CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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S study to measure the reliability

lactor 18 measured by analyzing the

- above 0.60 is acceptable, and over 0.80 1s good (Cortina, 1993). Table 7 presents

the Cronbach’s Alpha value of the pilot study.
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Table 7: Reliability Statistics' by Cronbach Alpha for the Pilot Study

Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach alpha coefticient value («
Security awareness

Security practice at workplace
Security practice at home

The pilot study survey mstrument was designed to md " the security

awareness and practice in both workplace and home 1 general™Nwggre the pilot study

cizmmig the staft only.
s 5

measured the current security awareness and practice

However. in the actual study the direction has been”@

of policy. behaviour, training, knowledge of techno

e

security awareness and practice for both work

dircc@ol” the current
wn«é& while the actual

reliability factor is presented m Sec o

<>

d cleaning procedures for errors or

measuring the construct, reliability analysis was

vdescribed as the process that has to be conducted to
¥ o ambicuous data characteristics exist which have the potential of effecting

(hdl lindines. The screening process sieps arc imperative as the former steps often

~ffect the decisions to be taken on the latter steps. Hair et al..(2006) described outlier

1 relatine to data with a value which are external to the normal data range. There
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were 20 cases eliminated in this study. The remaining 285 cases were used for further

multivariate analysis. The final usable questionnaires were 285 (N

representing 93.4% of the total number of questionnaires distributed.

4.4 Results of Demographic Analysis

This section comprises the respondents™ demogr:

race. level of education and job role. The descriptive

4.4.1 Gender

Gender. from where the samy
in table 8. Overall. females were
respondents) while female 55.

shows the gender distrib

dents by Gender

8: kr cqll csp \)

Percent%

Respondents aged between 30-34 years old were considered the majority 1n

this study with percentage (33%), followed by 25-29 years with (27%), 35-39 years
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with (17%), 40 and above with (11%) respectively, while the minority were less than

20 years old with (2%). Figure 5 shows the respondents age distribution. .

Age Group

Race | Percent %
Malay 09.3
Othe 0.7
To™ 100

0 Figure 6 shows the distribution of the respondent’s level of education. The

majority of the respondents hold bachelor with a percentage of (26%) followed by
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diploma with (25%), PhD with (22%), certificate (SPM, STPM, etc.) with (15%) and

the minority respondents were master degree holders with (12%).

Higesti education level

Certficate ("
STPN. etc

22% :
= Diploma

Bacl

4.4.5 Main Job Role

There were two main job rolg
10). Administration staffs were 4

. - = Q) 0/
academic staffs with 38.6%.

A Y U Dequeps®  Percent %
Tl N 1IN 386
[/ 61.4
100

e —— T e e - ——

Mability Assessment through Reliability Analysis

The present section diSCuSses the result of the reliability analysis conducted on

toms for each examined construct. The reliability measurement exhibits information

reoardine the variables’ consistency that 1s used In the measurement tools (Hair et al..
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2006: Pallant. 2013). The rehability of the measurement tools for the current studv

was assessed using internal consistency techmique. In this technique, the deggee to

which the items in the scale measure the same underlying attribute is
(Pallant. 2013). in terms of Cronbach Alpha which 1s considered the mos
(Sekaran. 2000: Cavana et al. 2001) for 1ts wide acceptance. The

12s of the

reliability test for each section of the questionnaire were illuslralcwlc [ 1.

Table 11: The Cronbach alpha value for reli
Section of the questionnaire

| N

Domains Workplace Cronbach g
coefficient value &g

Home Crd®bach 4Mha

Security Awareness 758
Security Practice
Policy factor
Behaviour factor
Training tactor
Knowledge of I'T factor

Fducation tactor

— — ——————— i m—

‘&

Basced on the reliability\gwasg gcd don 1ill.§e items have an average
reliability (o > 0.7) which I idered aglepl: 1,‘10\*’ =01 reliability. Cronbach alpha
iubilily (Hair et al.. 2006: Hair.

value of 0.7 1s consl

1008 Sckaran. 20(g

< section. the variables were subjected to descriptive analysis in order to
heir characteristics. The results of the descriptive analysis are presented

separately to cach variable mn the rescarch model.
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4.6.1 Security Awareness

The results of the descriptive statistics to each item of the securi
at workplace and home are presented in Table 12.

