)
o Eff1 3.82(0.87) 57
expectation = 3 60(0.95) ((5.93)
Eff3 68(0.96)
Social Soct 8400.90) 3.90
impact Soc2 85(0.85) (0.74)
Soc3 3 98(0 91)
Sigt 34(1.10)
Significant Sig2 3 18(1 08) 3.40
influence Sig3 3.54(0.97) (0.84)
Sigh 3.55(0.98)
Risf 3.55(1.01)
) . Ris2 3.68(0.98) 3.51
Perceived risk Ris3 3.55(0.98) (0.84)
Ris4 3.28(1.15)
Inn1 2.16(1.05)
Innovation Inn2 2.22(1.04) 2.29
resistance Inn3 2.03(0.99) (0.82)
Inn4 2.73(1.21)
Acct 4.03(0.77)
Acceptance Acc2 4.07(0.79) 4.05
intention Acc3 4.04(0.79) (0.73)
Acc4 4.05(0.83)
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Table 6. Analysis of Validity and Reliability

Reliability

Factor Variable Factor loading Cronbach’ s Alpha
Per1 0.814 0.768
Performance Per2 0.771 0.758 0.841
expectation Per3 0.742 0.859 )
Per4 0.714 0.808
Effort Eff1 0.804 0.837
. Eff2 0.799 0.756 0.832
expectation Eff3 0.619 0.695
ol Socl 0.786 0.662
ifnf’;;it Soc2 0.688 0.634 0.781
Soc3 0.685 0.805
Sig1 0.826 0.771
Significant Sig2 0.786 0.747 0.814
influence Sig3 0.721 0.739 ’
Sig4 0.713 0.804
Rist 0.888 0.803
. . Ris?2 0.820 0.730
Perceived risk Ris3 0.772 0.770 0.825
Ris4 0.736 0.816
Inn1 0.843 0.633
Innovation Inn2 0.808 0.635 0.764
resistance Inn3 0.709 0.676 ’
Inn4 0.506 0.858
Accl 0.942 0.923
Acceptance Acc2 0.915 0.901 0.935
intention Acc3 0.904 0.915 ’
Acct 0.900 0.922
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Table 7. Difference of performance expectation by group

Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 4.09 0.874
Manufacture 66 4.14 0.782
Pert ) 0.743 0.617
Retail 30 433 0.661
etc 26 415 0.925
Transport 230 410 0.866
Manufacture 66 4.24 0.703
Per2 i 0.692 0.882
Retail 30 423 0.858
etc 26 419 0.939
Transport 230 3.61 0.995
Manufacture 66 3.91 0.872
Per3 _ 4.197 0.107
Retail 30 4.00 0.910
etc 26 412 0.864
Transport 230 3.96 0.890
Manufacture 66 4.21 0.775
Per4 i 2.310 0.134
Retail 30 413 0.730
etc 26 3.7 1.107
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Table 8. Difference of effort expectation by group

Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 3.81 0.854
Manufacture 66 3.74 0.950
Eff Retail 30 3.90 0.885 0.633 0.51
etc 26 4.00 0.800
Transport 230 3.55 0.922
Manufacture 66 3.58 0.993
Eif2 Retail 30 3.83 0.986 1098 0.587
etc 26 3.77 0.992
Transport 230 3.63 0.99%
Manufacture 66 3.73 0.921
. 8
Eff3 Retail 30 3.83 0.834 0.4% 0.819
etc 26 3.73 0.919
Table 9. Difference of social impact by group
Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 3.81 0.924
Manufacture 66 3.91 0.759
Soct Retail & 4,00 0.871 0.660 0.585
etc 26 3.73 1.079
Transport 230 3.86 0.860
Manufacture 66 3.95 0.812
Soc Retail 2 3.87 0.900 0.230 0.969
etc 26 3.92 0.79
Transport 230 3.9 0.872
Manufacture 66 4.02 0.850
Socs Retail 3 4,00 1.083 0.6 055
etc 26 3.73 1.151
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7h glom foJshA] ke Ao et  AAUNEYAE onjgitt. o] g ARSH
A7 e} AR mE A At P W AT AoldME npRrtA R A
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Table 10. Difference of significant influence by group

Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 3.40 1.088
) Manufacture 66 3.26 1.168
Sig1 i 1.728 0.150
Retail 30 3.47 0.937
etc 26 2.92 1.197
Transport 230 3.22 1.060
i Manufacture 66 3.17 1.131
Sig2 _ 1.431 0.197
Retail 30 3.27 0.980
etc 26 2.77 1.142
Transport 230 3.58 0.993
Manufact 66 3.41 0.822
Sig3 andacire 0.600 0.874
Retail 30 3.47 1.008
etc 26 3.54 1.104
Transport 230 3.54 1.013
) Manufacture 66 3.50 0.899
Sig4 i 0.292 0.825
Retail 30 3.70 0.988
etc 26 3.54 0.948
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Table 11. Difference of perceived risk by group
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Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 3.56 1.042
. Manufacture 66 3.64 0.871
Rist Retail 30 3.30 1179 0.769 0.494
etc 26 3.54 0.905
Transport 230 3.69 0.960
. Manufacture 66 3.86 1.006
Ris2 Retail ) 350 1.009 2125 0.109
etc 26 3.35 1.056
Transport 230 3.53 0.974
. Manufacture 66 3.77 0.973
Ris3 Retail 30 3.33 1.003 2.0% 0.220
etc 26 3.35 0.846
Transport 230 3.26 1.160
. Manufacture 66 3.50 1.027
Ris4 Retail k) 3.03 1326 B 0.306
etc 26 3.15 1.084
Table 12, Difference of innovation resistance by group
Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)
Transport 230 213 1.008
Manufacture 66 2.20 1.153
innt Retail 20 217 1.053 0.240 0.900
etc 26 2.31 1.225
Transport 230 2.23 1.037
Manufacture 66 2.20 1.056
Inn2 Retail 30 213 1.106 0.210 0.821
etc 26 2.35 0.936
Transport 230 2.04 1.006
Manufacture 66 2.03 0.944
Innd Retail 30 1.87 1.042 0.302 0.807
etc 26 2.08 0.977
Transport 230 2.76 1.197
Manufacture 66 2.74 1.194
Innd Retail 30 277 1.382 ik L
etc 26 2.38 1.098
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Table 13. Difference of acceptance intention by group

Variable Group N Mean SD F p(Scheffe)

Transport 230 3.99 0.779
Manufact 66 414 0.821

Acct andiacture 0.861 0.845
Retail 30 413 0.730
etc 26 4,08 0.628
Transport 230 4.02 0.795
Manufacture 66 4.12 0.851

Acc? i 0.729 0.797
Retail 30 417 0.699
etc 26 419 0.694
Transport 230 3.99 0.801
Manufact 66 415 0.769

Acc3 andiacire 1.307 0.553
Retail 30 4.07 0.740
etc 26 423 0.765
Transport 230 4.00 0.833
Manufact 66 412 0.920

Acch anuiacire 0.6% 0.843
Retail 30 417 0.699
etc 26 412 0.766

o ogh 3o} ARY FEE ofu|gitt. Q1A S0 =

= HE olgtz yEhdt ¥
ZAFE hE AR 274
Epsitt, ol A= AR eM = v
=o] st EHE et 7]
o BkEed ARlM A

Foll @35t 7vizto]l & A

7) =89

TR 3= 2FE
=
=

sk oFol A8 A

FEO] 243 vepd At
TME EAH R §]31A

)+ O
To T

¥ =

A=iye) =y

=1 [

e o

ek

e Uehd
T3

¥ (B N doorfr iR

Oft
R o
o N g

& o
2
of
i

LA A ZAHEA A RE 29 T AF
H Abole gle Aem A EIIeH old
29ES F8sto] FEoAxdE oW adl
S0l FFE A=A dFIARH S LA
A, TEUFE FRAAE, SHAEFE A9
71, =71, AFe]A <33 2

=



FIEr8ol2 29 7l 3y el ENE +8Y= uH A7 167

Table 14. Multiple regression result
uc SC
Category t P-value
B Error B
Performance expectation 0.460 0.033 0.460 13.840 0.000
Effort expectation 0.254 0.033 0.254 7.64 0.000
Social impact 0.249 0.033 0.249 7.494 0.000
Significant influence 0.134 0.033 0.134 4.039 0.000
Perceived risk 0.014 0.033 0.014 0.416 0.678
Innovation resistance -0.514 0.033 -0.514 —15.467 0.000
Z: UC: Unstandardized Coefficients, SC: Standardized Coefficients
Table 15. Hypothesis test results
No. Hypothesis test Result
Performance expectation will have a positive (+) effect on acceptance
H1 . ) . Accept
intention of cargo transportation platform
Effort expectation will have a positive (+) effect on acceptance intention of
H2 . Accept
cargo transportation platform.
Social impact will have a positive (+) effect on the acceptance intention of
H3 . Accept
the cargo transportation platform
Significant influence will have a positive (+) effect on the acceptance
H4 . . , Accept
intention of the cargo transportation platform
H5 Perceived risk will have a negative (=) effect on the acceptance intention Reiect
of the cargo transport platform )
Innovation resistance will have a negative (=) effect on the acceptance
H6 . ; . Accept
intention of the cargo transportation platform
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