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CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDING A

4.1 INTRODUCTION z l
This chapter presents the results of the data %Jysm Th p.ur\sg)? thg"study IS

to evaluate the current level of awareness among ents in SIM and -\dentlfy the
relationships between the factors that might aﬁ&vm \hof aw. Rfess on security
functionality. The findings include th \e,of Q‘ bifity ﬁvalldlty, descriptive
analysis, correlation, regression anatysis an )épothems testing results.
Multiple regressions was conduc@zntﬁy m fac \for evaluating factors that
affect the level of awarenes of urit nallt the students in USIM as the

users. % ' Q’

&
Th erg initial ‘5 re dents which were the students in USIM. All of

them ( managed to compl&a the questionnaire. None of them were rejected in this
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421 Gender \2

Table 4.1 represents the gender distribution of the responde ajority of the
respondents were female (88%). Male were only 12%. v ’
Table 4.1 Gender -

N %
Male 45 12.0
Female 330 88.0
Total 375 100

Y i
N .
Gender
12%

11 Male

Ll Female

N
§ Figure 4.1 Gender
S



4.2.2 Age Group
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C}Y'

Majority of the respondents were aged 20 — 25 years (85.1%) (Table& Respondents

who aged 26 — 30 years were 9.9%, while above 31 years were 5.1% q!y

D
Table 4.2 Age Group

Age group N %

20 -25 years 319 85.1

26 — 30 years 37 9.9

> 31 years 19 5.1

Total 375 100.0

.\)‘ W\ <>
Age Group
5%

m 20-25
m 26-30
m>31

}igure 4.2 Age Group



50

4.2.3 Current education level \q

Most of the respondents were undergraduate students ( , While the

remaining were master degree (9.9%) and PHD students (5.1%) (Table/4.3).

o

Table 4.3 respondents education level

Education Level N %

Undergraduate (cover all USIM

Faculty Nilai campus) 319 85.1
Master degree 37 99
PhD 19 51
Total 375 100.0
 Z v) _\v
KRN P/
Eduaction level

5%

® Undergraduate
® Master degree
u PHD

=y g

; E Figure 4.3 Education Level
research doesn’t ask about which faculty they are, therefore knowledge background

is unknown.



51

4.2.4 Operating system operates of smart phone \q

Most of the respondents were using Android as their operati!Nstem of their
smartphone (84%), followed by 10S (9.6%) (Table 4.4).Window¥s~ers were only 1
(0.03%), while respondents who were using other operating syﬂeiwere only 4 (1.1%).

(hL'J

Table 4.4 Operating system operates of smart phone

Operating system

N %
Android 315 84.0
10S 36 9.6
Blackberry 19 5.1
Window 1 0.03
Others 4 1.1
Total 375 100.0

- =)

\

v 1T S

Operating System

= Android

m [0S

= Blackberry
= Window

m Others

Figure 4.4 Operating System
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4.3 Descriptive analysis of questionnaire \q

Table 4.5 represents the mean and standard deviation (M (J_rSD»&%ariables in
the study. The highest mean score was Security Behavior (4.158 (iow followed by
Security Awareness (4.115 ( 0.838)), Security Training (4.079 EiO. 0)), Security
Attitude (4.077 (= 0.838)) and Security Knowledge (3.397 461)). ll'his questionnaire
was scored using the Likert scale; from totally disagree to totally agre 9).

N
| S
P 4
&y

Table 4.5 Descriptive statistic ctorsn the'study

Factor V\K aﬁm Max

Security Awareness 115 3 A271 5

. é@ NS A

Security Knowledge é 70 461 Qt:} 2.55 4.18
7

Security Training \ .07N84Q§Q 2.20 5

Security Attitude .

Security Behavior

S
i S

Mbach’s Alpha is the method of examining reliability. The calculation is based
tHSU

mber of items and the average inter-item correlation. The questionnaire used in

tudy was measure its reliability to ensure it suits to the population and measures

what it needs to measure. The reliability scales for all factors are mentioned in Table 5.6.



