CHAPTER FOUR

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 3 ,
4.0. Introduction V

This chapter presents the population and sample, research Was™menth, pregtest, pilot
study, and data collection. This chapter also shows the pr¥ggss @ tho™w Fehadata

analysis and the results of the quantitative study. The datZMglysis sfhrts b dtl@lhhic

of t?e data in

a w’e{u‘i fied by

the ¢\Woratory factor

qu@f&\' the structural
‘}émc el is evaluated by

1ndiC€d}

(e,

characteristics and response rates among the sample. the ger

preparation for further quantitative analysis is dd( ssed.
exploratory factor analysis to identify their f: result
analysis are measured again by confirmatof? andlysl\

model and the rescarch hypotheses are te d Finally

the coefficient parameter estimates with g dlﬁ‘ss-

vsig £ mc group ()/pu sons that is of interest
‘hrefulys can be generalized”. Oppenheim (1992:

N3

'Idu a smaller group, usually but not always a

vithin a populatic L’N

adopting is at an early stage in Malaysian public universities.

l) ““ QY
r¢ '/m*.\'u//u{i\'vslt‘.

C nputing

isTresearch is conducted; there is one university in Malaysia adopts cloud based
Therefore, it is quite difficult to get experts in the field of cloud based e-

learnine. Therefore. after reviewing literature and dialogue with the supervisors, the



population target of this research is the academic staff members and staff members of ICT

center in UPSI as they have experiences in e-learning, information security or

computing. This is also because they are the most effective people who know t
cloud computing and e-learning. This research applies comprehensive survd

collect the data by distributing questionnaires to all population because of tht limited

number of the population. However, a lot of effort is made to increase (N number and

quality of responses.

4.2. Research Instruments \d.

A survey imstrument is used in this study to gain gud ftsgd gMlearnifg users’

v
ﬁ\mlend Yt'o capture

clor&‘ at influence

X .

aw conclude the research questions

=)

e W, 12 of questions covering all aspects

of the literature revi

l}'lh uirements and the constructs of the
akefle ingh afoulnt lh&Jnosl of the questions are clear and their
se anl wpall )1‘;1“ ‘er and ease of analysis.

The p '\'nzn'y questionnaire contains 46 questions. These questions are prepared to

proposed framewo

endings are clos

®carch framework’s constructs. According to Moore and Benbasat (1991)



Agarwal, 2004; Smith, Dinev, & Xu, 2011) and modified based on the context of cloud

based e-learning while other questions are specially designed to be used in this rescagiq
The questionnaire is structured and divided into four parts as attached i1 'wix A.

The first part revolves around demographic information. Even though the d®ographic

questions are not a part of the proposed framework, the gender, qualiﬁcallq el and job

titles are included to investigate any bias in the sample. Besides, it cc rovide further
analyzing options in future work such as comparing these varjgble ther variables to
discover some interesting correlations. '

The second part is an important part which focuse

user Jnfort al")&&“‘y
'omlzl,'o pri
t meMsyre the factors
pr' which are the
’(éslmclion, audit and
part @ludcs the information
& ‘2‘(&% trusting beliefs and risk
nal@ﬂbnuation (Malhotra et al.,

concern. It applies the research model of internet users

IUIPC) (Malhotra et al., 2004) that includes three Wariabl

Nqucs

ECtion Ye 1trol, and

awareness. The third part of this questionnair

monitoring, and iformation privacy bre? . Tie Tour

2004). z

[tems are dcvclopm@n aZpoipdfl ikergype scale (Strongly disagree, Disagree,
Somewhat disagree, cmlgr c Pr -ec

because the most stiefl of the 1
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Smith, Milberg urkegdh 1S :\\'hiC&lsc 7-point Liker-type scale. Moreover, the

questionnaire Rtats detailed, brief, Nx'clcm' instructions, and is created to prompt an

\\\L

h, the aim of the research. Respondents are assured of privacy and

case of rg Respondents were ndtified by a cover letter which explains the purpose

of this

conhidd® ity in order to encourage high response.
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4.2.1. Validity of The Measurement

!

° Pre-T

(¢}
9

Prior to finalizing the questionnaires, a pre-test of estionnaire is
possessed before the pilots study in order to ensure the questions adgund®¥standable to the

respondents and that the questionnaire would succeed as a 'ch instrument for

collecting data. However, the main constructs of the questio nd 'ucslions for each

(9
CWO Saunders

®
lists o" 31?‘%3114 the

n in Eﬂlish. It is

construct are identified and an initial questionnaire is
and Lewis (2000), the questionnaire should be checld
standard and quality of the language. While the qu
10r_ MNerefore, the

WS \\f'@ollcagues who

¢ suggestions and

necessary to note that English is not the native
questionnaires have gone through a sequenc
have experience on the topic and by the s
instructions. Then it is sent to three expe

Management from the Universiti S %
years, a lecturer in the English qoc Hrid&é&,hucmalionul School with
experience more than 7 years, unml.l) S rom$v ersiti Sains Islam Malaysia
3;1Wlhci comghepts; questionnaire is modified. This

is done by keeping in mind the g SCi‘IFh\‘I i “‘?%ﬁnally come up with a set of error-
free questions. Then, tl Nsludi 1s CoyC uclcd%

° '\lud) ¢ :l G)Q

&

1¢ partici anl!ol‘ pgm study involved e-learning administrators and e-

St:sis 1cs and Quantitative

&ucricncc more than 20

)

with 3 years of experience

learning ho are experts on\&nzu'ning, information security, and cloud computing.

Y <
Hccuusg\_ are the most effective people who know the issues of cloud computing and
. Moreover, e-learning centers administrators are responsible for implementing
g. For this study, the data is gathered via survey distributed to practitioners from

c-learning centers of two Malaysian public universities Universiti Sains Islam Malavsia

i



(USIM), and Universiti Pendidikan Sultan Idris (UPSI)). The pilot study is distributed to
26 practitioners; 24 responded, resulting in 92% response rate. The queslionndwms
si

are coded as well as the negative questions reverse. The pilot study data is ait"N

statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) version 22.0. :

ng

e Reliability of the Measurement T
V11 Rm the population two

U9ng,(konbgeh®s alpha.

The survey is replicated with same samples dr

times. The most common method to check reliability j
Cronbach’s Alpha test can be carried out on all scales in thi®Naudvlto Ve the {ternal
reliability. The range of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha e is hptw p@ﬂ.oo.
Higher values reflect a higher degree of internal consistgcy. Ggorbe gild Mﬂay (2003)
N O.9§8Ven the status

e”, from 0.6 to 0.5 are

provide the following rules of Cronbach’s alpha valul, val

“excellent™, above 0.7 “Good™, from 0.7 to % ‘Ques}i
considered ““Poor”, while those below th ue 0.5 were,

Generally. it is accepted for Cronbach’

nsid@d “Unacceptable™.

