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ABSTRACT

The personalized benefits consumers gain from technology often
simultaneously increase their privacy risk, and thus their evaluation of such
personalized technologies (PTs) could be ambivalent. This study aimed to
examine the effects of ambivalence toward PTs on internal conflicts and
intention to use location-based mobile commerce (LBMC) and the extent to
which these relationships are moderated by gender. Data were collected
from a self-administered online survey of South Korean mobile users (N =
500). The structural equation results revealed that ambivalence toward PTs
had a direct positive effect on intention to use LBMC and an indirect
negative effect mediated by internal conflict. Gender was found to
moderate two paths in the model; a high level of ambivalence toward PTs
increased the internal conflicts among females but not males, whereas
internal conflicts decreased the intention to use LBMC among males but
not females. Theoretical and managerial implications for researchers and
marketing practitioners are then discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Studies on the human-technology relation in consumer research
highlight consumers’ ambivalent attitudes towards technology.l’2
Consumers tend to experience tension between both love and hatred
toward the technology in their lives and thus face an ongoing ambivalent
state in their relationships with technological objects.

Personalized technologies (PTs) in mobile commerce present a
representative case that can engender an ambivalent response from
consumers.* The development of advanced information technology has
facilitated the collection and integration of multiple data, such as the
current location, weblogs, and SNS data, all acquired by mobile devices
that can extract a more accurate and specific consumer profile.> Thus, if
consumers wish to utilize PTs fully, they may face high privacy risk. Due
to these characteristics, as PTs undergo development and personalized
services expand, both the benefits and risks of PTs have become more
apparent, thereby consumers may face a dilemma between seeking
personalized benefits and avoiding privacy risks, also known as the
personalization-privacy paradox.® Despite the growing empirical interest
in the ambivalent properties of PTs, most research on the
personalization-privacy paradox has examined the effects of personalized
benefits and privacy risks only separately.”®® Meanwhile, the effects of
ambivalence toward such PTs and individual differences in reaction when
in ambivalent state have seldom been investigated.

This study aimed to examine the effects of consumers’ ambivalence
toward PTs on their internal conflict and intention to use location-based
mobile commerce (LBMC) in cases in which technological ambivalence is
more prevalent. As such, this study expands the discussion from previous
research regarding the personalization-privacy paradox by trying to reveal
the structural relationships among ambivalent evaluation (cognition),
psychological conflict (affect), and use intention (behavior). Gender has
been studied as a major factor that shows significant differences in the
process of dealing with ambivalent information'® as well as in the
recognition of new technologies.* Accordingly, the second objective of
this study is to analyze the moderating effect of gender on the relationship
between variables, as this could play an important role in better
understanding consumer ambivalence in general.
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH
HYPOTHESES

2.1 Ambivalence and Its Effects

In the field of information systems, research defines ambivalence as a
state of an individual’s experience of conflicting cognitions, emotions, and
attitudes toward a system and its use.*? In contrast to the traditional idea
that attitudes are either positive or negative, there is now extensive
evidence that separate positive and negative evaluations can exist
simultaneously.*® Cacioppo and Berntson** conceptualized ambivalence as
the concurrent activation of both positive and negative evaluations and
postulated such in the evaluative space model (ESM) (Figure 1). They
argued that, based on the combinations of high and low levels of positive
and negative responses, evaluation could be a “bipolar conceptualization
as the reciprocal diagonal” or even “states of ambivalence associated with
coactivity diagonal,” in that attitudes can be understood as
multi-dimensional ™ This definition allows for a distinction between the
neutral state as a midway between evaluations of opposite valence and the
ambivalent state as evaluations of simultaneously high opposite valence.®
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Figure 1. The bivariate evaluative space™*

Different conceptual approaches have led to the classification of
ambivalence into two types: objective ambivalence as the associative
structure of ambivalence based on positive and negative association
weights, and subjective ambivalence as the experience of conflict due to
this associative structure.® Studies applying the objective ambivalence
approach generally focus on how human beings respond to ambivalent
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attributes that are connoted by objectives, with most studies using
formula-based measures of ambivalence.”*® Subjective ambivalence
focuses on individuals’ emotions that occur from internal contradictions
and is measured with self-reporting scales that assess how confused or
conflicted an individual is about a certain object/situation.***

Some studies attempted to analyze the relationships between the two
different concepts, based on the belief that the evaluated level of
ambivalence and the actual conflict experienced have different properties.
Simply put, when the level of objective ambivalence is high, subjective
ambivalence could increase, but this is not the only relationship between
the two.??? Empirical studies revealed that the two concepts have positive
correlations,”*** and subjective ambivalence mediates the effects of
objective ambivalence on consumers’ satisfaction or behavioral
intention.?