Table 12: Descriptive Statistics for Security Awarel

[tems : Workplace ' Home
Mean BT
| Deviation
1 am aware with the vulnerabilities | 2.74

associated with sharing devices.
l u?n aware with the encryption that can
prevent  unauthorized  access 10
- confidential information.
| am awarc that it is lmpmmm to back

up my files.
| am aware that information security 1s
necessary 1o protect my information.

| am  aware with virus protect
software that requires frequent updates.

at workplace and home

s, Results revealed that

!

. §
the overall mean was 2.

mean refers o the mﬂl lh"[ LTy

for wo¥kpl: ? n@() + 424 at home. The highest

at can prevent unauthorized access to confidential information for

ACryvption th

workplace with (2.60) and for home with (2.55) this might be due to encryption is the

advanced level of security protection procedures.



4.6.2  Security Practice

workplace and home are presented in Table 13.

Table 13: Descriptive Statistics for Security Prac

| [tems Workplace Jome
Mean +35td. +Std.
I Deviati Deviation
log off my computer whenever | 2.69 03] 650
Cave 1l

|
!
|
|
! J

] Iwul irly backup my data.

kb -

1 do not download or 1nstall

(9

unauthorized copies of software,
l make sure the antivirus software is

(I

cnabled and u nla‘la.‘_d.

| use firewall protection

¢ of logging off their computer

f

_é

k1th b ntages (2.72) at home and (2.69) at

)dm\ nloading or mxl...llhnﬂ unauthorized

\A m'l\'pl;lcc. W\ hill.

q}inua software enabled and updated comes next
58) for home and (2.56) for workplace. The lowest mean score
workplace. this might be due to that in the workplace backup data 1s one of the policy

and procedures 1o recover from disaster that could damage mformation system.
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4.6.3 Policy

The results of descriptive statistics to each item for policy at workg

home are presented in Table 14,

Table 14: Descriptive Statistics for Policy

[tems Worl;p_]ace ome
Mean +Std. +Std.
| Deviatid Deviation

" Team related to  security 18 2.75 579
,i 1eceded.
{ | know who to contact il my 2.56
' computer is hacked or infected.
| My computer is configured 1o 2.58
J automatically update,
1 have policies on which 2.74

websites 1 am allowed to visit.

There are guidelines regarding

information security that 1 can

reter to.

Respondents were ;151{0(@”1&'
\ § = Na

|
L

Clh‘ qmrkpl;_-tce and home by

F -, 4 N ,
> and % Yes". The result revealed

percentage (2."':\).%:._

—_—

comes with (2 'w'amlmn security that can be referred to in
workplace chest mean refers to knowing who to contact if

the us\

CO N Yo confieured to automatically update with (2.64). The lowest mean refers

allowed websites to be visited 1in home with percentage (2.17). while

1o Ppcics of the

{there are cuidelines recarding the information security that they can refer to at home

comes with (2.16). this may due to the fact that there are no developed policies 1o



home users as a guideline to refer to, even on using internet. but at workplace

cmplovees are governed by USIM policies and regulations in using the interng

4.6.4 Behaviour factor

Y-

The results of the descriptive statistics to each 1item ol'wmu'inur factor at

workplace and home are presented n Table 15.

Table 15: Descriptive Statistics for

[tems Work i
& otd.
DWiation |

td

@vialion
X 87

|

!

