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Appendix A

Extract of the Pilot Study (Qualitative Phase)




Appendix Al

Development of the Questionnaire Components (Semi-structured Interviews)

Stage | Activity Methodological Objective Period
1 Reviewed the relevant literature. Conceptual MSc-Phase — Present
2 Conducted 12 semi-structured interviews with Exploratory, Conceptual Fimal MSc-Phase
executives in Business Development, Marketing & and Qualitative

Sales, primarilywithinthe DACH, and NA region
and performed Thematic Analysis [Pilot Study).

3 Identified and selected the original scales being Instrumental Oct. 2016 — Dec. 2016
pertinent to the doctoral research.

4 Prepared the provisional guestionnaire. Instrumental Dec. 2016 - Jan. 2017

5 Conducted a pretest in the form of semi- Instrumental Jan. 2017

structured interviews and completed

the provisional guestionnaire with ten executives
withinthe DACH, Morthern European, Western
European, and NAregion (Recorded Skype sessions).

& Streamlined and designed the final guestionnaire Instrumental Jan. 2017 —Feb. 2017
by focussing on research relevant constructs and and Technical
obtaining feedback from his doctoral supervisors.

7 Performed a large-scale online survey [(Qualtrics) Quantitative Apr. 2017 — May 2017

by targeting about 7,500 Linkedin and 500 Xing
contacts directly by email and spreading a survey
link via multiple online groups, Henley Business
School, Social Media Updates, and Blogs.

Exctract of Mindmap for individual interviewee in the Pilot Study
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Append

ix A2

Extract of Semi-structured Interview in the Pilot Study

4 When you think on the four mast important phoses/octivities of
the Business Development process, which phases come to mind?

41.

4.2,

4.3.

4.4.

Classifications of B2B-Business Development Phases in the Pilot Study

| = Interviewas Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 2 Phase 4

0 = Questions Identify and prospect | Share information and | Build social networks and Increase the number of leads

(I Q. potential buyers maintain knowledge manage existing relations and generste opportunities

nr L

Some practitioners arranged the process phases inadifferentsequence thanthe literature suggested.

(l1; Q) Make right connection | Establish brand Establish trusted Justify business vaiue
totargets relotionships

(Iz; Q) Understand decision- MNetwork Set appointments Ciose, i.e. ask for Business
makers [RFI/RFP)

(I5; Q) Create gwareness Build rapport Close MNetwark

fla; Qa) Identify [Research) Pursuse/Be persistent DiscussfAuthenticate Clase

(I5; Ca) Listen to customer Listen to customer Listen to customer Execute any otheractivity

(l5; Ca) Hawve targeting Develop rightstrategy | Communicate Cooperate/mllaborate
strategy

(l7; Q) Understand market+ Chalienge prospects Build trusted relationship ImprovefInnovate
industry requiremants | and customers
+ pains

(1a; Qa) [dentify targats Creste contacts Educate and get interested | Tailor solution and close

[lg; Ca) Fnow target criteria Develop targetlist Ressarch the company Develop message

(l1g; Qla) Build owareness Build trusted Engage in discussion Ciose for opportunities

cooperation

(111; Ca) Research current ldentify Conduct Cold Calls Murture
gvents

(l12; Q) Identify potentizl Identify relevant Develop refationship and Close the deal and develop
customers contacts proofof conce pt customer referrals

Key Theme Identify Connect Manoge Relationship Clase business/oppartunity

Krings (2014b)
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Appendix A3

Extract of the Thematic Coding Table in the Pilot Study

Codes/Themes

Explanation

Job role/responsibility/routines

The major/sole focus of the interviewee’s daily activities/routines

B2B-Business Development/5ales

How do interviewees define, estimate and accelerate the process

Marketing The function related to B2B-Business Development
Branding Building the personal brand [Social Media Profile)
Prospects/Targets Potential customers/clients

Customers/Clients Current customers/clients

Social Media The media the interviewee utilises primarilyin his role
Linkedin Professional Social Media (Xing in Germany)

Twitter Professional Social Media

Traditional Media

The media that the interviewee uses primarily or secondarily

Qutcome/Result/Business Value

Business results of Social Media (Effectiveness/ROI)

Benefits

The benefits/maotivators to apply Social Media

Barriers/Disbenefits

The barriers/disbenefits of using Social Media personally/corporately

Online Presence/Profile

The personal or company (rejpresentation on Social Media

Resources/Strategy

Does company provide resources and have a strategy for Social Media

Performance Measures/KF|

How the Social Media impact can be measured | Performance Indicators)

Closing/Generating Leads/Oppartunities

The final phase of B2B-Business Development/Sales

Linkedin Usage/Features

What are the important usage/features of Linkedin for the interviewee?

