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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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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.
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Woll Aol 4] dals FATFCEN AFZH P59 FA9 IAE Rodste TFH HIo=E Frpta
S1THBambara & Kern, 2005/2008).

TR PEA YL NS SHN TSR EH EokollA WA aRE Yep Stk ol 5 o
T ATl A PsAde]l 714, du T s SHHA LEANIY FAWE Trax(Kang & Choi, 2025;
Gweon et al., 2019; Moon & Park, 2008; Lee & Baek, 2022), A7]ZHd 53 &4HPak & Kim, 2011), 7153 A 524
S7HKim & Park, 2008; Lee & Paik, 2023), &JAkAE & F7KPak, Park, & Lee, 2019), RSA FHHEFHKim &
Park, 2024) @ WA} %7 Z7KLim & Choi, 2019)° &7} QS-S Busta Yo} 7P stw A A ddado)
Qo] YA LAY 2 TAHHY PeALE 3l TAP TS 7ITHoRE EAsta AFHoE Fojug dAd TS
ShEshe AL BASEY e anAd Bk ofydl, A7l AE AdS 7hsstAl sk, dolr) dEtol
¢l AAe EE VST BReAe o] d FdelE SAARJ] S vA= AR UEhal YthKang & Choi,
2025; Kim & Park, 2008; Moon & Park, 2008; Park & Lee, 2017; Yoo & Paik, 2020).

sk, Eivet daAell AT FUeke FAIE, dEoile] A Eo R sl WSt ASH dEF =
F7Fekal UThLee & Lee, 2022). BAEFAFY 2024d =N A SA =" vt SN F+
2,631,356 2.2 A 179 s5.1%°l HFEt o] T AFAN} AH A NE 2FE DA o
202395 264,428 BT 6.1% 7Vt wid F7F FAE Hola Qo Aol 7t FAe S A9
o2 s MU ghe] HEuk ofl A ALE] Zube] FEE WX Z(Seok, 2013; Jung & Jeon, 2023; Choi &
o g 3 Al Ay FA Weto] T3 AAE tiFHI Tk
P B 7HE9] 4ol Holl FFE vt AT A, AR, FAHE, &
t oA EFAQ olHgS Hole EAo] o, o] <l I3 9 A4
I AN EOF, Feid ALY E 5 ke S UEhdt
o A& 951 7S T Gl AGALE] Frofol] Aelrt =,
JTHCarr et al., 2002).
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53], RaAe} S o] e IS OS5 Aty REaAe A EAFoR QlE HAD D ~Ed
2, 2, B 59 A AHES A HY, 5ol FEs W S A 9A BA - AFFH R A &H
o] 2EHAE AAY rIsAo] B T3 olH 3o HEzlo] o8 o] BAA IS Fo, HALdA oS
HRal o 2 2 Y3 = 7} KKim, 2015; Kim, Kim & Park, 2010; Park et al., 2018; Baek, 2015; Oh & Cho, 2021).

o]
ol EAE thet Baxt 5l ke B} AAAR] A AE2 A 7150 dte] A el =
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" = UTHLucyshyn er al, 2002). b2 783 StaelA AA ] AT #Ert o] FoAXTHH A= #A4)

o)
Ll
£
=
o

- 276 -



B A 71E 5 2 A 18, BES dastes H =8l 2 ZolthBack, 2019).
olgg Haxte] ASH oot AAAH Ayt EIE LIsk] siMs A5t ZACd ZIRke SA HZol F
L3ttt Q‘{“}‘?%]E‘EM(Applied Behavior Analysis, ABA)S AT TAA 7P &3l 24 IRk o2 Hrkd
AL FAREY 715E Foteta o WE AR AYS F9 - HEet, oA dgs il A
WA skE AAAH A2 FAAT o] FAHoA dPHoE FEEE 7]5F 3 E % 7HFunctional Behavioral
Assessment, FBAYE A3 52] 03 FX 820 AAIH R E43le] PFALAE £y Q3 |z ARE
AFsta olE T3l FHE WA YA FBehavior Support Plan, BSP)2 7153 d5H7t JRE Qekste] FA AU
FA AYS EASSE AGMZA, BEA- DAL AEVF IF HS 53 A8 E HCrone, Hawken & Horner, 2020).
FesA LA Bzt ofd Bj=et AS2R] Fojoleg A=A wel axgdo] debd & lon, IER
ofle] WF WHaERt oy} V1S AA|, 53] HaAte] ghe] W dex 83 FFE vAA Aok 1Y 7
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BE ZAo|thDavis, 1989; Faqih & Jaradat, 2015) oA H Lol ARV} F 7|ES ALEStE FAoA =
Aol dolxo] HAEE Kot QAE 78482 54 79 Aol Akl JFu A o =fo] "ok
A5 ARE ou|siy, Bl AFEA 7Y FAA == FAZA =72 ov]|3ltKFathema, Shannon & Ross,
2015)

71eTEREES ARV|E 783 AR E AWEl] A% ol EE AR MWU%, AAH Lol 1A
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i)

TERY SAETY A& JhedS BN, FF B AFHQ FAE FXsh] Q3 YEALAY F
=1 =

o] AT 2AL 98 UAR ATEAL e 2ok

A, rRehel 2ae) YEADAL AP AR Fold, AR 84, Bl Felolzi olup

SR, WAl REAe] ATAHFALH Wl %
Hofel =, Folome] olv} vk

AR, wegolel nEAe] BEAUAL) et A Fol4, A F84, FoHE, Folose] T2 B
A ofmak

o. 9+34
1. HFCHA
o] Ao AFPAE AFAYNS AR F BEAolty BE FZL HFE FH &3kE HIEFS A
Lo, 6 Ao Bt w2 - F - st S55etFel AR F Bl nuAE FHow T4
Ha RO £ Husly] ga) dTe] WA REAS] olshs Lol AFUEY R A o] waa
ofel AAMEIE Bl F7F BHE WAkl 21190 AFUEAE RASAT
ol ATUAAR] WAL AR £ BEA) ATAHEATA &