sv'@ghcr than 0.7. In this

ongpone t‘us m@ 1an the acceptable level
W Lgble é&’

nent of the Instrument

pilot study, the Cronbach's Alpha test {fo

(> 0.7) range between 0.811to O.‘)7&' B

TABLE 4.1: Cron%;lpha

¢

“>—~
gj
%3,

N O

NO Fact \jde i mber Cronbach's Description
y _(Yof Items Alpha
I Data Collectioff N ’ oDCNT 3 890 Good
DL Control a0, 3 926 Excellent
3 Awarenesg v 3 940 Excellent
4. Access ’ @ 3 .882 Good
5 Complfgocd q:‘irCM 3 .888 Good
6. Storda A" ST 4 826 Good
7l Ref@ngion RE 3 881 Good
8. DeStugc®on DES 4 .857 Good
9. Agdit and monitoring AM 4 909 Excellent
10. ofmation privacy breaches PB 3 843 Good
Ig@formation privacy Concern RE 4 972 Excellent
198 Gsk Beliefs RB -l 811 Good
13. | Trusting Beliefs TB 5 932 Excellent




e Construct validity

survey, test, etc) to actually measure what is designed to measure (Ph4l Wren,

Construct validity refers to the ability of a measurement N(' a
2006). In another word, if the measuring instrument measures what it is posed to
measure (Golafshani, 2003). There are two types of construct validityNonvergent and
discriminant validity. In this pilot study, convergent validity is assesS N factor loading
and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). However, all of thegact 1ave, at least, three

by 1,' Andgrson, and

[<Y)

questions (the questionnaire item). According to Hair,

actor

an @.5. ; 1

er _fa
loading with higher than 0.7 is considered excellent (Hai L 2019). Tle Pi:\\linam
validity is assessed by comparing the shared variance ‘elali(p) etyeen th pair of
constructs against the squared average of the AVEsNDr the N onsty lq\y’(l?omell &
em 1&12111461‘ than the

Larcker, 1981). In another word, the square r N\/E X 2{
br)

correlation of constructs. The value of A t sh@‘l be at least 0.50

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). c \T &
\
o e)
“« Q-
e Results ot'(‘onvcrgc\' ity A‘Q
S

Factor analys
items and thirteen thclmw
acceptable level factor 1in

convergent validity. @AINgctogs gr

Tatham (2010) the acceptable factor loading should be great

ach cons

Tablg A.2, all the items are more than
d@, this study used AVE to test the
a@éﬁtab]c level of AVE which is between

i,

ranges of 0.624 tomp0 |

’
F v

(/4,/1?
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TABLE 4.2: Factor Loading for Each Item of the Instrument

NO Factor Code Items
i Data Collection DC DC1
DC2
DC3
2 Control CO €Ol
CO2
CO3
3 Awareness AW AWI
AW?2
AW3 ¥:
4. Access AC ACl 813 ¥ 0.624
AC2 §75
AC3 ]2
5 Compliance CM CM1 84 V13
G 51 A
CM3 %5 r~
0. Storage ST 0779
S 505 W
SP: 872
—— 4 854
o Retention RE REI £ 0.779
RA RA
b : 4k 189
8. Destruction 2 o 2818 0.703
DE a’? 807
DEJp | &) 877
e Y
oL Audit and monitoring AM 1 NN 911 0.753
AM2ND 916
2 MIN 820
Ay 819
10. Information privac < l %‘{ 811 0.722
breaches 3 2,82 .869
- NYPB3 868
il Information pifvag N ’ l;' - PCl 957 0.901
2 (2 5
Concern @ e 957
\ PC3 969
% PC4 913
193 Risk Bakc QB RBI 877 0.701
NV RB2 819
\“) RB3 800
RB4 851
13. Beliefs B TBI 869 0.788
TB2 927
TB3 905
TB4 886
TBS 850
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e Results of Discriminant validity

Nlion)

between each pair of constructs against the average of the AVEs for thesea¥ ¢

Table 4.3 illustrated comparing of the shared variance

As shown in Table 4.3, the square root AVE of any two constructs is m oer than the

reveal good

correlation of them. Thus, the results of measuring convergent galidl

construct validity.

TABLE 4.3: Discriminant Vali

l N
DC CO | AW | AC | oM ST RE | DM AM PB, Rﬁ\ B
S v
DC( 2
0.870 F g \S
cO 421 | 0.856 »,
AW 210 | .720 | 0.893
| i <N
A( 594 809 [ .681 | 0.790 4(
M 330 | 498 | 594 | 472 | 0.862
ST 245 | 412 558 | 272 | 673 | 0.8 NN z‘k
RE | 491 | 586 | 060 585| 295 | ay] J8s2 'a' ' \’\
'7l)l7\"”ﬂ C I 710 3 375 3
009 | 408 | .7IC 456 375, 3337 0.839 [y ‘QY
AM | 133 | 444 | 663 | 425 2 5 | 35 b 0.8{*’
PB 568 | 324 | 402 | 378 280 3571 Y388 | a6 | 0.850
PC 162K 5570 RR7A | A 2 305 f S3GH p63INNT723 | 563 | 0.949
&
RB | 335 620 : . 2 736 | 582 | .718 | 0.837
p—— v
B 536 | 696 | 785 | &676 | ® : 793 [ (59% | 604 | 608 | 682 | 706 | 0.888

The results ¢ has the ability to be valid and reliable

instrument for gma

The

e-learning users' information privacy

concerns. :ssment tool in this area as a basis for ongoing



4.3. Data Collection Procedure

The procedure of data collection begin by sending an email to (Chicfem;lion
Technology Officer, ICT center, UPSI) to ask for a meeting and get his syp®ort sfid more

information about the university. The university portal is used to gathggthe Emails list

cz'nl

ne quds

and contact members for the respondents.

In the first stage of collecting data (15 July 2015), r sent with an
| A

explanation of the proposed of the research and the link

used Survey Monkey, (prominent software in the markg

lecarning center and the academic staff members of thegk

technique does not reach a large number of respor

the survey. This is consistent with what Coopegand $ehir
Y

although. the Email and online questionpaifgssa® lov

non)(&ous and can be

W :&Qnsc rate.
ol S
er until 10th of January
2016). a different method 1s usch regse spm{iﬁ{ue by drop —and- collect

survey (DCS) approach. As e Qc imples, t
@)

n
the researcher to drop the qu aire ang co crit‘z{’iler a period of time either directly

—_
O
=
Pt
>
o
/)

to the target respondents irccll' v\balckeé/(c.g. a secretary). Ibeh, Brock, and
mp

Zhou (2004) pm\'idc'\ wal ou hat CS method raises the response rate
better than the mail(ggeaif mtl
223, which rcprc%‘spon > ra

A &

K
Nj

s”n &H) , 216 questionnaires are returned out of

(

), ()()!*}S,‘}u of the original sample.



4.4. Main Data Analysis

4.4.1. Demographic Information C\

This section presents the demographic characteristics of tiygaespondents of
the survey questionnaire process (gender, the level of education and,occulation). A total
of 223 questionnaires are distributed to UPSI users. 216 respon¥s are received

.
vae th

representing  96.86% rate of response. To present and respondent’s

demographic characteristics, the researcher uses the p ge anf_the gescriptive

statistics. The demographic details of the participants n T 4.’4\‘gzrble
4.4indicates that the respondents gender are the (57.4% 4) mals, JnJ.N 3.6%

n=92) are females. The level of education shows hokszachelor

d PRQyare (44.9%,

degree with (39.4%. n=85), the Master’s deg,-ee% .
Qd staff members

n=97). Furthermore. the respondents’ Job a1®1

in ICT center (39.4%, n=85).

I Variable Percent
Gender 57.4%
Aev 92 42.6%
Variable ﬁ“rcqucncy Percent
FEducation level 2l 85 39.4%
34 15.7%

97 44.9%
Frequency Percent

ICT Centre staff 85 39.4%

lecture 131 60.6%




4.4.2. Descriptive Statistics

Prior to assessing the measurement scales. descriptive \s Is

conducted after completion of the data collection. In order to reveal the calial TCndency
and dispersions of the variables, the mean and the standard deviae re initially
calculated. The results of the descriptive statistics are illustrated in Table in Appendix
B.