53

The value shows the questionnaire was reliable as the closer the value to &E reliable

the questionnaire. The questionnaire shows a high reliability based o!gglpha score

(0=0.663 — 0.911). An alpha score above 0.75 is generally indic? scale of high
reliability (Pallant, 2010), while a score of 0.5 and aboveq\c}

idered moderate

reliability. A figure below than this indicates a scalg o reliability (Hinton,
Brownlow, McMurray and Cozens, 2004). tl\d
@

Table 4.6 Reliability statisti I J I (‘}Y'
¥ g
Factor Cropbdch’ o of items
o

Aiph\at&?

Security Awareness \)
Security Knowledge \)

Security Training N gqb 5
$

Security Attitude

o
&
Security Behavior \ Aj Q\ 911 9
YA

N
4.5 Correla@tri %V{/a -cblles of Interest
Q- &
451 Corrw atrix veen @rity Awareness and factors measured

)
< _

ﬁ@e 4.7 represents the Torrelations between security awareness and all the

measured. The Security Awareness was significantly correlated with all the

ientific qualification variables (p< 0.05). The results of the correlations can be reported

as; Security Awareness and Security Knowledge, r = .595, p < .05
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Security Awareness and Security Training, r =.995, p <.05 \q
Security Awareness and Security Attitude, r =.997, p < .05 _\j

Security Awareness and Security Behavior, r =.997, p < .05.

The closer the r value to 1, the stronger the relationship Th&orrelations shown were

'b

moderate to very strong. There were significant ionshi;!\eaeen Security

e
Awareness and Security Knowledge, Security Train Security Attrtuge @ngéecurity

-

Behavior (p < .05). The relationships were further analyzed in regr sion\/‘&ﬂalysis to test

the hypotheses. \, 0\\ é\v

) A
Table 4.7 Matrix Correlations for all Variables (N=375)

+ SA SK ST SA SB
Security Awareness 1

Security Knowledge 5Q5** 1

Security Training 995** 5g7** 1

Security Attitude 997** 5g7** 984** 1

Security Behavior Qg7 5Eg** 991** 995** 1

**Correlation%mﬁicanlat . <03y
*Correlatio% ificantat . r(p <.é5).
A\ 5
\
.NREGRESSION ANALYSIS

; n the present study, a standard regression method is used to investigate the
on

ships between the independent variables (demographics) and security awareness

and factors measured as dependent variables as all the variables were assumed to have
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equal importance. \q

Multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to provide t q@@rcher with
different outcomes so he can answer the study questions and test the research hypotheses
postulated. Authors (Hair et al., 2007; Saunders et al., 2007; Sekaran, 2003) stated
that multiple regressions are a statistical method that is used Wdict the variance in a
single dependent variable that is caused by the impact re ha@ independent
variable. The method provides the relative contribution for indivi ai &egig)'les and
presents which of the variables among the set besﬁs the outc e.\ls/ér\instance, R2

shows the way a set of variables are good in predietin a\ﬂcula@ame of security

awareness on smart phone functionality G@JSIM S . Thé:R? standard value is 1

which indicates a perfect linear reIati(n,%*tweenE ?S ,@fiables. Contrarily, if the
value is equal to 0, it shows no \%Iatioﬂship e ezgjgﬁ\e variables. The regression
model’s significance, the vv R?} tnsta dard@ coefficients and standardised
coefficients are shown. B%n Leech Larr }énd&organ (2005), the definitions of the

F 4 4(/
above are as follows& | %
&)
I : lAN(@\ analysis is used to test the significance of

1. Th i ’ i
e regression &%s Signific F (')
the regressio@g where asighific fitdevel of less than .05 indicates the combination

: 5;)
of the in wnt var{';l S s@nif@ prediction of the dependent variable.

