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The Effects of Technology Readiness and Situational Influences on Attitude
and Usage Intention of Self-Service Technology

Cheon-Su Mun * Yong-Ho Shin*

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impacts of individual difference toward technology and
situational influences on use intention of Self-Service Technology. While the previous research related to SSTs
focuses on individual tendency toward technology, little research has been done on the impact of situational
influences on usage intention of SSTs. This study proposed Technology Readiness Index for measuring individual
tendency toward technology and categorized situational influences into two dimensions: location convenience,
employee presence. The empirical testing of the research was conducted on 20' users who have prior experience
in using SSTs except for ATMs in bank. This study demonstrated that the people who are favorable emotions
positively affect SSTs. Also this study confirmed that it is effective to build strategies to form favorable attitude
and usage intention of knowledge of SSTs rather than method through service employees. Finally, SSTs were
distributed for customers.

Key words : Self-Service Technology, Technology Readiness, Situational Influences, Technology Acceptance
Model
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Table 1. Constructs of Technology Readiness Index

Construct Definition Number

Positive belief that technology provide
Optimism |people with controllability and flexibility| 10
in a normal life

Inclination to be a pioneer and/or leader

Innovativeness .
through using a new technology

. Inclination to feel overwehelmed or
Discomfort . . 10
controllability-lost in usage of new tech.

Skeptic inclination about appropriate
Insecurity |task performance due to disbelief of new| 9
tech.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 2. Demographic profile

Frequenc
Category (Per(czlentagi)
Male 218(54.2%)
Sex
Female 184(45.8%)
Under Highschool 17(4.2%)
. Under Community College 9(2.2%)
Education BS. 368(91.5%)
M.S. or Ph.D 8(2.0%)
Employee 6(1.5%)
Owner 1(0.2%)
Occupation Expert 11(2.7%)
Officer 3(0.7%)
Student 375(93.3%)
Other 6(1.5%)
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Table 3. Result of reliability and validity