AR, Boztel A BAE H7F 1386.2%), B7F 1789 (84.4%), 7IEKZH-E, WA 5)7F 20%M9.5%) 2.2
A, Aoy oMuyrt M w2 nga Aok =4, A vol= 30t ©lskr} 3478(16.1%), 40tH7F 99
(46.9%), 50TH7} 6878 (32.2%), 60TH ©1/d°] 1084.7%) 22 A, 40thel soth7t 7HE =2 vl&S Btk AA, HF &
B2 IF o3/} 419H(19.4%), DENZE0] 4278(19.9%), TE°] 104™8(49.3%), TEHA o]’Fo] 24 (11.4%)0.2 T ZE0]

w2 HEE BT A, Roxe] AP AATH 78W37.0%), AVH 25 (11.8%), JAH 329(15.2%), A
2 369(17.1%), 718k 409(19.0%) -2 HAGF79] HIEo] 7P itk oA, Raxe] € it 7 &252 100
T g2 s Ak ol dAATFAA THFASES 1009 d GYE FESF] 243 AESeo, Woo &
Kee, 2015)8 Faiste] FAA "THATEFRAN 2025914 BauE A= 7he] €8 FAS 9F 500t 9 V|EoE
SEAS AAA 54e Awstetal £xo 73S SR Aoty A& A 3008k ¥ PNl 5778(27%), 300
T o] d~3995F A o]3l7t 497H(23.2%), 4005 U o] ~4997F A ©o]3}7t 3778(17.5%), 5005t ¥ ©]F~5997F A
olal7} 21%(10.0%), 6005 U ©]/%d~6997 ¥ ©l3t7}F 13%(6.2%), 7008F ¥ ©]’do] 34WH16.1%) =2 UEHT ©]
Aol AFUAR] BEANAS AR F Bazke] AFALE]FASHE EAL <Table 1> 22o] A|A| ST}

S0 =2 z2Po] BEXE <Table 2>94 HE vlo} 2o}

R4 8] ITFAEEAISHE EAS AWstd B 2o

A, AP AEE FATE 1407(66.4%), AATE 7178(33.6%) 2=, FAY] HlEo] ¥ FA ustow, =4, A9
yol(the W2 aA 2 wSAASS] FEREOILS - 25 - F5 - AT - A AU)hS st E49 Ao

ot g EAS vds FERSINY 37 AF 3~s5A7F 9H43%), 6~8AI7F 227(10.4%), 9~1147}F 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 42 199

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 23.2
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

!
(31.3%), STVt 949 (44.5%), AEFIHALTHA o7} 15%8(7.1%), 7BV} 248(11.4%) 2.2, 5507t 7M=&
HE&S Baon U, Ahde] =8 Aol o =2E AN 7F 85%40.3%), AZ7dN7F 11198(52.6%), 71EF7F 15
H7.1%)02, AXZN7 & HES Bt oA, AU Al AEE A= 55%26.1%), TFE7F 907
(42.7%), TE7F 6278(29.4%), & REZAWI} 4%H(1.9%) 2.2, T/t 7 =2 HES B, oAXA, AUt s
ALAYEE 383 AFeALDS ATEL Aol Je A7t 88HE1.7%), AFTHL Aol e A7t 1231

Zs|
583%) o=, AT Fol e vlEol o =y
2. TRET

o] Aol WAl Roate] PFA LA L e FA=E FH37] Sl Davis(1989)0ll ofal 7HEE L
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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 4.3
6-38 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 24 114
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 88 417
Behavior Support Plan No 123 58.3
Total 211 100

Venkatesh and Davis(2000), Fathema et al.(2015), Cho, Cheng & Lai(2009)°l &3] 4 - RE V&S nyg S 7|Hlo=
BEA DAL DA SRS

MR 2P AEFERYE
EQ1 Q1A1E ol ¥ YA LA Fo] &
o

< Davis(1989)5 FaLstlal, Baat 7jQle] A A A B 3t 54874 e F44 =49 F9 B EE Fathema e

Z|Hko 2

<Table 3> References for Questionnaire Iltems

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)

