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Analysis of Caregivers’ Intention to Participate in Behavior Support Planning

for Individuals with Developmental Disabilities
Based on the Technology Acceptance Model
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EASA ATAUARS A /15 ARS AR 9 FH0] Gk AT 49 BT $IIAA 9EA 2099 oz deaie
YSATE FHE ARE PSS 3105 AMOS 26 TEIHE BEIAAT, B £2E sheksby] e ARW FL WSS =W, 2L
39 A7} Aok SEAWATS] A Fol8 I 34, Folel 5 Fedelr} APAATARS ol i} Aol )
EAE AF) Aa) GARABIRY R AFRZS ARG, F2A PAS AFH) A9 FUH 298N % J2RY $AS 49
stk 7 2% QAE 40, FIEIE % ReldlEE Re 0w vehd wel, QA8 Solde H e FEow dehlon 2w
FAUHE o Aol7h gsleh ATANEATH Wo] WE Aole AR Uitk ZREFE AANAL AQehA) Agehe T
== aagien) 3299 4 24 A2 Sol8e 902 840, IAD A4 Jolded, Bols Joisd 49T 93
e TAE oz e o] ATE 71EFERES YEAAAY Aeel Aol & T4 AT WIS AT Gz B
Sl waAs) A - At Ael2 clofls TEE 45 MEA AelE oledoz AT B AN ot 3

J&48RY, YEHQ B, WSX YA, Folo=

'

This study aims to analyze the factors influencing the intention of caregivers of individuals with developmental disabilities to participate in behavioral
support planning, based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), and to provide foundational data for effective behavioral support planning in
the future. To this end, the sub-factors of the TAM were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, and a survey was conducted with 211 caregivers of
individuals with developmental disabilities across the country. The collected data were analyzed using SPSS 31.0 and AMOS 26, and a one-sample
t-test was conducted to assess the level of each factor. In addition, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and post hoc tests were conducted to
examine whether perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, attitude toward using, and intention to use regarding behavior support plans differed
according to the sociodemographic characteristics of caregivers of individuals with developmental disabilities. Confirmatory factor analysis and path
analysis were also conducted to examine the structural relationships among these variables. The results showed that perceived usefulness, attitude
toward using, and intention to use were high, whereas perceived ease of use was the lowest and did not differ significantly from the scale midpoint.
Differences according to sociodemographic characteristics were found only for some variables. The measurement items were found to adequately explain
the latent variables. The path model analysis showed that perceived ease of use had a significant positive effect on perceived usefulness, perceived
usefulness had a significant positive effect on attitude toward using, and attitude toward using had a significant positive effect on intention to use.
This study is significant as it applied the Technology Acceptance Model to the context of behavioral support planning, thereby extending
technology-focused research into the human-centered domain, and it provides a theoretical framework explaining caregivers’ participation by verifying

the structure through which their cognition and attitudes lead to participation.

Technology Acceptance Model, Caregivers of Individuals with Developmental Disabilities, Behavioral Support Plan, Behavioral Intention to participate
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1. gmol WK I =%

3 5 2] Y A &l(Behavior Support Plan, BSP) & FA % 3§% XY (Positive Behavior Support, PBS)-& &t 2]
2 dusla FAHAQ FFS FHE] Y3 HToE 1S U B Ao q4HQ Y AFog 8
Atk T84 AFALLE FABFY A AHETE APE ool S 7, waelqle] 2
QY-S 7|9k g2 g A Xk 3 SAF FEALS AEAZY AFEAS S5, ¢
g7 oMo FA s FAToEZN AFHQA AF5T TAY HAE Bedsle FHF F2oE PJrpwta
o

) THBambara & Kern, 2005/2008).

347 ABANE BN S S I AT Fopla WA EAE JEm Yok olol =) o
S Aveld A4 PEAQe] A4, a5 ohad a4

3
oA Wl Qle] FAYE FA(Kang & Choi, 2025;
Gweon et al., 2019; Moon & Park, 2008; Lee & Baek, 2022), A7|Z4 F& d*KPaik & Kim, 2011), 7153} A5 28
Z7KKim & Park, 2008; Lee & Paik, 2023), AAE 3PF Z7KPaik, Park, & Lee, 2019), H3 A} USFF7HKim &
Park, 2024) 2 WA} &%7 F7HLim & Choi, 2019)0] &7} &S Busta Yot 7P St Ao A WA ol
o] PEA LAY & TBH PsALES T3 FAPEFS 7ITHCRE FAS AL AFHoRE Fon|d A WTS
ggete #HS FAREY o ARHY B ofye, AVIA] AF ALS THssHA sk, volrh gl
¢l Ae BB VS B 49 d FdddE A FFE HXe A2 UEaL thKang & Choi,
2025; Kim & Park, 2008; Moon & Park, 2008; Park & Lee, 2017; Yoo & Paik, 2020).
shA, et dEAgelll JATe FUleke FAIE, dEecle] EASTeR Qdl WAst= AMSA FEF &
Z7Fstal UThHlee & Lee, 2022). HAFXF] 20249 FEZNQ A SA w=2w fuvet SS53FHS
2,631,356 2.2 HA AT 5.1%° ek o] F AHANe} AHGFANE EE WG] 280,672 E
2023 A% 264,428 ET 6.1% 7Vt wid F7F FAE Hola Stk dERelle] U FAe 57Y wASE
o= laf Ao &) HEE ofyg} 7t AL Hukel] QIS HIAEE(Seok, 2013; Jung & Jeon, 2023; Choi &
Yu, 2018), oS thdo = gk a2l A AT FA Wete] Fag AR T otk
o Rle] kst FAY TS B9 715 o] Ao JEFES vtk AT AA, A, FRF, &
! = 540l dom, o= Q3 YN F ASAY
Aol o AXEo|, ExdFd, BAZPT T ohd FFS vEpdTh
o
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219 &hel AS wFal 1S A Aol A AL Fofol] ezt =,
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2t AA =HH, ol FES =73 71 FAY A AA - AR E AEF
= St =0h T3 ol g3 He e S "Hkol| A IS Fof, AYHA &5

Hkxlo 2 o]o]& 9T Z7}8KKim, 2015; Kim, Kim & Park, 2010; Park et al., 2018; Baek, 2015; Oh & Cho, 2021).
wagefle] FAYE et Rear 2 7159 BT} A A HL Bl 7159 o] d i =
o] dtt. Bt #FAdE s AFF ol FZ HES BT, FA8ES A43Fo2 FAste
AAQ 7NAZ AL G UThPark, 2024). FEF, W1 FAPE FA Ao BReA F U] AP &
< 92y Ad Ag 59 E Al AAoA F83 V| 2AEE AL, FANEY FAd AFA0 S

