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CHAPTER 4 - DATA ANALYSIS 
 

This chapter analyses the data in detail in order to provide evidence to accomplish the 

objectives of this research. First part of the chapter analyses the reliability of the 

measures and distributions in order to provide a base for further analysis of data. Next 

the data analysis is presented under each objective and it is believed that this would 

provide the reader with better understanding. SPSS package was used for data 

analysis. 

 

4.1  Reliability 
 
The interim consistency reliability or the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients of 

the preliminary variables were calculated to investigate the reliability of data. In 

general, Cronbach’s alpha in the 0.70 range is considered as acceptable (Sekaran 

2006, p. 311). 

4.1.1  Misuse 

The calculated Cronbach’s alpha for misuse was 0.728, which suggested that the 

reliability of the measure was acceptable. 

Table 3: Reliability Statistics for Misuse 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items 

.728 9
  

Table 4: Scale Statistics for Misuse 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
29.6705 32.017 5.65832 9

 

Misuse was measured in a scale of 9 – 45 where the least misuse value possible was 9 

and the highest possible was 45. 

4.1.2  Use 

As before the scale was tested for reliability by calculating Cronbach’s Alpha value. 

The value obtained was 0.692 and sufficient reliability was observed. 
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Table 5: Reliability Statistics for Usage 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items 

.692 5
 

Table 6: Scale Statistics for Usage 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
22.2159 5.344 2.31163 5

 
Level of use was measured in a scale of 5 – 25 where the least value possible was 5 

and the highest possible was 25. 

 

4.2  Analysis of Distributions 
 
The most important variables in this study are the level of work use and the level of 

misuse. These variable distributions were analyzed to identify the distributions as it is 

required for further statistical analysis. Chi-Square test was used to test whether they 

were normally distributed with the following hypothesis. 

H0 : The data is normally distributed 

Against the alternative 

H1: Data is not normally distributed 

4.2.1  Misuse 

For level of misuse Chi-Square test was applied and a p-value of 0.0664 was obtained. 

Since this is greater than 0.01, H0 was accepted. That is the data is normally 

distributed. Following figure shows the distribution of data. 
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Figure 6: Distribution - Misuse 

4.2.2  Use 

Chi-Square test produced a p-value of 0.28 and since it is greater than 0.01, H0 was 

accepted. That is the data obtained for usage is normally distributed and the following 

figure shows the data distribution pattern. 
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Figure 7: Distribution - Usage 

Therefore parametric tests could be applied for the two dependent variable analysis. 

 

4.3  Objective 1 
 
In identifying the level to which Sri Lankan software development organizations have 

adopted Acceptable Computer Use Policies it was revealed that out of the contacted 



 

42  

organizations majority did not have any form of written guidelines governing their 

employee’s computer usage. Further some organizations resisted revealing the 

information and later it was found that those organizations did not possess an 

acceptable use policy. As described by Table 7, only 8 organizations had acceptable 

use policy in place. 

Table 7: Availability of AUP 

No of Organizations 
with AUP 

No of Organizations 
without AUP Not responded 

8 19 3 

  

Existence of AUP in Organizations

27%

63%

10%

Organizations with AUP

Organizations without
AUP
Not responded

 
Figure 8: Existence of AUP in Organizations 

 
Many of these organizations with acceptable use policies implemented were large 

scale organizations. 

Table 8: Use Policy by Organization Size 

Organization 
Size 

No of 
Organizations 

with AUPs 

No of 
Organizations 
without AUPs 

Total Number of 
Organizations 
(Responded) 

Medium Scale 4 18 22 
Large Scale 4 1 5 
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Organization Size and Existence of AUP
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Figure 9: Organization Size and Existence of AUP 

As seen from the Figure 9, it is evident that out of the studied organizations most of 

the organizations are medium scale and very few of them have employed acceptable 

use policies. On the other hand in case of the large scale organizations, most of them 

have employed some form of acceptable use policy. 

 

4.4  Objective 2 
 
In exploring the effect of AUP on employee computer usage author analyzed the 

gathered data for usage and misuse separately. 

 

The mean values for each variable (use, misuse) were computed for the two samples. 