- 280



al(2015)% ZAZ e, FF PEAYAZ] Fstual st AEQ FJ2EE Venkatesh and Davis(2000), Cho
e dl2009)%] ATE BAZ Fo] FHIAG. U BE WE F U1 AxY B AT Sy pUd mde
of AFe| o] WA WBAUAY L LM AGAP 0T WHR BEAL AAZ Ao PFAUA
8o st A3l HshEE 2T
AT AEAE dAE 8ol 6w, A" 784 65F, FAEHE 458, FAYE 48T T F 47 82 20%
PO %“4301 W, & €% Y7 ELikerr) 2] 53 ARH: A 2¥A &G}, 53 wie I¥thE BA
stRth At E&E T ol e 38F QA FFEo] £5E ondth Y AEE EoE F4 =
79 Z+ 918 WA U:A(Cronbach’s a)° =S A3 <Table 4>0A4 YeRd vle} Zo], IXE &o]dL2 90, 9
A" 848 96 FAEEE 91, FHdEE 952 YERRTH
<Table 4> Composition and Reliability of the BSP-TAM Scale
Sub-dimension Number of Items Item Numbers Reliability ()
Perceived Ease of Use 6 1,2 34,5 6 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. A ER
o] A= ZleTE&EF ZWste] WAl HEAte 58511 AAE FoAo=E E435t7] fls8 A= ATG
AT HA AdgdTet dd e AES dEFol, BaA A PEALAY Y N A dxpe] tigh
o] 24 7S wiAsth o] F AFES G AYY SFstu B % - F - 5% Eggo] AT S wEH
Rl BHoas FAoE AAs o, T8 FE FHe T e wrgstry] 98 A= dEAoil
Bea 28l AfUE St FH d2ie] i FA 2 AQIS T FAAE mYsanh x2S Houyoes
2025 10¥ 195FH 18Y7HA] HAEAE 2eRIoE Rt o, QRIES} o HIAE TAMAIA F 2nfEE
Jo g vzt FHEAF AL o E FosteE PsIUTE =3 FHES Eo|7] s HE SEANA £H 9
A FES AFSIATE olo wet 3e 24559 HAEA F BHAAT §H FE AL HF 21109 2E 2
3 ARE o8l RS AT,

4. Xt2 M|

SPSS 31.0 ZZ I F} AMOS 26 T2 83t BASGT
oS3 2o

AR s S8 Aung v

Bqu o

1o

(o 9794 $ae
2 ATEA ] me

&4 §, TEAdol?l B354 BSP-TAM 3F9 81 &S Fofetr] #1874 skl acle] FAAFE ALtsta, &3
BHHTE gk, AU, B, F2UA, A5, AEE A4S 71€SAE AASIY Ade ettt =3,
RE AFE AA AR FARGH) iyl Htol %915%1 =AY FeAE AFEit 4R AT
FEHP o] G ASEh=3.0F A T2 Hr1siH, 71% WOEHE RFELA TR duht Aol
7F QE=AE YERATKWasserstein & Lazar, 2016). ©}&8] Cohen's & AFE3IY &33715 32484 thsmall=0.20
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A, 2] Boxtel 2] QAFAS] FAIEHE Rl wel BSP-TAM s 815l xto|7t EAjst=A A
Z317] $18l LUl A] EAHEA(ANOVA) 2 Duncan 219 AAZASS Addstg o, p2] E3937] 7]F(small=0.01,
Medium=0.06, large=0.14)2 AR5l 3137|5348} T Cohen, 1988; Richardson, 2011).

AR, BSP AlF ZAF 7ol wet BSP-TAMS] 722 #Alol zto|7h Y=AE Fshy] el e &4 AA
SIiTh olE Slel Bsp AT AW AU MAE AW O FAAEA 5UL AFH F FRAEA 5U4E 7
3ttt

YA, W]l BEAkel BSPTAM ShSlaclel tiE TEA BAE A A Bl 2w A2ud
248 3319 ©]o] A Cohen(1988)2] 7150l whel BSP-TAM 319] Q<1 7+ voj& AHEAS AAEte] Wl b
Ao W AR GG, H3 AMAFIL0 HRoT Uehe DEBAAS s 43 Jew
E 4 UTKHair et al,, 2019). =3 1A QAR S ANt SARFPS HAFPEE Hrista HE3E QAR
MR Z(CR) - HIEAIFZ(AVE) 2 Fornell - Larcker 7152 53 HF - BEEIIGEE ASea =3, 4=22d
2 Agstel Aarmyel A%, AREN, AHEN, FAAS FOHL FEAENG0008, 95% AHTHOE
Ao 2N 7erTE&EF e 98l 1 WHEEE EIstAt

m A+4d3
1. BSP-TAM 32201 =&

wrbaollQl B E2ke] BSP-TAM 3SH 801 35 ER1shy] {3l 754 4, 438 ~AS5S AY3Ant

) 71&%A

o] AFrolAl AREHE BSP-TAME| 3191808 7EFTAE &S 23+ <Table 5>9F 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 5.00 391 77 -.28 -42

oA, AAE F84, FAHE, FHoolre] JIeFAE 4ES A= g B
Hel OlAE FEAE 3.925D=.72), FAFEEE 3.8%(SD=.66)°]
om FoolrE= 391SD=.77)°IAtt. A, Wl 9= A zt&o0s8~.35 A= Ao ghe12~47 E Ve AA

2o 7|FEIE AU 3 <2, A= AU < 7S 353 AS FASFHATHWest, Finch & Curran, 1995).

2) ¥ E AF
o] AFtollA BSP-TAMS] 391 8R0% zol& dolir] 23l dEE ~AFS HAAS A= <Table 6>3 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 71 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
w0t <001

BSP-TAM®| RQl 7+ B2 AT 4E A¥e tdad 2tk AA" &ol82 =1.92(p> 05, d= 13)ZA Fo|T
zZpol7F flom, &337]= g 9 AAH FE84L =1840(p <.001, d=1.27)EA] fFo|&k =to]7} glo

o, &3%371 =4 Uelgt ZAEEE =19.64 (p <.001, d= 13524 23 o7} Jon, E3ar|= EA
Uebgth FoosE =17.27(p <.001, d= L.19EA 3 2tol7} glom 377 A4 Yebsich

w2t ARE F8A4, FAEE, Fdone B FFoE Yy I 9 3V|E 2§k, X" fo)de
S FATH F7 Zol7h e A] skt

