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Abstract This paper aims to confirm the effect of self—control and organization—control on information
security attitude. The research method is composed of a cross—design of locus of control and tightness
culture. The measurement variables used in the assessment are information security actual attitude,
compliace behavioral attitude, and information security efficacy. As a result, the locus of control had
a significant effect on information security actual attitude, information security efficacy, information
security efficacy, and it was found that influence of the internal—based condition was greater than the
external—based condition. The tightness culture had a significant effect on compliace behavioral
attitude, information security efficacy, and it was found that influence of the tight culture—based
condition was greater than the loose culture—based condition. In addition, the discussion contatins the

implications of information security direction that reflect these research results.
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Table 1. participants distribution

tightness Sex

culture male

locus of
control

total
female

loose culture | 21(52.50%) | 19(47.50%) | 40(100.00%)
29(69.05%) | 13(30.95%) | 42(100.00%)

total 50(60.98%) | 32(39.02%) | 82(100.00%)
loose culture | 34(53.97%) | 29(46.03%) | 63(100.00%)
internal | tight culture | 40(47.06%) | 45(52.94%) | 85(100.00%)

total 74(50.00%) | 74(50.00%) |148(100.00%)
loose culture | 55(53.40%) | 48(46.60%) |103(100.00%)
69(54.33%) | 58(45.67%) [127(100.00%)
total 124(53.91%) | 106(46.09%) |230(100.00%)

external| tight culture

total | tight culture
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Table 2. t—test of locus of control

variables Group M(SD) t—value
information external (N=82) 4.87(1.15)
security actual —4.99%x
attitude internal(N=148) 5.61(1.04)
information external (N=82) 5.05(1.09)
security —2.62%x
efficacy internal(N=148) 5.42(0.95)
information external(N=82) 5.28(1.02)
security —4 . 37#x
efficacy internal(N=148) 5.86(0.95)
#x p < 0.01

information secunty actual compliace behavioral information secunty
attitude attitude efficacy
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Fig. 1. t—test of locus of control
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Table 3. t—test of tightness culture
variables Group M(SD) t—value
information loose culture(N=103) | 5.22(1.29)
security actual —1.44
attitude tight culture(N=127) | 5.44(0.98)
compliace loose culture(N=103) | 5.13(1.02) )10
. . —4. *
behavioral attitude | tight culture(N=127) | 5.41(0.99)
information loose culture(N=103) | 5.40(1.06) 250
. . —3.50%
security efficacy | fight culture(N=127) | 5.86(0.92)

*p < 0.05, # p < 0.01
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Fig. 2. t—test of tightness culture
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Table 4. ANOVA of information security actual attitude

Table 5. ANOVA of compliace behavioral attitude

variables SS df MS F
locus of control(L) 29.84 1 29.84 26.35%*
tightness culture(T) 3.96 1 3.96 3.49

LxXT 7.01 1 7.01 6.19%

*p < 0.05, #* p < 0.01

information security actual attitude

loose culture tight culture

external e——=sinternal

Fig. 3. Interaction of L X T on information
security actual attitude
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L xXT 7.37 1 7.37 7.68%x
#x p < 0.01
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Fig. 4. Interaction of L X T on compliace
behavioral attitude
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Table 6. ANOVA of information security efficacy EHAE FAE FollitH16,19]. o) & <Qls), AF-EH
variables S m MS i QAN A WA ETA 8] 5 AEslH, Ht FF
locus of control(L) | 18.04 1 18.04 | 20.53% A ¢ aE ALY 2 Edvt E 7t
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Fig. 5. Interaction of L X T on information
security efficacy
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