"1l make sure that when | delete a 2.79
f1le from the computer or USB StICK
that  the information 1s  totally

removed.

| feel that my PC 1s safe. 693
| often take information 705
: office and use a compu
work on 1t
1 do not share my password. 06067
| use the same passwort 601

&

TVIOUr practices in using computers at

heir [aq

q| o o g =
ngﬂ scales "1 = No, 2 = Not Sure and 3 =

“delete a file from the computer or USB stick
. - PRI, [FUNS R o 3 PRy o s while 1 7
yercentage of (2.79) at workplace and (2.73) at home while if they do not share

I password at workplace with (2.65) and at home with (2.60). The lowest mean

refers to the users feeling that therr PC s sale both in workplace with a percentace of

(2 60) and in home with (2.55).
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4.6.5 Training factor

The results of the descriptive statistics to each item of the traini *-—*N ' are

PI‘CHL‘HICL] ill Tilhlc 1()_ A

Table 16: Descriptive Statistics for Training Fact

ltems

1

- Deviation

| attended  security  training

- course lately.

| receive adequate mformation
- security traming.

Traming makes me more aware
| ~—
(Increase my awareness).

Tramming  promotes  security

AW ATCTICSS.

i Tramming  promotes  security

| practices.

Respondents were asked abp

No. 2 = Not Sure and 3 = YUI'\
l

589, The highest mean refer:

4.(1.(w() viedge of I'T

0 The results of descriptive statistics to each item of knowledge of IT at

workplace and home are presented in Table 17.
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Table 17: Descriptive statistics for knowledge of IT factor

[tems : Workplace Home
| Mean +Std. Mean
| Deviation
| have installed, updated, and enabled, | 2.75 L YE

antivirus software on my computer.

| know what the risk is when opening | 2.64 021
;u-m;lils from unknown senders:
espectally it there 1s an attachment.
; | know what an email scam 1s and | 2.72
_how to idenuty 1t.
1 know how to use antuivirus software | 2.78 649
and how to scan for viruses.

Y-

Respondents were asked about their knowled®e W ORlY ]z-l'e_ s@homc

Yesy'The result

%.401 at home.

by using a three- Likert scales "1 =

revealed that the overall mean was 2.62 4
The highest mean (2.78) for workplat

L.

knowledee of how to use antivirus

have mstalled. updated, or cnaK'

(2.75) at workplace and with\g*ymag o

{ h’me.
>

‘rpt.nm$

~ducation

The results of descriptive statistics to each item of education at workplace and

home are presented in Table 18.
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Table 18: Descriptive statistics for Education

[tems <. - Workplace | Home
Mean =Std.© | Mean
Deviation

| know what social engineering 277 | 544 2.0

(phishing) attack 1s.

| know what to do iI my 260 | 667 2.

computer 1s infected with a

| \ 1IL1-._ .

i | never found a virus or a 2 55 0683

- Trojan on my computer.

| My computer has no value to 2.59 710

! 1ackers. they do not target me.

! alwavs download and install 2.64 S

- software on my computer.

Respondents were asked about their ¢

am&.ome by

T

Bult revealed

I@ for home. The
A

\& social engineering

>

% '1th (2.73). The second

using a three- Likert scales "1 = No, 2

i1

that the overall mean was 2.63 -
highest mean goes 10 the users

u_\

ownlbad :

(phishing) attack 1s 1 workpla

mean goes to 1t the users a 111\&.-,11 on their computer at

workplace with (2.64) anc 1r computer 1s infected with a

v kno \\’\-' ha

users never found a virus or a

JYus th

4

duce 1o the tac

I ao With ) and in home with (2.59). this may be

ats Ar ‘(&ﬁ through using the internet.

&’

ation Analysis

In the present study, Pearson Correlation analysis was conducted mn order to
examine the relationship between the independent variables (policy. behaviour.

training.  knowledge of technology and education) and the dependent variables
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(security awareness and security practice) both in workplace and home. Correlation

(N

s p

analysis 1s considered a statistical method that 1s used to describe the

direction of the linear relationship between two variables (Pallant, 2014
of correlation 1s concerned with measuring the strength and sslgortance of a

relationship between the variables. To achieve this. the bivari:

conducted.