CHLucyshyn et al., 2002). o}2& 74} stuol X AA Q0 EAF Be]7} o]Fojxttd HExt
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P& A 71E 5 2 A 18 BUS daste dH =wc] 2 Ao thBack, 2019).
olgfgt Huxte] H=2 ook AA A TJr1117} aHE T3s] HAslids At ZA 7IREE FA HZol 2
23lt). 83524 (Applied Behavior Analysis, ABA)S F-A135 FA A 718 &2 &4 71Nt Aoz HriE
SEYFTEAS ZABE 7S Fofstal o wWE A8 AS 9 - H&, tE A= & A
WAsE AAE dxz 7" o] AN HHoR E8He 752 FFH7HFunctional Behavioral
Assessment, FBAE ZA|YF] A #F4] 291 AAHCE EAsto] FFALAZ s 23 7= ARE
AFstaL o5 53 FHE FFA YA EBehavior Support Plan, BSP)2 7|54 FFH7} JHE QoFslo] A2 <l
A AZE BAE AZFMZA, BEA - DAL - HAETE F FHS 58] A3 ETHCrone, Hawken & Horner, 2020).
FEALAGL Bt o Beel A541] FodrE M= wet addo] debd § glow, ved
ofQle] HF WHIHERt oy} V1S A, 53] BeAte] ol Wk dex Fao3 dFS vAA Eo 28y 7]
=C FE EaAus ZrOolY T4 YeAd A a9, B FoAPETy HEE Alole] #
741 s ] 23& 953 oJ(Kim & Park, 2024; Park & Park, 2021), TE7go<lo] E—xﬂ g% 29 Ago| Wet KHEA}
]_

o £

o] 9 o] A oﬂﬁf Hoxe] PFALAY FoAgr s 4 0}71 913k 0|22 EZ 7]&48 ¥ 8 (Technology
Acceptance Model, TAM)S #8314} sttt 7|&4F8 R 7|&o] AA A dFo] Fooxe o3 HFHHo=
FEFE won, FAore vz g /Ao Bz i AFETkal AAZTE ojuf ooy xdt T WEol o
g JAAE §olA, A F&Ao] 1 HEI SHALFE I PTS Tl BAS EE TheAo] Eoitn
B+ Zo|tKDavis, 1989; Fagih & Jaradat, 2015). Q1A o A8} A 7SS AMeSEE FAoA o=
Ao dolre] AE SLstal, A" 84S 54 71 Aol Al R U Y e =] gra
AAste AEE IrlstH, Blee ARRA 1o 383 e FAZ =745 ov|gtKFathema, Shannon & Ross,
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71%4%563—3— BurEe] 547 AEEE 4REY] A% o2y B2 Ao, AXH Fol4w A
do] Blme} Algelme] 9L Ve AL AWHTHDwis, 1989). VEAAAIL AR7)EH D AR
7}9} At Helse] s Adshe A0S B ATelhe AN AErEnas) AFA A8
g3t Aol k. AU BEAQA Y] e R ol G4 AY AYL Ark olshstm sty Arkn
AR, o] BEAD] Drht FEITHL A4FEATE Felo] Ui BEs ome] FFS
E A NE5ERPY Fo g9AH WAL gl AR 5 ok wepd o] ATAE 7]
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22 1E o]y} 41H(19.4%), AETE0] 429(19.9%), E°] 104H49.3%), terd o] de] 248(11.4%) 2.2 tE9|
7P =2 HlES BHAth YA, Raxe] AP AAFH 78WH(B7.0%), AFYH 25WH(11.8%), SAFYI 327(15.2%), A
A

2 369(17.1%), 718 40%(19.0%) 22 HAQF52] Hlgo] 7P wsirh tilAl, Baxte] 4 Hd 7 &52 100
T @92 F1E Tk ol A AFNA IHHAEASS 1007 ¥ @RE FESte A3 AlESeo, Woo &
Kee, 2015)5 arste] A "7HAISERAL 025 Bad Ax 7hge] E¥TFAS ofF 5007 dS VEe R
Sdxle] AAZ EAS ARty BEe #3L Wy Yslo|tt. AE Ax 3009 Q wlulo] s7HER7%), 300
ok 9 o]ak~399%k & o|3lr} 49W(23.2%), 400%F Y o)Ak ~499%F & o|3}r} 37HW(17.5%), 5009k Y o]AF~599tF &
o]&}7} 21%(10.0%), 600%E 9 o] F~699%t 9 o]&k7} 137 (6.2%), 7008t 4 o] o] 34%(16.1%) =22 YEIEH ©]
Ao AFPAAS] gl AR T BF ALY SIFALS A2 EAL <Table 1>} o] AAFT)
202, A9 AL <Table 2>0A H& nle} Zth
28] QAR EAISHE EAS AWshd vt 2ok
A7), AP o] AMe I}t 140%(66.4%), AA7F 718 (33.6%) 0.8, Fate] vl o] O %A Uston, S, 29

|

vol(the 22w ¥ uSAARY TRl - 25 - T5 - Al - 4% ARVDS FEs] £49 HA

tolthd W EAS wgle] pFRSIGTE 9 A3 3~5A7F 98@3%), 6~8A17F 22%(10.4%), 9~1147} 35
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<Table 1> Sociodemographic Characteristics of Participants (Caregivers) (N=211)
Category n %
Father 13 6.2
Relationship

Mother 178 84.4

with the Child
Others (e.g., grandparents, legal guardians) 20 9.5
Under 40 34 16.1
40s 99 46.9

Age

50s 68 32.2
60 and older 10 4.7
High school graduate or lower 41 194
Associate degree 42 19.9

Education Level
Bachelor's degree 104 49.3
Graduate degree or higher 24 11.4
Full-time homemaker / Unemployed 78 37.0
Self-employed 25 11.8
Occupation Office worker 32 15.2
Professional 36 17.1
Other 40 19.0
Less than 3 million 57 27.0
3 million - 3.99 million 49 232
Monthly Household 4 million - 4.99 million 37 17.5
Income (KRW) 5 million - 5.99 million 21 10.0
6 million - 6.99 million 13 6.2
7 million or more 34 16.1
Total 211 100