2. QITPALS|EA SN HOlo| 2 BSP-TAM X}0]
ol B S Aol whdAtolQle]l Wl whel BSP-TAM Ao]& ol Axl= t33} 7t}

1) A BEA
drebgo ol B x}o] W BSP-TAM X}o]E Yol Axte= thsa} )

(1) Aol TA
ol Boakel Ao #Ao wE BSP-TAM 2o]E &olR 7] 93] ANOVAE 233 A= <Table 7>

)
2,
<Table 7> Differences in BSP-TAM by Relationship between Caregivers and Children with Developmental Disabilities (N=211)
Father(n=13)a  Mother(n=178)b  Other(n=20)c Total
Dependent Variable F p n2 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 71 .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 S8 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

wrebboliQl Baxtel z2hd o] A ool mE BSP-TAM Abols thadh Z2th JAAE oA et 2b foh
2ol 7 VFERA] Sk THF=.801, p >.05, 2=.008). UAH &AM A b FolFk zol7t YEhA &Skt
(F=2.749, p> .05, n°=.026). A=A FAF It 523+ 2Fo]7} YERGTHF=3.268, p < .05, 12=.030). =0l A
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Aok 2F feld 2pol7F YERSTHF=4.580, p < .05, 12=.042).
I FAFR] zkolE ol 7] 93l Duncan AFEHSTES A A3, BSP-TAMS] HAE| =9} Fojo|xor] BF
5, 2o Hlaf ZERth(EEE - AN 50 =2 A4S Bty E 4 Utk

2
Wgoll RExe] A#o wE BSP-TAM 2}o|& EolR 7| 23] ANOVAS Adst A= <Table 8>3} 2T}

<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 n2  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 3.91 77 999 394 .014 -

waAboll Bazke] A7 Fwhel] mE BSP-TAM ol thadt 2tk AAH goldeA e 1k Fo3k 2fo)r}
VPR ek9hth (F=.694, p> .05, 2=.010). AAH &AM AT 7+ F3F o7t JERIRA] UThr=1.734, p
> .05, n°=.025). FAE =AM He b F2st 2|7} YA dthr= 811, p >.05, 12=.012). FZA Ftt
s Aoz debgA] EUThE=.999, p > .05, 2=.014).
ol wEAgoel RExrst FEAYAZ thaf AAsH= BSP- TAM 3k egle] zF 47 e 2+ Fou)gk zjo]
2 Ho|x &= AHo=w B £ gtk

3 g9
ool BEAe] o) wE BSP-TAM 2}to]E Lolr 7] s ANOVAS A 33 Ai= <Table 9>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

c 2 ]
Dependent Variable (a=41) (a=42)b (a=10d)c (a=24d F p n post-hoc

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.10 .65 3.28 .68 3.05 74 2.94 .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%¥k <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

wp < 01, *Fkp < 001

el Bazte] st kel wE BSP-TAM kol T3 Z2th IA|E foldoA A 3 fF2g Abolrt
UERR] QT F=1.536, p> .05, 2=.022). AAH FE&A-A HAF b Folgk zol7F YebGTthrF= 6.222, p <.001,
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n°=.083). FAE|=olA Ak 7+ Fof7t Ao|7t UEFHThF=4.215, p< .01, 2=.058). FA=A I 2+ Fogh
2ol 7} VR THF=4.857, p < .01, 172=.0606).

2 FAAR ZolE LotR7] 943 Duncan AAFHSE AT A, BSP-TAME] AAE F84, FouxE B o
o|EoM 5 IE ofst kel nls) FEZUE, hE 2 tieghdd o Heo] 2 U4S Bt

@ A4
DEAolQl Boate] 2o whE BSP-TAM AFo]S o] 918 ANOVAE A3 A= <Table 10> LTt
<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=36) (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 .68 309 70 307 56 28 .78 301 75 3.09 71 1.902 111 .036 -

Perceived Usefulness 384 .70 411 .75 393 73 412 70 375 75 392 72 21499  .076  .040 -

Attitude toward Using 387 .66 388 .69 380 .61 416 59 374 .68 389 .66 2268  .063 .042 -

Intention to Use 38 .76 393 .61 397 71 413 78 373 89 391 .77 1.385 2240 .026 -

o)l Baake] 2] ol wE BSP-TAM o= v 2ok A" §olgellA fHd It Folgh Aozt
YERA] AT (F=1.902, p > .05, 12=.036). UAE F&8ANA A b Folgk Aol7F UehuA] dthr=2.149, p
> .05, 1°=.040). FAE=NAM et b Foljt Ao|7F YEhA] @k Thr=2.268, p >.05, 12=.042). =AM F
@ 7R Aol7F UERA] UTHA=1.385, p > .05, 172=.026).

ol RN HaArt A dA S thal A4sk= BSP- TAM shejaclo]l zk Ay HAe It 7+
g HolA &= ALE 4T Utk

o
)
e
2
°,

Aol BREAe] A5 wE BSP-TAM A[o|& EolR7] 93] ANOVAS Adst A= <Table 11>3 2o}

<Table 11> Differences in BSP-TAM by Caregiver's Monthly Household Income (N=211)
3M 4M SM 6M
< 3M = M
(a=57) - 39M - 499M - 599M - 6.99M (=340 Total post
. n— n=— 2
Dependent Variable (0=49) (0=37) (n=21) (0=13) F p I e

M SO M Sb M SO M Sb M SO M Sb M SD

Perceived Ease of Use  3.17 .67 3.19 .61 310 .73 303 .63 309 .74 28,2 .87 309 .71 1116 .353 .027 -