This study also took into consideration the need to distinguish
between objective and subjective ambivalence, because these aspects
differ in terms of the subjects of evaluation. Thus, this study adopted a
comprehensive definition of ambivalence—the former is referred to as
“ambivalence” and the latter as “internal conflict”— and assumes that
consumers’ internal conflicts increase as the paradoxical relationship of
personalized benefits and privacy risks is highly perceived. Formally, the
following is hypothesized:

H1: Consumers’ ambivalence toward PTs has a positive effect on their
internal conflict.

In the existing literature, ambivalence has been regarded as both a
positive and a negative factor.*# Studies suggest a negative effect of
ambivalence on consumer behaviour, focusing on contradiction and
conflicts connoted in research objects.” 4%

As the concept of ambivalence expanded to explain the tendency of a
variety of human evaluations, researchers began postulating that
ambivalence can have positive results, too. The studies that highlight the
positive effects of ambivalence focus on the independent coexistence of
beliefs and values. In addition, satisfaction or behavioral change is
considered to be the final consequence of ambivalence, and psychological
conflict is regarded as part of the process to reach consequences from the
ambivalent state.’® Tetlock?® suggested that ambivalence fosters more
complex thinking about an object and helps users make qualitatively
superior decisions from more multilateral perspectives. Jonas, Broemer,
and Diehl® asserted that, as ambivalence increases, consumers become
more thorough and active in their search for information, and this is
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connected to positive behavioral decisions.

Some studies dealing with ambivalence about technology also
suggest that ambivalence can have positive effects on consumer
behaviors.>***" Ploderer et al.*' for example, examined consumer
ambivalence toward the technology of tracking and sharing personal
information and found that ambivalent consumers can deal very well with
complex objects, which can reinforce their behaviors. They treat
ambivalence not as an obstacle to overcome but as a concept to recognize
necessarily and reflect on during the development of technology. Lee and
Rha® also found that ambivalent consumer groups, who perceived LMBC
to be both beneficial and risky, had a high level of continued use intention.
Based on the above discussion, this study assumes that, when both
positive and negative attributes of PTs are highly evaluated, consumer
interest peaks, their views broaden, and their intention to use LBMC
increases. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2: Consumers’ ambivalence toward PTs has a positive effect on their
intention to use LBMC.

In general, internal conflicts are reported as having a negative impact
on consumer behaviour.®®? Olsen et al.®® explained that subjective
ambivalence, which measures the level of internal conflict, is negatively
related to consumer satisfaction. Otnes, Lowrey, and Shrum* argued that,
when consumers experience conflict, the complexity of their decision
making increases, and their intention to act decreases. As such, the
following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Consumers’ internal conflict has a negative effect on their intention to
use LBMC.

2.2 The Moderating Role of Gender

Gender is usually used as a key moderator in consumer behavior
studies®*** and studies on technology usage.'®**" Gefen and Straub®
empirically proved that gender differences appear regarding beliefs
around the use of computer-based media and suggested that a model
explaining gender effects in research on IT use and diffusion is needed.
Wang et al.>’ found that gender moderates the effect of social influence on
consumers’ intention to adopt mobile learning. Furthermore, Venkatesh et
al.*® concluded that gender moderates the effects of social influence,
facilitating conditions, performance effort expectancy, and price on
behavioral intention to use IT. The findings of these studies imply that the
differential effects of gender should be considered when analyzing
consumer responses to technology.
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It is also suggested that gender is an important moderator for
information processing in the communication field. According to
selectivity theory, females are comprehensive information processors who
consider and integrate all available details and are inclined to engage in
active elaboration. In contrast, males are selective information processors
who rely on fewer data points and tend to exercise schema-based,
heuristic processing.®® These predictions were tested and supported in
many previous studies.®*** Moreover, Nenkov et al."* argued that males
and females are different in both their communication styles and their
approach-avoidance orientation toward negative stimuli.

Such studies show that the process to deal with the evaluation of
objects including positive and negative attributes can differ by gender.
Thus, we proposed the following hypotheses and examined the
moderating effects of gender on the relationship between variables on an
exploratory basis.

H4a: Gender moderates the relationship between ambivalence toward PTs
and internal conflict.

H4b: Gender moderates the relationship between ambivalence toward PTs
and intention to use LBMC.

