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1.
Frequency Table

Table 1
Profile of respondents

	Variable
	Frequency
	%

	Gender

Male

Female
	71

204
	25.8

74.2

	Race

Malay

Indian

Chinese

Others
	38

8

223

6
	13.8

2.9

81.1

2.2

	Living Arrangement

On Campus

Outside Campus
	107

168
	38.9

61.1

	CGPA

Below 2.00

2.00 – 2.33

2.34 – 2.67

2.68 – 3.00

3.01 – 3.33

3.34 – 3.67

Above 3.67
	1

20

59

97

81

11

6
	0.4

7.3

21.5

35.3

29.5

4.0

2.2


2.
Factor Analysis

A factor analysis with varimax rotation was done to validate whether the respondents perceived the three constructs to be distinct. The results showed a three factor solution with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and the total variance explained was 62.07% of the total variance. KMO measure of sampling adequacy was 0.887 indicating sufficient intercorrelations while the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (Chi square=3143.58, p< 0.01). The criteria used by Igbaria et al., 1995 to identify and interpret factors were: each item should load 0.50 or greater on one factor and 0.35 or lower on the other factor. Table 1 shows that result of the factor analysis. These results confirm that each of these constructs is unidimensional and factorially distinct and that all items used to measure a particular construct loaded on a single factor.

Table 2

Results of the factor Analysis

	 
	Component

	 
	1
	2
	3

	I find the PC useful in my job.
	0.910
	0.114
	-0.056

	Using the PC enables me to accomplish tasks more quickly.
	0.940
	0.150
	-0.022

	Using the PC increases my productivity.
	0.918
	0.173
	-0.018

	If I use the PC, I will increase my chances of getting a raise.
	0.859
	0.045
	-0.170

	My interaction with the PC is clear and understandable.
	0.214
	0.837
	0.040

	It is easy for me to become skillful at using the PC.
	-0.010
	0.795
	-0.077

	I find the PC easy to use.
	0.103
	0.867
	-0.103

	Learning to operate the PC was easy for me.
	0.172
	0.831
	-0.174

	Fun/Frustrating
	-0.060
	-0.046
	0.749

	Pleasant/Unpleasant
	-0.021
	-0.029
	0.689

	Pleasurable/Painful
	-0.065
	-0.006
	0.763

	Exciting/Dull
	0.044
	-0.085
	0.676

	Enjoyable/Unenjoyable
	-0.178
	-0.153
	0.710

	Eigenvalue

Percentage Variance (68.90)
	3.42

26.31
	2.88

22.13
	2.66

20.46


3.
Reliability Analysis results
Table 3
Reliability coefficients for the major variables

	Variable
	Number of items
	Items dropped
	Cronbach Alpha

	Need for achievement

Locus of control

Self efficacy

Instrumental readiness

Subjective norms

Entrepreneurial intention
	4

3

2

3

3

3
	-

-

-

-

-

1
	0.88

0.87

0.86

0.85

0.86

0.87


4.
Descriptive Analysis

Table 4
Descriptive for the major variables

	Variable
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Attitude

Subjective norm

Perceived Usefulness

Perceived Ease of Use

Intention
	4.68

3.87

5.12

4.92

4.23
	1.10

0.95

0.76

1.33

1.25


Note: All items used a 7-point Likert scale with (1=Strongly disagree and 7=Strongly agree)

5.
Chi Square Analysis

Table 5
Percentage Distribution of Complainers and Non-Complainers

	Variable
	
	%
	n
	   (2

	
	
	Complainers
	Non-Complainers
	
	

	Gender

Marital

Status

Ethnicity

Age group (years)

Educational

Level

Job Category 
	Male

Female

Single

Married

Malay

Chinese

Indian

Others

15 – 24

25 – 29

30 – 34

( 35 

SRP

SPM/STPM

Cert/Diploma

( Degree

White Collar

Blue Collar
	40.3

20.0

18.2

36.0

30.8

30.0

35.7

0.0

23.1

20.8

37.8

32.5

0.0

4.5

25.8

42.6

17.8

39.0
	59.7

80.0

81.8

64.0

69.2

70.0

64.3

100.0

76.9

79.2

62.2

67.5

100.0

95.5

74.5

57.4

82.2

61.0
	67

55

33

89

52

40

28

2

13

24

45

40

1

22

31

68

45

77
	5.80**

3.55*

1.21

2.54

12.32***
5.94**


Note:    *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 and * p < 0.1

6.
T-test

Table 6
Differences in the major variables by gender

	Variables
	Male

(Mean)
	Female

(Mean)
	t-value

	Need for achievement

Locus of control

Self efficacy

Instrumental readiness

Subjective norms

Entrepreneurial intention
	5.21

4.60

4.43

4.23

4.22

4.48
	5.14

4.68

4.17

3.96

4.12

3.98
	1.19

-1.46

3.27**

3.78**

2.92**

3.92**


*p<0.05, **p<0.01

7.
One Way ANOVA

Table 7
Differences in the major variables by ethnicity

	
	Malay

(Mean)
	Chinese

(Mean)
	Indian

(Mean)
	Others

(Mean)

	Need for achievement

Locus of control

Self efficacy

Instrumental readiness

Subjective norms

Entrepreneurial intention
	5.30a
4.65a
4.31a
4.14a
4.10a
4.22a
	5.10a
4.70a
4.20a
3.96a
4.00b
4.25a
	4.91b
4.35b
4.40a
4.27a
4.27a
4.31a
	5.36a
4.51a
4.49a
4.20a
4.48a
4.43a


Means with the same superscripts are not significantly different; means with different superscripts are significantly different at p< 0.05.