(16.6%), 12~14A417} 187H(8.5%), 15~1747} 53W(25.1%), 18A4] ©]Fo] 74H(35.1%) 2.2, 184
71 & ¥EE EREAT A, A9 wsuiXe dukstal duksheo] 129%(6.7%), °‘t&f5}ﬂ E8kg0] 667
(31.3%), S8tal7} 949 (44.5%), DFZHILTHA o] )7} 15%(7.1%), 7IE7} 2478(11.4%) 0.2, 5587t 71 =&
HES Beon, UiA, 2] T8 ol FEo=Ze o307t 859 40.3%), A ZFN7F 11178(52.6%), 71EF7} 15
BT1%02, AXZNE =& HES Btk oA, Ao Bl Axe A= 55%W6.1%), TEE7F 907
(42.7%), =7} 6278(29.4%), & REAT7} 4M1.9%C2, TT557F 7 =2 HES BT, A4, Aqrt 3F
ALAYEE 3HE FsADE AT HF3ol A= AF7F 88HELT%), ATHE Hio| e A7t 1239

[6)
(583%) 2.2, AT FFo] gl HlEo] T =UTH
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<Table 2> Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Children (N=211)
Category n %
Male 140 66.4
Gender
Female 71 33.6
3-5 9 43
6 -8 22 10.4
9-11 35 16.6
Age (Years)

12 - 14 18 8.5
15 - 17 53 25.1
18 and older 74 35.1
General class in general school 12 5.7
Special class in general school 66 31.3
Educational Placement Special school 94 44.5
Major course (Post-secondary) 15 7.1
Other 24 11.4
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) 85 40.3
Disability Type Intellectual Disability (ID) 111 52.6
Other 15 7.1
Mild 55 26.1
Moderate 90 42.7

Severity of Disability
Severe 62 29.4
Unknown 4 1.9
Experience with Yes 88 41.7
Behavior Support Plan No 123 58.3
Total 211 100

Venkatesh and Davis(2000), Fathema et al.(2015), Cho, Cheng & Lai(2009)9]] 2J3] A - B H 7|&F8RFES 7|Hto g
A LA el BHA FA A

4 2R AESERIL JMeT TANAL HEAt AEANAGS SR Hol Ann A4HE 3
w9l AR S0l BEALAG ] Dol AUE AL o =
o

—
- -7
Davis(1989)5 313} al, B}t 7119 F A LA Eel tst 344 T FAH =72 A== Fathema et
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<Table 3> References for Questionnaire ltems

Sub-factor Reference
Perceived Ease of Use Davis(1989)
Perceived Usefulness Davis(1989)
Attitude toward Using Fathema et al.(2015)
Intention to Use Venkatesh & Davis(2000), Cho et al.(2009)
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al.2015)2 AR o, &5 FFAAAZ Fostuz} ks A= o= Venkatesh and Davis(2000), Cho
et al.2009)9] ATE ZAE st FASATG A FF W F Tls A2 B AN S gdE 3de
o] AT HZ | A ‘PFAUAL F DAY AR Ao Z WAt BEAL HAAZ 29 WEA| LA
gof| Fofasts Aol Adetes =5tk
HE AEAE AR EolA 67, AAE 84 67, Foux 478, FAg® 473 T F 40 220 208
oz %“*ﬂ om, RE #34L2 ZAE(Likerr) WA 5H HEAH: A 1¥A 4}, 5H: v 1FhE 3F
o

=]
Stk A7 BS54 A 4l B FHA A4 FFo] B2 vtk Y8 AnE wgow 54

T= =

T ZF 991 W& dBAA(Cronbach’s a)S A& A3 <Table 4>0A4] YUERG nl9} o], QX% fo]AL 90, ¢l
2§84 96, FAEEE 91, FAgrE 952 e
<Table 4> Composition and Reliability of the BSP-TAM Scale

Sub-dimension Number of Items Item Numbers Reliability (a)
Perceived Ease of Use 6 1,23 456 90
Perceived Usefulness 6 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12 96
Attitude toward Using 4 13, 14, 15, 16 91
Intention to Use 4 17, 18, 19, 20 95
Total 20
3. IRER}

o] AFE A& ERFe] Jstel Wagehl nide] YEAUAL FAJEE BHF] A5 FAHAk
AFAE WA AYAFSE BE RS AESC wDgel, REA 9T, BEAAAN A 2 Ao o
8 JIWre vhAstdt: o F ATHIL G AGY E5da ¥ & F - nEda SrdFel A% F wDy
4919 HEAE FHOE APFAOH, HRe £F I A AL wasty] g8 AR WL

m

BEA 2ol ARUES Fu BP9l BA B4 L AQS Fa FIAE nysat mEe AYEYoR
J

2025\ 109 145H 1847k AEAE 2 Z WjRagdon, QRIES; o] P32 EAWA|R] @ AnlEE
oz wjzste] FEAL ALH o Fojsies Y} Eol7] fla A& g Al 9l
as =

A 2EG AT ol wet ST 245 HEA F BHHD
3 ARE ol g3l 24 LYt

4. X2 M|

o] AFoA £ AEE SPSS 31.0 TEZIWI AMOS 26 T2 WS 83l EXH1 £1H AE5E vy
07 AFEA o wWE EAuye ooa g}

A, EEAgR] HaAte] BSP-TAM ahel 891 2 detsty] sl 7t shelacle] S Altsta, =%

A5 Aag Aug, W, BEAA, A%, YRS AEsel AELEAT ANl AT dAetadln. £,
UHE AL AN Ao FAUGY Y FEol FA ALY ReAR AZAUG ARE HZS

paol AR BFU30T KA DEA WAAT, @ A1F GoRRH EELA VA Yok} Aol
3] 41 5} 3 THsmall =0.20,

i

7} P9EAE YEIA T Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016). 922 Cohen’s & At&dlo] 3=~
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Medium=0.50, large=0.80).

=4, TN BoApeh xhie] QARSI EAISH WQlel] wE} BSP-TAM sl 2Rlsel Apol7h EAsh=A 4
S3t7] 9l DA EAREAANOVA) B Duncan 219 ARFASS Adsilor, n%] ax=7] 7] emall=0.01,
Medium=0.06, large=0.14)S A}-§-3}] EH A7) S ‘Hﬁ,s}giWCOhen, 1988; Richardson, 2011).