Perceived Usefulness 3.8 .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 .851 .010 -

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

ol HEAke] A5 Fuol WE BSPTAM Aol Thest 2tk AXE gololA Mk 7k folg wfolz}
LERRA EStTh (1116, p> 05, =027, AAT FEAHNA AT 3 AR Holsk vhehbA Wskthr=946, p
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> .05, °=.023). AR oA Hk g+ F37 2pol7t YERA] EUTHF=.396, p >.05, 12=.010). A=A ek
b gt o) 7b YebA] Sk ThFA=1.308, p > .05, 72=.031).

ol WA HEA} FFEALYAZe tis) <12Eh= BSP- TAM F98%l0] &5 A 2+ Fondk zo)&
1A %= Ao g AT = Yok

Bo27} A8k waaelle] Wl BSP-TAM Ato|& dobd Ade o3t 2t

wokzlofele] Aol w2 BSP-TAM x}o]& dolr 7] 93] ANOVAS A3 A= <Table 12>9 2T}

<Table 12> Differences in BSP-TAM by Gender of Children (N=211)
Male(n=140) Female(n=71) Total

Dependent Variable F p n2

M SD M SD M SD
Perceived Ease of Use 3.09 .69 3.11 74 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

wregefQlel 4 ko] mE BSP-TAM Aol T 2T} QAE §oldddA Jd b ffdt Afol7t YR}
A EUTHF=.033, p> .05, 12=.000). AAE F&HANA A b Folg zpol7F e Al Rhthr=1.658, p> .05, 1
=001). FA =N FHt 2+ Foldk o7t UEhA] FAThF=.164, p >.05, 112=.000). FAJ=ol ] et 3+
O3k Apol7F YA R UThF=1.841, p >.05, 112=.001).

ol wAolQle] Ao wel RaArt PFAUAG ] s U2lSh= BSP-TAM s 8sle] ek 2+ folv]

2ol & HolA = AR & F 3

b

wakzlofele] 8o wE BSP-TAM x}o]& dolr 7] 93] ANOVAS A3t A= <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 n2 N
-nocC

M SO M SO M Sb M SO M Sb M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.13 90 3.12 .78 314 .70 283 .60 311 .71 311 .69 309 .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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kol lel A% Fohel wE BSP-TAM i}ol—E oS3 2ok A" Lol oA e F folg ozt vEh
A FUTHF=542, p> .05, 12=.013). AAA FE&FAA ok b F7t 2ozt JeERFA] @hAthr=.420, p > .05, 12
=.010). FAef=NA HF 2+ {FJ7+ zho]7}t UrEPUer T F=.308, p >.05, 12=.007). FAA=NA HF 7+ {2
b Z}o]7b YA %%Wﬁ:%s p>.05, 12=.002).
ol el AR wet Ryt A LA el 1245k= BSP-TAM kel acle] ek 1F fofm| g

AolE Mol = Ao B 4 9l

ot

1
Ir

0

wakzlofelo] WS x| o)l W2 BSP-TAM x}o]E dolr 7] 93] ANOVAES A3t Ax= <Table 14>9} 2Th

<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=66) (n=94) (n=39) F P n2 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 .67 391 77 .833 477 .012 -

kol lel wSuix] ko] whE BSP-TAM iPol—E o5 2tk A" gol oA Fa 2 foldk Aozt
ERUA] @k THF=2.333, p> .05, 2=.033). JIAE F&FNA FJa 2 Fold Aol7F YeEhA] dhthr=2.164, p>
05, 1°=.030). FAENEoA H 2+ Fog Aol7t YERGA] AU ThF=.849, p > .05, 12=.012). Fe|EollA ot
b frolgt zkol7b YRR EhThE=.833, p > .05, 12=.012).

ol weAolQle] w&uX|o] we} Rozrt A LA s A3k BSP-TAM sh¢j8le] e b #2
£ Holx] ¢e AL HT 5 Tt

ol )le] Aol f38o wE BSP-TAM 2olE ¢olir] 93] ANOVAE A8 A= <Table 15>} 2T}

<Table 15> Differences in BSP-TAM by Disability Type of Children (N=211)
ASD 1D Other

S Varbl (n=85) (n=111) (n=15) ford F p e

M SD M SD M SD M SD hoe
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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webgoole] Aol £33 FHuol W BSP-TAM AHol& Thadt 2tk AXE folAdoA ek 1+ fogk xfolrt
VERIA] bk th(F=.043, p> .05, 12=.000). AAH FE&ANA Ht 1+ Fol@ 2pol7 YepA] ehhthr=643, p>
05, 7=.006). FARZANA A b Fog Ao)rt YePA FUATHF=905, p > .05, 12=.009). FA]=o)A Htk
b gk zbol7F YA Tk F=.568, p > .05, 12=.005).

ol Wbl Ho f¥ol wel Ry} BEAUAA G tsl) A4SH= BSP-TAM 39820 Hat 1k {2

u)EE Aol & Holx] g HOE B % Ytk

L

rlr

Wzl lo] Ao AHTof wE BSP-TAM xlo]S ¢olr 7] 93] ANOVAS 233 Ax}= <Table 16>7 2T}

<Table 16> Differences in BSP-TAM by Severity of Disability of Children (N=211)
Mild Moderate Severe Unknown
Total post
Dependent Variable (n=55) (n=90) (n=62) (n=4) F P n2 N
-hocC