H4c: Gender moderates the relationship between internal conflict and
intention to use LBMC.

Finally, the research model and hypotheses are shown in Figure 2.
The model considers ambivalence toward PTs as an independent variable,
internal conflict as a mediating variable, and intention to use LBMC as a
dependent variable. Research hypotheses focus on the interrelationships
among constructs and propose the moderating effects of gender.

Ambivalence Intention to
toward PTs ) use LBMC

Figure 2. Research model
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3. METHOD

3.1 Measurements

The measurement scales applied were developed based on a review
of previous studies consistent with the definitions of the constructs used
here. All items were measured on a six-point scale, ranging from “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6).

Following Kaplan,*? ambivalence toward PTs was assessed according
to the measurement of objective ambivalence by separately ranking the
positive and negative evaluations of PTs as personalized benefits, privacy
risks, and calculated ambivalent scores. Personalized benefits were
measured by seven items adapted from Xu et al.”’s work on mobile
location-based coupon service, along with the convenience, efficiency,
and entertainment that can be acquired through PTs. Privacy risks were
composed of six items to measure privacy invasion and insecurity based
on the research of Chellappa and Sin,*®* who measured online information
privacy risks. Among the various existing indices in the recent research
(for a comparative review, see Breckler*®), the most often used Griffin
formulation was applied to calculate ambivalence. Accordingly, first, the
means of the separate scores of the positive (P) and negative (N)
evaluations were calculated, and then the absolute difference between the
two components was subtracted (i.e., (P + N)/2 - |P - N|). This formula
produces a score that is a function of the simultaneous intensity of the
positive and negative ratings.*

Internal conflict was measured according to four items adapted from
the study of subjective ambivalence created by Priester and Petty?! by
directly asking participants to report the degree to which they felt conflict,
confusion, concern, or difficulty when weighing personalization and
privacy.

Intention to use LBMC was assessed according to three items
adapted from Mantymaki and Salo*® to measure continued use intention,
purchase intention, and recommend intention. The study also collected
demographic characteristics of the participants, including gender. The
individual items used in the questionnaire are provided in the Appendix.

3.2 Sample and Data Collection

The study sample was composed of South Korean consumers aged
20 to 39 years who had used LBMC within the last three months. Data
collection was conducted in two steps: a pilot survey and a main survey. A
pilot test of the survey instrument was conducted with 42 university
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students in order to establish its reliability, to clarify the wording as much
as possible, and to rectify any existing problems prior to data collection.
Following careful consideration of respondent feedback, scale reliability
was tested, and the sentences were amended to ensure that their meaning
was clear. The main survey was conducted using a self-administered
online questionnaire from April 10 to 14, 2015. Participant recruitment
and data collection were conducted by a professional research company
called Embrain (www.embrain.com). To test for differences by gender,
quota sampling was performed for males and females. A total of 517 sets
were collected, and after excluding insincere responses, 500 were used for
the analysis in the current study. Table 1 shows the general characteristics
of the sample.

Table 1. Demographics of the respondents (n=500)

Variables Classification N %
Gender Male 246 49.2
Female 254 50.8
Age 20-29 254 50.8
(Mean=29.38) 30-39 246 49.2
Monthly income < 1,500% 165 33.0
(Mean=1,7209) 1,500-2,500$ 171 34.2
> 2,500% 164 32.8
Education level High school or below 34 6.8
University student 99 19.8
Graduate 367 73.4
Occupation Employee 234 46.8
Self-employed 105 21.0
Student 108 21.6
Other 53 10.6
Marriage Single 337 67.4
Married 163 32.6

3.3 Data Analysis

The PASW 20.0 software was used for descriptive statistics,
correlation analysis, and reliability test. For hypothesis testing, the study
employed a structural equation model (SEM), including measurement
model, structural model, and multiple group analysis using Amos 20.0. Fit
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indices were used to determine if the hypothesized model fit well with the
sample data; chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI; fit if = 0.90%),
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; fit if = 0.90*), root mean square residual
(RMR; fit if < 0.50%), and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA,; fit if < 0.80%).