AR, BSP A& B ool whel BSP-TAMS] 2pol7} YEAE Felsly] 98 e BAS 24
Stk ol flsl BsP AlE A et} wEd @E‘r i SANNEA sddE % e

ﬁr&
S

PN
ry
)

o
olN
o
o
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PN=
N
ol

ulA, o)l B s A4 BSP-TAM ah9jeclel gk 723 #AE A5et7] fal 914 a3 2R
A4S FHSATE o]o]A Cohen(1988)¢] 7]Fo whe} BSP-TAM 38191281 b doj JaEAS AAlste] wel 3
HA S W AEE FRledon, Hi FAAT7ES0 vvte 2 YElUHA tE3AAgS S8 &3 Ae=
BT SilEHHair et al, 2019). FEgh SQ1A QRIFAS sty SAHARY S APLE Hristal EF3t QAF1=F
W @E(CR) EAF3=Z(AVE) 2 Fornell - Larcker 7]%% B3l Hs - HHEIEE AFsAh 13, ARy
< A&t 4 4 BEAT, AFEY, HHEHY, FEHY FAHS FEZEH(G,0003], 95% AlsFIHoz
AFTo=ZHN 7]%?% ol 39l 2 WiNARE 5‘015}93\13}
m AT+2d%
1. BSP-TAM 3}2|201¥ =&
o9l Hoxbe] BSP-TAM 39|81 58 ERIsy] fdl 7I&A A=, e 7SS A3t
1 71&eFA
o] Ao|A AFRE BSP-TAMS] 3912 FEEAE 4E A <Table 5> 2t}
<Table 5> Descriptive Statistics of BSP-TAM Variables (N=211)
Variable Min Max M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Perceived Ease of Use 1.00 5.00 3.09 71 -.08 47
Perceived Usefulness 1.83 5.00 3.92 72 -.35 -.12
Attitude toward Using 2.00 5.00 3.89 .66 -.08 -19
Intention to Use 1.50 5.00 3.91 77 -.28 -42

o], AAE &4, FAHE, FAgrY V|&FAE =g Ade v 2tk
zF ¥l 8442 3.928D=.72), FAE == 3.89(SD=.66)°] %]
om FogrE 391(8D=.77)°]Utt. A, EB_?M 9411% Ao gh2.08~.35, HE Ao g2.12~47 2 Yeht B4
BE¥o 71ZE=E A #<2, F3% Ay 3 <72 53 A2 Fe ?3‘]-‘}iE]{West Finch & Curran, 1995).

O.L/

2) 4R E AF
o] Aol A BSP-TAMS] 9] 80 205 Lol 7] 3l dRE +HFS AAIS ZAF= <Table 6> 2T}
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<Table 6> Differences among BSP-TAM Variables (N=211)
Variable M SD t p d
Perceived Ease of Use 3.09 At 1.92 .056 13
Perceived Usefulness 3.92 72 18.40%:%* < .001 1.27
Attitude toward Using 3.89 .66 19.64%#* < .001 1.35
Intention to Use 3.91 77 17.27%%% < .001 1.19
wwkp < 001

BSP-TAMS] W9l 7+ AR +HT A4F Ay o 2ok A" &o]dL =1.92(p> .05, &= 132N I3
Ael7k glow, EaAre v B YEbgTh IAE 848 =1840(p <.001, d= 1.27)2AM o7k Zfel7} 3le
W, E737)E A ekt FdHEE =19.64 (p<.001, d=1352M 3 Aol7l om, AR &
Uehth FooEE =17.27(p <001, d= LIDEA F23 2jo)7l o, Exarle A4 veldoh

A QIAE f-84, FofEE, Fdre £ FFEOE YEhia 1 EnAv)s 2 9, A" g0l

45 FA% FIF Aolvh vehia 2gih

f

2. AFAS|EA SN #HOlo| (2 BSP-TAM X|O|

gl BEAS WegeRsle] Welo] uel BSPTAM AolE Uoht Az the Bk

E‘%%%OHOJ HZ X}Q} A 8] Ao wE BSP-TAM ztol& Zoti”] 918 ANOVAS A3 Ai= <Table 7>}
2t}
<Table 7> Differences in BSP-TAM by Relationship between Caregivers and Children with Developmental Disabilities (N=211)
Father(h=13)a  Mother(n=178)b  Other(n=20)c Total
Dependent Variable F p n? post-hoc
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Perceived Ease of Use 2.86 .66 3.10 .70 3.15 .82 3.09 wat .801 450 .008 -
Perceived Usefulness 3.90 48 3.88 75 4.28 57 3.92 72 2.749 066 .026 -
Attitude toward Using 3.81 47 3.85 .67 4.24 .58 3.89 .66 3.268%* .040 .030 a,b<c
Intention to Use 3.87 .67 3.86 77 4.40 .65 391 77 4.580%* 011 .042 a,b<c
*p< .05

ool Ba Aol Aol A Fge] wE BSP-TAM o]t o3 2tk A" golddA A 7+ Fo3
ztol7 YERA] FATHF=.801, p >.05, 1°=.008). JUAH F&AZNA He b FYgk Aozt YA Ftth
(F=2.749, p> .05, n*=.026). ZoAg oA Ht 7F {3t 2po]7} YEFSTHF=3.268, p< .05, 1°=.030). Zo]o]xollA]
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A 7F {23 Zo|7t YERGTHF=4.580, p < .05, 1°=.042).
O FAAH ZfolE LobR 7] $l8l Duncan AMFASS AFF A, BSP-TAMO] Fofejmsl Fojojwor R5F

i, ol v ZER R ER R - WA )] S0l =2 A4S v & Atk

egolql HEate] Aeo] WE BSPTAM oS Stolmy] 93] ANOVAS A AoHe <Table 8> 2}

<Table 8> Differences in BSP-TAM by Caregiver's Age (N=211)
Under 40 40s 50s 60 and older
Total
Dependent Variable (n=34) (n=99) (n=68) (n=10) F P n®  post-hoc

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.06 81 3.06 .67 3.12 .70 3.38 .68 3.09 71 694 557 .010 -

Perceived Usefulness 3.95 81 3.80 74 4.04 .66 4.12 .52 3.92 72 1.734 161 .025 -

Attitude toward Using 3.90 77 3.82 .62 3.95 64 4.08 .70 3.89 .66 811 489 012 -

Intention to Use 4.01 77 3.82 77 3.97 75 4.10 .87 391 77 999 394 .014 -

WDgoRel BEAe] A YA T BSPTAM ole thest Utk gAE FolHelM AW 7 2% Aolst
UL RSl (=694, p> 05, 47=010. AR FEHNN AT I )@ Aol b AThE=1734, p
> .05, 1%=.025). Fog =l ATk 7+ HoF 2o|7} YehA AYTHF=811, p>.05, *=.012). Fo]o|zolr Fot
2 el Aol7k LA RgIThF=999, p>.05, 77=014).

