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Abstract The purpose of this study is to extend Davis's Technology Acceptance Model(TAM) to verify
the intention of use fintech factors in which usefulness, easiness, accessibility, affordability, innovation,
and uncertainty for middle—aged and older adult. Data was derived from the 2017 Driving and Mobility
Survey of Older Adult Korean, which was collected from 457 middle—aged and older adult aged 55 and
over in Seoul and Gyeonggi—do Province. Then, structural equation was used to verify the fintech
technology acceptance factors of the middle—aged and older adult. The results showed that fintech
technology acceptance factors of middle—aged and older adult were verified as usefulness, easiness,
innovation, and uncertainty. Namely, the higher usefulness, easiness and innovation resulted in higher
the intention to use fintech. Also, the lower the uncertainty resulted in higher the intention to use
fintech. This study has implication for fintech, a representative technology of the Aging—Friendly
Finance Industry, to identify the technology acceptance factors by expanding the Technology
Acceptance Model(TAM) for middle—aged and older adult.
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Fig. 1. TRA:Theory of Reasoned Action[57]

S ZAEBIATH 18], =, FelA dEolE
&soll gt s PFo] MPAAZ FEUT) *
ot AA= 7H?l°] o) s 24T v thFek 8]ls
-ﬂ 61—;47(4 zngo]ioﬂ}\T:_ zsgi/]xzo
Aaacloz dwo] gk BlE(Attitude Toward
Behavior) ¢} 34 1% (Subjective norm)< A3 s}
ATH 24].

o2 ALt 5ol (TPB)S 34 dsol&
(TRA)®| A S Hebstal, B5s 58kl dH sk
HAE g 2 HA717] flske] A2 @ Xi]/]
7}k o] 2ot} Bandura(1977)9] A7 &
FAAA ARVEE A2 e EAl= A ES
=gsto] ARgshs A4-9-7F B 25,261, #F7]
7Melo] o]r,tﬂ AE Ad=g Q3 P A
T F v Adow Hogd 5
AFHEL 7919] A7) &s ol wel Apalo] thA
= 590l As= AlFleta, A At 34
olgfal 7lthehd o]} 2 ;s FasHA w
&5 53 A1 BsEAls x| &
EAg A7) Gsike] A9 WAl a]l(e-9
58 &)l oA S S5 T e dAA
A7k BEAE 94 B4 291(e] -]

=]

12F &)l 7I¥ketar 27| 7t Bt ekl 7id

rlo

!

l

o

« oL
tlo o
o nﬂi L

o Bl B X o
) OLFZ
‘mz :

Iy

S
2 %o

v

’

EEEO%QJEM?L'

>

2.3 7|82 A (TAM: Technology Acceptance
Model)

NZ$ AR 7)o o] J3S nR= 2ES
W3] fskel P BHIA BE 77 QT
g}l thEA S E Davis(1989)% Ajzen¥} Fishbein
(195002 §tel sloleat AR Aelo] 2L vpko.

Behandor

L j

Behavior Intention




60 HAHFHTAT A8 A%

=1 Intention to Use ==

Actual Usage

Fig. 2. TAM: Technology Acceptance Model[14]
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Table 1. 10 technology acceptance factors[8]

factor Contents

Perception of usefulness and potential

Value benefits

Perception of User Convenience and Ease

Usability of Learning

Affordability Perception of potential cost savings

Knowledge of existence and availability in

Accessibility the market

Availability and quality of professional

Technical support assistance throughout use

Social support Support from family, peers, and community

Perception of emotional and psychological

Emoti .

motion benefits

Independence Perception of social visibility or how a
P technology makes them look to others

Experience Relevance with their prior experiences and
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A3 flate] 29124, AlF]
SRk

4, A

whsoE % m3e] el sl B 8
QU3 25 BAZ BEE) SAstel, WA ATwE
43w AFL B 2P AYES WA G F F -2
ERC L EREC e T SR b

A3kl
o]Z 9l SPSS version 23.03 AMOS version
18.0 &7 Z2a3s AREste] 2483tk

[oF

4, A+ A7}

4.1 AFigAe] s 54
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457789 At HF AARE AT A o= AT
Azfo] AubA EAS Au W AHol AL ofale
44.9%(2057), 'F3L 55.1%(2529) & o] BT} T
Hlzo] o] & Zo= vehgth A7l 739 Hat 64.98
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics

Aol XL A|2H(33.0%, 1519%) AFsh= & - 11
H2LR T} EA l( 7.0%, 30699)°l AFsl= T - ALHEA}
o =2 HF A }b o2 UERTH %#%0

o

(7.7%, 359), Hrofehal £%4(4.4%, 2073), F2H3.9%,
18%) o HlF-E AAsh= Zlow vkt o W4t
7FT250] 7S 4 318.89%klo|9len, AFE 9] 7
- SAZ7F 12.9%(5978), A7 87.1%(398%)
S8 SAVHEY A7 B A oR RIS
niAEko 2 HAdElE AR 68.3%(312%) 2 w|F
HAH(31.7%, 1459) K} & H|FS A e A o=
LFERRLTE

(654 oPh oz HEsilc) FAlH o= A EH H
H| = ARE-2)Abe] 739 57 vl AAl Hit 244H S
2 Uegth F - a8 F AfolE AuE A FdFS
2.68%4, 1HZL 2. 15x49£ FiZo] 1#HZRT} A
A AREAE B 58 Ao YER o, o)== A4
O R% fojmg X}Olﬂ AT Ao YERFTHt=6.26,
P<.001). 4142l 4% 54 vhde] AAH LA 2.56% 0]

Variables Category Total(n=457)
Male N(%) 252(55.1)
Gender
Female N(%) 205(44.9)
Age Mean(standard deviation) 64.98(7.46)
Rural—urban Urban N(%) 306(67.0)
residence Rural N(%) 151(33.0)
Uneducated = N(%) 18(3.9)
Primary school N(%) 61(13.3)
Middle school N(%) 93(20.4)
Education
High school N(%) 230(50.3)
College N(%) 20(4.4)
< University N(%) 35(7.7)
household income(Month) N(%) 318.89(207.53)
Living Alone N(%) 59(12.9)
Living arrangement
Living Together N(%) 398(87.1)
Employment N(%) 312(68.3)
Employment status
Unemployment N(%) 145(31.7)




< - aRAe] vlaEg

% (Technology Acceptance)

o]

O-
o
fo
ro
it
4

A HAl7)e A" A (Fintech)E 65

Table 3. Main Variable Characteristics (n=457)
. Age group
Variables Category Total(n=457) T—test
Middle—aged(n=251) older adults(n=206)
Intention to Use | oo (standard deviation) 2.44(.96) 2.68(.97) 2.15(.86) 6.26%5x
Fintech
Innovation Mean(standard deviation) 2.56(.83) 2.69(.81) 2.40(.84) 3,70
Usability Mean(standard deviation) 3.38(.89) 3.57(.78) 3.15(.98) 5.16%#x
Ease Mean(standard deviation) 3.58(.96) 3.69(.86) 3.45(1.05) 2.64%%
Accessibility Mean(standard deviation) 3.38(.88) 3.47(0.83) 3.27(.92) 2.44%
Affordability Mean(standard deviation) 3.59(.95) 3.69(.86) 3.46(1.04) 2.56%
Uncertainty Mean(standard deviation) 3.50(.75) 3.47(.75) 3.53(.75) -.96

*p < 05, # p < .01, =+ p < 001

o - 2.69%, 1HF2] ¢ 24052
2 FdZo ﬂ%%—iﬁ} M0 fol3k S
& FEe] NS THa ge deR vewh
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FHsol AL %Eﬂ‘r J4E1]£L°ﬂ EHGP %%*02 H =23}
Al BZFsh= Aoz SRIFITH(t=5.16, P<.001). HE| =
o gk Az el maw% 5% whd o] MAH 3.58%

olglom, TS 7§ 3.69%, 1HF 345807 =
Ao R Fol3t oM S0 uHFHL Aea
o tig HedS o FaskA A7t
TH(t=2.64, P<.01). e =0l et HAdS 13t 2
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(Average Variance Extracted: AVE)S 23 B9t} g
AR F 0] 79- 0.7017H0.875~0.905)2] Fhe 7HA=
o= Yeht U1y didS sk AR RIS
[56]. th o2 FeiE3s A Ay 2 A
?SU 70 —8— iﬂ?&bl%ﬂ 0.5°130.636~0.827)
‘JrEPXl'EHS?] FLPEPH A

_E>}Lm

o 1 rh
i)
K
rr
g
(=5
l¢]

