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ABSTRACT

Motion-sensing interface enhances the sense of reality of user experience in virtual reality
context. This study analyzes the innovation resistance and adoption structure for Leap Motion,
which provides a motion-sensing function, primarily considering the theory of perceived
risk. Previous research regarding innovation resistance and adoption mainly addressed the
resultant aspects of perceived risk, or the impact of perceived value on the adoption intention.
This study synthetically reviews previous studies from a multi-dimensional view considering
both resistance- and adoption-perspective. To do so, we identified important antecedents
that affect perceived risk and value, and we analyzed the compound dynamics of perceived
risk and value towards innovation resistance. As a result, we found that the antecedents
included in the existent acceptance models from adoption—perspective can help reduce the
level of perceived risk, and that higher perceived value leads to lower innovation resistance.
Additionally, trialability can rather foster the perceived risk.
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Risk Facets

Definition

Research

Economic, monetary
or financial risk

The potential monetary outlay associated with the initial purchase
price as well as the subsequent maintenance cost of the product, | [14, 26, 45, 52, 59]
and the potential financial loss due to fraud

Functional or

performance risk the desired benefits

The possibility of the product malfunctioning and not performing
as it was designed and advertised and therefore failing to deliver | [14, 26, 45, 59]

Psychological risk

Potential loss of self-esteem(ego loss) from the frustration of
not achieving a buying goal

[14, 26, 45, 52, 59]

Potential loss of status in one’s social group as a result of adopting

Social risk a product or service, looking foolish or untrendy [14, 26, 45, 59
Potential loss of time associated with making a bad purchasing
Time risk decision by wasting time researching and making the purchase, | [14, 45, 52, 59]
only to have to replace it if it does not perform to expectations
Potential loss of control over personal information, Such as when
Privacy risk information about you is used without your knowledge or [19, 27]
permission
Physical risk The risk to the buyer’s or other’s safety in using products. [26, 40]

Source: Adapted from Crespo et al.[13] and Luo et al.[40]
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(Table 2) Operational Definitions

Construct Operational Definition References
the degree to which an individual believes that an
Facilitating Conditions | organizational and technical infrastructure exists to [62]
support use of Leap Motion
Hedonic Motivation the fun or pleasure derived from using Leap Motion [63]
Trialability S:; S(iengq:epi(i)o :vz)lczdgsgsnl\/lomon can be easily tried by a [12, 49
Personal Tnnovativeness the willingness of an individual to try out any new information Adapted
technology from[1, 28]
Performance Expectancy the fjegre.e to Whi.Ch an indjvidua! beli.eve.s that using Leap [62]
Motion will help him or her to attain gains in job performance
Effort Expectancy the degree of ease associated with the use of Leap Motion [62]
Social Tnfluence the degreg to which an Individual perceives that important [62]
others believe he or she should use Leap Motion
Price Value consumers’ (_:ognitive tradeoff between the pe.rceived beneﬁts [63]
of Leap Motion and the monetary cost for using Leap Motion
E?(I:St?:lze Ilf(j:lirc(zs positive attitude toward existing other products [32, 53]
Perceived Risk the overall risk associated with adopting Leap Motion [19]
. an overall evaluation of the relative rewards
Perceived Value and sacrifices associated with the utility of Leap Motion [65, 681
Innovation Resistance | the degree of resistance to Leap Motion [47, 49]
Intention to Use Intention to use Leap Motion [15, 42, 61]
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(Table 3) The Result of Exploratory Factor Analysis