Then they were compared to see whether there was a significant deviation in 

computer use, misuse due to presence or non presence of an AUP.  

4.4.1  Use 

Descriptive statistics for each question is summarized in the table below. 
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Table 9: Descriptive Statistics for Q5-9 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Q5 88 1 5 4.67 .638 
Q6 88 1 5 4.56 .756 
Q7 88 1 5 4.67 .656 
Q8 88 1 5 4.01 1.011 
Q9 88 1 5 4.31 .849 
Valid N (listwise) 88      

 
The mean value of each of these questions shows that work related use is high on 

work computers. Mean value for use in organizations which employed AUPs was 

22.61 with a standard deviation of 1.87. Mean value for use in organizations with out 

AUPs in existence was 21.71 with a standard deviation of 2.70.  

 

By applying t – test for the two samples for use, t value of -1.755 was obtained. At 

5% level the null hypothesis H10 was accepted. That is: the employee computer use 

level is equal in organizations with AUPs in existence and without. 

4.4.2  Misuse 

Misuse or non-work related use was measured using questions 10 -18. Descriptive 

statistics for each question is summarized in the table below.  

 

Table 10: Descriptive Statistics for Q10-18 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Q10 88 1 5 3.56 .957 
Q11 88 1 5 3.20 1.166 
Q12 88 1 5 3.81 .771 
Q13 88 1 5 3.45 1.071 
Q14 88 1 5 4.06 .927 
Q15 88 1 5 3.44 1.249 
Q16 88 1 5 3.52 1.114 
Q17 88 1 5 2.56 1.405 
Q18 88 1 5 2.07 1.285 
Valid N (listwise) 88      

 
When analyzing misuse a mean of 29.30 with a standard deviation of 5.53 was 

obtained for employees of organizations with AUPs in existence. Mean of 30.12 with 

a standard deviation of 5.8 was obtained for employees of organizations without 
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AUPs. Since the Chi-Square test revealed that the distribution was normal, t test was 

used to further analyze these samples. 

 

By applying t – test for the misuse, t value of 0.67 was obtained and at 5% level the 

null hypothesis H20 was accepted. That is: the employee computer misuse level is 

equal in organizations with AUPs in existence and without. 

 

According to this observation the presence of an AUP has not had an effect on 

employee computer use behavior. Therefore each of these questions was analyzed to 

explore whether there were any differences between the two groups of employees.  

 

Firstly Chi-Square test was applied to investigate whether the answers for each 

question were normally distributed. It revealed that they were not normally 

distributed. Therefore t test could not be used. Therefore Mann-Whitney U test which 

is a non parametric test was used. Here the Null hypothesis was the distribution of 

responses for each question in the two groups has the same distribution against the 

alternative that they are different. According to the results the null hypothesis was 

accepted in all cases except for one. This implies that there is no significant difference 

in the responses of either group for the questions Q10, Q11, Q12, Q14, Q15, Q16, 

Q17 and Q18 which targeted the non-work use. However the analysis showed that 

there is a significant difference in the case of Q13. For this question there was a 

significant difference between the two groups even at 1% level.  
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Table 11: Ranks Q10 -18 

AUP N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 
Q10 .00 39 44.42 1732.50
  1.00 49 44.56 2183.50
  Total 88   
Q11 .00 39 40.44 1577.00
  1.00 49 47.73 2339.00
  Total 88   
Q12 .00 39 48.55 1893.50
  1.00 49 41.28 2022.50
  Total 88   
Q13 .00 39 51.53 2009.50
  1.00 49 38.91 1906.50
  Total 88   
Q14 .00 39 49.24 1920.50
  1.00 49 40.72 1995.50
  Total 88   
Q15 .00 39 46.42 1810.50
  1.00 49 42.97 2105.50
  Total 88   
Q16 .00 39 47.49 1852.00
  1.00 49 42.12 2064.00
  Total 88   
Q17 .00 39 41.68 1625.50
  1.00 49 46.74 2290.50
  Total 88   
18 .00 39 48.41 1888.00
  1.00 49 41.39 2028.00
  Total 88   

 

 Table 12: Mann-Whitney U Test for Q10- Q18 

 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 
Mann-Whitney 
U 952.50 797.0 797.5 681.50 770.50 880.5 839.0 845.5 803.0