4. RESULTS

4.1 Descriptive Analysis

The means, standard deviations, and correlations for the variables are
presented in Tables 2 and 3. The mean score of personalized benefits as a
positive response for PTs was 4.23 (SD = 0.75) and privacy risks as a
negative response was 4.59 (SD = 0.88). The average for consumer
ambivalence calculated by applying the Griffin formula was 3.56 (SD =
0.99). Variables were measured on a six-point scale, with the scope of
ambivalence being arithmetically possible between -1.5 and 6. The
corresponding figure for these data defined 0.08 as the minimum value
and 5.79 as the maximum value. This indicates that consumers are
somewhat ambivalent and not extreme in their views of PTs. There was
significant correlation between variables, and the mean scores of the
variables did not show a significant difference across gender.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Gender

Construct Mean (SD) Male Female t-value

(1) Ambivalence toward PTs  3.56 (0.99) 3.50 3.62 -1.31
(2) Internal conflict 3.85 (1.04) 3.79 3.92 -1.38
(3) Intention to use LBMC 3.70 (0.84) 3.71 3.69 0.41

Note: SD = Standard Deviation

Table 3. Correlation matrix

Construct @ 2 3
(1) Ambivalence toward PTs 1.00
(2) Internal conflict 0237 1.00
(3) Intention to use LBMC 0387  -015" 1.00

Note: ~ p<0.01,  p<0.001
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4.2 Evaluating the Measurement Model

The internal consistency of each construct incorporated in the model
was tested using Cronbach's alpha. The values are 0.87 and 0.94,
indicating that the constructs employed in the model are reliable*®. To test
the validity of the scales, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
performed. The measurement model shows strong fitness between the data
and the model (y* = 63.80, df = 19, p < 0.001). Several common indices
(CFI =0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMR = 0.03, RMSEA = 0.06) were examined,
and the results suggested an adequate goodness fit.*’*® Convergent
validity was evaluated with three criteria (Table 4): (i) all standardized
factor loadings for an item were statistically significant and greater than
0.60; (i) all composite reliability (CR) values were greater than 0.70; and
(iii) all average variance extracted (AVE) values were greater than 0.50.
Assessment of discriminant validity, using the approach by Fornell and
Larcker,*® demonstrated that the AVE for both constructs was greater than
the squared correlation (-0.29), providing evidence of discriminant
validity. Ambivalence toward PTs was calculated as a single value by the
Griffin formula, thus reliability and convergent validity were not
evaluated.

Table 4. Measurement model results

Construct Indicato Iterp CR AVE Cronbach’'s
r Loading o
Internal conflict IC1 0.89 0.93 0.78 0.94
IC2 0.89
IC3 0.89
IC4 0.87
Intention to use ull 0.83 0.87 0.62 0.87
LBMC uI2 0.81
ul3 0.83

Note: All factor loadings are significant at p < 0.001
Fit statistics: 4° = 63.80, df = 19, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMR = 0.03, RMSEA = 0.06

4.3 Evaluating the Structural Model

The research model was assessed using SEM, the results showed that
the 4* value was significant, and the fit indices supported a good model fit
(/* = 71.34, df = 25, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMR = 0.03,
RMSEA = 0.06). As shown in Table 5, path analysis revealed that all
structural hypotheses were supported. More specifically, significant
positive relationships were observed between ambivalence toward PTs
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and internal conflict (confirming H1) and ambivalence toward PTs and
intention to use LBMC (confirming H2). Significant negative
relationships were observed between internal conflict and intention to use
LBMC (confirming H3).

Table 5. Structural equation models assessment

Paths B t Result
H1: Ambivalence t.oward PTs — 0.5 545 Supported
Internal conflict
H2: Ambivalence toward PTs — .
Intention to use LBMC 0.45 9.49 Supported
H3: Internal conflict — 017 3.69 Supported

Intention to use LBMC

Note: Fit statistics: ° = 71.34, df = 25, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, RMR = 0.03, RMSEA =
0.06
" p<0.001

To examine whether the relationship between ambivalence toward
PTs and intention to use LBMC was mediated by internal conflict, a
bootstrapping confidence interval procedure was conducted.®® As
presented in Table 6, the direct effect and indirect effect through the
intervening variable of internal conflict were statistically significant.
Furthermore, the results of a Sobel test>® confirmed the partially mediating
effect of internal conflict (Z = -3.46, p < 0.001).

In short, ambivalence toward PTs has a direct positive effect on
intention to use LBMC and an indirect negative effect that is mediated by
internal conflict.

Table 6. Mediation test

Standardize Standardize

Path d direct d indirect ;?;2![
effect effect

Ambivalence toward PTs —

Internal conflict — Intention 0.45" -0.04” 0.41"

to use LBMC

Note: bootstrapping bias-corrected confidence intervals
“p<0.05 “p<001

4.4 Testing the Moderating Effects of Gender

To examine the moderating effects of gender in the adopted SEM
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model, a multi-group analysis approach comparing the males and females
was applied. The data were fit to the model described in the previous
section. Other indices were within the acceptance ranges (4 = 105.65, p <
0.001, df = 58; CFI =0.98, TLI =0.97, RMSEA = 0.04).