Construct Items Liz(atj(r)lrg Reliability
FCI. T have the resources necessary to use Leap Motion. 0.845
Facilitating | FC2. I have the knowledge necessary to use Leap Motion. 0.729 0706
Conditions | FC3. Leap Motion is compatible with other technologies I use. 0.568 '
FC4. T can get help from others when I have difficulties using Leap Motion. N.S.
Hedonic HMI. Us%ng Leap Mot@on %S fur}. 0.819
Motivation HM2. Using Leap Motion is enjoyable. 0.818 0.936
HMS3. Using Leap Motion is very entertaining. 0.758
Triall. I've had a great deal of opportunity to try various Leap Motion applications.| 0.831
Trialability | Trial2. I know where I can go to satisfactorily try out various uses of Leap Motion.| 0.763 0.878
Trial3. Leap Motion was available to me to adequately test run various applications.| 0.805
PI1. T like to experience new information technologies. 0.732
Personal PI2. 1 l@ke to gain new ideas. . ' . 0.802
Innovativeness PI3. I like to learn how to use new information technologies. 0.819 0.952
PI4. T like to explore new information technologies. 0.806
PI5. 1 like to try out new producsts. 0.751
PEL T find Leap Motion useful in my daily life. N.S.
Performance | PE2. Using Leap Motion increases my chances of achieving things that are important to me.| N.S. 0,860
Expectancy | PE3. Using Leap Motion helps me accomplish things more quickly. 0.777 '
PEA. Using Leap Motion increases my productivity. 0.804
EEl. Learning how to use Leap Motion is easy for me. 0.758
Effort EE2. My interaction with Leap Motion is clear and understandable. 0.782 0935
Expectancy | EE3. I find Leap Motion easy to use. 0.772 '
EEA. Tt is easy for me to become skillful at using Leap Motion. 0.700
Social SI1. People who are important to me thmk that I should use Leap Motior'L 0.762
Influence SI2. People who influence my behavior think that I should use Leap Motion. 0.791 0.887
SI3. People whose opinions that I value prefer that I use Leap Motion. 0.788
Price PriceV1. Leap Motion is reasonably priced. N.S.
Value PriceV2. Leap Motion is a good value for the money. 0.696 0.714
PriceV3. At the current price, Leap Motion provides a good value. 0.492
P_Attl. I'm content with exsistent input modes (keyboard, mouse, touch-screen, VR 0810
Attitude devices without Leap Motion, etc.). )
toward P_Att2. T frequently use exsistent input modes (keyboard, mouse, touch-screen, VR 0764 0.800
Existing devices without Leap Motion, etc.). ) '
Products P_Att3. T like exsistent input modes (keyboard, mouse, touch-screen, VR devices
. . 0.889
without Leap Motion, etc.).
PR1. On the whole, considering all sorts of factors combined, about how risky would 0674
you say it would be to sign up for and use Leap Motion? )
Perceived | PR 2. Using Leap Motion would be risky. 0.852 0.908
Risk PR3. Leap Motion is dangerous to use. 0.870 ’
PR4. Using Leap Motion would add great uncertainty 0.853
PR5. Using Leap Motion exposes me to an overall risk. 0.802
PV1. Compared to alternative products, Leap Motion offers attractive product value.| 0.850
PV2. Compared to alternative products, Leap Motion provides superior value for similar ;
. 0.839
Perceived products. 0853
Value PV3. Compared to alternative products, Leap Motion provides more free services.| 0.761 ’
PV4. Comparing what I pay to what I might get from other competitive products, NS
I think Leap Motion provides me with good value. T
Innovation IR1. T will not comply with the change to the new way of Working with L_,eap Motion.| 0.807
Resistance IR2. T oppose the change to the new way of working with Leap Motion 0.843 0.842
IR3. I do not agree with the change to the new way of working with Leap Motion| 0.798
. IUL. T intend to continue using Leap Motion in the future. 0.720
Intention
to Use IU2. T will always try to use Leap Motion in my daily life. 0.779 0.942
TU3. I plan to continue to use Leap Motion frequently. 0.745
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(Table 4) The Result of Validity Test

EE | FC |HM | IU | PI | PE | PR | PV |P_Att|PriceV| IR | SI | Trial
EE 0.915
FC 0.377(0.737
HM 0.487| 0.256|0.941
U 0574 0255 0.638(0.945
PI 0.693| 0.319| 0.494| 0.495|0.917
PE 0.365| 0.156| 0.482| 0538 | 0.291 | 0.937
PR |-0.277|-0.164 |-0.195 |-0.050 |-0.246 |-0.043 | 0.852
PV 0.342 | 0191 0.443| 0560 | 0.345| 0.644|-0.094 | 0.881
P Att | 0319] 0282 0.312| 0.181| 0.304 | 0.192 |-0.149| 0.133 | 0.806
PriceV | 0.252| 0.255| 0.463| 0.473| 0.209 | 0.369 |-0.137 | 0.470| 0.111|0.876
IR |-0.228]-0.039 |-0.205 |-0.164 |-0.273 |-0.121 | 0.420|-0.036 |-0.151 |-0.027 | 0.869
SI 0219 0149| 0.331] 0436 | 0194 | 0470| 0.171 | 0594 | 0.014| 0.319| 0.176 | 0.903
Trial | 0.072| 0149 0.152] 0.259|-0.010| 0.216 | 0.245| 0.279 |-0.115| 0.175| 0.359 | 0.393 | 0.891
AVE | 0837 0543 | 0.885] 0.893| 0.840 | 0.877| 0.725| 0.776 | 0.649| 0.768| 0.756 | 0.816 | 0.794
C‘}n.%tr.u?t 0954 0.827] 0.959| 0.963 | 0.937| 0.935| 0.948 | 0.874| 0.755| 0.908 | 0.899| 0.930 | 0.925
Realiability
4.4 M At ¥ BAQ H4= -0131 (p < 0.0D)e] HA=AS
& Hojn SAA R o3 Ao YE
ATEFe] FAMNEAES] Bl Eld Wi, A7k RS SIS k1o R
o wet E Aol A AAE THEES ERlst H3oll A AAIE 2882 BEAT 01470 <
7] $13Fo] PLS(Partial Least Square) T-% & 0.05)= rofstAl Yebwtth weks] A 744
ol gt A4S A AT Oﬂ?L el & HEA gk A LAELE AlF AlE-S S
MA3}= <Figure 2>¢F 2t} Zx 213 A Q35 AZH f3de] Astd Aow Hi
7+ 1] FaFe AAE IRlsk= 7 HI A7k 7Ex 9 B E WeEA A
S AEAG7F -01410p < 0.05)Z 2] el (H5) = AZAG7F 0.3%4(p < 00D 2 45
et YRAY X2 dA7bA AL o] FAALE Folg Ao YEhgTh A7t
MNEo] A7ty S FarT|eE AR 1} ¥ 7EA] o Abs] A k] wAIR] HY 9A] B E=
Ebi ot AF= 0.333(p < 0.01)ell A Frefgh Aoz A A
HE A T‘Hﬂ 5413”4 57154 217#% Sk w3k 714 74|19 A2k 7] €] 7 HRE

AE2AT 0202(p < 0.0DAA #

of tht = (H9)=

o3 Aoz
urebskeh ey =3 71 (HE)S 71 Al
AZAT 0.075(p > 0.05)
¢ 0.008(p > 0.05)%= Wbt A1 2He 7hA] o] &
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(Figure 2) Results of Hypothesis Tests
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