Wilcoxon W 1732.50 1577.0 2022.50 1906.50 1995.50 2105.5 2064. 0 1625.5 2028. 0
Z -.027 -1.376 -1.512 -2.456 -1.721 -.677 -1.042 -.958 -1.365
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) .978 .169 .131 .014 .085 .498 .298 .338 .172
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 Under these observations it is worthwhile to recall this scenario. Question 13 asked 

the subjects “I have downloaded music/pictures/software using office Internet 

connection”. For this question, employees of organizations with AUPs in existence 

responded with a mean value of 3.2 while the other group responded with a mean 

value of 3.7. Here it can be seen that the employees of organizations with AUPs in 

existence were more cautious in using their Internet connection than their counter 

part. 

 

In achieving objective 2, comparisons were done on work use and non-work use of 

work computers by employees in organizations that have employed AUPs and that 

have not. According to the data obtained at 5% level both the null hypothesis were 

accepted. That is: the level of work use and level of non-work use of work computers 

in organizations with AUPs in existence and without are equal. This observation 

provides an indication that the existence of an AUP does not have a significant effect 

on employee computer use. 

 

4.5  Objective 3 
 
Using the employee sample from organizations with AUPs in existence, the 

awareness and misuse was investigated for possible correlation. Here the awareness 

was measured using three questions (Question numbers 2-4). Following table 

provides descriptive statistics for Questions 2 to 4. 

Table 13: Descriptive Statistics of Awareness Questions 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Q2 49 1.00 5.00 2.5102 1.20973 
Q4 49 1.00 5.00 3.4898 1.30898 
Q3 49 1.00 5.00 3.8980 1.02561 
Valid N (listwise) 49      

 
Question 2 received a mean response of 2.5, the lowest mean value out of the set of 

questions introduced to measure awareness. Question 2 “I was given a formal training 

on Acceptable Computer use at work” was introduced to obtain a measure of the level 

to which organizations provide formal training to their employees. From the responses 

it can be seen that most employees are not given a formal training on acceptable 

computer use at work. 
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A significant negative correlation between level of awareness and level of misuse was 

observed from the correlation analysis. The correlation coefficient is - 0.611 

suggesting that the relationship is not very strong. However there exists a significant 

linear relationship between the awareness and misuse even at the 1% level. The minus 

value suggests that increase of awareness reduces the level of misuse. 

Table 14: Correlation Analysis - Awareness and Misuse 

  Awareness Misuse 
Awareness Pearson Correlation 1 -.611(**) 
    
  N 49 49 
Misuse Pearson Correlation -.611(**) 1 
    
  N 49 49 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Residual Analysis for awareness suggests that the error terms are distributed 

randomly. 

 

 

Figure 10: Correlation Awareness and Misuse - Residual Plot 
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Figure 11: Correlation Awareness and Misuse - Normal Residual Plot 

 

Residual analysis shows that the residual is randomly distributed and there is no 

systematic variation in the error term.  

 

At 1% level null hypothesis H30, that is awareness has no correlation with misuse was 

rejected and alternate hypothesis, awareness has a correlation with misuse was 

accepted. The sign of correlation coefficient suggests that an increase in level of 

awareness reduces misuse. 

 

4.6  Objective 4 
 
In examining the factors influencing computer misuse, each factor was analyzed to 

see whether that factor was actually influential. Figure 12 depicts the analysis of data 

for correlations. 

4.6.1  Education 

The education level of subjects was tested to check whether there is a significant 

difference between groups according to their level of education. However it provided 

no evidence of a significant influence at 5% level. 
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Table 15: ANOVA Education and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 120.737 3 40.246 1.269 .290 
Within Groups 2664.706 84 31.723    
Total 2785.443 87     

 

4.6.2  Sex 

Gender of employees was tested against their level of misuse to check whether there 

is a significant difference between males and females in misusing work computers. 

However there was no significant influence was seen at 5% level.   