COCIHCW] stenificant
@ T

1gh :-;msQ}mm - ]
m'id@; indication
1‘@0()) provides a

(4

wo variables (r) as

T'he procedure computes Pearson’s Correlat

levels. Pearson Correlation coetlicients can only ta ¢ valug w

Nature of Relationship

Absolute  Value
Correlation Coclicien

0.90 - 1.00 Very Meh copretion Very strong relationship
0 70 - 090 W IWPOrTC N Marked relationship
0.40 - 0.7 l}‘ill eedefelation Substantial relationship
0.20-04 ywecopreldtion Weak relationship
yhtdJTelation Relationship so small as

to be negligible

Independent Variables and Security Awareness at Workplace

Table 20 represents a summary of the relationships between the independent

o¢ of technology and education) and

L -

variables (policy. behaviour, traming. knowled



the dependent variable (security awareness) in workplace. In general, the results

revealed that there are significant and positive relationships between

behaviour, tramming. knowledge of IT and education with security af g

workplace. All vanables have a moderate positive relationshij
awareness at the workplace except training has small positive rel®
significant vielded a value of .001 and the correlation val

GE4™*),

Table 20: Summary of correlations of variablg ey, Belgavi
Knowledge of I'T, Education and Security A4 Jarencgs Jt )
(Dependent variable) of tReS™dy lw

Independent variables Correlation g wmm oth p™elationship
Policy - D) | ~\7 Aderate
Behaviour . - odcmlc
Tramning Small
Knowledge of I'T .0 Moderate
EEducation — O A’ Moderate

* Correlation 1s significant at 0.01 | ol Ngiled). A N

S
' O

f\%eness at Home

&

\Yy

4.7.2

that \m. significant moderatd relationships between behaviour, knowledge of 1T

001 and the correlation value (R =.630%*- 344*%) except for policy and tramning

variables as they show a small relationship (R = .344%%),
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Table 21: Summary of correlations of variables Policy, Education, Behaviour,
Knowledge of It, Training and Security Awareness at Home
(Dependent variable) of the study model \ v

Independent variables  Correlation coefficient ® Strength of relati@ns
Policy 3447%* Small§
Behaviour 479%* Modefare
Training 3T Siggdbe
Knowledge of I'T 44 8%* Modu e
Education D30T degtic

* Correlation 1s significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.7.3 Independent variables and Security Practice at

cation) with

revealed

gi\b “haviour, traimning,

-y

a@rkplacc. All vanables
I'ﬂ@ at the \\’Oll\plﬂLL as the

on value were (R = .696™* -

knowledege of 1T and LdLlLdllOl

ariables Policy, Education, Behaviour,
Security Practice at Workplace

Ind¢Madent variables CorreMation coetficient ® Strength of relationship

696%** Moderate

SE2** Moderate

484** Moderate

0 606%* Moderate
Education | 82 ** Moderate

* Correlation 1s significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



1.7.4 Independent Variables and Security Practice at Home

Table 23 represents a summary of the relationships between the |
Cre are

variables and the dependent variables. In general, the results l'evealeii smt ’

stenificant moderate relationships between policy. behaviour, traini wowledge of

T and cducation with security practice at home. All variabl®gshpw a moderate

relattonship with the security practice at home, as the t yielded a value of

001 and the correlation value were (R = .670** - 402

| S

wn. BcYﬁ\ jour,
N

t ho n?-

V

Table 23: Summary of correlations of variaples

icy, K
Knowledge of It, Training and S | lt\ M

(Dependent variable N stucﬂ modadyl

Independent var lables Correlation w M [ 1t.,1.—.1110n.5hlp

Policy Moderate
Behaviour & Moderate
Training Q‘? Moderate
Knowledge of IT &) Moderate
Education A Moderate

* Correlation s signiticant at the 0.08 28

4.8 Regression .

uduc;wn d traiming factor) \\C'!? the dependent variables (security awareness and

at workplace and home) as all the independent variables were assumed to
¥ cqual importance. The Linear Regression 1s a statistical method that 1s used to
predict the variance i a single dependent variable that 1s caused by the effect of more

than a single independent variable (Hair et al., 2007; Lewis et al., 2007; Sekaran,