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 -

webgolQlel Aol X FHodo] w2 BSP-TAM 2ol thadt Zth AXE golXolA Ha 2+ fofgt zolrt
UERA] QEhth(r=1.583, p> .05, 12=.022). JAH FE&4A e 1+ {FoJs zbol7k GehdA] ehkthr=2.453, p
> .05, n°=.034). FABEolA A 3+ {Fol3k Apol7t YERFA] BUTHE=1.382, p >.05, 12=.020). T =4 F
o 2 77 Abol7F YERAA] EkthF=1198, p > .05, 172=.003).
ol wAelle] Aol A=l mel Bazrl EX YAl i) 125 BSP-TAM FF9l8%le] FH 7t f9
I

=
A§ Aolg molx = Ao B 4 9tk

(6) BSP ¥ 5%
wrgalol 019 BSp A G50 2 BSP-TAM X}o]|& &olR 7] 98] ANOVASE A3 A= <Table 17>3 2T

l

<Table 17> Differences in BSP-TAM by Experience with BSP of Children (N=211)
Yes No
Dependent Variable (n=88) (n=123) forl F P n2
M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Ease of Use 3.13 .68 3.07 .72 3.09 71 425 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 3.91 J7 3.080 .081 015
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o lel BSP A 5 ool M2 BSP-TAM 2ol b 2th A E foldoA A 1k {28k 2o
7t UEPA] @UTHE= 425, p> .05, 2=.002). JAAE &4 AA Ht 2 fFelgk abo|7F vehA] dtthr=.196, p
> .05, n°=.001). A=A J 7+ oIk 2po|7F YERA] GUTHE=2.577, p > .05, 2=.012). FL|EoA
o 2 7R Abol7F vERA] Stk F=3.080, p > .05, 172=.015).

ol Aol BsP AE ol Wl Ryt iEAdAIE ] s 14skE BSP-TAM 3kl &%le] ek 3+
frojmigh zfolE Kol g ASR T 4 Qrh

) BSP A& AR el mE gHT 24
TgelRle] Bsp Alg Ad oAl whet Bsp-TAMS] TE2A AAlel Aot A=AE HAAsh] fls) o w4

< AAZ A= <Table 18>, <Table 19>9} 2t}

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

Model e df CFL RMSEA Ax2 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

q)

BSP AlF AEol A JGH fle JAdelA 7 AEEdd g #l 2o AAE vag
ok o]zt LA %EkWszzw.ms, Adf=16, p=.314, ACFI=.000). =3} <1=]H
T 9 Foox zte] BAE F FdolA vHme A= Fogt Zolrt YRR hthAxe=7.806, Adf=s,
p=.167, ACFI=.001).

o], BSP AlF Ad oFol w2 BSP-TAMS] T332 A= F23 2ozt YelUA| g Ho2 & 4 Qi)

&l

o,
i)

<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 258k .006
PEOU — ATT -.074 304 115 084
PU — ATT 9023 < .001 TSR < .001

PU — BI -431 .062 -.085 372

ATT — BI 1.148%% < .001 945k < .001

#p < 01, *¥#kp < 001

e}

BSP AT A FJdolAe A" goldo] AAHE FEA mAE FHB=2335, p < .01, IAA F840]
Ae| =0l w KB=.902, p < .001), FABET} oo mX= FHB=1.148, p < .001)°] re|3tA ek
Wk BsP AlF AW HAAE X" goldo] AXNH {840 mXE FFB=258, p < .01, AAH FE4
o] FoAexol Hx= FHB=.751, p < .001), FANE7} FAo %o vX= FHB=.945, p < .001)°] F|3HA

Ae B

oo
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YEPSTE HEE, IRl GolAo] Fofej=ol mAe FFF AAE F&Ado] Fooxd rAls dE¢F F D &

Fol A frolalA ehgreh

ol=, BSP AlE Fd A WA HAdolM F8 F2AE 20 ool LT FEeE UEsEE BoEr

3. BSP-TAMO| =X 27|

ol RaAte] YA dA el ik BSP-TAM 3H92%1E 3] 727 BAIE ] f&) FERIS

1) BSP-TAM 319 8¢ 7+ AT A

BSP-TAM 31891 7+ A&#AA 2] A= <Table 20>9} 2T}

<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 3207k 1
Attitude toward Using 327 T43 1
Intention to Use L7 613%%% 795%%* 1

wHEp< 001

BSP-TAM 3191821 7t Aol A oy 2ok AR " g8 AAE F848¢=320, AAE &o)47
FAE E(=327), JAA" 8oldH FAoE(=.177), JAE F&4H FAHNE(=743), FEHF T E(=.613),
FoAg 2o} FAE(=795) BF HAHA(HOE Fog #AE HIth

olgidt Ad= 7} skl acle] e Wgo g 2RIt Ag u|siH, o= 3 8%l FFo

7;

2 1
8919 5% =3 A BobAE APl BAHCE folF Ao B & quk

Hir

}d5E )

i

2) F3F 8R1EH

BSP-TAM®] 39 8%
22>, <Table 23> 2 <Figure 1>3} 2T},

BSP-TAM®| 319 8¢S AW e R FA4% SAHREH Bd8S AT A3+ a3 2ok 3A, 23 AP=
2 A5 A, eHdAL 7239 31(x2=376.084, df=164, Xx2/df=2.293, p< .001), CFI=.948, TLI=.940, RMSEA=
078(90% A1E]T7t=.068~.089), SRMR=.049= UEl} thehd AL A4E 7|Eo &2 A oR +8§ 713 By