4.4.3. Data Preparation and Screening

o Y.
The accuracy of data is necessary amlyzn lc’s (? of
participants. Many issues such as missing data an 1aligy n '1 t on the

outcome of variables or the relationships of va ble Th

main data, these issues must be a prior ¢ %1 na

(Tabachnick, Fidell, & Osterlind, 2001) In

analysis of
ved By data screening
5 ¢ values in the

: Q\Lnl of normality is
[ EQQ‘““—“I analysis.

questionnaires are removed prior to g

examined. Data screening is coded usi

o Missing Dat

Missing

—
M

respondent fails to answer one or

more survey t]UCSIiOHS.

there are two types U%l

which are L\]W&.LIL art of ghe 1

are not needed fu% the dﬁo

Second, mis ta that cannot be el&é)mud as 1gnorable occur for many reasons and in

abin, Anderson, and Tatham (20006)

: : is classified as ignorable missing data

many situ le ctal., 2006). This occurs when the respondent does not answer one

is not significant because it is not the part of the structural modeling of causal
relationships.  However, none of the items had more than 1 percent of missing
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observations. The maximum percentage of' missing data is 0.5 percent. This amount is

N3
K\

very low and can be considered acceptable.

o Assessment of Normality
Following the assessment of missing data, the nogmalitNyof distribution
of the data is assessed. Normality is a fundamental assumption y variate analysis,

particularly in structural equation modeling. If the variation 1 e no!mdl distribution

is sufficiently large, resulting statistical tests are invalid ( . Tadchnick et
al., 2001). In the current study, the normality of variablgs is a“essld thy

15h S\Y‘hcss
ellsa.kg of the

r the theasure of

and Kurtosis statistics. Kurtosis is the ‘peakedness’ 4ushc¥ flatnefs

distribution compared to the normal distribution ( al.\(bh

metri distribution,

skewness and kurtosis, a value of zero indicz
0 lucs(&n' Skewness and
al de)UllOll (Bachman,

P

10\\ n in Table B.2 in

while negative (right-tailed) and positive (lef

easonably n

Kurtosis of between -1 and +1 demonstrate ¢
2004). In this study, the values of KK

Appendix B within their respective hus this data supports

normality very well. \
4.44. Reliability ('):

In \mu@ms

wa ook at lLlldblllly is based on the idea

e : o 1 e -
that individual item! ¥is gt iten 'hqul&yodu e results consistent with the overall

questionnaire. R um ee te different methods. Cronbach’s alpha is the
most commo | d to n m er ility. The internal consistency of a scale is an

-ement property as !0-5 plies that items of the scale, notwithstanding their

impm(‘ml

md specificity, shau a common core and measure the same concept
<

& Gerbing, 1988; Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). Theoretically, the

t alpha is concerned with the degree of interrelatedness among a set of items
desioned to measure a single construct (Netemeyer et al., 2003). According to (De Vaus,

2013: Nunnally. Bemstein, & Berge, 1967) the acceptable level of Cronbach's alpha
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should be 0.70 or more. The Cronbach's alpha is estimated and is shown in Table B.3 in

Appendix B for every construct. T

Since these three items exhibited collection construct whiclyg na; s DEL,
DC2. andDC3 are less than Cranach’s Alpha acceptable level (< 0.7) an ~ause they fail
to reach the minimum required for reliability, the collection consm%h Id be dropped

from further analysis. T

4.4.5. Exploratory Factor Analysis

This section explains the analysis of lll@d da
t i

reliability and exploratory factor analysis.

o Communalities \%V
1'%:1 |2

According to Tabac :
squared loadings for variable acros : . A Varia

random variance) would have a commi . ile a{h'lable that shares none of its
variance with any other varigbles §ou!d hafe a ¢fnim y of 0 (Field, 2009). A model
containing multiple constructs re ires OB «Qr sffgbcommunalities and 0.7 or less for

\El al.,@. However, according to (De Vaus,

s th %IS should be dropped from the analysis

larger sample size for n&N o
2013) variables with gominality
because they are %(

he

oing froig 0. ¥030 except DES3 (478) and TB4 (477). Thus,

asfndt Ifbulﬁfg to the variance explained. The results

demonstrate th the\&rCtor loading have communality values at the

acceptable lgve

these tw are dropped. Th@{@‘,uhs of the communality values are illustrated in

Table B¥yWAppendix B.
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o Eigenvalue

Eigenvalue and variance are used to identify the number N:s to
extract, which indicates the substantive importance of the factor (Nunna % 1967)
According to Tabachnick et al. (2001) a quick estimate of a number of {agtors 1s obtained
from the size of the eigenvalue reported as part of an initial run witl prin&pal component

extraction. Each variable for component analysis variance confy , thus 1s not

important for a component with an eigenvalue less than 1 (Fi 9; Hair et al., 2010;

nvalue

Wanl
tr c@aclors

B.5%ml)pendix
&
((
O

Tabachnick et al., 2001). Therefore, factors are consid

el
; -
ot o =
o Q
-
(¢ —
=
é
‘=i
% =
(5Q (1]
a

greater than 1; and all factors with latent roots less than
and are disregarded (Hair et al., 2010). In this study, re twglve
from the data which have an eigenvalue greater thar own it

B.

—X

° Scree Plot

/A

‘dden@d by eigenvalues while
umb{h}f factors by examining the

factors before the amount of

e coghyo f@iwe structure (Cattell, 1966). In this

2h\ell pl(&l on data is confirmed as the same
: sh(gd in Figure 4.1.



Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

v
- TN
R R A Y R S

G S 1A A L R e D S g
1 234567 B 10111241516 7181920

LR N o e 1
D223 2SIRITEE N0 3

Component Number

3

lre ampling adequacy has

been computed to determine if usin% suita Norusis, 1992) . Hinton,
McMurray, and Brownlow (200 rve los@he KMO value is to 1, the

: . | ; .
better and an acceptable K e ls>" 0. 91140 other hand, Bartlett’s test of

o

iy betv r‘gﬂ the variables. Hair et al. (2006)
claim that the analysis « tors cambe ggfcard ﬂﬁthere is no relationship between the

Sphericity aims to dclcrmwc 1‘eli1 i
variables. It is gener N»m 1cgde ll}\'[ }eg-l(:e < 0.05 means there is a relationship
c , !

between the \'arin@ 1t 1s gppr te xedntinue with the factor. Therefore, there are
relationships h% the #Pasg zmd%is appropriate to continue with the factor
analysis. Hqw™er, "T'able 4.5 showscgj.lhe Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
N}\ study is above the ac\ccplab]c value of 0.6 as it is 0.896 and the Bartlett’s

adequacy,

test 1s hnt at (p-value = 0.000). The results confirm that this data is suitable for

fagtor Nmbysis.



TABLE 4.5: KMO and Bartlett's Test

Y‘
Test value @

KMO value 0.896

P- value 0.000 Y'
o Rotated Component Matrix \d
oy
er of

lni 1@

After using EFA analysis, there are s changgs 1

observed variables in each factor. The new factors in

xprewed in the

Rotated Component Matrix table. The result is sm%ql Tab B Appgl%l}.

