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Abstract The purpose of this study is to present the effect of differences in individual coping and
organizational homogeneity culture on information security compliance from an exploratory
perspective. The study divided groups into individual coping (task—oriented, emotion—oriented) and
organizational homogeneity culture (homogeneity, heterogeneity), confirms the difference in
information security for each group through cross—design and presents a multiple mediation model
between information security factors.

As a result of the study, in the coping dimension, the average of the security compliance factors was
higher in the emotion—oriented than the task—oriented, and in the homogeneity culture dimension, the
average of the security compliance factors was higher in the homogeneity than the heterogeneity.
Additionally, social influence and involvement had a multiple mediation effect on the relationship
between information security awareness and compliance intention. The implications of this study were
to confirm the difference in the effect of individual decision—making styles on security compliance
according to the organizational culture differences. The results suggest the necessity of applying a
customized information security compliance model for each organization and individual characteristics.
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis

construct 1 2 3 4 Cron‘(llbach’

ISA1 .048 .083 .836 194
ISA2 220 .061 .835 —.023 0.799
ISA3 153 133 761 .301
SI1 797 .130 148 115
SI2 .819 .109 135 .160 0.803
SI3 812 171 114 161
ISI1 .107 .843 .158 .116
IS12 191 .790 .136 .300 0.820
ISI3 131 .833 —.004 .088
CI1 .256 128 .265 701
CI2 222 157 191 772 0.729
CI3 .033 .165 .026 NA

# ISA(Information Security Awareness), SI(Social Influence),

ISI(Information Security Involvement),

CI(Compliance Intention)
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Table 4. ANOVA of Social Influence

Table 3. ANOVA of Information Security Awareness - - -
variables SS df MS F
variables SS df MS F Coping (C) 0.02 1 0.02 0.01
Coping (C) 1.48 1 1.48 1.17 Homogeneity (H) 35.97 1 35.97 34.18#x
Homogeneity (H) 13.34 1 13.34 10.52: CxH 5.74 1 5.74 5.45%
C X H 6.08 1 6.08 4.79% *p < 0.05 = p < 0.01

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

o
)
A
€2
0Q
)
A%
in'd
Td
ol
o> K
=
oft
1o
N,
ue)
=2
>
rir
oft
i}
9_u
o
i)

AR 24 ol ARlA &l miAl= A
g degadEs glsh] flete] e fdd A
I<Fig. 3>, GHF-a4 FE] Hetollr= 24, oA

I BAIglo]l AR BEE Q1A M= diFe] Fhot



A A AR By 24 Bal e
84 9T A4S s Ao e,

Homogeneity "

5.4 [ S

e .\.
Heterogeneity
438 geneily

4.6

Social Influence

44

4.2

Task Coping Emotion Coping

Coping Style

Fig. 3. Interaction Effect of Social Influence

A, A 55} 24 54 Wele] AR i)
ol WA= o) Aol

RS ol Be w49 A3, AT AWM =

4.39)7F AF-FA A = 4.33) B} 52 HiS 74
T o= YERgon], tix 8lo] Hel ok mjX]
© QS FAACE FoekA] 2 Ao et
(F(1, 455), n.s.). &4 Ht #of % F-& HA
Az} FAA F3HM = 4.62)7} o]2A F3HM = 4.08)
Ho} £ S 7 E o Yepgen], Aol

Lo
rob olft
poy)
i

H3F Fof ol A= G TAH R K
YERSHTHE(, 455), p < 0.01). B3k Hel Flojw

o UiA e} TR JEAgavis BAMCRE fo
a4 @8 Ao YETHE(L, 455), ns.).

Table 5. ANOVA of Security Involvement

variables SS df MS F
Coping (C) 1.05 1 1.05 0.74
Homogeneity (H) 34.85 1 34.85 24.55%%*

C X H 1.87 1 1.87 1.32

* p < 0.05, #* p < 0.01

upReke 2 oA 24 FA4 wikle] F
o mX|= g&ke] o] HEs ;

T Ht g BAg Ay, AAFA dAM =
5.26)7F AF-FA AM = 4.95) WL} & HHS 714

Z 3T
= Ao tehgon], ga asle] F4elme) vl

=
)

G SAK R FosiA] gk Ao = YERFITHE(L,
455), n.s.). A FFE Fo-S A A9 54
d 8HM = 5.92)7} o] EA E3HM = 4.22) KU} 52
Bs 7= Ao ® Yelston, Ao FrlEd
H2= e FAHORE fogh loR YERHTHE(,
455), p < 0.01). B3k F=o) ol ik i<} 524
ol AaAgavhs SAXHORE FoalA] ke o

UebtH(F(1, 455), n.s.).

Table 6. ANOVA of Compliance Intention

variables SS df MS F
Coping (C) 2.95 1 2.95 4.59
Homogeneity (H) 321.52 1 321.52 | 501.16%x

C X H 0.58 1 0.58 0.90

*p < 0.05, *= p < 0.01
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Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Mediation

Model
step path beta t—value
0 step H3 ISA — CI .230 5.04%
H1 ISA — SI 421 9.93xx
1-1 step
H2 ISA — ISI .300 6.7 1%
H4 SI — CI .259 5.33xx
1-2 step
H5 IST — CI 214 4,62
2 step H3’ ISA — CI .056 1.18
= p < 0.01

3% ISA(Information Security Awareness), SI(Social Influence),
ISI(Information Security Involvement), CI(Compliance Intention)
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Fig. 4. Result of Multiple Mediator Model
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Table 8. Indirect Effects of SI and ISI

Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
H6 SI 0.1120 0.0267 0.0603 0.1630
H7 IST 0.0657 0.0177 0.0350 0.1630
(CD —0.0463 0.0358 —0.1160 0.0240

3 SI(Social Influence), ISI(Information Security Involvement),
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