To test the invariance of model parameters across the two gender
groups, nested comparisons of constrained models were initiated. Table 7
presents the results of model comparisons by chi-square differences. A
comparison between Model 2 and Model 1 showed a non-significant
chi-square difference (p = 0.82), supporting the invariance of these
parameters across males and females. Then, Model 3, in which all of the
structural weights were constrained, was compared to Model 2. The
addition of constraints on structural paths did lead to a significant
chi-square difference (p = 0.01), suggesting that at least one of the
structural weights varied across gender. Individual path analysis found the
effect of ambivalence toward PTs on internal conflict (comparison of
Model 2 and Model 4a, p < 0.001) and that of internal conflict on the
intention to use LBMC (comparison of Model 2 and Model 4c, p = 0.01)
to be significantly different for the two groups; the effect of ambivalence
toward PTs on intention to use LBMC (comparison of Model 2 and Model
4b, p = 0.06) was deemed not significant, albeit narrowly. Thus, H4a and
H4c, which proposed the moderating role of gender, were supported.

Table 7. Invariance tests

Compared

Model 7 df  af adf p e

Model 1. Unconstrained 105.65 50

Model 2. Measurement

weights

Model 3. Structural

weights

Model 4a: Ambivalence

toward PTs —Internal 121.19 57 1265 1 <0.001 Model 2
conflict

Model 4b: Ambivalence

toward PTs — Intentionto 111.64 57 3.10 1 0.06 Model 2
use LBMC

Model 4c: Internal conflict
—Intention to use LBMC 11418 57 564 1 0.01 Model2

10854 56 288 6 082 Modell

136.88 67 28.33 11 0.01 Model 2

Examination of the unconstrained regression weights (Table 8)
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revealed that ambivalence toward PTs had a significant effect on the
internal conflicts among females (8 = 0.41, p < 0.001) but not males (# =
0.08, p = 0.21), and internal conflicts had a significant effect on intention
to use LBMC among males (f = -0.29, p < 0.001) but not females (5 =
-0.05, p = 0.49). The critical ratios for parameter differences confirmed
that the two paths of the model significantly differ across gender. These

effects are depicted as solid lines in Figure 3.

Table 8. Comparison of structural relationships across gender

Male Female

B t B t

C.R. Result

H4a: Ambivalence
toward PTs »  0.08 126 0417 6.76
Internal conflict

H4b: Ambivalence
toward PTs = ) coer 651 032" 4.43
Intention to use
LBMC

H4c: Internal conflict
— Intentionto  -0.29” -3.99 -0.05 -0.68
use LBMC

3.47"" Supported

Not

191 supported

-2.16" Supported

Note: C.R. = critical ratios for differences between parameters
p<0.05 " p<0.001

44 42 4
. o
o g =
9 m
= 41 39 -
g g
I5) —8—Male 2 —8— Male
— R
g 8
g +-@-Female g ...0.- Female
c 38 ; 5 36 -
= =
qQ [
g g
i |
35 ; ‘ 33
Low High Low High
Ambivalence toward PTs Internal conflict

Figure 3. Moderating effects of gender

5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

By approaching consumer responses to the personalization-privacy
paradox as a function of ambivalence, this study investigated the effects of
consumer ambivalence toward PTs (cognition) on internal conflict (affect)
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and intention to use LBMC (behavior), along with the moderating role of
gender.

The key empirical finding revealed that consumers’ ambivalence
toward PTs has a positive, direct effect on their intention to use LBMC.
This result is consistent with the claim by Tetlock? that high ambivalence
implies a state of consideration of the multifaceted aspects of objects.
Previous studies explain that privacy risk is a factor that reduces
consumers’ use of services when measured independently. However, the
finding of this study shows that strong and integrated evaluation
embracing the pros and cons of PTs could ultimately lead to the adoption
and use of personalized services, highlighting the importance of a holistic
approach regarding consumers’ response to technology. Consumers’
ambivalence toward PTs also has a negative, indirect effect on their
intention to use LBMC through the mediating role of internal conflict.
This finding suggests that reducing consumers’ internal conflicts should
be an important managerial goal.