ol wEgl BEAs AEAAAG e A4 BSP- TAM ahslaclo] 2 A A b felulF Aol

g ge Joew = 5 Utk

ek

o
2

|

3) 4

ol Ql Hoate] Shelo] wE BSP-TAM zjo]E doli 7] $s] ANOVAE A3 I <Table 9>} 2t}

<Table 9> Differences in BSP-TAM by Caregiver's Education Level (N=211)
High School Associate Bachelor's Graduate
or Lower Degree Degree Degree Total
Dependent Variable (=41 (0=42)b (a=104)c (=244 F p n? post-hoc
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Perceived Ease of Use  3.10 .65 328 .68  3.05 T4 294 .62 3.09 71 1.536 .206 .022 -

Perceived Usefulness 3.50 .79 4.03 .67 4.03 .70 3.97 .57 3.92 72 6.222%%% <001  .083 a<b,c,d

Attitude toward Using  3.57 .64 3.95 61 3.99 .66 3.89 .59 3.89 .66 4.215%% .006 .058 a<b,c,d

Intention to Use 3.52 .79 3.99 64 4.00 .76 4.09 77 391 77 4.857%* .003 .066 a<b,c,d

#Ep< 01, *¥Ep< 001

Wegole) REAe] stel Fge] whE BSPTAM Aolt Thew) 2tk Q1A

AA1E Goldeld Fa 1F Fo3 2ol7t
VFERLIA] & dTHEF=1.536, p> .05, 7?=.022). AAE HF&AlA A 3+ F2)3

|
o7} YEIWTHE= 6.222, p <.001,

2 o
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n%=.083). FoAeEoA e 3+ {3k Zpolrt YEFRTHF=4.215, p< .01, 1°=.058). FA=olx Het 3+ {23
Z}o] 7} YEFFTHF=4.857, p< .01, 12=.066).

I FAZFQ xo]lE Uolr 7] 93l Duncan AMEAZE

= pul R RuLs
S S i ole el Ml AR, e D Ao ol Ave] FE 4% AL

>
095
j;
_ﬂ
os]
w
"CJ
—
>
=
o
0,
R
Al
=
ofo
oX
e
2
fuj
k1
WE,
e
£

Wraofj @l B3 Ak Ao mE BSP-TAM x}o]E Uolr 7] 93] ANOVAE 233 Ail= <Table 10> 2t)

<Table 10> Differences in BSP-TAM by Caregiver's Occupation (N=211)
Homemaker  Self-employed Worker Professional Other
Total post
Dependent Variable (n=78) (n=25) (n=32) (n=30) (n=40) F P n? N
-hoc

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.25 .68 3.09 .70 307 .56 286 .78 3.01 75 3.09 71 1.902 111 .036 -

Perceived Usefulness 3.84 .70  4.11 75 393 73 412 70 375 75 392 .72 2.149 .076  .040 -

Attitude toward Using 3.87 .66 388 .69 380 .61 416 59 374 .68 389 .66 2268  .063  .042 -

Intention to Use 388 .76 393 61 397 71 413 78 373 .89 391 .77 1.385  .240  .026 -

wobgolol Baate] ¢ Hthd] w2 BSP-TAM xfol: theat gth A" fo|AoA A 7+ §2]3k x}o|7}
UERFA] 8k (P=1.902, p> .05, 1°=.036). AAE T8N At 3 F2l7h Zol7h YehdA] dthr=2.149, p
> .05, n%=.040). FARTAA Jt 7+ FJ8 o]yt ERA] §Ekth(F=2.268, p>.05, 1°=.042). FAJEA
o ZF gk Zfolrh UEREA] ehokthF=1.385, p>.05, 1°=.026).

ol gl HaArt AT A AA Gl s <12skE BSP- TAM k9l acle] zk Aq) ok 1k frojn|gh Aol
£ Holx &+ ZoR {4 + Utk

Hiebgo o] B3 A1e] A5 wE BSP-TAM x}o]ES LolH 7] $j3] ANOVAS A3t AF}= <Table 11>3 2Th

<Table 11> Differences in BSP-TAM by Caregiver's Monthly Household Income (N=211)
3M 4M SM 6M
< 3M > M
(@=57) - 39M - 499M - 599M - 6.99M s Total ,  post
Dependent Variable (a=49) (a=37) (@=21) (@=13) F p N e

M SO M SO M SO M SO M SO M SO M SD

Perceived Ease of Use  3.17 .67 3.19 .61 310 .73 303 .63 309 .74 28, .87 309 .71 1116 .353 .027 -

Perceived Usefulness 38 .78 382 74 389 .61 401 56 417 57 406 .8 392 72 946 452 .023 -

Attitude toward Using 3.86 .72 382 .64 386 .61 396 .56 394 55 399 .72 389 .66 396 .81 .010 -

Intention to Use 392 84 370 74 395 .66 412 .60 390 .78 405 .8 391 .77 1308 .262 .031 -

WP HEAY A5 HGo] BE BPTAM Aol st 2k AE FolelA W b FAF Holvh
A kT (=116, p> 05, 77=02), AT FEANA [ 1 FF Aolsh LehA QRkTh =946, p
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> .05, n%=.023). FAEANA J& b FG 2tol7t YEPEA] FTHF=.396, p>.05, 17=.010). FFoJEoA et
b 793k zpo)7t JERA] LtHF=1.308, p>.05, 1°=.031).
=]

ol AN ] HaArt A dAG] el A4sk= BSP- TAM sh9lacle] &5 A 3 Fovdk Zol&
Holx o= Ao g 34 4 itk
2) R
o2 ddshe waagoqlel el BSP-TAM ztolg ol Zib= va3t Lt
1 44
o le] Aol wE BSP-TAM xpolS &ofi7] 3] ANOVAS A7 A= <Table 12>9} Zth
<Table 12> Differences in BSP-TAM by Gender of Children (N=211)
Male(n=140) Female(n=71) Total
Dependent Variable i P n?
M SD M SD M SD
Perceived Ease of Use 3.09 .69 3.11 T4 3.09 71 .033 856 .000
Perceived Usefulness 3.87 77 4.01 .63 3.92 72 1.658 199 .001
Attitude toward Using 3.87 69 391 .60 3.89 .66 164 .686 .000
Intention to Use 3.86 81 4.01 .67 391 77 1.841 176 .001

wrergolle] A ziee] me BSPTAM Aot e 2k A folgdA e 1t Folah Aol vy
Al SBUTHF=.033, p> .05, 1>=.000). VAE F&FolA HE I+ {23 2Fol7k YEPA] FJUTHF=1.658, p> .05, 1
=001, FeAR=el A H 2k Fofh Zpolrk YEREA] §EATHF=.164, p>.05, 1°=.000). Fojefmor He b
93 zpol7F VENA] EATHF=1.841, p>.05, n?=.001).

