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Abstract With widespread use of information technologies the importance of information security has
been heightened. Security policies which deal with fundamental direction of information security are
critical elements of information security management. Numerous studies have been conducted on users’
intention to comply security policies. They were based on various theoretical foundations and the
theory of planned behavior(TPB) was the most frequently used. This research employed one of the
quantitatively synthesizing meta—analytic techniques called Two—Stage Structural Equation Modeling to
investigate factors influencing information security policy compliance behavior based on TPB. Analysis
results indicated that all three factors of TPB were significantly influencing the behavioral intention.

Moreover, the overall fit indices of structural model exhibited satisfactory level.
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Fig. 1. Theory of Planned Behavior
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