Communication/Conversation

Collaboration

Information Gathering

Online Groups/Forums

Endorsement/Recommendations

Expressed or selected social media activity

MNetworking/Connections

Expressed or selected activity to build up Social Capital

Share content/ideas/knowledge

Expressed social media activity

Stakeholder

Complex buying group, e.g. partners, |potential) customers, etc.

Privacy, Confidentiality

Behaviour concerning publishing/releasing personal information

Credibility, Trust

A major component of networking/building profitable relationships

Mutual Support

How do the interviewees askfor/provide help if approached?

Comments

The interviewee mentions things of potential value for the research.

Extract of the Frequency of the Themes mentioned in the Pilot Study

Themes identified in Literature Total Score | Frequency of Theaoretical Themes
Review mentioned in Interviews being mentioned by all Interviewees
Job Description 160 12
B2B-Business Development 132 12
Social Media/Linkedin 122 12
Metworking (Social Capital) a3 12
Online Presence BB 12
Communication/Information Gathering | 87 10
Prospects,/Customers 105 11
Benefits 34 12
Barriers/Disbenefits 31 11
Business Opportunity 38 12
Performance Measures 53 11
Resources/Strategy 33 11
Privacy/Trust 34 ]
Comments 23 7
Krings (2014b)
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Appendix A4

Narrative/Interpretation of the Findings in the Pilot Study

Theme

The typical Profile of Mr Business a B2B Business Development Executive

Job Description

Mr Business tends to be technology sawwy in a senior position including Business
Development as a major part of the daily job in a small-sized company.

B2B-Business Development

The B2B-Business Development cycle imvolves 4 phases (ldentify, Connect, Manage
Relationships, and Close Business Opportunity). Thereby, Social Media becomes
increasingly important besides traditional ones such as database research, cold calling
and face-to-face contacts.

Social Media/Linkedin

From the plethora of Social Media, the use of Linkedin and Blogs is encouraged, but
Microblogs like Twitter are usually blocked by the company. Although he is open
towards the idea to write blogs, Social Media usage can become overwhelming
depending on the learning curve. Linkedin is definitely contributing to building the
pipeline more credibly than ‘outdated’ databases like Hoovers and Jigsaw.

Metwarking/Social Capital

Mr Business has discowered Linkedin primarily for networking and to grow Social
Capital in the understanding that a strong gualitative network will enhance the
research process and empowers in finding key contacts.

Online Presence

The Online Presence helps to position and promote himself and his company primarily
to be perceived as ‘trustworthy, competent and professional’.

Communication/Information
Gathering

Linkedin more than Twitter supports in gathering information about key contacts and
to communicate smoother than with cold calls as the profile contains job role, title and
other valuable information.

Prospects/Customers To establish and nurture relationships with prospective decision-makers and existing
customers, Social media, in particular, Linkedin and Blogs seems to become more
important, but it can never replace face-to-face contacts or phone conversations.

Benefits Mr Business has recognised that Social Media contains various benefits to build

relationships with key stakeholders, position his brand and growing his network by
inviting others.

Business Opportunity

For generating business opportunities, Social Media seems to be helpful as they help
him to accelerate the Business Development oycle by gaining rapid access 1o business-
relevant contacts and information. It helps him also to generate ‘warm leads’ instead
of approaching prospects with mere traditional cold calling.

Barriers/Disbenefits

Yet, Mr Business realises soon that Social Media is also very time consuming, all the
tweeting and daily updates and are very distractive, especially if he returns to his
business report one hour and a half later.

Performance Measures

Although Mr Business knows that he could copy blogs, provide software updates and
company announcements in his Linkedin profile to accelerate the Business
Development Process, he just has not put effort intoc it. This might be since
performance measures are often still basic like the number of website or blog visitors.
KPI for Social Media are not yet in place, and althiough Social Media is included in the
database or CRM system it is not connected or tracked yet and because of the fact
that . . . (see: Corporate Strategy/Support)

Corporate Strategy/Support

His company often lacks a strategy or a formal policy for social media usage. Although
his employer encourages professional social media usage, some of the media, 2.g.
Twitter is blocked, and financial support for @ Premium Linkedin account is often not
provided unless he works as a recruiter.