8.
Correlation Analysis

Table 8
Intercorrelations of the major variables

	
 
	NAC
	Locus
	SE
	Instrumental
	SN

	NAC
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	Locus
	0.357**
	1.000
	
	
	

	SE
	0.409**
	0.204**
	1.000
	
	

	Instrumental
	0.418**
	0.141**
	0.670**
	1.000
	

	SN
	0.362**
	0.048
	0.477**
	0.559**
	1.000

	Intention
	0.365**
	0.105**
	0.511**
	0.635**
	0.567**


*p<0.05, **  p<0.01

9.
Regression analysis direct
Table 9
Results of regression analysis

	
	Dependent variable

Usage

	Independent variables

Perceived usefulness

Perceived ease of use
	0.423**

0.371**

	F value

R2
Adjusted R2
	128.07

0.490

0.486


* p<0.05, ** p < 0.01

10.
Regression Analysis with Control Variables

Table 10
Result of regression analysis 

	
	Frequency

	Variable
	Step 1
	Step 2

	Control variables
Age

Gender (Male=1, Female=0)

Education 
	0.118

0.472**
0.659**
	0.082

0.230**
0.626**

	Model variables
Perceived usefulness

Perceived ease of use
	
	0.503**
0.215**

	F value

R2
Adjusted R2

R2 change

F change
	36.79**
0.616

0.586

0.616

36.79**
	49.74**
0.892

0.762

0.276

12.95**


* p<0.05, ** p < 0.01

11.
Hierarchical regression Analysis with Moderator

Table 11
Hierarchical Regression Results Using Viscidity as a Moderator in the Relationship between Power Bases and Influence in Group Buying Decisions

	Independent Variable
	Std Beta  

Step 1
	Std Beta 

Step 2
	Std Beta 

Step 3

	Model Variables

Reward

Coercive

Legitimate

Referent

Expert

Information
	0.219*

0.210

0.223*

-0.156

0.289**

-0.189
	0.218*

0.175

0.230*

-0.168

0.306**

-0.196


	0.486

-1.073

1.20*

-0.01*

-0.020

0.296

	Moderating Variable

Viscidity
	
	0.095
	0.701*

	Interaction Terms

Viscidity*Reward

Viscidity*Coercive

Viscidity*Legitimate

Viscidity*Referent

Viscidity*Expert

Viscidity*Information
	
	
	-0.458

1.954**

-1.552*

-0.214

0.359

-0.698

	R2
Adj R2
R2   Change

Sig. F Change

Durbin Watson
	0.350

0.301

0.350

0.000

1.938
	0.358

0.300

0.008

0.334

1.938
	0.486

0.393

0.128

0.012

1.938


*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

When the interaction is significant then a graph is needed to explain the moderating effect as shown below. (Only for the Viscidity*Coercive interaction)
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Figure 1. Moderating Effect of Viscidity on the Relationship between Coercive Power and Influence in Group Buying Decisions
12.
Mediated Regression Analysis

Figure 1. Mediating effect of perceived usefulness

Appendix 1: Testing Mediating Effect

Diagram drawn based on the original article by Baron and Kenny (1986). Illustrations are courtesy of Ramayah, T. and Jantan, M. from the School of Management, Universiti Sains Malaysia, 11800 Minden, Penang, Malaysia. Please e-mail: ramayah@usm.my or mjantan@usm.my for any clarifications.





Z
=
Dependent variable

X
=
Independent variable

Y
=
Intervening variable

Steps in testing:

Z
=
f(X)

=
a + bX

Y
=
f(X)

= 
c + dX

Z
=
f(Y)

= 
e + fY

Z
=
f(X,Y)
= 
g + hX + jY


Source:
PC Usage among Students in a Private Institution of Higher Learning: The Moderating Role of Prior Experience
T. Ramayah, Joshua Ignatius and Bushra Aafaqi, Educators and Education Journal, 2005 (forthcoming)

13.
Non-parametric Test for k-related samples

Table 13 

Friedman Two-Way ANOVA Result

_________________________________________________________________________


Friedman Two‑Way ANOVA         


Mean Rank
Variable



1.56
PAY Importance



3.01
COWORK Importance



3.26
PROMOTION Importance



3.37
SUPERVISION Importance



3.80
WORK Importance



Cases

Chi‑Square

D.F.