(@]
49
.
MU
ke
r& m1n
r1r
i
e

= ) E A 0l WA % z} :ru\éyﬂlélég]
BT A E(AVE) 3ot the wseele] daAla=e] A
1=y Hlﬂé‘}— o= HESIEHG7]. WA, 7
7 WA AGE A9 A 100 w2 i
o Hol= @g urEM(—o 189~0.691), oﬂ? 7ol
&

Lé

[57]. & A7l FJH FANEE] HFEAFE e
0.636°14] 0.875 Alole] 7S 7Hx)= Ao = EFO
o, FANETR] A A Al 72 0.000011 4 0.477
Aole] Fhs M= o= UERiTE &, ANl 3




66 HAHFHFAT A8 AT

Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Variables Item Non—star}dgrdl S.E Cronbach's alpha AVE CR
zed coefficient
Tnnol 1.016 0.045
Inno2 0.870 0.050
Innovation 0.894 0.701 0.903
Tnno3 1.083 0.046
Inno4 1.000
Usel 0.949 0.039
Usability 0.883 0.811 0.896
Use2 1.000
Easel 0.947 0.035
Ease 0.905 0.827 0.905
Ease2 1.000
Accessl 1.018 0.044
Accessibility 0.881 0.812 0.896
Access?2 1.000
Valuel 0.949 0.038
Affordability 0.901 0.823 0.903
Value2 1.000
Uncert1 1.049 0.072
Uncert2 1.115 0.078
Uncertainty 0.844 0.636 0.875
Uncert3 1.033 0.068
Uncert4 1.000

Table 5. Correlation Analysis Between Variables(Discriminant Validity)

Variables Innovation Usability Ease Accessibility Affordability Uncertainty
Innovation 0.701=
0.328%x
Usability 0.811
(0.108 )k
0.178 0.188
Ease 0.827
(0.032) (0.473)
0.228 0.691 0.657
Accessibility 0.812
(0.052) (0.477) (0.432)
0.165 0.607 0.685 0.622
Affordability 0.823
(0.027) (0.368) (0.469) (0.387)
—0.189 —0.010 0.135 0.110 0.078
Uncertainty 0.636
(0.036) (0.000) (0.018) (0.012) (0.006)

* AVE(Average Variance Extracted), ** Correlation Coefficient, ##* Squared value of the correlation coefficient

FEAZEZ gho] T2 W7y AaAS AT kRt Fit Index), RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of
AL Iste] el T3l 3k E Qv a ddtks) Approximation) A5 2839 tH58]. WA TLI<}
oj
AN

o571, CFIi= tiAl 03} 1AFe] 9] 3h& 7HA=Hl 13 7Pha5
EPAPLI} w2 A o8 ydshy, dibH o 0.9

4.4 ATRE A= Ay} olake] Y A9 L& AyEyolg} d}[59,60].
n= RMSEAY] 7% zto] 0.050]8td 2§ £ AP 7}

)
ZIekaL a4, 0.08 ofstold MF-> A s 7pivkaL
ghet61,62]. 919 22 VS V|Hte R B AR
o] A= A9 ghs HS5s A9, TLI 0.962, CFI
0.972, RMSEA 0.059= e} 2 A28 2gst
Aow 2Rlailtt.
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A, g ¥ AR E B 7881, HEld
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Fig. 4. Path Analysis Result
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Table 6. Path Analysis Result
Path Path Coefficient S.E t—value Result
H1 Innovation d Intention to Use Fintech 0.28 4% 0.068 4,211 Adopt
H2 Innovation — Usability 0.461#%% 0.052 8.858 Adopt
H3 Innovation e Ease 0.27 1% 0.057 4,748 Adopt
H4 Innovation - Accessibility 0.350ss* 0.055 6.321 Adopt
H5 Innovation e Affordability 0.287#% 0.058 4.935 Adopt
Hé6 Innovation - Uncertainty —0.170%sx 0.045 —3.739 Adopt
H7 Usability d Intention to Use Fintech 0.21 s 0.056 3.784 Adopt
H8 Ease d Intention to Use Fintech 0.108%* 0.051 2.105 Adopt
H9 Accessibility d Intention to Use Fintech 0.039 0.053 0.732 Reject
H10 Affordability d Intention to Use Fintech —0.083 0.048 —1.742 Reject
H11 Uncertainty — Intention to Use Fintech —0.303%%x 0.065 —4.632 Adopt

X2 =229.60(89), CF1=0.972, TLI=0.962, RMSEA=0.059
*p < 05, = p < .01, = p < 001
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