Privacy/Trust

If he displays information [(background, skills and education) about himself, he gains
trust, builds his brand and network by coming across as technologically sawwy and
cutting edge being part of the on-demand real-time world. The downside is that
amyone can find his data and the thought of identity theft is threatening. Therefore
mitigating the risk to safeguard his privacy and confidential work data is critical.

Comments

Overall Mr Business finds this research valuable, yet desires to include other social
media like YouTube. Major critigue is that he misses hardcore business key
performance indicators.

Krings (2014b)
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Participants of the Pre-Test




Extract of Skype Recorded Expert Interviews (Pre-Test 01/17)

Appendix B

. ) Skype |Duration|_ B Participate
# |Gender| YoB |Position Indust City, Count Critiqgue / Changes of the Expert Interviews
- . - Record | in Hours e = - Again?
Executive Team Conducted major changes including the rewording, simplifying of No (onlv if
1 F 1860 |Coordinator/ Software Munich, Germany 02.lan| 3.0H [the questions and items. Enhanced design, numbered questions nEELSS: ]
Communications by adding variable names. "Very exhaustive and intense'. v
Operations Made minor changes. Perceived as well designed, dynamic
2| m |1980|°P Education |Munich, Germany |04 Jan| 2.0H 5 - ! Ened, oy . Yes
Manager complex, sort of 'Myers-Briggs'. 'A bit exhaustive'.
Customer & Market Made minar changes, eliminated redundant items. Perceived as
3 M 1974 [Development Software Frankfurt, Germany 0. lan| 25H [|well designed. Thank you email the next day: 'A great learning Yes
Manager experience’.
B ; ) ) Conducted two sessions, reworded various items, rephrased and ) )
Financial Financial ) ) . ) . , h Mo (only if
4 F 1966 N Boston, United States| 04, Jlan| 2.0H [simplified the questions. Critique: 'Improve the clarity of the
Consultant Services ) , necessary)
items.
Eliminated redundancy in the second block of the surve
5 I 1866 [Managing Director ([Education |Munich, Germany 05.lan| 15H .y ) ) V. Yes
renamed some of the scales and fixed some wording bugs.
Made minor changes, reworded various items, fixed spelling
& F 1869 |Senior Principal Consulting |Cologne, Germany 05.Jan| 3.0H L = i ! P = Yes
errors. Critique: 'well designed'.
Made minor changes, Reworded items, Included an explanation Yes
7 Wl 1986 |Dvirector IT Technology [Munich, Germany 06.lan| 3.0H [forthe term 'Rolodex'. Critique: 'Interesting design'. Limitation of <30 r'rJl'ln
the Methodology: 'Time-related’ versus 'Tendency' scale. B
Made further changes. 'Questions were enlightened; Expert
Senior Sales recognised the potential of Social Media even more after this
B Wl 1874 Technology |Frankfurt, Germany 07.lan| 3.0H = _ P ) B Yes
Account Manager survey. 'This research is a gold mine'. Secured strong support,
Offered corporate distribution.
Made minor changes. Split 2 questions. 'It was too long, | got Yes
9 I 1977 |Sales Director Education ([Helsinki, Finland 02 . lan| 2.0H [tired and lost concentration'. Length jeopardizes truthful results. <30 r'rJl'ln
'Fine Design'. B
Liked the survey also the length. Understood the questions
10 F 1977 D\,'na_m'l_cs Solution Software Dublin, Ireland 09 Jan| 12 H E|EE_|F|1,'. Tu:u?uk the survey. 'This research is highly relevant to our Yes
Specialist Social Selling approach'. Secured strong support, Offered
corporate distribution.
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Appendix C1

Final Questionnaire: Title and Instructions

Title: Impacting the B2B-Business Development Process: Social Media Usage within a global Software Environment
Faculty: Prof Roger Palmer, Dr Anne Dibley, and Doctoral Candidate: Wemer Krings, Henley Business School at the
University of Reading, UK

Dear Participant:
You are invited to participate in the research project described below.

What is the project about ?

The doctoral project investigates the influence of Social Media Usage in B2B-Business Development/5ales and Procurement.
This research may help us better understand the influence of Social Media within various process phases. It is hoped that
the findings contribute to developing practitioner guidelines on which kind of Social Media platforms to engage to
accelerate the owerall process phasesinvolved and to considerably impact the final business outcome.