Table 16: ANOVA Gender and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 7.831 1 7.831 .242 .624 
Within Groups 2777.612 86 32.298    
Total 2785.443 87     

 

4.6.3  Universal Moral Beliefs 

As can be seen from Figure 12, universal moral beliefs have an extremely weak 

negative correlation with misuse. It implies that people with high level of moral 

beliefs engage in less misuse. Even though the relationship is significant even at 1% 

level, the linear relationship between misuse and universal moral belief is extremely 

weak with a correlation coefficient of  -0.28. Therefore it explains only 28% of the 

variance in data. 

4.6.4  Income 

According to the observations income does not have a significant correlation with 

level of misuse at 5% level. However income has a significant relationship with 

number of years of experience with computers and it has a weaker correlation to 

number of years of experience with Internet. 

4.6.5  Age 

According to the observations age has only -0.047 correlations with level of misuse 

and it is not significant at 5% level.  
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4.6.6  Experience 

The observations provide no evidence to support that the number of years of 

experience influences level of misuse. The correlation coefficient is 0.039 and it is not 

significant at 5% level. Number of years of experience with Internet is having a 

correlation coefficient of 0.091 with the level of misuse and it is also not significant at 

5% level. Therefore this research does not provide evidence to say that the level of 

experience with computers and Internet is influencing the level of misuse. 

4.6.7  Job Satisfaction 

The job satisfaction level has a correlation of 0.071 with the level of misuse which is 

not significant at 5% level. Therefore there is no evidence to conclude that level of job 

satisfaction influences the level of non-work related use of work computers. 

4.6.8  Addiction 

At 5% level there is no significant relationship with level of addiction and level of 

misuse. Further there were no addicts identified in the sample according to the criteria 

defined in the Methodology. 

4.6.9  Access 

First the availability of Internet, email access away from work was taken as a factor to 

test whether it influences misuse. Analysis for variance indicated that there is a 

significant difference between the two groups. People having email and Internet 

access at home and people who do not have Internet/email access at home showed 

significant difference in the level of misuse of work computers. Former group 

engaged in less misuse. 

Table 17: ANOVA Access and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 333.747 1 333.747 11.707 .001 
Within Groups 2451.696 86 28.508    
Total 2785.443 87     

 
 
 
From the Table 18 it is evident even at 1% level there is a significant difference 

between the levels of misuse of work computers between the two groups. Therefore 
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the evidence suggests that the access to Internet and email away from work does 

influence the level of misuse. 

 

The number of hours of access to Internet and email away from work shows a 

significant correlation with the level of misuse even at 1% level. However the 

correlation coefficient is only -0.397 which explains only 39% of the variance in data. 

The negative sign suggests that the people having higher number of hours of access 

away from work engage in less misuse. 

4.6.10  Anonymity 

According to the data there is no significant relationship between anonymity and 

misuse at 5% level.  Anonymity has a correlation of 0.061 with the level of misuse. 

However the previous researches have found anonymity to greatly influence the level 

of misuse (Zhang, Oh & Teo 2006). 

4.6.11  Peer Influence 

The data provided evidence to conclude that peer influence has significance in 

influencing work computer misuse. The correlation is significant even at 1% level and 

it has a correlation coefficient of 0.456 which explains 45% of the variation in data. 

Though it is significant the correlation between the variables is weak. 

4.6.12  Informal Code 

The informal code has a correlation of - 0.055 with level of misuse which suggests 

that the increased level of awareness of informal code reduces the misuse. However 

the correlation is not significant at 5% level. 

4.6.13  Job Security  

Job security has a -0.092 correlation with the level of misuse but this is not significant 

at 5% level. 
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Table 18: Correlation Job Security and Misuse 

  Misuse 
Job 

security 
Misuse Pearson Correlation 1 -.092
  Sig. (2-tailed)  .395
  N 88 88
Job 
Security 

Pearson Correlation -.092 1

  Sig. (2-tailed) .395  
  N 88 88

4.6.14  Privacy 

Level of privacy has a - 0.069 correlation with the level of misuse according to the 

observations. However this is not significant at 5% level.  

4.6.15  Hours Worked 

There is a correlation of 0.155 between hours of work and level of misuse. This is also 

not significant at 5% level.  

4.6.16  Concurrent Jobs 

There is no significant difference in misuse between the two groups who are engaged 

in only one job and who are engaged in concurrent jobs.  