2006). The method provides relative contribution for individual variables and

indicates which of the varnables among the set best predicts the outcome.

vartables. However, 1f the value 1s equal to 0 then i1t shows no linegr fonship

between the varables. The regression model’s significance. th e of R-.

ed. Based on

unstandardized coetficients and standardized coefficients are p

| cech et al.. (2005). the defimitions of the above are as follo

ed

test the
@

e [he regression model's significance: ANOV/

d

sienificance of the regression model where
indicates the combination of the independs

the dependent vanable.

e Valuc of R*: The value varies “w- 0 and 1t Ty calc@ t percentage of
the variance can be depicte ym  the \b‘m 0 .xi the independent
3 ) >

variables. Based on the s S oiq_ccc

than 0.49 then the strer Mhe geMuondhip i$;1x1dercd extremely large, 1f

-,

the value 1s betwe ed large, betwe 13-0.26 18

medium and \0

o l'nxmnd;u ependent variables™ coefticient in the

I'CLICSY

¢ average amount of the dependent variables

NV
Rcs by a single smﬁgad deviation. The value ranges from -1.0 to 1.0.
» negative value indicates that the independent variables have a negative
relationship with the dependent ones while the positive value indicates a
positive relationship. The value also represents the weight of every

independent variable influence on the dependent variable.
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4.9 Evaluating Each of the Independent Variables

This section aims to identily and compare the prediction sty
independent variables on the dependent variables. In other words, t
identify which independent variables i the model contributed to thd
dependent variable by using Beta value. In this study, the ichlo compare the

contribution of each independent variable in the model.

1.9.1 Independent Variables and Security Aw

1 of [l&: grression equation 1s stated as follows:

‘4@- 242 policy + .182 behaviours + 25]

N

Tnd + (-.052) traming. The five independent

% s indicated by the positive R value of .759 m Table 24. A computed R>

of 576 suceests that the variables explain more than 57.6% of the variance in

the security awareness at workplace (with a standard error estimate of .283). Overall.

A1l factors have magenitude effect on security awareness at workplace except training.
. i: k.‘ 0 N 1. Ll -



Table 24: Results of Linear Regression summary between variables (Policy,
Behaviour, Knowledge of IT, education and Training) and Security
Awareness at Workplace (dependent variable)

Model Summany

,"
L1

Model R R* Adjusted R? Std.

| 759 576 569 B,
1. Predictors: (Constant), Policy. Behaviour, Knowledge of IT. Education and Traifgg
b. Dependent Variable: Security Awareness at workplace

Q)

on (lf Variables

Table 25: Results of Linear Regression Relative Con

(Policy, Behaviour, Knowledge of I'T, Education -ainin &, conta@buting
to Security Awareness at Workplace (depen Rriabl™N¢ o T

Model
B
i((‘twllslallll) 467
Policy 242
Bcehaviour 182
Traming -.052 142
Knowledge of I'T 251 000%*
Education 211 03 004

a. Dependent Variable: Security Awareiiygy:

*significant level 1s at .05 (p < 'Oﬁ}v

4.9.2 Independe

Th

policy;, hSm\'

-\u areness at home as policy factor contributes with (B = .106. p < .05).

Oresy analysis in Table 26 and 27 indicate that

: .

war, knowledge {P\!’; and education contributes significantly to the

jour with (B = .140. p < .05). knowledge of IT with (f = .243. p < .05) and
cation with (B = .407. p < .05). Only the training factor does not significantly
contributed to security awareness at home with (p > .05). As can be noticed from

Table 26. R is statistically significant, with F = 50.043 and p < .001.
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As a result, the common expression of the regression equation 1s stated as

follows: security awareness at home = .525 + .090 from policy + .131 from behaviour

217 from knowledge of IT + .389 from education and + .008 from trggniuNg The

%' 1ith the

C 71'3 26. A

f1ve independent variables were observed to have a positive correlgt

security awareness at home as indicated by R positive value of .688 in
computed R* value of .473 suggested that the variables explaig mor§than 47.3% of

the variance n the security awareness at home (with a stand: mrimated error.310).