Who is undertaking the project?
This project is being conducted by Werner Krings under the supervision of Prof Roger Palmer and Dr Anne Dibley.

Are there any risks associgted with participating in this project?

It is not anticipated that you will experience any discomfort while completing the guestionnaire. This guestionnaire has
undergone a thorough pretest with executives from various industries. Your information is kept strictly confidential. Neither
names of individuals or organizations are reported. The academic management of this research complies with the rigid
ethics guidelines of the University of Reading and Henley Business School. Only aggregated information is provided in this
doctoral study.

What will | be asked to do?

You are asked to complete an online guestionnaire about yourself from a business perspective. S5ome guestions reguest
personal information such as your gender and job experiences. The gquestionnaires can be completed on any
computer/maobile device at a time convenient for you.

How much time will the project take?

The time taken to complete these guestions should be about 20 to 25 minuwtes. If you or the system wants to take a break,
the data will be saved, and you can continue where you left before.

What are the benefits of the research project for you and your business ?

You will benefit from this project by having the opportunity to contribute to research that may influence Social Media
Usage within your particular business setting. In addition, following participation in the study, and as a token of
appreciation for your time invested, we will give you the option to enter a raffle. If you are interested in the raffle, your
details for the raffle prize will be stored separately and cannot be used to identify your responses in the study. Should you
participate in the raffle, your name and contact details will be kept confidential.

Can | withdraw from this study?

If you agree to participate, you can withdraw from the study at any time without adverse conseguences. However, as
identifying information will not be collected, it will not be possible to withdraw your responses once they have been
submitted. It is emphasized that your participation in this study is for research purposes only and thus we will not attempt
to provide you with any feedback on your responses.

Wil anyone else know the results of the project?

The results will be used for the doctoral thesis project and may be submitted to an academic journal for publication or
presented at an academic conference at a later time. Only group data will be wsed, and no individual participants or their
results will be identified in amy publication or presentation.

Wil | be able to find out the results of the project?
If you wish to receive an executive summary, please contact Werner Krings by email.

Whom do | contact if | have questions about the project?

If you would like to contact the researcher about any aspect of this study, please contact Werner Krings

Phone: +4% (0) 151 151 6£15%34. If you are completing this guestionnaire owerseas, please choose email:
werner.krings @ henley businessschool.de or Skype: Contact search: Werner Krings Doctorate only.

| want to participate! How do | proceed?™
If you like to participate in the study, please click on the arrow at the bottom of the screen.

Your support for this study is greatly appreciated. Best, Werner Krings

C1



Appendix C2

. o o t
Final Questionnaire 1°* Block

1= Block Introduction [Company/Career Information and Topic Social Media)
Critique Well Designed. Suitable to create rapport.
Question | Variable Statement(s) Final Answers
Ola REG In which region is your company headguarters located? 1
Only one answer!
Qlb SIZE What is the approximate size of your company? Only one answer! 1
0lc ASR What is the annual sales revenue of your company approximately? 1
Only one answerl
Q1d IND Which industries is your company primarily engaged in? 3
Choose up to the three most important ones!
Qle CCL What is your current or last recent career level? Only one answer! 1
Qif FORG What is your primary function in the organization® Only one answer! 1
Qls ISMBU Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage &
How often do you use Social Media Usage (from the point of your
business/job role) Seven point Likert-Scale: (1) Mever — (2) Less than
monthly — (3) Once a month — (4) A couple of times per month —
[5) Weekly — (&) A couple of times per week— (7) Daily
Qlh HSMELU Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage (from the point of your 4
business/job role) Do you agree/disagree with the following
circumstances or statements? Seven point Likert-Scale:
{7) Strongly Agree— (6) Agree —[5) Somewhat Agree — (4) Neither
Agree Mor Disagree —(3) Somewhat Disagree — (2) Disagree— (1)
Strongly Disagree
¥ of ltems 18

Final Questionnaire 2" Block

2™ Block

Independent Variable: B2B-Business Development Process Phases

Critique

Too compiex and exhaustive. The number of items was reduced.

