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The Influence of IS Technology and Communication Uncertainty on IS Voice Behavior:
The Role of Susceptibility to Informational Influence of Employee
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ABSTRACT

As the reduction of information exposure threats by organization insiders contributes to achieving information
security(IS) goals, organizations are establishing strict IS policies applicable to insiders and increasing investment in IS
systems. However, since IS incidents cause damage to an organization even by malicious information exposure by one
person, psychological support for strengthening IS compliance behavior by insiders. This study aims to confirm how the
uncertain organizational environment related to IS affects individual IS-related behavior. We surveyed insiders of
organizations operating IS policies and tested the hypothesis using 440 samples. As a result, IS technology and
communication uncertainty reduced IS voice behavior through IS prospective anxiety, and individuals’ susceptibility to
information influence moderated the relationship between IS technology, communication, and prospective anxiety and IS
voice behavior. Our results suggest the necessity and direction of supplementing the uncertain IS environment in practice.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Samples

i

Categories Frequency %

Male 218 495

Gender Female 222 505

Under 30 102 23.2

A 31 - 40 102 23.2

8¢ 41 - 50 114 2.9

Over 51 122 207

Indust Manufacturing 126 286

v Service 314 714

Staff 183 416

Job | Assistant Manager 101 23.0

Position Manager 74 16.8

Over Manager 82 186

Under 10 27 6.1

Firm 10749 113 25.7

Size 507299 144 32.7

Over 300 156 355

Total 440 100.0

V.2 A
41 ;\]g/\g 21] E]_I:]-/\g
B oAPE Foas BAe Tegds 2dge 9
3} AMOS 220 712 & &gata, 24 &3 4
Process 3.1 #H71A& &gatct ¢4, ATEHo
Wy pQEe v gEow 2AHorne gl
e EAAQEAE Fels] d A4 o
B BAe Fae

A, AL SPSS 210 #AE dgaty w
47 QdRAn 2evs dug g 444 9
sttt AEus Iye 29d 07 ol #E
a2, E 26 A=Y #HY 488 89 3
AR 9} A2nE duE HoFEy AFHorR BE
a9lo] QA FEsto]l Qlel g duy &
ol Qo ANFAHS FHedt. A4, B
AMOS 220 sH71AE &8sty 214 a1wAs
Festa, A% HeAn Bd dgae Pl e
Ao AE gdde 89 4 dnEe] a9d 4
4% EY GRgE e St Aow )
9 M E(CR)S HdZAFE(AVE) S T3t} ¢4
geld ¥ mde AYHL Selsidon x

*/df = 2.148, RMR = 0.048, RMSEA = 0051, GFI =

0.931, AGFI = 0908, NFI = 0.950, TLI = 0.967, %]

L CFL= 09723 22o] ehd 434 22498 5

Fadth 9% B9 B ARATE g A

07 o4, AFEAFE 05 oo @ AuAew

aenl ¥ 26 4% 094 dns welze
3

wE aele] 43 B LTSS FHAG,

¥ 2. EfEM g AMEM
Table 2. Construct Validity and Reliability

Construct Factor | Cronbach CR AVE
onstructs
Loading | s Alpha

TU1 0.747
TU2 0.782

TU TUS 0.808 0.886 0.880 0.649
TU4 0.748
Cul | 0.782
CU2 0.780

CU 0.891 0.862 0.609
CU3 | 0.788
CU4 0.696
PA1 0.647

PA PAZ 0812 0.856 0.816 0528
PA3 0.848 ' ' '
PA4 | 0803
VB1 0.787

VB | VB2 | 0.776 0.910 0.889 0.727
VB3 0.725
SII1 0.803
SI2 | 0.834

1T . . X

S sms | o799 0.906 0.886 0.660

SII4 0.724

TU(Technology  Uncertainty), CU(Communication Uncertainty),
PA(Prospective Anxiety), VB(Voice Behavior), SII(Susceptibility to
Informational Influence)

i By e AFEEe Hge aolEe] Ay
2 nESL YEAS Bus doz, B By
H ATE ARASE GPEAFE ASES v
e AR BRENEE AT AF
2 ol ao15e) uArn F o, 4 Byl
FAgtha Bk A% E 33 o, a7y
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3 =Y EEY 2o

Table 3. Result for Discriminant Validity

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5
TU 0.805°
CU 614" | 0.781°
PA 4677 | 4407 | 0.726°
VB -624" | -.607" | 560" | 0.853?
SIT 592" | 557 | 482" | -6007 | 0.813°

TU(Technology ~ Uncertainty), CU(Communication Uncertainty),
PA(Prospective Anxiety), VB(Voice Behavior), SII(Susceptibility to
Informational Influence)

a = square root of the AVE, =+ p < 0.01
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RMR = 0.046, RMSEA = 0.049, GFI = 0.948, AGFI
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Table 4. Results of Main Effect Tests

Path Coefficient | t-value Result
Hl | PA— VB | -591 | -0286" | Support
H2a| TU — VB | -5725 | -0.337" | Support
H2b | TU — PA 4.805 0.344™ | Support
H3a| CU — VB -5.142 -0.294" | Support
H3b| CU — PA 3.689 0.26™ Support

TU(Technology ~ Uncertainty), CU(Communication Uncertainty),
PA(Prospective Anxiety), VB(Voice Behavior)

sl p < 0,01
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Behs S7HA71aL(H3b), BEERF Al FEE Fa
AR Ao M), FERAEA U F 29 71
A2E SId A3 5%e) FolrEe Few i
gyt H3a: 6= -0.294, p < 0.01; H3b: 5= 0.260,
p < 0.01)
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Table 5. Results of Moderating Effect Tests _ _
Coefficient |  t-value Result :L%'I. 4. 8% %4%% dlas =E 224 (Hp)
Consiant 526 | 1209207 Fig. 4 Moderation Effect of SIl (H4b)
PA -0460 | -9.490" Do
H4a Sli -0.360 | -7.873" | Support Pl T
Interaction -0073 | -2.033"
F = 1320276, A = 0.4760
Constant 5345 | 133.362" 2
TU -0415 | -9.163" 2 120
Hab Sl -0.383 | -8672" | Support B
Interaction -0.090 | -2.780" a0 .
F = 1325168, F° = 0.4769
Constant 5346 | 133.276™ Communication Uncertainey oo
CU -0.376 | -8965" a2 5 HE g& oM =& g1 (Hdo)
Hac Sl -0445 | 10586 | Support Fig. 5 Moderation Effect of SIl (H4c)
Interaction -0.104 | -2.956"
F = 127.0429, R* = 0.4664
TU(Technology ~ Uncertainty), ~ CU(Communication — Uncertainty), V. 7E=i E
PA(Prospective Anxiety), SII(Susceptibility to Informational Influence)
£ p < 005, p < 001 22 YA gt AR FA 5 ARKEb st
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