In other words. all the factors have magnitude effect on.g s at home.

except traming.

Table 26: Results of Linear Regression sum N varigb\gs (Policy,
Behaviour, I'T Knowledge, educa INIiN® andapecurity

Awareness at Hom ep O oar )

Model R Std. Error of the
Estimate

| 688 1 83 310

a. Predictors: (Constant). Policy, Behay nhowledo I d&lﬁn and Training

b. Dependent Variable: Security Awy S at hgm¢

N
N

s

S$S101

tive contribution of variables
I and Training) contributing to

cdu@
._ rt lag_) (dependent variable)

Table 27: Rest
(Policy, Behavid

Model 'ud (}d“luullx Standardized { S1g.

Coetticients
ld. Error Beta

148 3.569 000
044 106 2.062 040%
. 050 140 2.623 009%

.()() 042 011 182 835
0 217 044 243 4.995 000%
Fucation 389 066 407 5.942 000*

ependent Variable: Security Awareness at home
*significant level 1s at .05 (p - 035)
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4.9.3 Independent Variables and Security Practice at Workplace

The results of the Linear Regression analysis in Table 28 and 29cm::lal

policy. behaviour, knowledge of IT and education contribute signi ly“to the

security practice at workplace where for policy the value is (f = Yp < .05),

behaviour is (P =160, p <.05). knowledge of IT is (= .158 p <.03ghd education 1s

(p =.188. p=.05) which all contribute significantly to curijy practice at

workplace. Traming factor does not significantly contrig ec,wélclice at
@
lq’ 2@ 1S

L, lh;QC()mmon

Cu@ ractice at

HOLO<S 51 from 1T
A

| Qs;he five mdependent
' @ security awareness at

m Table 28. A computed R’

workplace where 1ts value 1s (p > 05). As can be RN 1

statistically significant, with F = 71.561and p

('D

expression of the regression equation 1s
workplace = 355 + 291 from policy .
knowledee + 191 from education a

variables were observed to lm\

workplace as indicated by the

value of .562 suggests the 1an 56.2% of the variance In

the security hmulu_&

words. all the fagtoMehav

plau (m * estimated error of .298). In other

ucatig
ults of Lk al‘cgl lon summary between variables (Policy,

iour, Knowledge ofgd¥, education and Training) and Security
Practice at \’h}l place (dependent variable).

except traimning

Table

Model Summary

R R* Adjusted R’ Std. Error of
the Estimate
bl 562 554 298

4. Predictors: (Constant), Policy, Behaviour, Knowledge of I'T, Education and Training
b. Dependent Variable: Secunity Practice at workplace




Table 29:

78

Results of Linear Regression Relative Contribution of Variables

(Policy, Behaviour, Knowledge of IT, education and Training)

Contributing to Security Practice at Workplace
(dependent variable)

Model Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error

(Constant) I3 126

Policy 291 074

Behaviour 168 056

Traming 069 037

Knowledge of 1T 1351 054

EEducation 191 077

a. Dependent Variab
*stenificant level 1s at

03). behaviour with (f = .1066.

A1

Table 30

) s
error of Lo

1on to the security pr

- The h¥e 11](

The results in Table 30 and\
%. K

¥
d}»

¢: Security Practice at workplace
03 (p <.05)

A computed R* value of .541 sugge

f'

a magnitude effect on security practice at home.

at po@_* with (B = .197. p <

@k ;
~SHMh (B =.228. p <.05) an
w

y to the security practice at

>nt variables were observed to have a positive

hm. at home as indicated by the positive R value of .736

sts that the variables explain more

1an 34.1% of the variance in the security practice at home (with a standard estimated

03). In other words, policy, behaviour, knowledge of IT and education have
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Table 30: Results of Linear Regression summary between variables (Policy,
Behaviour, Knowledge of I'T, education and Training) and Security
Practice at Home (dependent variable)