Table 19: ANOVA Concurrent Jobs and Level of Misuse 

  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 7.764 1 7.764 .240 .625 
Within Groups 2777.679 86 32.299    
Total 2785.443 87     

 

4.6.17  Organizational Structure 

When analyzing the data a significant difference in means was found between the 

groups of employees working for organizations having a clear hierarchy and that have 

not. This finding was significant even at the 1% level. The mean value of misuse for 

organizations which has a clear hierarchy was 28.4 (on a scale 9 - 45) with a standard 

deviation of 5.03. On the other hand the mean value of misuse for organizations 

which does not have a clear hierarchy was 32.39 with a standard deviation of 6.05. 
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Table 20: ANOVA Hierarchy and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 304.365 1 304.365 10.550 .002 
Within Groups 2481.079 86 28.850    
Total 2785.443 87     

 
Span of control in the organization was checked against the level of misuse. Even 

though the correlation was not significant at 5% level it was significant at 8% level. 

However the correlation coefficient was 0.183 suggesting that the correlation is 

extremely weak.   

Table 21: Correlation Span of control and Level of Misuse 

  Misuse Span 
Misuse Pearson Correlation 1 .183
  Sig. (2-tailed)  .088
  N 88 88
Span Pearson Correlation .183 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .088  
  N 88 88

 
Even though this result does not explain much of the data, categorization of 

organizations according to span of control levels provided an interesting observation. 

Here organizations with span of control less than 20 were taken as narrow span of 

control organizations and others as wide span of control as explained in Methodology 

Chapter. 

Table 22: ANOVA Level of Span of Control and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 162.733 1 162.733 5.336 .023 
Within Groups 2622.710 86 30.497    
Total 2785.443 87     

 
The results of this analysis provided evidence that there is a significant difference in 

level of misuse between the two groups even at 2% level. The organizations with 

narrow span of control displayed a mean of 28.86 (on a scale 9 – 45) and a standard 

deviation of 5.86 while organizations with wide span of control displayed a mean of 

31.96 and a standard deviation of 4.37 for their employee’s level of misuse. This 

provides evidence that employees of organizations with narrow span of control 

engage in less misuse than that of their counter parts. 

The combined measure of Organizational structure too provided interesting findings. 

Organizations were categorized into 8 categories according to the categorization given 
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in the Methodology Chapter. The results obtained are provided in the following table.
  

Table 23: Categorization of Organizations 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
 Category 1 12 13.6 13.6 13.6 
  Category 2 4 4.5 4.5 18.2 
  Category 3 22 25.0 25.0 43.2 
  Category 4 22 25.0 25.0 68.2 
  Category 5 2 2.3 2.3 70.5 
  Category 6 5 5.7 5.7 76.1 
  Category 7 9 10.2 10.2 86.4 
  Category 8 12 13.6 13.6 100.0 
  Total 88 100.0 100.0   

 
Thereafter the variance of misuse in each of these categories was checked to see 

whether there was significance.   

Table 24: ANOVA Organizational Category and Misuse 

  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 637.456 7 91.065 3.392 .003 
Within Groups 2147.987 80 26.850    
Total 2785.443 87     

 

According to the above observation it is evident that there is a significant difference 

between the levels of misuse in different organizational structures even at 1% level. 

Therefore the data needs to be further analyzed to explore the relationship between 

organizational structure and the level of misuse. For this the Tukey Pairwise 

Comparison test was used. 

Table 25: Tukey Test - Multiple Comparisons Organizational Category 

95% Confidence 
Interval Organization 

Category (i) 
Organization 
Category (j) 