4.4.6. The Measurement Model anc 13111?1101‘)/ 3

F
Developing the measu ;cmﬂmoc cl &is =§e}nia1 to confirm the

confirmatory factor analysis, /\Tlim' ing me ment model, the structural
Lsa

model is applied to show % Sal reF i zﬁbhg the variables (Anderson &
"

Gerbing, 1988; Chau, 1994 Diumzu1 Q/

=
ZR
g ;
=
=
=
o
a.
(¢
.
2]
o
172]
w
=
w
Z
a
=7
c
<

YA con@}; Hhcor qpls
9]

S =
g | nzuo‘_/ . Op ang sis (CFA) is conducted after the exploratory

factor :ln']ii'gsl (EFA). In this res\ . the CFA method is conducted to assess the
N]il_\‘. validity, and reliability of construct. Then, the goodness of fit (GOF) is

J‘Q€

unidim

he details of the CFA are explained as follows.
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o Assessing the Unidimensionality T

Unidimensionality is achieved when all measuri U%ns
acceptable factor loading for respective latent construct. In OrdeWy to ensure
Unidimensionality, a measurement model of any item with low 111(:10an should be
deleted. On another word, any item hasfactor loading less than M R less than 0.4

oawm R~

peates ffact .ing of three

‘o’e, lb?x.ilcms

have

should be deleted. Table B.7 in Appendix B shows the factor

The result of Table B.7 in Appendix B 11

items (ST3, AM4, and RB1) are less than 0.6 and R” le ['her

are dropped from further analysis.

’

an 0.4,
o Convergent Validity and RtW’ 0‘ $

N
Convergent validity gfers to t \lﬂg‘x‘e '{}hich measures of two
different constructs are appropriatel %islwamw ﬁ;ﬂher (Houston, 2004).
Convergent validity is achieved b& lating™myer:
formula 4.1 suggested by (Hai 5 2(10).

called “construct reliability weasurd of

measured variables reprgsentin® a
measure used in asscg®ge e o mlmll
latent construct in Ndc

which indicates gt € m

N
site lég'a.lﬂllny scores should be greater than 0.70,

C(@slcmly represent the same latent construct

N
(Hair et al., Nunnajfy Lt 4 n this study, composite reliability is calculated
using a form®a 4% suggested by (F Yl'l & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010).

S
N3
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FORMULA 4.1: Computing Average Variance Extracted T

v ST v
, N

| Note: in the formula mentioned above & represents factor loadings (standy
| and: represents the total number of tems
r

1700 Wffession weights)

CR = =
(> % (
1\

[ Niote: i the tormula mentiond repredints fooges 1adings »?\i.mhz.u! negression weights)
i and ¢ represents total Mimber Otems, and B repre nnlﬂu@ Vimance term for each tatenmt
| ¢

In \st dy, xCipr %x@?ngs of the construct, average variance

‘li{bi@ (CR) estimation are used to assess the

convergent thi W ! cac’ af :c ns@ls. A minimum cut off criteria for standardized
regression diws > 0.7, AVE > (’G and reliability > 0.7) are used to assess the

)

con\'cru* ity. Results are pr§nled in Table B.§ in Appendix B.

The results indicate high levels of composite reliability (CR is greater
{8 ») and AVE for all latent constructs (AVE is greater than 0.50) which means
convergent validity is confirmed.
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° Discriminant Validity V
Discriminant validity is defined as the extent to which 112@%&101’5 of

one construct are distinct from the items of other latent variables (BagozZfr & Phillips,

1991; Peter, 1981; Peter & Churchill Jr, 1986). It is assessed by usind

extracted (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). Discrinw

age variance
ralidity can be

calculated by comparing the squared correlation between two con¥ S with the variance

extracted between these two constructs. Results of AVE be L_*realcr than the

(w this study,
®

the square roots of AVE are compared with the correla betwegn thi d'mcegx;l and
others in the measurement model. Based on this appiggh, lhis’sl dy #inds Q}Eriminam

cntx B sl@/ that values
mates, th@

squared correlation estimates (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; H¥ggt al.r

validate to all latent constructs. The results in Tabl n

of all AVE are greater than relevant squarcdﬁw on

validity 1s confirmed.

4.4.8. Result of Fit Indices ) A‘
? )
u Q%
In this study, the v eas 1'3111‘1(51110@ fit. After the deletion of all
(cluen 1 Suli ES:
s

by discriminant

the above items, the meas nodel ghas

Consequently, the ucccp%
Lewis index (TLI) = ().&
My = 0,067

¢
At the end of the ggalysi®, thef38 dchs {rc@isfaclmy for the model fit.

Q’ s\
VY

S

In summary, the results show that the internal consistency of the constructs

- @'C/chrces of Freedom (y2/df) = 1.979.

(Wy is relatively high as for Cronbach’s alpha is greater than 0.7 for all the

ts except the data collection construct. Most the variables in the factor loading

have communality values at the acceptable level ranging from 0.575 to 0.930 except
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DES3 and TB4. Morcover, factor loading of three items (ST3, AM4, and RB1) is less

than 0.6 and R2 less than 0.4. Table 4.6 summarizes all items that has been dragpe

TABLE 4.6: All Dropped Items A

== Construct Items dropped Reasons t‘o@the items
Data collection DELDE2; DE3 Low reliabili han 0.7
]

ne lgps than 0.6

Low Fact

(3]

Storage ST

Destruction

Audit and monitoring

Risk Beliefs

Trusting Beliefs

The Struc eSO EM) methodology provides a

reliable way of testing théggheory (lll N, yrne, 2001). The theory is expressed

in the form of rel ships al 1 1) between measured variables and

nonobservable lzme\slr >ty and yln G&M can assess whether the observed data

confirm the lhc% assurgptisps. 1~hc.&dposc of the structural model is to identify the
direct or intw uen@eyeddligent @lrucls to other latent constructs in the model

(Byrne, 198 I Figure 4.2, the &)wzu‘ch model indicated that the control, awareness,

access Nlizmcc. storage, retention, destruction, information privacy breaches, and

1onitoring is the independent variables; information privacy concerns is a

are examined and evaluation before testing the relationships. The model consists of 38



observed variables and 58 unobserved variables, which include 38 error terms, 8

residuals. and 12 latent variables.

FIGURE 4.2: The Path Diagram of the Full Model
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The structural model testing is conducted after the measurement mggdel is
validated and a satisfactory fit achieved (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). % the
theoretical model has been specified to test the eleven direct paths, which a *%scnted
in the hypotheses (H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, and 1‘112)& with the
indirect paths, which are represented in the hypotheses ( H14, H15, H1 S H18 H19,

H20 H21, H22, H24, H25, H26, H27, H28,H29,H31 and H32). Fui

tails about the

hypotheses of this thesis are discussed and the proposed theorgtica el is explained in

Chapter 2. The latent constructs used in the proposed theoreti del 'as described in

chapter 2) classified in two main categories for the di efffct: Segfgenous and
L ]

endogenous constructs. Exogenous constructs are tl control, f awa ’11fss,(§;css,

compliance, storage, retention, destruction, informatior "vacy)r i anﬁaﬁdil and

monitoring while endogenous constructs are the ormaylo

beliefs, and trust beliefs. EV
° Results of Direct Effce‘ \T é
T >

[}
In testing the hz\ yized de res@{aresemed in Table 4.9
indicate that all hypotheses H2, 4. Hb, H 167 @HQ, H10, H11, and H12are
supported. The standardiz 6! mlcs: ede @bolhescs are all significant.