ol wagelle] e e mEAsl AEADAYG] thal AT BSPTAM B9laglo] A 7 fofvid
ol molx e Aew 2 AUk
2 A%
gl ele] o] ulE BSP-TAM x}o]S Lolr 7] 9a] ANOVAS A3 AFE <Table 13> 2t}
<Table 13> Differences in BSP-TAM by Age of Children (N=211)
3-5 6-8 9 -11 12 - 14 15 - 17 > 18
Total post
Dependent Variable (n=9) (n=22) (n=35) (n=18) (n=53) (n=74) F P ? "
-hocC

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.13 90 3.12 .78 314 .70 283 .60 311 .71 311 .69 3.09 .71 542 744 .013 -

Perceived Usefulness 359 94 392 83 395 67 388 .62 391 76 395 .70 392 72 420 835 .010 -

Attitude toward Using 3.69 .70 399 .70 391 .64 382 .63 387 73 390 .61 389 .66 308 908 .007 -

Intention to Use 403 73 395 84 386 79 393 .69 390 .84 392 72 391 77 .084 995 .002 -
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wegelglel 7 o] mE BSP-TAM zole T 2ol QIXE fo]gdedA Fek 7F fodk 27t Y
A FUTHF=542, p> .05, n*=.013). JAAE FE&AFANA J& 7 738 zFo|7F YebGA] Fhthr=.420, p> .05, 1
=.010). FAHZANA FJ I FJgt 2|7t YEREA] GUTHF=.308, p>.05, 7°=.007). FA]zeA Jot 7+ 79
Sk zol7F YEPIA] I THF=.995, p>.05, 7=.002).

ol ol A#el wEl RaArt A LA G el Q14E= BSP-TAM k91 acle] Jok b frofwsh

ApolE HolA] gE AoE B F Stk

gk glofole] wSu)x|o] W BSP-TAM x}o]E olx 7] ¢35 ANOVAE 2313t Axl= <Table 14>9} 7t}

<Table 14> Differences in BSP-TAM by Educational Placement of Children (N=211)
General Class Special Class Special School ~ Major Course
Total post
Dependent Variable (n=12) (n=606) (n=94) (n=39) F p n? .
-hoc

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 2.94 95 3.23 61 2.97 71 3.21 72 3.09 71 2.333 075 .033 -

Perceived Usefulness 4.32 .55 3.96 .69 3.81 77 3.99 .69 3.92 72 2.164 .093 .030 -

Attitude toward Using 4.17 .66 3.87 .64 3.82 At 391 .55 3.89 .66 .849 468 012 -

Intention to Use 4.06 .84 3.89 72 3.85 .83 4.06 .67 3.91 77 .833 A77 .012 -
el Qle] wsux] Feke] wE BSP-TAM ztole ot 2tk IAE &o] oA e 1+ {3k Zfo]7}
ERR] QEkTHF=2333, p> .05, 1°=.033). JUAH F+&FoNA e 2t F3k Zpo|7F Yep A FRrhr=2.164, p>

05, n%=.030). Foej=olA He b {7 Aol7b YehA] LUTHE=.849, p>.05, 1°=.012). Fofo|olr Het
b 593k zpol7F YERIA] LUTHE=.833, p> .05, ;2=.012).
ol WEAolQlY wsHix|o] wet Byt EA LA G| el 14et= BSP-TAM sk9jale] et 1F {9
[©)

=
Hg Aolg molA @t Aoz HNT & Atk

gl Fol FEoll wWE BSP-TAM o5 Lobi7] 93] ANOVAE Hag A= <Table 15>} Zth

<Table 15> Differences in BSP-TAM by Disability Type of Children (N=211)
ASD ID Other —_ o
Dependent Variable (n=85) (n=111) (n=15) F p K o
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.09 71 3.09 71 3.14 .68 3.09 71 .043 957 .000 -
Perceived Usefulness 3.92 .76 3.89 69 4.11 75 3.92 72 .643 527 .006 -
Attitude toward Using 3.90 .66 3.85 65 4.08 71 3.89 .66 .905 406 .009 -
Intention to Use 3.93 81 3.88 73 4.10 .81 391 77 .568 568 .005 -
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egoQlel Aol 3@ el wE BSP-TAM Apol= T3t 2tk A" foldelA He b {23k Aozt
UEREA] 3T F=.043, p> .05, 7=.000). JAAE F&ANA A TF Fo3k 2po|7F YA FUTHF=.643, p>
05, %=.006). FAREA Jt 3+ Fg 2oz YeEhA] UTHF=.905, p>.05, 1°=.009). Aozl Hk
F Fo%E zol7F veRA] T F=.568, p>.05, 1°=.005).

ol wEAelle] o 3ol wel Rzt PeA LA G disl] 2)5hH= BSP-TAM 198910 Jd 7 #9

H@ Aol o)X g oz ¥ % Ytk

ozl o1o] Aol Aol wE BSP-TAM x}o]E «olr 7] 98] ANOVAS 233t Aa}l= <Table 16>3 Zth

<Table 16> Differences in BSP-TAM by Severity of Disability of Children (N=211)
Mild Moderate Severe Unknown
Total post
Dependent Variable (n=55) (0=90) (n=62) (n=4) F P n?

-hoc
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.25 .79 3.00 .63 3.09 .70 2.88 1.01 3.09 71 1.583  .194 022 -

Perceived Usefulness 4.13 .69 3.87 .60 3.82 .85 3.54 1.17 3.92 72 2453 .064 034 -

Attitude toward Using 4.01 .62 3.80 .63 3.89 72 4.13 .60 3.89 .66 1.382 249 .020 -

Intention to Use 3.95 .79 3.87 .76 3.95 77 4.00 .82 391 77 .198 .897 .003 -

o

ol le] Aol Ax Yo W& BSP-TAM xfol= tha3 2t A" goldelA I 1k Fo3k 2pol7}t
UERFA] ATHF=1.583, p> .05, 1°=.022). QIAE fF+&AdA H 2t F2gk zfo)7F VPR ERThFr=2453, p
> .05, n%=.034). FAREAAM [ 7F Fo5 zpo|7F YEPEA] FATHF=1.382, p>.05, 1°=.020). FHSJEolA F
& 7F ol xpol7t YERIA] RTHF=.198, p>.05, 12=.003).