Model Summary |
Model R R~ Adjusted R? St

| Wi mate
I 736 541 533 303

a. Predictors: (Constant), Policy, Behaviour, Knowledge of IT, Education andraining

b. Dependent Variable: Security Practice at home V

Table 31: Results of Linear Regression relative conti§ on off variables (Policy,
Behaviour, Knowledge of I'T, education ai aimning) cqutrting to

Security Practice at Home (depende® vagiablel

Model Unstandardized
Coeflticients

B
(Constant) 175
Policy LTS
Behaviour 163
Traming -.037
Knowledge of IT 213
[-ducation 434

a. Dependent Variable: Security §

*significant level 1s at .05 (p < \

4.10  Hypothesis 1estin

- legf{onship between policy, behaviour, training,

O

Jandedscurity awareness and security practice both in

wm'k}: 'iu ' | p@re of the mvestigation is to achieve the following
N] objectives:

a0 investigate the effect of policy, behaviour, training, knowledge of technology

fnd cducation on information security awareness and practice for both workplace and

home.
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2. To mvesugate the awareness and practice level of information security among the

> dCos :IEII]CC or

employees in USIM based on the 1dentified factors.

To support the investigation, the following hypotheses were tested. T

rejection of the stated hypotheses can be found in Table 32 end of i

Q)

The five examined hypotheses are;

Hyvpothesis 1: '
H1a: Policy has a positive effect on security awaren nd p ICWOI'I\'I)IHCG.
@

workplace (B =.249.t=5.452, p=.001 (p <

The results 1in table 29 show that there 1

practice at workplace (f = .289, 1= g\

H1b: Policy has a positive effec

-y

l"of@fcy On security awareness at
cpicgl ;I policy on security practice at home

&

ore. hypothesis | 1s accepted.

"

W)

H2a:48 MW Josifive eNECt on security awareness and practice at workplace.
T results 1n table 25 shm\’\.rsigniﬁcanl efiect of behaviour on security awareness at
Kplace (P =.180.t=5.444. p = .001 (p <.03).

1¢ results n table 29 show a significant effect of behaviour on security practice at

workplace (P = .160, 1= 3.009, p = .003 (p < .05).



S |

H2b: Bchaviour has a positive effect on security awareness and practice at home.

The results in table 27 show there 1s a significant effect of behaviour security

awareness at home (P = .140, = 2.623, p = .009 (p <.05).

The results in table 31 show a significant effect of behaviour on

[

|

home (P = .166. 1= 3.534. p

Hvypothesis 3:

and pgacw
>ct pt

The results n table 25 show there 1s no signific ffect pt 1

The results 1n table 29 show there 1s ng

|‘_rl'.'.1u1ict.‘ at \\'m‘kplilcc (ﬁ = 091, t= I.N |
H3b: Training has a positive ci‘i‘ccl%*c
The results 1n table 27 shmx%s 1

awareness at home (f = .0 l%l

The results 1in table er

viedee of chhm?fgg_f has a positive effect on security awareness and

¢ at workplace.
C results 1in table 25 shows a significant effect of knowledge of IT on security

awareness at workplace (B = .274. =4.899. p = .001 (p <.03).



The results n table 29 shows a significant effect of knowledge of IT on security

practice at workplace (= .158.t=2.784. p =.006 (p <.05).

H4b: Knowledge of Technology has a positive effect on security awag
practice at home.

The results in table 27 show there 1s a significant effect of knoWg of IT on
security awareness at home (= .243, t=4.995, p=.001 (p < ,OS)N
The results 1n table 31 shows there 1s a significant effe

security practice at home (p = .228,t=35.012, p=.001 (4

4 1s accepted.

Hypothesis 5:

N
&

H3a: Education has a positive effect on sy at workplace.