Furthermore, all path cm&cicn ar 1i¥cant @Q 0.05). The causal relationships
among independent c#Rglructs '\l'zu'

@ compliance, storage, retention,
destruction, infonnac'Ni\'a Y Oree
1 P :]

ol
N
X‘1°
b
a
5
@
z
o

v
~
ol

ef, ¥ 1G.J(u1dil and monitoring are positive and

statically signific atgthe .05 e @dcpcnding construct information privacy

concerns. \\'hi%kol agt FC h the strongest effect on information privacy

concerns (p,= Q00Y) the findings pr(LN"xslrong empirical evidence for H2, H3, H4, HS5,
H

Ho, H7, 19§ . and HI0. /\lso}m path coefficients between information privacy
conce isk beliefs and from information privacy concerns to trust beliefs are

confir (significant at the 0.00 level). Thus, hypotheses H11 and HI2 are also

supj d by the findings. Table 4.7displayed the path coefficients of the research model.

The hypothesis results as follows:



TABLE 4.7: Path Analysis Results for Direct Effect T

} Standardised ﬁ
s Paths jult
Estimate P (Value)
H2 PC <--- CO 0.255 i rted
H3 PC <--- AW 0.171 0.005 ported

H4 PC <--- AC 0.175 0.003 Supported
HS PC <--- ST 0.203 iupporled
H6 | PC<---RE 0.171 Su e
H7 PC <--- DES 0.185

HS PC <---CM 0.148

H9 ‘ PC <--- AM 0.163 Supgo
H10 | PC <---PB 0.214

H1l | RB<---PC 0.36 x| gpported
H12 | TB <--- PC -0.365 chgi ( ; Supported

1) @alu& 0.05 is Support)

information privacy concerns

Control hag

a swmu
ed to

which state (H2): Control has a

positive effect on inforn

concerns is sign@

state (H3): / \% as*a eflife
<&
\ Access has a positive effect on information privacy concerns (Br="0:
PRy.

(B = 0. 255, p= 0.000). This
T%h

003). This reflects the result of hypothesis number four, which state (H4):

.ces@Mas a positive effect on information privacy concerns.
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There is an insignificant effect of ST on PC ($=0.203, p=0.000). This is

related to hypothesis number five, which state (H5): Storage has a positive effi
information privacy concerns. \

The path from RE to PC is significantly supported (=0. *0 008).
This is related to hypothesis number six, which state (H6): Retention has ¢ Rosmv) effect

on information privacy concerns. V

In addition, the path coefficient between desu aifd information
privacy concerns is significant (B = 0. 185, p= 0.007). This is Tgged P M‘lb seven
which state (H7): destruction has a positive effect on 111@1 privgty co CLP]S Y.
The path coefficient between CM m 18 ' 3Y"\~6.l48. p=
)07). This is for hypothesis number eight whgel Mg (11 lian&s a positive
effect on information privacy concerns. \%
\T A
There is an insignifican %l ofyAM ot (. (3 & 63, p=0.014). This is
related to hypothesis number nine, \\‘ :
effect on information privacy ¢ 011
J |
The p lh Q nifi
This is related to hvpol

has a positive c('i‘cu

<§}'

reflects the ﬂ Nl o1 hypothesis nunQ‘Igygl even, which state (H11): Information privacy
mmu effect on llsl\kh

concern

Furthermore. TB is negatively associated with PC (B= - 0.365, p<0.000).
This ™cerns hypothesis number twelve, which state (H12), Information privacy concern
has a positive effect on risk beliefs.
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e Result of Indirect Effects

Table 4.8 displayed the direct effect of constructs awarene SXSS.
compliance, storage, retention, destruction, information privacy breaches, AIU t and
monitoring on risk beliefs. While the Table 4.9 displays the direct cl‘kamsu'uc(s

awareness. access. compliance, storage, retention, destruction, iglorm ion privacy

breaches. and audit and monitoring on trust beliefs. ‘

TABLE 4.8: Summary of Direct Effect on

Paths Standardised estimate
RB <--- CO 0.038
RB <--- AW 0.057
RB <--- AC 0.097 ot Sidgificant
2

RB<---ST o_\gigﬁiﬁcmu
RB<---RE ’?&Sigmﬁcam
RB<---DES Q701 Significant
RB<---CM Not Significant
RB<---AM Not Significant
RB <--- PB Not Significant




TABLE 4.9: Summary of Direct Effect on Trust Beliefs

4

Paths Standardised estimate P (Value) Result
TB<---CO -0.038 0.586 | Not Sign;k
TB<---AW -0.013 0.842 Not Sigmédicant

By G -0.057 0367 | No Simm
TB<---ST -0.067 0.291 \Y‘iﬁcam
TB<---RE | -0.029 0.679

TB<---DES -0.099 0.1

TB<---CM -0.141 0RLO

TB<---AM -0.039 i

Hecomm s, C-0.184 Yw_-'l ~ <

X
\ 1ue84)5 is Significant)

latic ' 1310 1Qﬁdcpcndcnl constructs
a &

1, information privacy

In terms of the indirect effec

*

awareness. access, compliance, § Kt

breaches. and audit and monitori ‘WXH Ny
beliefs construct. Besides, gffe reWgtionshigh
access, storage, retention, destruggfon, %
effect on the dependent mlicfsl:
constructs intbmmtiuwu 2y br
T ’

trust beliefs constru™®Tpwevgr, du
risk beliefs, ang t1 )clicP &s shw

-acy conc€rn 1{cdizlg§ the relationship between them.

&

nt dir\‘(;cffccl on the depend on risk

pendent constructs awareness,

a1 itoring are an insignificant direct

ct. Wl@f‘\c relationships among independent
Lind c@'ﬂiancc have a direct negative effect on
oﬁlc:’nsagniﬁcznu direct effect of the most paths on

in tple 4.8, and Table 4.9, the researcher proposes

that informafgn

09



4.4.10.1.  The Procedure to Testing the Mediation of Information Privacy

Concerns on Risk Beliefs.

FIGURE 4.3: The Mediation Test of Control ¢

| &
The indirect effect = 0.255% 0.36 = 0918
’ 5

The direct effect = 0.038 T \ ©
Since indirect effect > Direct effect® %diation

here is complete mediation since the digect effcct \? 1 after mediator the
model as show in Figure 4.3. E ) e)\

The main hypothesis s \l f@r tegli
Privacy Concern of Cloud l% _earning m iales@ relationship between Control

and Risk Beliefs. \ | ‘eéo
& (Q
TABLE 4. \ Rapuly oF

ccial'&g}csl of Control on Risk Beliefs
i

>

/“

o
Il\pp@lﬁlj Statgentyf Pat} nzllfs'.? S@llypo(hcsis Estimate | P-Value | Results
Control has sigq kffect on MiorMatiogTivacy concerns | 0.255 0.000 Supported
Information grivQ¢y concerns has sign'(@d;u effect on risk | 0.36 0.000 Supported
beliefs \7 N
“Control hMagMgficant effect on risk beliefs 0.038 0.656 Not
= Supported

1e results of hypothesis testing in Table 4.10 show that information privacy

concern plays an important role in supporting the impact of control on risk beliefs. Thus,
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the hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since

the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model. T

P

The indirect effect =0.171*% 0.36 = 0.616
The direct effect = 0.057
Since indirect effect > Direct effect, th

here is complete mediation since the direct €

model as shown in Figure 4.4.