Significance



 112

 130.5143

 4

  .0000

_________________________________________________________________________

14.
Paired t-test

Table 14
Paired t-test Result

	PRIVATE 
 Paired T-Test

 Between Perception

 and Importance of
	
Mean


Paired


Difference
	
Standard


Deviation
	t value

	 Pay

 Promotion

 Supervision

 Work

 Co-workers
	0.5521

-0.3442

0.1115

-0.2678

0.1499
	0.628

0.686

0.480

0.430

0.544
	10.55**

-6.23**

2.88**

-7.69**

3.33**


* p< 0.05, ** p < 0.01

15.
Discriminant Analysis

Table 1
Hit Ratio for Cases Selected in the Analysis
	Actual Group
	Category
	No. of Cases
	Predicted  Group

Membership

	
	
	
	Accept
	Did not accept VSS

	Accept VSS
	1
	91
	78

85.7
	13

14.3

	Did not accept VSS
	2
	63
	15

23.8
	48

76.2


    Percentage of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 81.8%

Table 2
Hit Ratio For Cross Validation* (Leave One Out Classification)
	Actual Group
	No. of Cases
	Predicted  Group Membership

	
	
	Accept
	Did not accept VSS

	Accept VSS
	91
	74

81.3
	17

18.7

	Did not accept VSS
	63
	17

27.0
	46

73.0


    Percentage of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 77.9%

    *
In cross validation, each case is classified by the functions derived from all cases other than that case. Numbers in italics indicate the row percentages

Table 3
Hit Ratio for Cases in the Holdout Sample
	Actual Group
	No. of Cases
	Predicted  Group Membership

	
	
	Accept
	Did not accept VSS

	Accept VSS
	40
	35

87.5
	5

12.5

	Did not accept VSS
	30
	3

10.0
	27

90.0


  Percentage of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 88.6%.  Numbers in italics indicate the row percentages

Table 4
Comparison of Goodness of Results
	Measure
	Value
	Hit Ratio for Holdout Sample

	Maximum Chance

Proportional Chance
	58.5%

51.6%
	88.6%

88.6%

	Comparison with Hair et al. (1998) 1.25 times higher than chance
	73.12%

	Press Q

Table Value

Calculated Value
	6.635

58.51**


** p< 0.01

As shown above, the predictive accuracy of the model for the analysis sample was 81.8%, the cross validation sample was 77.9% and the holdout sample was 88.6% respectively. The values in Table 4 indicate that the hit ratio of 88.6% exceeded both the maximum and proportional chance values. The hit ratio also exceeded the chance criteria by more than 25% (Hair et al., 1998) thus providing support for the predictive accuracy of the model. The Press Q statistics of 58.51, was significant. Hence, the model investigated has good predictive power. With a canonical correlation of 0.611, it can be concluded that 37.3% (square of the canonical correlation) of the variance in the dependent variable was accounted for by this model. A summary of the univariate analysis indicating the influential variables to the acceptance/non-acceptance decision is presented in Table 5. 

Table 5
Summary of Interpretive Measures for Discriminant Analysis
	Independent Variable
	Discriminant Loading (rank)
	Discriminant

Function
	Univariate F Ratio

	Close friends

Spouse

Health Needs

VSS Counselor

Co-workers

Security Needs

Current/Ex-Boss

VSS Consultant

Management

Self-Esteem Needs

Self-Actualization Needs

Social Needs
	0.687

0.506

0.497

0.396

0.395

0.388

0.335

0.253

0.225

0.209

0.157

0.101
	0.649

0.608

0.396

0.401

-0.396

0.308

-0.328

-0.108

0.045

-0.010

0.183

-0.328
	42.751**

23.180**

22.344**

14.198**

14.124**

13.610**

10.171**

5.799*

4.595*

3.941*

2.226

0.920

	Group Centroid for Acceptors

Group Centroid for Non Acceptors

Wilks Lambda

Canonical squared correlation
	0.638

-0.922

0.627**

0.611


    *p< 0.05,  **p< 0.01

16.
List of Variables and Measurement with sample questions

 Table 15
Sample questions from the questionnaire

	Variable
	Sample Question
	Source

	Perceived ease of use
	It was easy for me to become skillful at using the course website.
	Selim (2003)

( = 0.912

	Perceived usefulness
	Using the course website improves the quality of the course work I do.
	Selim (2003)

( = 0.910

	Usage
	I use the course website whenever possible to do my course work.
	Selim (2003)

( = 0.909


R2 = 0.81





R2 = 0.85, 


( = 0.923**





( = 443** 





( = 472** 





( = 878** 





Z








Intention to use





Perceived Ease


of Use





Perceived Usefulness





X





Y





Partial Mediator Effect:





b ( 0


d ( 0


f  ( 0	also	j  ( 0


h  ( 0   but	h < b





Full Mediator Effect:





b ( 0


d ( 0


f  ( 0	also	j  ( 0


h  = 0
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