N
2. Value,0 : The value varieg?rom 0.0-1.0 and it indicates that percentage of the

v% can be depicted from the combination of the independent variables. Based on
@atements of Leech, Barrett and Morgan (2005), with an R? value of more than 0.49,

the strength of the relationship is considered extremely large, if the value is between
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0.26-0.49, it is considered large, between 0.13-0.26 is medium, and betw&%-o.m is

small. :(')
3. Unstandardised coefficients (B): The independent Variables" Eoef icient in the
regression equation. \,

4. Standardised coefficients (f): The average amount the d et@ariables increases by
a single standard deviation. The value ranges fr 0 to 0! A _pegative value
@
indicates that the independent variables have %a, negative rel orsh'&sﬁith the
_ "
a

dependent one while a positive value indicates itive yelatiopship. ?he value also

represents the weight of every independent ‘ari

dependent variable. \O)

Y/
e\theirﬁence upon the

e tfé&f as recommended by Hair (2006) and

g-‘-‘)

linearity, outller%g :

Tabachnick (% ort rpes ()\ggeneralisability, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007)

provided t rmula tJ c@eﬁZte t?é\equired sample size taking into consideration the

numbe ependent variable&?\ﬁat is used: N > 50 + 8m (where m = number of
in t variables). A total of 82 cases were recommended for four independent

@es. Accordingly, because there are five independent variables in the present study

therefore, there should be therefore 50+8*5 = 90 cases. Hence, the first assumption of the
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recommendation was met. q

The next assumption is multicollinearity which is according to g@al., (2006)
is the degree to which other variables can explicate a variable in the.analysis. Tabachnick
and Fidell (2007) stated that the appearance of multicollinearity octurs when a high
degree of correlation is found between the variables. The ¢ ge in clarifying the
impact of any single variable owing to their reIationshi%plunedl!\yyticolIinearity.
There are several ways to measure collinerity exis@ween the in pinc‘l‘gn}Wariables
and they include, Pearson correlations, Tolerance e ande ‘?rﬁ?e I@ion Factors
(VIF). For the examination of the multlcow% an'g\n studéx&mbles, Pearson

correlations, VIF and tolerance tests \@ducted. on é‘lelations display the

correlation between two or more pende \ﬂ(qbl ,{}here the correlation is
N
considered significant at 0.01 Ih%r .OQ lev .cheq(fﬁng to the rule of thumb,
&/
ver 0.80

Pearson correlation with sign%val e @/s multicollinerity between the
independent variables (A% 99; S ;{J ‘zbgg,)nd Cooper et al., 2003).

Table 4.7 d ﬁ\the@ion analysis of the variables using Pearson
| N
correlation. All fzz?sgn a urf
As m@ earlier, ‘the
N ALY A
the mdep;&vanables thas Toterance Value and (VIF). The results of the tolerance

by

[ob)

significant correlated with Security Awareness.
)

re&ather methods to test multicollinearity between

and VK analyzed to confih(;ajmulticollinearity did not exist before regression was
e%. Tolerance is defined by Hair et al., (2006) as the amount of the variability of

he selected independent variables not explained by other variables, while VIF is the

opposite of the tolerance value. According to Hair et al., (2006), the common cut off
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threshold is a tolerance value of .10, which corresponds to a VIF value less @io. Table

4.8 — Table 4.12 shows the result of the tolerance values for each v rﬁ@ Security
SK/

Attitude; Age = .033, Gender = .956, Education level = .482, Opeﬁi stem = .482.
The VIF values were 30.264 (Age), 1.046 (Gender), 31.431 % on Level), 2.074
(Operating System). Security Behavior; Security Softwa —W Operating System =

.987. The VIF values were 1.014 (Security System), 1 p ratKS;?m) Security
Knowledge; Age = .026, Gender = .960, Educationfkevel = .027, S avior =
-\
.005, Security Training = .016, Security Attltude = T IFfval uesrwere 38.428
Y/

cun@ avior), 64.361

rlty Awareness;

@/IF values were 1.009

N
(Authentication), 1.009 (Security. ed S‘ Security A{Aga?eness Security Training =

(Age), 1.041 (Gender), 37.567 (Education w

(Security Training) and 112.208 \&@ty

Authentication = .991 and Security, Wledg \Q

— ()
c
1 0

0 d Security Knowledge = .406.

.014, Security Behavior = .00 Xrltyr\
The VIF values were 69% curit i n‘gj

(Security Attitude) a urity '(n ge (2462). In this analysis, the results obtained

indicate that mu Wn \H% potc‘)@_()\t among all variables because Pearson
']
a

correlation fo%' eper:?/

than .10 | values efs th@- 0. Therefore, the result suggests that the current
study ; have any problem\cath multicollinearity.