% ] ' (‘:)\
7] Q
The main hypothesis slzucN or te mc&%!’or: (H15): Information

St

Privacy Concern of Cloud BaWTLCLU' ing gn 0 the relationship between

Awareness and Risk Beliefs. 2 2 Q/

TABLE 4.11: 'I‘l\l&‘ul i ’l“e@Awurcncss on Risk Beliefs

Sis Estimate | P-Value | Results
ivANYconcerns 0.171 0.005 Supported
risk beliefs 0.36 0.000 Supported
0.057 0.462 Not
\G) Supported
~
The rgs wpothesis testing in Table 4.11 show that information privacy concern

plags « portant role in supporting the impact of awareness on risk beliefs, thus, the

hypot N5 is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since the

direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.
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FIGURE 4.5

The indirect effect = 0.175*% 0.36 = 0.063

The direct effect = 0.097
Since indirect effect < Direct effect, the mu,dmtlon doé

The main hypothesis statement i ;mﬂ a magiator: 16): Information

Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-E- LLd m cl lL 3%

and Risk Beliefs shown in Figure 4.5 é\
TABLE 4.12: Thel mw edigtion 5 L.Sb on Risk Beliefs

Estimate | P-Value | Results

0.175 0.003 Supported

Hypothesis Statement of P"%- )
Access has significant CI‘M
fica

Privacy concerns has sig 0.36 0.000 Supported
“Access has significant -hn rigk 0.097 0.205 Not
I Supported
The rggt " hypothdghs l&lm%&n Table 4.12 indicated that information privacy
concern dg { mediate the ulag&)lshlp between access and risk beliefs, thus, the
\]cclcd.
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The indirect effect = 0.203* 0.36 = 0.0731

The direct effect = 0.073

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, 1@&)11

here is complete mediation since the Direct ef is W

model show in Figure 4.6. % A
% o

The main hypothesis statch fop 4eSTME a m,éator: (H17): Information

1ypf% the mediation

lv%l'lcsis Estimate | P-Value | Results
ivacweoncerns 0.203 0.000 Supported

-E'i\‘;m_\' concerns S 0.36 0.000 Supported
Storage has sigg 0.073 0.342 Not
Supported

the hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since

the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.
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0.044

FIGURE 4.7: The Mediation Test of Retention on

The indirect effect =0.171% 0.36 = 0.0616
The direct effect = 0.044

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the

here is complete mediation since the Dnu@

model as show in Figure 4.7.

The main hypothesis sta lu% tes
Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-E Ixnn '

and Risk Beliefs. q
TABLE 4.14: Th Nl ol‘l“lc on 'l‘c;é“kuumon on Risk Beliefs
&

Estimate | P-Value Results

Hypothesis Statement of ww

1cerns 0.171 0.008 Supported

Retention has signific: n inf m ivagc

¥sk beliefs 0.36 0.000 Supported

0.044 0.601 Not
Supported

cone s an important role in supporting the impact of retention on risk beliefs, Thus,
th HyoRGsis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since

the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.
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0.082

N
O
X~

FIGURE 4.8: The Mediation Test of Destruction on Ris lefs

The indirect effect = 0.185 * 0.36 = 0.0666 é '
. s \d‘ -

I'he direct effect = 0.082
| &
Since indirect effect < Direct effect, the mediation {Qes M occuy \3"

The main hypothesis statement f r: (H iS): Information

Privacy Concern of Cloud Bascd-li-L&Nc mediat e @lionship between
Destruction and Risk Beliefs as shown i%.u’c 4.8. é
2

£

-~
NS Estimate | P-Value Results

Hypothesis Statement of Path A
Destruction has significant effect on i 0.185 0.007 Supported
. 0.36 0.000 Supported
0.082 0.351 Not

Supported

jng '\Uablc 4.15 indicate that information privacy

l‘Hh)clwccn destruction and risk beliefs, thus, the
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The indirect effect = 0.148% 0.36 = 0.053
The direct effect = 0.048 é

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the mcz}uion
here is complete mediation since the Di{% 1S 1

model as shown in Figure 4.9.

Hypothesis Statemer Estimate | P-Value | Results
Compliance has si gz 0.148 0.007 Supported
0.36 0.000 Supported
0.048 0.495 Not
Supported

&
esults of hypothesis testing in Table 4.16 show that information privacy
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0.036

FIGURE 4.10: The Mediation Test of Audit and Monitoring agg Ris c;elicfs

The indirect effect = 0.163* 0.36 =0.0587 z '

The direct effect = 0.036

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the medi occurs type &F the I'A(‘?au(m
here is complete mediation since the direct effect _% er 1 alm the

>
S

01.k 21): Information

model shown in Figure 4.10.

The main hypothesis statement hmw\n

edialgs clpti 1@) between Audit and

) AN
&

Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-E-Lea

Monitoring and Risk Beliefs.

TABLE 4.17: The Result Ellon Te t}‘ 11@ onitoring on Risk Beliefs
, P g

l

A \hcslsg Estimate | P-Value | Results
0.163 0.014 Supported
0.36 0.000 Supported
0.036 0.670 Not
Supported

1S &slin&-m Table 4.17 show that information privacy

The rggu " hypoth
concern pl'A'm]mrlunl role 1n sﬂ&)ﬂrting the impact of audit and monitoring on risk
g \\L hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete

Cince the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.

beliefs.

Med
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0.145

FIGURE 4.11: The Mediation Test of Information Privacy

The indirect effect =0.214 * 0.36 =0.077
The direct effect = 0.145
Y. 4 b
\ Y,
Since indirect effect < Direct effect, the 1% N dees ccurs~
Mun a1

The main hypothesis statemen
Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-g®al n
a

SS

101'3' ;22: Information

éelalionship between

¥

N

Information Privacy Breach and Ris\
TABLE 4.18: The Result C‘Mci:'uion T#
\

n Privacy Breaches on Risk

12

Estimate | P-Value | Results
0.185 0.007 Supported
0.36 0.000 Supported
0.082 0.351 Not
Supported

chesjlas k ificg
Q% A /A
Thg rc! Itsof hypothesis lCSQr’gx; Table 4.18 indicated that information privacy

concern . not mediate the rclzllio}hip between information privacy breaches and risk

belicl |\ hypothesis is rejected.

4.4.10.2. The procedure to testing the mediation of information privacy

concerns on risk beliefs
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0.038

X
O
<&

FIGURE 4.12: The Mediation Test of Control ¢ zB jefs

'-\‘3‘

The indirect effect = 0.255* - 0.365 =0.82

The direct effect = 0.38

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, tl

here is complete mediation since the Dut\%[ .

model shown in Figure 4.12.