Question

Variable

Statement(s)

Fimal Answers

02a

5MEL

Social Media Usage inthel*® Business Development Phase “ldentify and
prospect potential buyers/vendors” 7 point Likert-Scale: (1) Strongly
Disagree— (2) Disagree— (3) Somewhat Disagree — (4) Neither Disagree/
Mor Agree— (5) Somewhat Agree — (6) Agree — (7)) Strongly Agree

7

02b

5MEB2

Social Media Usage inthe 2™ Business Development Phase "Share
information and Maintain Knowledeze” 7 point Likert-Scale: (7) Strongly
Agree— (B) Agree —(5) Somewhat Agree — (4) Neither Agree/Mor
Disagree— (3) Somewhat Disagree —(2) Disagree — (1) Strongly Disagree

Q2c

5ME3

Social Media Usage inthe 3™ Business Development Phase “Build
Metworks and Manage existing Relationships” 7 point Likert-Scale: (1)
Strongly Disagree — (2) Disagree — (3) Somewhat Disagree — (4) Neither
Disagree/Nor &gree — (5) Somewhat Agree — (6) Agree — (7) Strongly
Agree

02d

5ME4

Social Media Usage inthe 4™ Business Development Phase “Increase
the number of leads and opportunities” 7 point Likert-Scale: [7) Strongly
Agree— (B) Agree —(5) Somewhat Agree — (4) Neither Agree/Mor
Disagree— (3) Somewhat Disagree —(2) Disagree — (1) Strongly Disagree

Q2e

5MP

What specific Social Media Platform do you consider the best in each of
the four B2B-Business Development,/Purchasing Process Phases? (Please
choose the Social Media Platform [SMP1, SMP2, SMP3, or SMP4) which
you consider the most appropriate for each process phase! Option
[SMIPD) for no Social Media usage.

Q2f

INFO

Which three sources of information is maost critical supporting you in
your decision-making process? (B2B-Business Development, Sales,
Procurement etc.) (Please choose the three mostimportant ones
which mustadd up to 100%:!) Leave zeros in all other choices.

02g

DEM

Our final B2B decision-making {5ales or Purchasing/Procurement
Process) is basedon .. (All three must add up to 100%)

¥ of ltems

38
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Appendix C3

. . . .rd
Final Questionnaire 3" Block

3™ Block Moderator Variables: Social Capital and Usage Criteria | Dependent Variable: Business Performance
Underlying Constructs: Trust, Relationship Commitment and Cooperaticn
Critique The number of statements in the concepts of Social Capital was reduced.
Question | Variable Statement|s) Final Answers
Number
Q3a SCAP The concept of Social Capital is about building a network of Social Media &
contacts. Soched = Social Media SocCap = Social Capital, 7 Likert-5cale:
(1) Strongly Disagree — (2) Disagree — (3) Somewhat Disagree —
(4) Neither Disagree/Mor Agree — (5) Somewhat Agree — (B) Agree —
{7) Strongly Agree
a3b UCRIT The following is about Usage Criteria, 7 Likert-Scale: (7) Strongly Agree — &
(B) Agree — (5) Somewhat Agree — (4) Neither Agree/Nor Disagree
(3) Somewhat Disagree— (2) Disagree — (1) Strongly Disagree
Q3c PERF The following is about Business Performance, 7 Likert-5cale: (1) Strongly &
Disagree— (2) Disagree — (3) Somewhat Disagree — (4) Neither Disagres/
Mor Agree— (5) Somewhat Agree — (6] Agree — (7] Strongly Agree
a3d RELC The underlying constructs of B2B-Business Development are Relationship &
TRU Commitment, Trust, and Cooperation. 7 Likert-5cale: (7) Strongly Agree—
coo (B) Agree — (5) Somewhat Agree — (4) Neither Agree/Mor Disagres —
(3) Somewhat Disagree— (2) Disagree — (1) Strongly Disagree
> of ltems 24

Final Questionnaire 4" Block (Part 1)

4= Block

The entire Question 4 branches out into a Vendor (V), a Third Party (T) and a Buyer (B) section
after this introductory guestion.

Critique

This part was streamlined.

Question
MNumber

Variable

Statement(s)

Final Answers

O4aV;T;B

EMP

For whom do/did you currently/recently work (Employment)? If you
currently have a duplicate function, i.e. senvices/solutions (Software)
Vendor and Buyer, please choose the most intensive one.

Q4bY;T;B

SMIU

How do you justify Social Media Usage in your business in terms of
potential outcome? Please rate the options (1) OFf great importance — (2)
Of importance — [3) OfF little importance — (4) OF least importance — (4) OfF
no importance. This was recoded to a 7 Likerc-Scale: (1) = 1.0; (2) = 2.5; (3)
=40; (4)=55and (5)=7.0.

04V T;B

STMU

Whatis the importance of Social Media Usage versus Traditional Media
Usage inyour business? Only one answer!