S

.693 (Security Behavior), 162.294

7

abl@ less than 0.8 and Tolerance values are more



Table 4.8 Analysis for multicollinearity by Pearson correlation, tolerance a,gd\q

VIF values (Demographics and Security Attitude) :c')

No Variables Tolerance VIR

1 Age 033 30.2?"

2 Gender 956 N

3 Education level .032 ti%"l

4  Operating system 482 OM
Y

N
Table 4.9 Analysis for multicollinearity &i)on corrétation, t(@énce and VIF
values (Security Software, Operating %m an W ior)

o T
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No Variables _Toletance Q" VIF
1 Security Software . N 1.014
2 N N D 1.014

Operating System , N
- §
% ’ F &
Table 4.10 Analysi&qultic?l \r'rty by&/son correlation, tolerance and VIF
iCs,

values (Demogr@b,k ecu ilviargﬁe%urity Training and Security Attitude)
3 ‘

No Variab ~ L Tolerance VIF

1 Age % ,é\“ .026 38.428

2 ender \?- .960 1.041
9

Security Training .016 64.361

3 ation level .027 37.567
b ecurity Behaviour .005 218.652

6 Security Attitude .009 112.208




Table 4.11 Analysis for multicollinearity by Pearson correlation, tolerance aw
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values (Authentication and Security Awareness) (t}

No Variables Tolerance
1 Authentication 991 Yﬁog
2 Security Knowledge 991 \) 1.009

X
\d.

Table 4.12 Analysis for multicollinearity by Pearsom*eorrelation, tol aI'CG QX{/IF

ﬂz

values (Security Training, Security Behavior, Security Attitud rlt(/}?ﬁowledge

\Q\T

and Security Awar s).\
~, L4
No  Variables \ lerance " VIF
-

1 Security Training 0 A 69.286
A\T 2
3 o 292.693

Wi ~\<?; 162.294
-%\ 2.462

2 Security Behavior

/‘/J‘

3 Security Attitude

(op]

'4/

4 Security Knowled ,
) Dj" P
4 2
N

The third assumptlo re r‘sa nJis the @oscedastlcny of the variables.

o

&
Homoscedasticit rs hen th \?harmgdver a variety predictor variable seems to be

inonlyal nge of the mde@ ent variable (Hair at al., 2006).

ALUATING EACH OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

constant. In rds t @'{/arlance of the dependent variable concentrate
- % %
ited'ra

ThIS section aims to identify and compare the strength of prediction of the

independent variables on the dependent variable. In other words, this study aims to
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identify which variables in the model contributed to the prediction of Wﬂdent
variable using Beta value. In this study, we are interested to compare iﬁ@rlbutlon of
each independent variable in the model.
The results in Table 4.14 show that Age (B = 1.095, p <QQ§d~ Education level
(B =-.876, p <.05) contribute significantly to the security ttit?'ﬁender and Operating
System does not significantly contribute to security atti > 05
As can be seen from Table 4.13, the R2 was st tlcally signifi t' W’Iy%\ =7.441
and p <.00 \;
‘Z'- e 3 s ot
As a result, the common expression of h\, Si ation iststated as follows:
el o on leve

Security Attitude = 4.303 + 1.153 Ag

.029) Operating System. The four in dent \ﬂgsvv

correlation to the security attitu t&j by the postﬁ?e R value of .273 in Table

4.13. A computed R? value o ﬂ%{éhv Ies explain more than 7.4% of

the variance in the secu s‘; n error estimate of .715). In other

words, age and educ ev@* agnitude affect to security attitude on smart
N

phone funcﬂonal% (_J
Table 4.13 Re of ultule regr sm((.model summary) between variables (Age,

Gender, Ed &@Ievel an pefatin ystem) and Security Attitude (dependent variable)
N>
Model Summary®

Model R R2 Adjusted R?2 Std. Error of the
Estimate
41 273 074 .064 715

a. Predictors: (Constant), Age, Gender, Education level and Operating System
b. Dependent Variable: Security Attitude
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A

Table 4.14  Relative contributor of independent variables to Secs%ﬁtude
Model Unstandardized Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 4.303 273 15.842 .001*
Age 1.153 290 1.095 3.978 .001*
Gender -.026 -.116 -.012 =227 .820
Education level -1.265 406 -.876 -3.123  .002*
Operating System  -.029 .081 -.025 -.352 725

a. Dependent Variable: Security Attitude
*Significant level is at .05 (p < .05). N ' )

The results in Table 4.16 show that @ste 0\ 9764p < .05) contribute

significantly to the security behavior.e%ating \[emvd %ignificantly contribute to

N
security behavior (p > .05). % é u <§?