The main hypothesis st‘l%

Privacy Concern of Cloud Basud L-Megrning

=5

N
m@or: (H24): Information

lationship between Control

and Trust Beliefs.

s

TABLE 4.19: &\%ult ( dtion ofComml on Trust Beliefs

Estimate | P-Value | Results
0.255 0.000 Supported
-0.365 0.000 Supported
-0.038 0.586 Not
Supported

results of hypothesis testing in Table 4.19 show that information privacy
plays an important role in supporting the impact of control on trust beliefs. Thus,
the hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since

the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.
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The indirect effect = 0.171% 0.365 = 0.624 ‘\d’

The direct effect=0.013 N
.é\ P
4 b

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the mc¥uftion )(N e oi‘Q\\;,’lncciiation

here is complete mediation since the Direct g not Nignifipant a@mcdialor the

model shown in Figure 4.13. \

The main hypothesis staten o d@n cdicgd‘: (H25): Information

Privacy Concern of Cloud Baggd~Wl carmni m lﬂlu.f& relationship between

Awareness and Trust Beliefs. T
TABLE 4.20: Tth{ulJf

Hypothesis Statement gf Analysis 35y Estimate | P-Value | Results
Awareness has significa 0.171 0.005 Supported
fect off tyust beliefs - 0.365 0.000 Supported
S ANy -0.013 | 0.842 Not
¢ Supported
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FIGURE 4.14: The Mediation Test of Access on mv

The indirect effect = 0.175* 0.365 = 0.0638

The direct effect = 0.057

N

tegying a 1edia(%’.’ (H26): Information

Privacy Concern of Cloud Buscd—li% yng methgle 1hcﬁﬁxonship between Access

and Trust Beliefs. %\,
N
: ) P s
TABLE 4.21: l‘llwl 01| \GNQ 1Tc‘:se0 Access on Trust Beliefs
& -, &

£

V4
Analysis : W\")otbcw Estimate | P-Value | Results
it i / concewhs 0.175 0.003 Supported
ct oAbt beliefs -0.365 0.000 Supported
s -0.057 | 0.367 Not
" Supported

of hypothesis lcmhg in Table 4.21 show that information privacy

'l‘huw 1S

n important role in supporting the impact of access on trust beliefs. Thus,

concert
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The indirect effect = 0.203* 0.365 = 0.074 \d. o

The direct effect = 0.067 ’ ‘3
’ o
Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the mediation g_Vpe 1‘% mediation
4 ignaant zémedialor the

9

here is complete mediation since the Direct

model as showed in Figure 4.15.

s

The main hypothesis stateme g é mcd@h': (H27): Information
"] <E-
Privacy Concern of Cloud Bascd—l& ing i he tionship between Storage

and Trust Beliefs.

TABLE 4.22: T

Y 4
.'pgtﬁesls Estimate | P-Value | Results
rigacy conéerns 0.203 0.000 Supported
‘l‘eclMusl beliefs - 0.365 0.000 Supported
s %\‘ -0.067 | 0.291 Not
T Supported
N

"l\csu ts of hypothesis teMing in Table 4.22 show that information privacy
an important role in supporting the impact of storage on trust beliefs. Thus,

the hWNgghesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation since

the  effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.




FIGURE 4.16: The Mediation Test of Retention g Tragt Beliefs

The indirect effect = 0.171* 0.365 = 0.0624 é J ' .\(—}
The direct effect = 0.029 b 4 Y'
v
W type ﬁlc mediation
here is complete mediation since the DireC ‘ICHI@‘CY mediator the

model as showed in Figure 4.16. % \T 4(\
o S
“« Q-
a

n tor: (H28): Information

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, Nalion
&1. ! N

IS Nno

The main hypothesis stdNygche for (&
Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-

and Trust Beliefs.

ming me
Q
TABLE 4.23: &}sull IMc @tion T“&f Retention on Trust Beliefs

Estimate | P-Value | Results
0.171 0.008 Supported
- 0.365 0.000 Supported
-0.029 0.679 Not
Supported

¢ hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is complete mediation

Thus

since the direct effect is no longer significant after mediator enters the model.

1ES)




The indirect effect = 0.185 * 0.365 =0.0676
The direct effect = 0.099 Y.
4
v

Since indirect effect < Direct effect, the%di 10N g\oe\r occu showed in
Figure 4.17. \% Q

A
(& (H29): Information

Privacy Concern of Cloud DBasotig Lming m 'alcs& relationship between
Destruction and Trust Beliefs. \ A
>
| O
TABLE 4.24: The Result gf Medigftag €sgbDestruction on Trust Beliefs

S

Hypothesis Statement of’ .'pothﬁ@' Es“'}"‘“’ P-Value | Results
Destruction has signific 1 pllvagy Nefcerns 0.185 0.007 Supported
Information privacy con aft ox}u{a beliefs -0.36 0.000 Supported
Destruction has signggcy \k) -0.099 0.172 Not
Supported

./ »

ThA‘s of hypothesis u@! in Table 4.24 indicate that information privacy

Weot mediate the relationship between destruction and trust beliefs. Thus, the

concern
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The indirect effect = 0.148* 0.365 = 0.053
The direct effect = 0.141

’ J’
Since indirect effect < Direct effect, the me \b\sQ occ:!!'sYAS shown in

Figure 4.18.

The main hypothesis stateme - testim i t&r.\(H.?O): Information
Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-E-Wedfni idles Qrelalionship between

Compliance and Trust Beliefs.

Estimate | P-Value Results

)
;ivacy‘t%cms 0.148 0.007 Supported

Compliance has signific :
Information privacy confer @?{)cllcts - 0.365 0.000 Supported
Compliance has signi ; -0.141 0.016 Supported

e
The 1gsNg Pt hypoth@Eis fslinvsl Table 4.25 indicate that information privacy
concern d(Amcdiulc the mlali(@) between compliance and trust beliefs. Thus, the

xjcclcd,

hypotheS




0.039

g
O
o, ¥

FIGURE 4.19: The Mediation Test of Audit and Mor ﬁonWTrus[ Beliefs
The indirect effect = 0.163* 0.365 = 0.0594 ‘\d'

The direct effect = 0.039 N
.é\ NG
’ b

Since indirect effect > Direct effect, the mc?llgn NG ®pe ol‘Q\u"mcdimim]
5 nifipant ai%

mediating the

The main hypothesis stateml D r§oTne gn cd@r: (H31): Information

) : . q ; :
Privacy Concern of Cloud Based-HalCWgIng mdates he njl&lslup between Audit and

Monitoring and Trust Beliefs.
(—)z , S
TABLE 4.26: The RCSLIQ]\ dia hi of K‘@md Monitoring on Trust Beliefs

o)
Hypothesis Statement gf Analysis 3 Sab- !_\'p(y@ Estimate | P-Value Results
Audit and monitoring Rygssagn¥iicagt elfec 1’11‘01‘@011 privacy | 0.163 0.014 Supported
concerns ( )
Information privagy CNgems has signifighnt I‘fcc@rusl beliefs -0.365 0.000 Supported
Audit and mmmw\ signiftl ’ on lrﬁhclicfs -0.039 0.577 Not
% Y. Supported

<
s \sul\s of hypothesis testing in Table 4.26 show that information privacy

ays an important role in supporting the impact of audit and monitoring on trust

hus, the hypothesis is accepted and the type of the mediation here is a complete
mediation since the direct effect is no longer significant after the mediator enters the
model.
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The indirect effect = 0.214 * 0.365=0.078

The direct effect = 0.184

o
1 #y ppthetis Estimate | P-Value | Results
ffeq information | 0.185 0.007 Supported

privacy concerns : b ~ - ~ .
Information privay S SIgR 1c;wcﬂbv'm1 trust beliefs -0.365 0.000 Supported
] : -0.184 0.024 Supported

; '\ulls of the hypothesis testing in Table 4.27 indicate that information

S
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4.4.11. Confirming the Results Through Bootstrapping
The final step in SEM is to validate the model by repeating the %\smg
h%

bootstrapping the parameter estimates. The mediation results of the struc odel are
confirmed by estimating the paths between the constructs using bootst 2. In this

research, the bootstrapping procedure using 1000 resample is Calw using. The

results of bootstrapping are as following. T
jely

4.4.11.1. Bootstrapping Results of Mediation ’ n Rislg
®
|
TABLE 4.28: The Bootstrapping Results fo rol on Rigk Bgliefs ‘k