ol el ol Axel wel Bzt sEAAAEe] tia] 1248h= BSP-TAM 39| a%lo] Ak 7F 79

H@ Aol molX g oz B % Yrk

(6) BSP 48 #%F

el Rle] BSP Ay 5o whE BSP-TAM 3}o]& &olr 7] 93] ANOVAE A33t Ai= <Table 17>3} 2T}

<Table 17> Differences in BSP-TAM by Experience with BSP of Children (N=211)
Yes NO Total
Dependent Variable (n=88) (n=123) F P n?
M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.13 .68 3.07 72 3.09 1 425 S15 .002
Perceived Usefulness 3.94 .66 3.90 77 3.92 72 196 .659 .001
Attitude toward Using 3.97 .63 3.83 .67 3.89 .66 2.577 .110 012
Intention to Use 4.02 74 3.84 .78 391 77 3.080 .081 015
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wregolele] Bse AW % ATl e BSPTAM Aol Theat woh AW SolgelA He 1t Felg Aol
7b hehEA EtTh=.425, p> 05, =002, QXY M A T FelF Zolsk e Qgtthr=196, p
> 05, 1°=.000. FANZANA P& 1 FAG Aol ehdA] RATHE=2577, p>05, 12=012). FelEAA
& 1 FoI@ Folvh et RTHE=3.080, p> 05, =015

ol WP BSP B Fol mek HEAL PEAAAG el AASHE BSPTAM 3918<l0] AT 3
Foul FolE Mol Pt Ao A¥T F AUtk

@) BSP AF B fol mhE oY 24
goels] BsP AT Y ool wheh BSPTAMS] FE2H A Aok YEAS HAASH] s e 24

=
S A3 A= <Table 18>, <Table 19>%} 2T}

<Table 18> Model Comparison for Multi-Group Analysis by Experience with BSP of Children

Model x> df CFI RMSEA Ax? Adf p ACFI
Unconstrained Model 631.804 330 929 066 - - - -

Measurement Weights Model 649.969 346 929 065 18.165 16 314 .000

Structural Weights Model 657.775 351 928 065 7.806 5 167 001

BSP AT el e JEH gle HAelAd 4 AEEdH 9 v o] #AE vug A3, F Jd 3 fF
ofFF Apol7b ERA] RATHAX®=18.165, Adf=16, p=.314, ACFI=.000). =3 Ix|H &0, A 84, i
T 3 Foox e #AE F Aol vl A= Fol3k Aot YEhA] FUTHAX®=7.806, Adf=5,

=167, ACFI=.001).
o, BSP AT AW ool WE BPTAME FEF WAL 7 Aolrh YA gt Rem 2 5tk

<Table 19> Multi-Group Analysis of BSP-TAM by Experience with BSP of Children

Yes No
Path (n=88) (n=123)

B P B P

PEOU — PU 335% 004 .258%% .006

PEOU — ATT -.074 304 115 084
PU — ATT 9027 < 001 TS5k < .001

PU — BI -431 062 -.085 372
ATT — BI 1.148%3% < 001 Sk < .001

*p< 01, ***p<.001

BSP AT Ad FAdolAe AAH §olgdo] AAH F8A400 mX= FEB=335, p < 0D, AAH &
Aol HXE G3HB=.902, p < .001), FAENE7} FoJozd wx= A3KBE=1.148, p < .001)°] FJ3}A) UrE‘r

do] %

stk BSP A3 M13E AVAAE A4 Folgo] AAH FEAel Ve JFE=28, p < oD, AT F§4
o Fefe|wo] VXt FHB=75L p < 001, FANEI} FoAL o] VAE FFE=945, p < 000°] I3
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Jehstt) whe, X8 gol o] Felewl nAE 9 AAE f840] B md] At FEe T AT w
oA frolalA] 2.
o), BSP AT A% AW AW Auel Fo TrARe] Folde] 5UF PHow e s Rz

Wl Haxte] A dAZl thk BSP-TAM st 2QlE 3t 23 #AS Aty & d=2RI=

BSP-TAM 319291 7+ Aa@A o] A3l= <Table 20>9} 7t}

<Table 20> Correlations among Sub-factors

Variable Perceived Ease of Use Perceived Usefulness Attitude toward Using Intention to Use
Perceived Ease of Use 1
Perceived Usefulness 320 1
Attitude toward Using 327k T43 %k 1
Intention to Use 177 L6133k 795% % 1

#ik p 001

BSP-TAM 3191291 7+ gdaA e dite b5 2o A Sold3t A" #87480=320), AAE o]
FoAB) (=327, JAAF &ol 3 FAm(=.177), QA" FE4% FAME(=.743), 84457 Fofo=(=.613),
AR =0t FAo=(=795) BF FH(HLE Fo #AE Hth

olFF A= 7 shejacle] e WEoR A= AL ulstH, ol & 8119 FE]

7

[e]
a]le] FE 3 A moAle B0l TAHLE FolF Aew & 5 Sk

Hfr

o}45% ot

rt

2) 913 8A7H

BSP-TAM®] 3}9] 2018 FAHRICZ A% SAHRYPS R4 a1 oz HAFESH A= <Table 21>, <Table
22>, <Table 23> % <Figure 1>3} 7T}

BSP-TAM®] 3}9]8Q1S FAHICE A% FAHRYP Y B3ES A5 d¥e v 2ok 37, 238 AP=
2 Az A7, 2AAL FY39(x2=376.084, df=164, x%df=2.293, p< .001), CFI=.948, TLI=.940, RMSEA=
078(90% 41F]T7=.068~.089), SRMR=.0492 UE}} ttH A= AFE 7oz ditygoz 8 7153 2y

<Table 21> Model Fit Indices for the CFA of BSP-TAM

Fit Index /(D CFI TLI RMSEA(90%) SRMR
2.293 078
Analysis Result .948 .940 .049
(p<.001) (.068 ~.089)
Acceptance Criteria p>.05 > .90 > .90 < .08 < .08
Assessment Significant Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
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<Table 22> Squared Correlations and AVE among BSP-TAM Sub-factors

Variable Perceived Ease of Use Perceived Usefulness Attitude toward Using Intention to Use
Perceived Ease of Use (.609)
Perceived Usefulness 102 (.782)
Attitude toward Using 107 552 (.711)
Intention to Use 031 376 632 (.839)

Note. Values on the diagonal in bold and parentheses are AVE. Off-diagonal values are the squared correlation coefficients (r2).