As can be seen from %4.11, was@tistically significant, with F =

S

3888.091 and p < .001. /%s It, thE’ om c:-nI e@ssion of the regression equation is
&
stated as follows: S%Bef@? 609 +-636 Security System + .009 operating
System. The two i‘hd%e dent §s w(ré*%bserved to have a positive correlation to
¢ ? (.)

the security @? as fdi te; by@ positive R value of .977 in Table 4.15. A

computed we of ‘5 uggestﬁt the variables explain more than 95.4% of the
N
varianK security behavio?*c@ith a standard error estimate of .148). In other words,

on ity system has a magnitude effect to security attitude on smart phone

unctronality.
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Table 4.15 Results of multiple regression (model summary) between variat{Eecurity

System and Operating System) and Security Behavior (dependen_ﬂ%)le)

Model Summary®

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 Std. Error of the
Estimate
1 977 .954 .954 148
a. Predictors: (Constant), Security System and Operating System
b. Dependent Variable: Security Behavior
N~ VY, e
N
Table 4.16 Relative contributor of independ@bles t Sejzt)’ Bétlca/ior
_ " \'a
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.609 .032 50.526  .001*
Security System .636 .007 976 87.490  .001*
Operating System .009 012 .009 .798 425

a. Dependent Variable: Securlty Behavior

*Significant level is at .05 (p <. ¥
[ ow tha’

The results in Tablec 18 Sec 1tly de (B =4.294, p < .05). Security
Behavior (B = -5.528, p <.05 Secm{ nlﬁ. =1.936, p <.05), Age (B =-1.036, p

< .05) and Educatl ve (B@ p < 4$ contribute significantly to the security

N,
o (J
knowledge. Gen not |g'h|f y Cc rlbute to security knowledge (p > .05).
seentfr m a e the R2 was statistically significant, with F =

165. 319&{ 001. As a resut(_;t,he common expression of the regression equation is
state \Nlows Security Knowledge = 3.456 + 2.675 Age + (-3.689) Security Behavior

‘%ty Training + (-.679) Age + (-.008) Gender + (.608) Education level. The six
I endent variables were observed to have a positive correlation to the security

behavior as indicated by the positive R value of .854 in Table 4.17. A computed R? value
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of .729 suggests that the variables explain more than 72.9% of the variance th security
knowledge (with a standard error estimate of .242). In other words,s&@y attitude,
security behavior, security training, age and education level have %égnltude effect to
security knowledge on smart phone functionality. \,
Table 4.17 Results of multiple regression (model summar an variables (Security
Attitude, Security Behavior, Security Training, Age, r and E%tidx Level) and
L

Security Knowledge (dependént variable \Y-
| S

Model Summary

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 Std. Error of the
Estimate
1 .854 729 725 242

a. Predictors: (Constant), Sec Attitude, Sec Behavior, Sec Training, Age, Gender and
Education level
b. Dependent Variable: Security Knowledge

Table 4.18  Relative contributorof m%dht vqi&‘ldles to Security Knowledge

R =
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 3.456 199 17.332  .001*
Security Attitude 2.675 179 4.294 14950  .001*
Security Behavior -3.689 .268 -5.528 -13.787  .001*
Security Training 1.065 120 1.936 8.900 .001*
Age -.679 110 -1.036 -6.163  .001*
Gender -.008 .039 -.006 -.208 .836
Education Level .608 150 .675 4.062 .001*

a. Dependent Variable: Security Knowledge
*Significaht level is at .05 (p < .05).

0 The results in Table 4.20 show that Security Knowledge (B = .002, p < .05),

Security Attitude (B = .528, p < .05), Security Behavior (f = .062, p < .05) and Security
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Training (B = 412, p < .05), contribute significantly to the Securit\AQareness.