X

Indirect Efig‘ S ) :
Bootstrapping result 0.004 .7%9
l3001;\‘1717';7;1;1)7171;471’ value ¥732
Result Significant
Type of mediation Full media 1ficant

Based on the results of Tab

bootstrapping is consistent with tl
ppimg

TABLE 4.29: 'l'hws PR

(¢)
w
=
jaV]
-
a
=
a
w
w
S
=)
z
~
o9]
2
g
5
2

S Direct Effects
Bootstrapping result 0.526
Bootstrapping P va 0.539 |
Not significant

Result

Type OJ‘IJLCdifnf W

™ on the results of 'l‘:\l»lh.Z‘), the researcher can conclude that the result of

%

s consistent with the results of mediation test in Table 4.11.
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TABLE 4.30: The Bootstrapping Results for Storage on Risk Beliefs

» :
/1_1 Indirect Effects Direct E[%\:
TR 0.005 040;
J 0.004 0.43
‘ Significant Not Smgeant

Bootstrapping result

Bootstrapping P value
Result S
Type of mediation

" Full mediation since Direct Effects Not significat

,Hf“”s“"‘l‘}’i”,SJ‘Q}‘E, ey

Bootstrapping P value
Result
Type of mediation

.)&\

regearcher@an cd \udc that the result of

9
f medtagongtest 5%04.14.
oo

Based on the results of Table 4.3

bootstrapping is consistent with the \
TABLE 4.32: The B%;ing Re8ults ort‘0§lizmce on Risk Beliefs
s f &
Q ool Y,
ndi#’ t Effedjs) Direct Effects
Bootstrapping result . 0.02 {\;r 0.425

A ,
Bootstrapping P value #1016~ 0.44
Result Stgnifiant Not significant
Type Ol'nwdi;uiol%fw ) |;1ti&¢."incc Direct Effects Not significant

Based on )Awsulls of Table 4.@50 researcher can conclude that the result of

\ consistent with the results of mediation test in Table 4.16.

bootstraj
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TABLE 4.33: The Bootstrapping Results for Audit and Monitoring on Risk Be[jefs

Indirect Effects Direct
Bootstrapping result 0.019
Bootstrapping P value 0.017
Result - Significant

Type of mediation

Based on the results of Table 4.33, the researcher can

bootstrappine is consistent with the results of mediation test in
pping

t Effects
™ 0.64
) N 0643
T~ S Not significant

Bootstrapping result

Bootstrapping P value
Result
Type of mediation | Fulln

Based on the results of 'I‘T}i, er
bootstrapping is consistent \\%1 sulls.g me
TABLE 4.35: Mmlsu Hin csulls@/\wareness on Trust Beliefs

h dirgdy Jiffects Direct Effects
Bootstrapping re 1> 0.919
Bootstrapping 014 0.923
Result ,\gﬁgniﬁcunl Not significant

Full theeal Ration since Direct Effects Not significant
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TABLE 4.36: The Bootstrapping Results for Access on Trust Beliefs

Indirect Effects Direct E

Bootstrapping result 0.007 0,4
i 0.008 4

Bootstrapping P value

Result Significant Not cant
Type of mediation Full mediation since Direct Effects Not signifi

\/

=

Based on the results of Table 4.30, the researcher can

bootstrapping is consistent with the results of mediation test in

L Indirect l:ffects o U'l'ect ts

Bootstrapping result 0.001 ‘\‘\ 0,
Bootstrapping P value , UN09
Result Sig I)bt& mificant
Type of mediation Full mediation sTgg { ot §M ant

S

ﬁ?l de that the result of

bootstrapping is consistent with llu >mglogries ﬁlﬂ ole 4.22.

TABLE 4.38: The %;)pmu RLUIJ‘Q! ]@ ition on Trust Beliefs

Direct Effects
9.047(\; 0.756

Bootstrapping result AS ¥
¢ .06~ 0.76

Bootstrapping P v dlUL

Result Signffigant Not significant
| Type of mcdiumE Fullfn ia(&uvsincc Direct Effects Not significant

Basag h the results of Tub@& the researcher can conclude that the result of

MW consistent with the results of mediation test in Table 4.23.

bootstra




TABLE 4.39: The Bootstrapping Results for Audit and Monitoring on Trust Belje

[ Indirect Effects Direct Ef
Bootstr: 1ppx_n\' IL\Ulr>j 0.022 0.
Bonl\l‘xmmw Pvalue ‘ 0.022 0.72:
Result | »\liunilham Not e 111
Type of nkdmmn R ib ull mediation since Direct Effects N%i:
Based on the results of Table 4.39, the researcher can c nclt at the result of

bootstrapping is consistent with the results of mediation test in "

.
4.4.12. The Model Fits \Y.
{\ N
d N~

amms@l estimates
if h&

ypothesized

To evaluate the developed framew ork.

are examined along with the goodness- of-1 Ws t
1N

by 381

1at éﬁ?lhud the eleven

| Adicate the overall

factors. The results obtained for ycinus -of- uTi 5 &

acceptability of the structural model analfggc ll1ﬁg rarighce me}\ among the variables
= Y . i

SY >es Whow @rﬂns model fits the data

2 /df =2.002.

structural model fits the data. The model 18

is used to test the model. The <'oo f-fit 1

adequately, The CFI1 =0.943, TL lv
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4.5. Chapter Summary ‘
In this chapter, the demographic characteristics of the sample have beg 1®hed.

For data preparation and screening, the missing data, and normality were c&d. Then

test, 1t 1s

the reliability and FFA test takes place. After running the reliability an

decided to delete data collection construct due to low reliability zmdw

constructs: DES3 from destruction and, TB4 from trusting  be ecause of low

ns from two

ch i, conducted in

1 ':Ww fit of
®

asse n,em(_)Q:H

fromg_storage,

AM4 from audit and monitoring and RB1 from risk b s@ilems Q"g’dmppcd.

odel a&h construct
is then tested for reliability and validity. Y}
extracted are also examined. Accordingy, all¥c

te reliaDmyd an l\‘:rage variance
'clxar I%lblc. In addition,
C nst‘bﬁ'urc confirmed. The

s J&i confirmed through
&*hc coefficient parameter

This chapter reports

itati mdings g : ‘mes identified from the literature.
quantitative findings ggc l'u themes ic g

The finding indicajagthagthe ¢
175, p= 0.003) & b g
Destruction (l‘% 5. p= _()()f). “dnpliance (B = 0.148, p= 0.007). Audit and
Monllonn«_@l(ﬁ. p<0.014), lnﬁullion Privacy Breaches ($=0.171. p=0.008) all

have a : ¢

} ;()6 . p= 0.000), Awareness, Access ( = 0.

o o)

ffect on information privacy concerns of loud-based e-learning. Besides,

nega ffect on Trust Beliefs (B= - 0.365, p<0.000). Further, the study finds out that an
information privacy concern has a mediating relationship between these factors and trust
and risk beliefs. Generally, support is given to the conceptual framework presented in
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chapter two. The results of the significant relationships between constructs are as

theoretically expected. However, more detailed discussion of the findings andqq-ch
framework will be provided in next chapter. %
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