-

AAELloR AT SARYL Held aEAoR PEH ARE <

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

Fit Index Xz/df(p) 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%**
Perceived E
creetved Rase PEOU3 94 87 76 06 15528
of Use — .90 .61
PEOU4 . . A . 10.79%%*
(PEOU) OU 75 68 6 07 0.79
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%#*
. 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%#*
— 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%%*
- .95 84
(BD BI3 1.16 92 .90 .06 21.02%%%
Bl4 1.13 .87 .87 .06 20.26%%%*
w0k p <001

AREE Bt EA, ZE XFI} QARSFL 65~.95 HAR 50 olFolH, BF p< 0012 FsATh *;WH
Zb AR MEAZE(CR T BHFEAFZAVEATE A EH, AH 80]4(CR=.902, AVE=.609), IAH

£4(CR=.956, AVE=.782), Bl =(CR=.908, AVE=.711), & 2| %(CR=.954, AVE=.839)Z UElY} AFEHE 7|&
(CR = .70, AVE = 500 FZ3taich WA, BEetd s AAE 8ol 9 AVE(609), AUAH 842 AVE(782),
FroAB =9 AVE(711), =9 AVE(839) #kol ZHzhel ZAwel oA b A8AT AFa] 031~.63280
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PECU1] [PEOU2| [PEOUS] [PEOUA] [PECUS] [PEOUS| [PU1 ] [PUZ2 | [PU3 |[PU4 ] [PUS |[PU6 | [ATT1][ATT2|[ATT3] [ATT4] [Bi ][ B2 ][ B3 ][ BM4 ]

666668668888 8585858 8886

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

o= YEEH.

o]# 3t A= Hu and Bentler(1999)7F AAF 7|FS ZFE5le] A Fo] A7o A K= Hoz B &
Rom, ol FAHEIo] HAAE AAH LolAd, A {F&A4, FAHE, FAgre Agd s & thEsta
Ues ARIT Atk =23, FAE 5o HFEAFE0] BT 7ES 25T A2 4 80 W 20 =2 Y
A dAdE FAE LS M-S dAHA SAHL A BoEnt

3) BSP-TAM ZAZEY HF

°]% BSP-TAMS] AWl 3 F24 #AE AF37] sl FEREIFS FAT AIE <Table 24>, <Table 25>
2 <Figure 2>%} #T}

BSP-TAM 9] X‘XHEEOJ 7t F2H BAE HAFE] f8 AREYES RIg A= v 2ok AR, FREA2
JHARE AFEE x2=380.607(df=165, x2/df=2.307 p < .001), CFI=.947, TLI=.939, RMSEA=.079(90% Z|53t=.069
~.089), SRMR=.052 YE} F& 7153 AP AAdsiet. =4, AAE Lold7 AAH /88 AA B
=295, p<.001), AAA F&AT FABNTB=.794, p<.001), FAEN =} FJT(B=970, p< .00+ HAEE F
oA yElGa IAE folda FAB=(B=.056, p>.05), YAED FE4F FAd= (B=-156, p>.05= T3}
A A JERS T

AAE oA AAH F8&AF FAF B(hHA FFS, dAE F8AEL FAd = FoAF H(+HF FFE,
FoAd = Foo=ol e A3 A+HF dFS A
<Table 24> Model Fit Indices for the BSP-TAM Path Model
Fit Index X/df(p) CFI TLI RMSEA(90%) SRMR
Analysis Result 2307 947 939 o7 .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
d .259 .295 .064 4.037%%%
(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%**
(ATT) (BI)
Perceived Usefulness Intention to Use
— -.162 -.156 .094 -1.732
(PU) (BD)
st <001
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<Figure 2> Path Model of BSP-TAM (Standardized Coefficients)

4) BSP-TAM A 2% 3o APaxn Pax a7

BSP-TAM®] 3189l 3t A=Re HHES S ASSH] 8 FE2EMF (bootstrapping) S 2835l ol
AR EaH, HHEH, FEAY AHE <Table 26>l A ST

BSP-TAME] 391291 7 A2e] HED feE AFE) o REAEADE 48
HEaY, a3 Ayde g3 2o

REAERG008], 959 UHT Ak AAL ol4T AAH FEAE FSHATHB=295, p <000, AAE
F845) FABE @A FASATB=794, p< 00, FAHES) Fololme] AHEAE S ATKB=970, p<
o0, W, QA F843 Hololwe] AUEHNE FOI5A AKEB=— 156 p=110, FAIUE W) DA EH
S frolshn A UehtkB=770, p<.00D. EF, AAE $ol4s} Bolawe] YPEAE FsHA koKD
=.056, p=250), AH F&HE& T HHEHAE FtAh

[€)
ol dAE ool UAE F8AS Tl FolEi=el vA= IHEIKB=235, p<.oonet AAF F&Ao

of
N

bof ol A7 x,

e
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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 R 295k
(PEOU) PU)
Perceived Usefulness Attitude toward Using
— T4k _ 794k
(PU) (ATT)
Perceived Ease of Use Attitude toward Using
— .056 \235%*% 297 %%%
(PEOU) (ATT)
Attitude toward Using Intention to Use
— 97k _ 970k
(ATT) (BD
Perceived Usefulness Intention to Use
— -.156 770k L6148k
(PU) (BI)
Perceived Ease of Use Intention to Use
— - 236k 236
(PEOU) (BD)

wxkp < 001

APl=g 3 Fofolme] vXE FHAKB=770, p<00DE EF oS, ufeh HHEste] fol4dvhe
N, AAR F843} FAH =S 58 WA} FAMOE )@ 2o SsHAT
V. =9 9 A
o] Aol BAe wegojel nEAe] ATANFANH 89 @ YEAAAYe] TP AP fol4, AAA
F84, FoAUEs} Fololse] vXE JFS opu zlolth o] F 95 WA HEA 2119 PO B
U oWole 24 HERAS AASET £H8 ARE B 4 2209 FEI ATA AT Wl e