Authentication did not contribute significantly to security awareness (p igﬂ)

As can be seen from Table 4.19, the R? was statistically significant, with F =
457610.250 and p < .001. As a result, the common expression of,the régression equation
is stated as follows: Security Awareness = -.054 + .00 SW Knowledge + .041
Authentications + .556 Security Attitude + .070 Seeuri eha | r +4383 Security

Training. The five independent variables were obw havela po |\le cgg?atlon to

valuqo 2999 in 'Qable 419. A

S"ﬁ\m moretthan 99.9% of the
esﬂ@ie of .010). In other

words, security knowledge, security de, sec avior-and security training have

a magnitude effect to security awa%on sﬁﬁart one fufﬂonallty

Table 4.19 Results of multiple r \ els mm@etween variables (Security

the security behavior as indicated by the positive

computed R2 value of .999 suggests that th%

variance in the security awareness (wi g’)

Knowledge, A% atlon ecu *Aﬁ'hde Security Behavior and Security
Training) curlt)‘w§ ess ndent variable)

Model Summary

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 Std. Error of the
Estimate
1 .999 999 999 .010

a. Predictors: (Constant), Sec Knowledge, Authentication, Sec Attitude, Sec Behavior,
Sec Training
b. Dependent Variable: Security Awareness
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Table 4.20 Relative contributor of independent variables to Security %&ess

[ &
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized T Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -.054 .010 -5.650  .001*
Sec Knowledge .004 .002 .002 2.036 .042*
Authentication .001 .001 .001 1.382 .168
Security Attitude 556 .009 528 61.500 .001*
Security Behavior .070 .013 .062 5.361 .001*
Sec Training .383 .005 412 74111  .001*

a. Dependent Variable: Security Awareness
*Significant level is at .05 (p < .05). | c}‘
S
&

4.8 HYPOTHESIS TESTING %w

"Zq

This section investigates the |onsh| ?e d\ém_\Ographics (age, gender,
education level, operating syste authentic |dh a@'securlty software used) and
factors measured; security dg e’ security t@ng, security attitude, security
behavior and security a% SS on a le@unctlonality. The purpose of the
investigation is to a \ch ﬁ)llo g rese%ch objectives: to determine the current

NS
level of functio ertz riphor(_g%-t'o create awareness among students in the

USIM and to i wheg?e noAéeﬂge in security smart phone, can affect on level
of aware %SIM based O" té}"dentlfled factors. To support the investigation, the

follo hypotheses were test@’ The acceptance or rejection of the stated hypotheses

@nd in Table 4.21 at the end of this section. The hypotheses to be examined are;
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X

H1la. There is a positive relationship between age, gender users and sg@attltude in

smart phone security functionality.

The results in table 4.14 show there are significant relawp between age and
users’ security attitude on smart phone functionality (B = Xt 3'978, p=.001 (p <

.05). There is no significant relationship between gen ds uWude on smart

phone functionality (B = -.012, t= -.227, p = .820 @5 ). Therefore ﬁy_&&thesw lais

rejected.

T

H1b. There is a positive relationship et\&wucatl lev 1 an ers’ attitude in

smart phone security functionality. \ O

Q
The results in table 4.14 sho is@ 5|gn|f ant @onshlp between education
level and users’ security attltude 0 th{éﬁ{y (p=-.876,t=-3.123,p =
.002 (p <.05). Therefore, t sis 1b te
:

&

Hlc. There is a posi \Qatlolishl etween&ype of item or service and users’

attitude in smar es upt nqtloeg.uaty

The sults In tagJe 1 s w@e is no significant relationship between
operatlng sste used and users’ é’%curlty attitude on smart phone functionality (f =

.025, &2 p=.725(p > 05) Therefore, hypothesis 1c is rejected.

@' here is a positive relationship between security system and users’ behavior in

smart phone security functionality.
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The results in table 4.16 show there is a significant relationship be%g security

system and security behavior on smart phone functionality (p = .976, t:w p=.001

(p < .05). Therefore hypothesis 2a is accepted.
H2b. There is a positive relationship between type of item or g@; and users’

behavior in smart phone security functionality. ? .