Another major implication of this finding is that the concept of
objective ambivalence as a coexisting state of competing responses and
subjective ambivalence as an internal conflict should be distinguished.
The two concepts have been used in a somewhat mixed way in previous
literature™®, which has made it difficult to identify the effects of
ambivalence on consumer satisfaction and decision-making outcomes.

Furthermore, this study found new evidence that the effects of
ambivalence and internal conflict can be moderated by gender. The
positive effect of ambivalence toward PTs on internal conflict was
significant among females but not males. This is consistent with the
findings of the existing literature that females try to elaborate on
information in comprehensive viewpoints but males heuristically deal
with information based on lesser data.®** Noting that females
comprehensively consider their goals when balancing personalized
benefits and privacy risks, they may experience conflicts due to the
paradoxical relationship between the two goals. On the other hand,
internal conflict is not engendered among males, as they selectively rely
on broader goals.

Interestingly, the negative effect of internal conflict on intention to
use LBMC was significant among males but not females. In general,
females are believed to handle conflict and stress better than males, and
they resolve conflict by actively coping with those situations.>* The result
of this study implies that, even though females experience conflict, they
resolve it better in their internal systems, and therefore any negative
influence on behavior can be alleviated. On the other hand, if males suffer
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internal conflicts, such conflicts have a more critical influence on their
behavior.

This study has managerial implications for marketing practitioners.
The findings show that ambivalent evaluations of personalized benefits
and privacy risks can have a positive effect on consumer adoption and use
of LBMC. This implies that LBMC and marketing practitioners that use
personalization should help consumers accurately understand the degree
of the risks as well as the benefits of the service so that consumers can
make better decisions. In addition, practitioners should minimize conflicts
arising from an ambivalent state through efforts such as enhancing trust by
clarifying the company’s privacy policy and giving consumers the choice
of opting out.

Because consumers who are ambivalent toward PTs make their
decisions after considering the benefits and risks of using personalized
services, they can be a highly loyal customer group in the long term.3* In
this respect, careful identification of the characteristics and purchase
patterns is required of such ambivalent consumers as a target group in
planning marketing strategies.

Lastly, gender differences should be considered in formulating
communication strategies. The findings suggest that female consumers
may experience more conflicts than male consumers; thus, a
communication strategy that highlights the benefits of LBMC more
clearly should be employed. However, male consumers are less likely to
experience conflicts than female consumers but are more likely to be
affected by them when they do experience them. Thus, conflict resolution
methods should be accessible and effectively communicated to male
consumers.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

By distinguishing “ambivalence” and “internal conflict,” this study
revealed that ambivalence can have both a negative effect (in that it yields
conflict) and a positive effect (in that it promotes use intent) on promoting
LBMC. However, our research is limited in the sense that it focused solely
on the LBMC context. Thus, in order to establish a firm theory of
consumer ambivalence towards technology, the model needs to be tested
in more diverse situations.

Second, other variables could moderate the effects of internal
conflicts. Variables such as trust, consumers’ innovativeness, and service
involvement may impact the effect of internal conflicts on intention to use
and adopt technology in an ambivalent state. These should be tested
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empirically in future research.

Another possible extension of this study could be the use of different
consumer groups. The data were only collected in South Korea, and thus
the study’s findings may not be generalized to other geographical and
cultural areas. Since attitudes toward technology have been reported to
exhibit significant differences by age, cultural background,® and basic
personality traits,> verifying the validity of a research model and
analyzing the differences according to these variables would be
meaningful as a subject of future research.
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APPENDIX

Measurement items

Construct

ltem

Personaliza
tion benefit

Privacy risk

Internal
conflict

Intention to
use LBMC

By using LBMC,

I can get personalised information tailored to my interests
and needs.

I can get personalised information tailored to my activity
contexts.

I can get personalised information tailored to my
shopping patterns.

I can reduce my time and effort in fining the shopping
information | need.

I can get shopping information more easily and
conveniently.

I can feel the pleasure to get personalised information.

I can experience more fun and lively shopping.

By using LBMC,

| am at the risk of infringement of my privacy.

| am at the risk of my personal information being
excessively collected.

My personal information is at the risk of being accessed
by unauthorized people.

My actions are at the risk of being tracked and monitored.
There is high potential for loss of safety.

| am at the risk of many unexpected problems.

I am to use LBMC.

not at all conflicted/completely conflicted

not at all indecisive/completely indecisive

not at all tense/completely tense

not at all confused/completely confused

I intend to continue using LBMC.

| intend to purchase from LBMC in the future.

| intend to recommend using LBMC to my friends.