Mean 
Difference 

(I – j) 
Std. Error Significance Lower 

Bound 
Upper 
Bound 

1 2 2.167 2.992 .996 -7.15 11.48
  3 5.394 1.860 .086 -.39 11.18
  4 1.758 1.860 .980 -4.03 7.55
  5 -3.833 3.958 .978 -16.15 8.48
  6 -3.833 2.758 .859 -12.42 4.75
  7 -.722 2.285 1.000 -7.83 6.39
  8 -.083 2.115 1.000 -6.67 6.50
2 1 -2.167 2.992 .996 -11.48 7.15
  3 3.227 2.817 .944 -5.54 11.99
  4 -.409 2.817 1.000 -9.18 8.36
  5 -6.000 4.487 .882 -19.97 7.97
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  6 -6.000 3.476 .670 -16.82 4.82
  7 -2.889 3.114 .982 -12.58 6.80
  8 -2.250 2.992 .995 -11.56 7.06
3 1 -5.394 1.860 .086 -11.18 .39
  2 -3.227 2.817 .944 -11.99 5.54
  4 -3.636 1.562 .292 -8.50 1.23
  5 -9.227 3.827 .250 -21.14 2.68
  6 -9.227(*) 2.567 .012 -17.22 -1.24
  7 -6.116 2.050 .070 -12.50 .27
  8 -5.477 1.860 .077 -11.27 .31
4 1 -1.758 1.860 .980 -7.55 4.03
  2 .409 2.817 1.000 -8.36 9.18
  3 3.636 1.562 .292 -1.23 8.50
  5 -5.591 3.827 .825 -17.50 6.32
  6 -5.591 2.567 .376 -13.58 2.40
  7 -2.480 2.050 .927 -8.86 3.90
  8 -1.841 1.860 .975 -7.63 3.95
5 1 3.833 3.958 .978 -8.48 16.15
  2 6.000 4.487 .882 -7.97 19.97
  3 9.227 3.827 .250 -2.68 21.14
  4 5.591 3.827 .825 -6.32 17.50
  6 .000 4.335 1.000 -13.49 13.49
  7 3.111 4.051 .994 -9.50 15.72
  8 3.750 3.958 .980 -8.57 16.07
6 1 3.833 2.758 .859 -4.75 12.42
  2 6.000 3.476 .670 -4.82 16.82
  3 9.227(*) 2.567 .012 1.24 17.22
  4 5.591 2.567 .376 -2.40 13.58
  5 .000 4.335 1.000 -13.49 13.49
  7 3.111 2.890 .960 -5.88 12.11
  8 3.750 2.758 .872 -4.84 12.34
7 1 .722 2.285 1.000 -6.39 7.83
  2 2.889 3.114 .982 -6.80 12.58
  3 6.116 2.050 .070 -.27 12.50
  4 2.480 2.050 .927 -3.90 8.86
  5 -3.111 4.051 .994 -15.72 9.50
  6 -3.111 2.890 .960 -12.11 5.88
  8 .639 2.285 1.000 -6.47 7.75
8 1 .083 2.115 1.000 -6.50 6.67
  2 2.250 2.992 .995 -7.06 11.56
  3 5.477 1.860 .077 -.31 11.27
  4 1.841 1.860 .975 -3.95 7.63
  5 -3.750 3.958 .980 -16.07 8.57
  6 -3.750 2.758 .872 -12.34 4.84
  7 -.639 2.285 1.000 -7.75 6.47

*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 

The test revealed that the difference in mean was significant at 5% level between 

organizational category 3 and category 6. Organizations categorized under category 3 

have high centralization, narrow span of control and high formalization. On the other 
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hand categorization 6 is for organizations with low centralization, wide span of 

control and low formalization showing exactly the opposite characteristics of category 

3. Also it can be seen that the organizations having characteristics of category 3 

enjoys less misuse than their counterpart. 

4.6.18  Organizational Culture 

As described earlier each cultural trait being measured was checked for possible 

correlation with the level of misuse. Following table presents the results of this 

analysis. 

Table 26: Correlation Cultural traits and Level of Misuse 

  Misuse Cooperative Innovative Consistency Efficiency 
Misuse Pearson Correlation 1 -.128 -.091 -.112 -.118
  Sig. (2-tailed)  .234 .398 .297 .274
  N 88 88 88 88 88
Cooperative Pearson Correlation -.128 1 .584(**) .248(*) .369(**)
  Sig. (2-tailed) .234  .000 .020 .000
  N 88 88 88 88 88
Innovative Pearson Correlation -.091 .584(**) 1 .354(**) .536(**)
  Sig. (2-tailed) .398 .000  .001 .000
  N 88 88 88 88 88
Consistency Pearson Correlation -.112 .248(*) .354(**) 1 .561(**)
  Sig. (2-tailed) .297 .020 .001   .000
  N 88 88 88 88 88
Efficiency Pearson Correlation -.118 .369(**) .536(**) .561(**) 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .274 .000 .000 .000  
  N 88 88 88 88 88