A% Aol AFs Bsp-TAMo] FHE FxAH BAE BAsH
ATAT UF =ole TeT o
AR, o] AT Wl R WEALAI S T AR F84, FolHE B FelgEt A F4

HED fFofsHl B2 FFOE YERd W, AR E 8o é% Ao FAFH ol zol7E YeRA] kgt o]
BaASo| PR AALY F8AY oo disiMe FHAHCE AAsta glon, FFAUAAF ] BEAEA
A2 =go] HE E7E AAFHL IS AART Olﬁﬁ& A= 7EFERYES e R 3 APAToNA
AAE FgAo] FEE=e 4 gdoz A= A3 AT (Scherer, Siddiq & Tondeur, 2020; Holden & Karsh,
2010)9] A¥e} Xt ohgk, IAE golAe] Hito] ThE QRlETH FUF o R Ugthe HL, BoAEe] dF
ALQAE S olalista Ashe ANA YA T oEleS AIY TS AL

S, ATAIFASH Wl ME VFAUAL I A2 ol B AT A3k, thrie] WA FIF
Aol uehbA gttt REHOT RIS A AN ERE - WG Fo ¥ Be Folgs

Folo| =8 HYEd, oU Aol JlE BEA Yo T DAY BFA
o olojA, nExte] ol wel YEAUAL) e A4elN DR o7l Ehron] o= BEAUAYL of
slal wolgolt HAgolA REAe] S4E THT Basl S-S ANDT HEAe] A Wl F AR AYT
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A S5 wEdel A ek g Ao 24 % A Aotel BEAWAL Hole] el FHE F b
Aol Qee AR ATAAAEY AW FRIAE EAHCR §o8 ol HAHA ity Ed, o] ATe)
oA 3 A BEAUANE AT ATe) GE B2 50358 AR B efstel, Al
A8 AZ AR ¥l M2 FohH T B4 AN B4 A%, 35AUAY A A gu w7
e 4 B8 A FRARAN FOIE Aolh U g 3 BEAUATL DA g - Qe

A5 F845 =4 sty F84e =4 QS ﬂo#EHCﬂ TAAOE e, A1 o E)
St & FAYRE oA = Fo WAV ASALAAY AF A oAl wEt FostA SRR U =3,
T A FostA dEhd =8 FAEE U FS DAk oldd dies o] AT FEAA = A LA
g AF AE Aol wat BaAe 1A"E §olA, JIAE 184, FHHE @ FAox 11 AV FosiA 2
HRthE 27 RIHA kS BoFErh
AR, AERY &4 A, JAAE &oldL AAH F8&A ot B2 IS vFH o, ol PsAUAgo]
AYa “AZSTE F-835 Jrievdes 7|eT8E8 9 VB HZE A AT THDavis, 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).
AAH goldo] FAEEol| mA= AFEAE= FootA] Fho, IAE &85 w/lE 3 IHHAAT frolst
AAHE ol QA 84, FAHERE 7= HEY HH7HX TZ27F SRIFHAT. o3 A= J|eTEE
ATdA WEHoRE ASH HAYH AE2E, AAH &olde Fo] UAAH FE84Es T3 HE =R
%] 8FCKScherer, Siddiq & Tondeur, 2019). =3 JAXH F8A40] HAEzo v|X= &
o] ZEstA YR o= fEA LA o] X}L%Xl of A% =go] "Attil WAFE Bzl FHoH Rl 3o
HE

57t WA B3P ovFk o, AAE f840] Felome) plNE HHEE oS WA, Folu
S8 B8 AL FAS e ol Davis1989)7F A F1E5ERFolA AT sk ol AAH F
#40] FUEE o) Fojolwol HHOR JFL MAE ARl EAFL HAED F HIAe Fojolrt
PEAQAGE] FEA) BT AY® okfeh, To) UF THH A= IYL B 3D F AL A o
t AEARAGe] B AYHY] AT REAY 22 WS FHH A= G40l HAsolol FL& nof
Foh

o] AFE e Ze o7t ek

AA, eFERPS WBPN B PFAAAY Fol o] Hgdhel 1E AT HA§ WA FI5
Aths HolA 0|27 ololg Mtk N5 RFe F2 HuslE A2E, dRAnslE BT 5 /1% S
Aulze] $88 HYshs o BEE0] Fov, EFTAL /1 Felsh g A vz oAt

g A7k AR o] AL BEAe AAY {84, AAD Fold, FolHE, BloE o] T2 B
AE AFFozM Nerergel Fo Wl 7 WAV AEAUALolehs AEA AY Wl E FRA oz
b s AASTE HelA oot ik

£, o] AT YEAAAY FolE AA - B - oo A%H HRo= olsstuA Stk HolA F1E W
EALAL A7) BYL FAAT V)& ATES WaA Polo] AL BE3 %m, i AR A
4 NAE AARCE ARk Hels @7 At o) AT BuAe] x4
A TEE AFFORN, HEA FIE BT o EHOR HYY & e B AZH.

AR, o] AFe] Ak FEAUAL) A 44 el A neslel IR U Yt onel pAme
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A, B ATE AT WP REAS BHGoR MAGGOU, IR AY L el ARULE FHO
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| ol Bask Ao
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