The results in table 4.16 show there is no significangrelati n;‘h\@veen

Yw

operating system used and security behavior on smart e functio y’(B_: 09, t=

.798, p = .425 (p > .05). Therefore hypothesis 2 cted\
\3\“'
H3a. There is a positive relationship bet@ rs j(lt e an ecurlty knowledge

in smart phone security functlonall _\

&

The results in table 4.18 % ere |9a Si |ﬁ|ca atlonshlp between security
attitude and security knowled?}ma! p func ahty (B =4.294, t= 14950, p =
Sis

l
3a‘4

-—o

ac pJ.e

H3b. There is a posi \latlollshl\etwee@sers > behavior and security

.001 (p < .05). Therefore

knowledgeins on secu fun%)ﬁnallty

The S |nt e 1 s W \e is a significant relationship between security
behawo@se urity knowledge @wmart phone functionality (B = -5.528, t=-13.787, p

.05). Therefore hypothe5|s 3b is accepted.

@‘ here is a positive relationship between users’ training and security knowledge

in smart phone security functionality.
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The results in table 4.18 show there is a significant relationship bet\/@zcurity

training and security knowledge on smart phone functionality (f = 1.93&‘—@00, p=

T

H3d. There is a positive relationship between age, sex users an urity knowledge
in smart phone security functionality. i

The results in table 4.18 show there is a sig ant refationship
security knowledge on smart phone functionality (éo%, ‘t.: 1

.05)). There is no significant relationship between ender N rity El@fledge on
83 >{05)) T&E fore hypothesis

smart phone functionality ( = -.006, t= -.2 O
A
o

.001 (p < .05). Therefore hypothesis 3c is accepted.

f(

3d is rejected. \

H3e. There is a positive relatio tW n ed ation4evel and security knowledge
o\
in smart phone security fun@ty ' $
The results in table 4. Dsho the a‘E ificant relationship between education

h@eo mar hone@}ctlonahty (B =675, t=4.062, p =001 (p

O
<.05)). Therefor e s3e| p(tid',)

?‘

level and security k

/

H4a. Ther t |;n etween security knowledge and security

S
funch@m smart phone s |ty functionality.

e results in table 4.20 show there is a significant relationship between security
Qedge and security awareness on smart phone functionality (f =.002, t=2.036, p =

.042 (p < .05)). Therefore hypothesis 4a is accepted.
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H4b. There is a positive relationship between authentication method and{Erity
functionality in smart phone security functionality. :(’)

The results in table 4.20 show there is no significant relations tween
authentication method and security awareness on smart phone fuwality (B=.001, t=
1.382, p =.168 (p > .05)). Therefore hypothesis 4b is re%z l
H5a. There is a positive relationship between security knowledge evel qf~
awareness security functionality in smart phon rity functionality.

s b 4
)
en security

is zggmficant relationship between security

w

The results i%.
attitude and securiw ne 'rt ph&hﬁe{functionality (B=.528,t=61.500,p =
’
.001 (p < .05)).herefore hyp is‘gc (s;?:cepted.
S
’ <>
H5d. Thefe i ositive Iati%n hip between users' behavior and level of awareness

=

secur'f&nctionality in smart?hone security functionality.

S
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The results in table 4.20 show there is a significant relationship between sec{%ehavior

and security awareness on smart phone functionality (B =.062, t= 5.361,3%)1 (p<
.05)). Therefore hypothesis 5d is accepted.

H5e. There is a positive relationship between users' trainin aN/el of awareness
security functionality in smart phone security funct% '
The results in table 4.20 show there is significant relationship

training and security awareness on smart phone fu nalityg} 4

.001 (p < .05)). Therefore hypothesis 5e is acceptR. \
7 s

Table 4.21 summarizes the results of h ses testing.