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
According to the above table none of the cultural traits measured have a correlation 

with the level of misuse. However it can be seen that all these traits have a significant 

correlation with each other as expected. Since the previous analysis did not provide 

meaningful output and the measuring of cultural traits was done using two dimensions 

author will check each dimension to further analyze data. Here an assumption is made 

to facilitate the calculations. That is: the contribution of internal/external orientation 

and flexibility/control orientation for each of the cultural traits are equal. Therefore 

the average of cooperativeness and consistency will be an indication of internal 

orientation and the average of innovativeness and effectiveness will be an indication 

of external orientation. Applying the same the average of cooperativeness and 

innovativeness will be an indication of flexibility orientation while average of 
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consistency and effectiveness will be an indication of control orientation. Thereafter 

the orientation of the organization will be identified according to the maximum of the 

computed values. In situations where both the values were the same the data point 

was removed from the analysis. Analysis result for level of misuse with internal and 

external oriented cultures is given in Table 28. It is seen that there is no significant 

difference between the internally and externally oriented cultures with respect to work 

computer misuse. 

Table 27: ANOVA Cultural Orientation (Internal/External) and Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 23.143 1 23.143 .734 .395 
Within Groups 1922.571 61 31.518    
Total 1945.714 62     

 

Table 29 depicts the results for level of misuse considering the flexibility and control 

orientation of the cultures. One would expect to see a difference between these two 

extremes but the results suggests that there is no significant difference between the 

groups with respect to level of misuse at 5% level. 

Table 28: ANOVA Cultural Orientation (Flexible/Control) and Level of Misuse 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 8.957 1 8.957 .270 .605 
Within Groups 2126.997 64 33.234    
Total 2135.955 65     
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Figure 12: Correlation Matrix 
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4.7  Predicting Level of Misuse 
 

The possibility of building a model to predict the misuse behavior of employees of 

organizations with AUPs in existence was explored. However a significant model could 

not be built according to the obtained data at 5% level.  

 

Therefore the possibility of building a model to predict the misuse behavior of employees 

of organizations with out AUPs in existence was explored. A significant model could not 

be built with the evidence available.  

 

Therefore possibility of formulating a model to predict employee computer misuse in 

general was tried. Here the level of awareness about use policy had to be ignored as only 

one sample had valid data for this variable. A step wise regression was performed on the 

data set in order to identify the best fitting regression model. The following tables 

provide the results of the performed regression analysis.  

Table 29: Regression Model Summary 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 .456(a) .208 .199 5.064 
2 .575(b) .331 .315 4.683 
3 .623(c) .389 .367 4.502 
4 .651(d) .424 .396 4.396 

a  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence 
b  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours 
c  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours, Hierarchy 
d  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours, Hierarchy, HoursWorked 

 

Table 30: ANOVA – For the Regression Model 

Model 
  

Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 580.438 1 580.438 22.638 .000(a)
  Residual 2205.005 86 25.640    
  Total 2785.443 87     
2 Regression 921.620 2 460.810 21.015 .000(b)
  Residual 1863.823 85 21.927    
  Total 2785.443 87     
3 Regression 1082.667 3 360.889 17.803 .000(c)
  Residual 1702.776 84 20.271    
  Total 2785.443 87     
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4 Regression 1181.265 4 295.316 15.280 .000(d)
  Residual 1604.178 83 19.327    
  Total 2785.443 87     

a  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence 
b  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours 
c  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours, Hierarchy 
d  Predictors: (Constant), PeerInfluence, AccessHours, Hierarchy, HoursWorked 
e  Dependent Variable: Misuse 

 

Table 31: Regression Coefficients 

 
 
According to the model developed, 

Misuse level of work computers = 2.006 * Peer Influence – 0.086 * Access Hours  

-3.289 * Hierarchy + 0.166 * Hours Worked 

     + 20.973 

Even though this model is significant even at 1% level the predictability of the model is 

very low it is only 43%. 

 