<Table 23> Measurement Model Indices of the BSP-TAM CFA

Observed
Latent Variable B B R SE t(CR.) CR AVE
Variable
PEOU1 1.00 .84 .70 - -
PEOU2 1.01 .86 75 .07 15.39%**
Percei E:
erceived Ease PEOU3 94 87 76 06 15.52%
of Use — .90 .61
skeoksk
(PEOU) PEOU4 75 .68 46 .07 10.79
PEOUS 75 .65 42 .07 10.19%**
PEOU6 .88 .76 57 .07 12.60%**
PU1 1.00 .88 .66 - -
PU2 1.05 .90 72 .07 14.96%#
Perceived Usefulness PU3 1.10 93 85 07 17.06%%
N 96 78
(PU) PU4 1.10 92 .87 .06 17.30%%%*
PUS 1.09 .85 .81 .07 16.36%%%
PUG6 1.08 .81 .78 .07 15.89%%%*
ATT1 1.00 .84 77 - -
Attitude toward Using ATT2 1.02 .83 .67 .07 15.56%*
N 91 71
(ATT) ATT3 1.00 .82 .69 .06 15.90%%%
ATT4 99 .88 71 .06 16.39%%*
BI1 1.00 93 75 - -
Intention to Use BI2 1.08 95 84 06 19.55 %k
- 95 84
(BD BI3 1.16 92 .90 .06 21.02%%
BI4 1.13 .87 .87 .06 20.26%%*
w3 p <001
4geg net B4, RE HES 2ARNFE 65-95 WAZ 50 olFoln, BE p< 0012 FrelSRTh A,
7t Al NI =CRF FHEAFESAVEEAAE FHEY, AAE §0]/d(CR=.902, AVE=.609), °J7<1% F

| (CR=.956, AVE=.782), | =(CR=.908, AVE=.711), T (CR=.954, AVE=.839)E YElY IAZEFT 7]+
(CR = .70, AVE = 50)& FZalth U, dHEdEE QAAE &o]A2] AVE(609), AAE F873°] AVE(782),
o= 9] AVE(711), FJo]lr o] AVE(839) Zro] Ztzte] ZAwel A 7+ A#A S AFZEQ 031~.6328T 2
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PECU1] [PEOU2| [PEOUS] [PEOUA] [PECUS] [PEOUS| [PU1 ] [PU2 | [PU3 |[PU4 ] [PUS |[PU6 | [ATT1][ATT2|[ATT3] [ATT4] [Bi ][ B2 ][ BB ][ BM ]

6666686688885 8585858 88846

<Figure 1> CFA of the BSP-TAM Sub-factors

Aoz et

o]#3t AFE= Hu and Bentler(1999)7} AASF 71%S ZE3)e] =53 o] 270 A3 Hisls Aoz B 5
Jen, ol ALY AR A" &olA, A" 84, FouE, Foorze ez Qs Z txsa
Ves T = Aok =&, /A Ee FFiEAFEo] B Vs $5¢ AL 4 a9 Wl #3850 =2 W
A dBAS FASH L NES dHHA S S B

0]% BSP-TAMS] Aol 7+ 127 #AZS A=3)7] 98] A=wdL 3013l Al <Table 24>, <Table 25>
2 <Figure 2>9} 2t}

BSP-TAM®] ZHAIWHQl 2+ 324 BAE AF3eH7] A B2RIFS RIs A< o3 2ok 3A, +2434
7HARE AZEE x2=380.607(df=165, x%/df=2.307 p< .001), CFI=.947, TLI=.939, RMSEA=.079(90% 4lZT-7}=.069
~.089), SRMR=.052 Ueh} +& 7begh A= Adsint. =4, A" §olda AAE /849 A B
=.295, p<.001), AAH F&HH FAHNEP=.794, p<.001), FANEL} FHE(B=.970, p<.00DZFY] BE= F
oA vehgtar QXE folA3 FAE=(B=.056, p>.05), UAH FEAHTL FAdE (B=-156, p> .05 F3}
A Al e T

AAE Bolde AAE F&A4N FIF BAHF TS, IAE F8AL Fofdzed F98 (A T,

<Table 24> Model Fit Indices for the BSP-TAM Path Model

Fit Index /(D CFI TLI RMSEA(90%) SRMR
2.307 079
Analysis Result 947 939 .050
(p< .001) (069~ .089)
Acceptance Criteria p>.05 =>.90 > .90 < .08 <.08
Assessment Significant Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
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<Table 25> Results of Hypothesis Testing for the Structural Model

Latent Variable Observed Variable B B SE £C.R)
Perceived Ease of Use Perceived Usefulness
— .259 .295 .064 4.037%k%
(PEOU) (PU)
Perceived Ease of Use Attitude toward Using
— .047 .056 .042 1.12
(PEOU) (ATT)
Perceived Usefulness Attitude toward Using
— .749 .794 .065 11.596%#*
(PU) (ATT)
Attitude toward Using Intention to Use
- 1.067 970 116 9.227 %k
(ATT) (BD)
Perceived Usefulness Intention to Use
— -.162 -.156 .094 -1.732
(PU) (BD)
w3k <001
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<Figure 2> Path Model of BSP-TAM (Standardized Coefficients)
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AR ad, A FaFe] AIe <Table 26>l A48T

BSP-TAM®| &}9] 2%l 1t A=29] ey Fode ASsh] fs) HFEZEHNDS
Had, Fa9e] dd= vad 2o

HFEXEHN(,0008], 95% A=73h Ao, QA GoldF AAE F8A2 FsATHB=.295, p<.001). LAH

43 FoHle JA FoASALB=794, p<.001), FAE =} Fojoo] HHEAIA= w5 FTHB=970, p<
001). ¥HA, 1AE 8493 Fojore] AP ade= %913}11 BROLKPB=—.156, p=110), FAeh= vi7} THHax}
< Folstal IA YehRthB=.770, p<.001). HEZ} A" Fol g Foei=e] HAHAT= FolshA] FhokB

)

§3tol ol Hgaz, 3
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<Table 26> Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects of the Path Model

Path Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
Perceived Ease of Use Perceived Usefulness
— 295k - 295
(PEOU) (PU)
Perceived Usefulness Attitude toward Using
N 794k - 794 %%
(PU) (ATT)
Perceived Ease of Use Attitude toward Using
d .056 235%%k 291wk
(PEOU) (ATT)
Attitude toward Using Intention to Use
e .97 0k - 970k
(ATT) (BD)
Perceived Usefulness Intention to Use
— -.156 TT70%x® 614k
(PU) (BI)
Perceived Ease of Use Intention to Use
— - 236 236k
(PEOU) (BI)

% p < 001
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