Hypothesis

Age'and
Hla \nﬁtude .
N
cn €rs
atfitutle ‘-)('}

2 ‘Elg; I@(’:nd

ttituge (Yes)
Operati

Supported

ystem

used users’
%\ attitude (No)
Qa

Security software and
user’s behavior (Yes)

Supported
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H2b

Operating system
used (type of service

or item) and users’
behavior (No)

H3a

Users’ attitude and
Security Knowledge
(Yes)

H3b

Users’ behavior and
Security Knowledge
(Yes)

H3c

Users’ training and
Security Knowledge
(Yes)

H3d

Age and Security
Knowledge (Yes),
Gender and Securit
Knowledge (No)

H3e

Education lev
Security Knowle

(Yes) "%upported

H4a

3

SN
A
&

Supported

H4b

on

Security K Wiaig
and Secugi
Awareﬂ% es)

t

ecufity
\WSecprit
waréness level

Authenti

Wanﬁ Se
% ess (
S

Supported

Supported

Securi areness
(Yes)

Supported

Users’ training and
Security Awareness
(Yes) supported
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Figure 4.5 shows the relationships between variables. Broken line shows in%i on

relationship between variables. While black line shows relationship beﬁ&@riables.
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Figure 4.6 depicted the variables that have significant relationship.

g
O

Figure 4.6 show

attitude in s Wne }JVZU ality. rity system affect on security behavior in smart
b 4

phone anSon ity. Gender, ag@)e}.i. education level affect on security knowledge in
N

smar%he security functionality. Attitude, behavior and training affect on security
ﬁ ge in smart phone security functionality. Security knowledge affect on awareness
i

ty functionality in smart phone security functionality. Security knowledge affect on

level of awareness security functionality in smart phone security functionality. Behavior



75

and attitude affect on level of awareness security functionality in smart %& security

functionality. 1(')

49 SUMMARY Y.

This chapter presents the data analyses an ults eW to reliability

@
correlatio ’ar@gression

he_analysi e egﬁrcher tested
N )

COI']S@S or accuracy of

ted @t the instrument used

in this research is reliable and is app. %e to @%e @\ruct.
0 e,
The descriptive analysis mployed to d Bgr@c profile of the sample. This
AN
ive

includes the personal charact?m and'desc ile of the investigated factors or
o
uc

assessment, demographic profile, descriptive ana

analyses, and hypotheses testing. In the first

the variables. In addition, correlationsyt aa'% ted between the independent and

a3y

dependent variables. \hdl reve led t | the independent variables were found
to be statlstlcall ?gbt urther Standard multiple regression was
conducted |n o \g;t}te th ationships between independent variables and
factors ri nowledg securl.%Talnlng, security behavior and security attitude. The
most i rtant variable is the securlty awareness on smart phone functionality. Age and

n level were found has significant contribution to users’ attitude towards security
art phone functionality, while gender and type of service or item the users’ used

were found not significant. Users’ behavior to security on smart phone functionality did
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influence by the security system used but not on the type of service or itew%d by the

users. On the other hand, security knowledge in smart phone securityS&@nality was

influenced by the users’ attitude, behavior, training, age, and education level. However,

gender did not give significant contribution to the users’ securityasknowledge. In the most

important variable tested, which was the users’ security awareness in smart phone

security functionality, all factors contributed signifi to hei@y awareness.

Authentication method did not influence significantly, to this depen T V?:;%.le. This
A

concludes that with knowledge, attitude, behavior anthtraining, the users WQ-i-ch were also
\W N

the students in USIM will have better se% arggl t ardé&ﬁgir smart phone

security functionality \c') C‘)‘Q

\ K9
4.10 Summary on level gﬂ?ene&v&t @ﬂe security functionality
? (|

among USIM students u 43:
N &
tatistics fo ors in the study

S
S

Factor

Table 4.E DWtive ,

L Mean +SD
Ry

Security AwareneS\& \f (}40' 4.115 .838
? %

:
’
Security Know &E) 4 O 3.397 461
S
SecurityTr&'@ o’y 4.079 840
AN >
5
de N 4.077 838

s@eha\/ior 4.158 690
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There are five important variables measured in this study; security awar&&s;:urity
knowledge, security training, security attitude and security behavio c@ important
variable is security awareness. The variables were measured usin % scale; 1 — 5
(strongly disagree to strongly agree). The results show that all t vms at high level;
a score of 4 and above is considered high level, less than 5s r&e’ﬁte and 2.0 and below

is low. Thus, the security awareness is at high leve e pI%the students’

awareness level in smart phone security functionality, is high. fOn ’otﬁ@ﬁnd, the
A
reness;

factors which may influence the security awa