TiazbEe N3

FE0| AoMH|AT|E Bl H ABO=0 Ojkl= EE

Variable |Cronbach Alpha CR AVE Ttem Average S.D. Factor Loading| t-value
OPTI 5.85 1.055 0.7764|  25.0924
OTP2 512 1216 0.7377|  23.8504
Optimism 0.8223 0.8755 0.5849 OTP3 497 1272 0.7584| 337628
OTP4 5.55 1.072 0.8153| 329164
OTP5 5.44 1.155 0.7332] 247149
INN1 3.58 1.394 0.7854| 329542
INN2 464 1.349 0.8420| 584824
Innovativeness 0.9079 0.9305 0.7284 INN3 3.79 1.466 0.8719| 552150
INN4 421 1371 0.8776|  61.0262
INN5 433 1.401 0.8865| 774523
DISI 373 1.209 0.7956|  20.8178
DIS2 3.48 1360 0.7964| 273725
Discomfort 0.8010 0.8617 05556 DIS3 3.88 1.396 0.7601|  19.1340
DIS4 3.88 1322 07242 16.6374
DIS5 428 1.529 03860 120511
INS1 3.97 1.562 0.7059| 145434
INS2 2.96 1.428 0.7828 | 20.2094
. INS3 4.09 1.613 0.8158|  20.6436
Insecurity 0.8284 08669 0.5317 INS4 3.85 1.507 0.8403| 253200
INS5 447 1.557 07472 15.1527
INS6 491 1.701 0.3860 3.9872
LCl 473 1.180 0.8191| 28.4254
Location LC2 512 1.076 0.8626 |  48.1486
Convenience 0.8743 0.9138 0.7264 LC3 5.00 1.156 0.8775 57.8723
LC4 5.01 1173 0.8488 | 425978
POEI 373 1.524 0.8749 73469
Employee POE2 3.88 1.647 0.9207 7.9431
Presence 09255 0.9469 08169 POE3 4.06 1519 09118 8.0456
POE4 3.95 1.557 0.9072 7.8266
EOUI 487 1.139 0.8859| 574127
Perceived EOU2 3.4 1317 0.5873 82862
Ease of Use 08159 0.8785 0.6496 EOU3 475 1.126 09111] 103.1731
EOU4 470 1.149 0.7991|  32.8034
USEl 5.00 1.120 0.9041|  82.1271
Perceived USE2 4.90 1.077 0.8975|  71.5086
Usefulness 0.9165 0.9410 0.7996 USE3 5.12 1.111 0.8962 64.1432
USE4 5.08 1.087 0.8789| 575816
PTPI 3.44 1.250 0.7656 3.6842
Perceived PTP2 411 1.542 0.8626 6.6412
Time Pressure 0.8580 0.8946 0.6802 PTP3 428 1.484 0.8488 57078
PTP4 422 1.463 0.8186 5.4451
ATTI 497 1.092 0.8697|  59.0808
. ATT2 4.89 1.129 0.8978 |  73.0515
Attitude 08826 09191 0.7401 ATT3 445 1.162 08111 352431
ATT4 493 1.081 0.8602|  46.9945
havioral BI 5.12 1.151 09164  94.0529
Blit::t‘::j 0.9120 0.9446 0.8504 BI2 4.80 1.146 0.9067| 68.8433
BI3 492 1.179 0.9430 | 141.80699
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5. ?‘3% ‘;1! ?_]_-7-1];3 Table 5. Hypothesis testing results
51 ZZ 2 A Hypothesis Coeiffl'lt(}:lient S.E. t-value Result
BTl old 219S Eat AEH o] AH|A A up H1 0.202 0.043 4614 A
A9] okos wo| E?:]E]_J_ Ol A 2715 H2 0.188 0.056 3320 A
u = H3 0379 0.042 8.827 e
Sk dAtolk AZAR|A7|E AR FEE v|R|= 82 H4 0.074 0.048 1.553 7\2¢
O 7]&Zuwol ASFA AFRS AA|skaon Al H5 -0.094 0.055 1.694 72+
TE HOR TS5 ERdS A ATRGE 44 He | 0082 | 0048 | 0689 | 71
A, 0% S s v o o | | e Do
A A, 71 dof T2 FHE e Y3 HOY 0.446 0.052 8,558 el
4t FA) A AZtE goldat AzkE -840 H10 -0.030 0.107 0.286 712
n)z)s ojgko] 7] TR Aoz BRolE|or) Ume Hil 0.012 0.050 0.296 7)2
R e mn B E=
ol ol= 7lsel g gl J’HE Al Hi4 | 0547 | 0050 | 8635 L
Y7ol A EeE AZAu|A7|eS TR 41 & HI5 -0.032 0.063 0.647 7]z
SAola} olAlsH Ao Uehdth o]o] uka] HA1A9 H16 0.752 0.026 | 28.122 el
7B T2 delojgE Al A4S 7 AIER AT
T et ol AVls o= A ARE S8 o H 89ES veoAq A4y ded 898k o
7tk AL sholshadry 2 FFE A Ao YEls=d o] AzAfn| A7)
B, 7)ol tigt A AT BE 8lls = AR TE R EHe Q14o] Wol ofalE
Al Z17] b2 Fake vAlE Ao YEyith Bk I =S AL %EKOk 2011).
o] A% Azt golAdute] B9 FFE nAl= AL Al WA, A Feko e Eeld et e 9
2 ZRIsIGIt) ol 7|eS BAlske AFEYaE A A HO I ALS]A 2 J% T FHYe 2
H|A7]% ARgo] o il ERFsirial QAR As o AR, o5 891 9 1 Az 78743 A4 Al
4= Stk ofof whel EHAE 7 Hro] f2oJ5kA] oA Zrddoll wjAj= ol 7] o AR YEiyith ¢
Uebeth & o] Ol 200)s AnkEE BEslpc A B A2 -840l fofst JE wAE A
o] okt tHE 77]12 g2ogy 7|4 ol& 2| O & Uepsith o] AEAr|A7|E0] 17 oA H
7} oln] RHEAo|1 A=cta QlAlsR] 97| wjiolzt gk kol A3l QLo Ao} Q1A A A AA 4
e 4= Qlrk w3l 7% el A AT B HE3 UAZY A Au|AT7|E ARE S8 f-848

Table 4. Squared inter-correlation among the study constructs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
0.76
0.35 0.85

-0.14 -0.22 0.74

-0.23 -0.26 0.49 0.78

0.40 0.33 -0.07 -0.10 0.85

0.13 0.03 0.13 0.23 -0.02 0.90

0.37 0.50 -0.26 -0.31 0.43 -0.05 0.87

0.42 0.32 -0.18 -0.21 0.56 0.00 0.66 0.89

-0.08 -0.16 0.27 0.32 -0.03 0.20 -0.15 -0.09 0.82

0.43 0.31 -0.18 -0.20 0.49 -0.01 0.49 0.63 -0.10 0.86

TS0l Rlon|un|b|w |~

0.40 0.33 -0.17 -0.18 0.56 -0.05 0.54 0.66 -0.08 0.75 0.92

Z31 : Optimism = 1, Innovativeness = 2, Discomfort = 3, Insecurity = 4, Location Convenience = 5, Employee Presence = 6,
Perceived Ease of Use = 7, Perceived Usefulness = 8, Perceived Time Pressure = 9, Attitude = 10, Behavioral Intention = 11
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