The results 1n table 25 show there 19N

Ia signPticant effect of education on security

significant effect of education on security

—-—

2. p = .001 (p < .05). Therefore, hypothesis 5 1s



T'able 32: Summary of Results

Hypothesis Significance Supported or not suppagted
HI Y.CS Supported | v
H?2 Yes Supporte \
H3 No Not suppogt Sy

H4 Yes Suppoa

HS

4.11  Summary of Correlations of (independents v
‘agabl
! _{33.

! : T
\J

WK ain \/?mployed

In the stage of hypothesis testing, correlationgnalysy

in order to examine the relationship bmwe% Cpetl

awareness and practice both in workplace ¥hd

1ablag, and security

O

ndent variable. The

N

ablt%’md cach dependent

X

correlation and significant value betw?@

variable was summarized in Table \1(

S

relatpo¥hips between the independent

<~

[ technology and education) with

Table 33 represents a su

variables (policy. hclm&lmi
\ .9

the dependent varNes®® (secygrity
:.lclu?

indicates that < lk'

workplace ex®pt Of traming

aV

il 1
factor

<

factors \mndcmlc relationship with security awareness at home except of policy

o {actors.

e



Table 33: Summary of Correlations of (independents variables) and Security

Awareness

Slrcnglh ot'

Correlation
coetticient

344++

‘

Independent Correlation

variables coefticient relationship
Policy 684%* Moderate
Behavior 50 5 R Moderate
[raining S0 Small
Knowledee D3I Moderate
of I'T
IF-ducation 6.1 1% Moderate

In terms of security l'll;lLlll.Lc ‘a 34

relationships  between  the independc

_ hon)
(g

me ]ui}_‘L Of 1

l raining

technology

Knowledge
of 1l

I-ducation

and

o 3

coefticient

Nrength of

Z lationship

g

ns Of@

Priichce

vdar dbll..\

éo

T':x

Q{ml

Correlation

coefticient

696%% N Mndcmlc A426*%
S82** Moderate el IF i
484*%* Moderate L)L
606** Moderate 44 T+*
682" Moderate BH 707"

? ' Small |

Security Awarel esS\l

| TR Lh of
sl |0 (TONShIP
.
\/
4

Small

T\/] OdL rate

e

)dﬂ’.l ate

variable (security

ependents variables) and Security

Strength of

relationship

Moderate

Moderate
Moderate

Moderate

—

Moderate
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4.12  Security Awareness and Security Practice at workplace and home of the

USIM emplovees. T

Table 35: Descriptive Statistics of Security Awareness and SCClll‘lN‘ Practice at
Workplace and Home

Workplace
Mean +Std. +5td.
Deviation Deviation
Securlty Awareness 2.71 430
Security Practice 2.635 447

no. 2 = not sure

1CSY a:x"orkplacc with (2.71)

>s at workplace with

vg@ﬂace and home are at high level. The

findings indica€d&ghat th | *ccs“@nrily awareness and practice at them

N
workplace ;11%1 I I

lufhi ¢l &D In favour of workplace over home.

O
UnTmary | \‘;)\)

.

1.13

N

This chapter presents the data analysis and results pertaining to reliability

Sessment, response rate, demographic profile, descriptive analysis, correlations
analysis, and hypothesis testing. In the first part of the analysis, the researcher tested

the pilot study and rehability analysis was conducted to test the reliability of the items



in cach construct and the vahidity of the mstrument used in this research. The results

indicated that the mstrument which 1s used 1 this study 1s reliable and vNge

measure the construct. The descriptive analysis was employed to demograj

of the sample. This includes the personal characteristics and the dcscril&roﬁle of

the mnvestigated variables. In addition, correlations test was conduct&F between the

independent and the dependent variables. The findings rgveal® that all the

independent variables were found to be statistically correl: Dt

training. Further. Standard Linear Regression was condud

—

the relationships between the independent \'ﬂl'iﬂbl@@

practices at home and workplace. All the indepv \*’ﬂ%

cffect on security awareness and practice g@xc 'aimlﬁ

Ave ;1%5151.11 ficant

10 significant

Bh ha