Q4dv;T;B

ANIOT

How do you assess the motivation to use Social Media inyour
crganization? Please rate the options (1) Highest motivation —

(2) High motivation — (3) Normal motivation — (4] Little motivation —
{5) Mo motivation.

O4eV;T;B

EFF

How are Social Media efforts handled in your crganization? Gnly one
answer!

Q4fV;T;B

BEME

Hawve you been aware of or noticed any benefits of Social Media Business
Usage, for example, the impact on the B2B-(Senvices/Solutions, e.g.
Software) B2B-Business Development/Sales/Buying/Purchasing Processes
in terms of acceleration, or the increase of leads and cpportunities /the
improvement of pricing negotiations? Only one answer!

04gV,T;B

ESTP

How do you estimate the ultimate impact of Social Media Business Usage
on the Business Performance in a given period? Only one answer!

C3




Appendix C4

Final Questionnaire 4™ Block (Part 2)

04hV;T;B | DURPROC | Whatis the typical duration of your B2B-{5ensices/Solutions, e.g. 1
(initially, Software) B2B-Business Development process/Procurement/Purchasing
DPDYDPPF) | /Buying Process (from the initial contact to a finalist on the shortlist)?
Please estimate! Only one answer!
O4iv;T;B DURB/S Whatis the estimated minimum duration of the B2B-(Services/Solutions, 2
DURP g.g. Software) B2B-Business Development/Sales/Procurement/Purchasing
process in months and the estimated maximum duration in months?
Q4jv;T;B ACT How do you use the different media in % inyour daily activities? All 1-4
estimates must add up to 100%!
4KV T;B DEAL Whatwas the estimated total value of the B2B-(Sernvices,/Solutions, e.g. 1
Software Deal) Sales/Buy during the lastyear (2016)7 Only one answer!
7 of ltems 16-19

. . . h
Final Questionnaire 5" Block

5% Block This part contains sociodemographics and the attitude towards technology.

Critique Fine.

Question | Variable Statement|s) Final Answer

Number

Q5a GEMND Whatis your gender? 1

a5b YOB Whatis your year of birth? Please enter four digits! 1

Q5c EXF Whatis your job experience approximately in total years independent of 1
your current role? Only one answer!

a5d FRO How would you describe your professional background? Only one answer! 1

a5e RAR Whatis your role and responsibility? Only one answer! 1

asf EDU Whatis your highest level of education? Only one answer! 1

05g AFFM How would you describe your Social Media Affinity? [Mot disclosed: &
‘tech-savwy attitude’ versus “old-school attitude’'?]

¥ of ltems 12

Final Questionnaire 6" Block

& Block This part contains the critigue of the participants to assess the practitioner relevance of this research.

Question | Variable Statement(s) Final Answer

MNurmiber

QEa CRIT1 How waluahle was this research for your business/organisation? 1
(1) Extremely valuable —(2) Very valuable — (3) Moderately valuable —
(4) Slightly valuable — (5) Not valuable at all

Qe CRIT2 Would you participate in a similar research project in the future? 1
(1) Definitely yes —(2) Yes — (3] Indifferent — (4] No — (5] Definitely no

Qec CRIT3 Would you like to receive an executive summary and participatein a 1
raffle for a seminar? IfYes = O7a - If No = Q7b

> of ltems 3

Final Questionnaire 7" Block

7t Block Im this final part participants could apply for the incentives consisting of the research outcome in form of
an executive summary and the raffle for 1 reflection seminarand 20 Amazon gift cards.

Cuestion Variable Statement(s) Final Answer
MNumber

Q7a THYY Thank You [Q&C =Yes) First Name, Last Mame, Email Address) 1

a7k THYN Thank You [Q6c =No) 1

¥ of ltems 2

| 7 of Items for the entire Questicnnaire 113 - 116
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Appendix D1

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 1g)

Qlg Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems ISMBU Inclination to Sccial Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem
Media Business Usage
ISMBUL ISMBU Attend webinars. Replication | attend or hold webinars.
ISMBLZ Keinanen et al. (2015 Follow or participate in discussions in | follow or participate in business online forums (Facebook, Linkedin/XING and
business online forums. Twitter).
ISMEBUS Information Gereration In this business, we use Soched to Replication | conduct (rejsearch to obtain business/market information on corporate websites
Traimor et al. (2014) conduct market research. or Soched sites.
ISMEB U Keinanen et al. (2015)
ISMBLUS ISMBU My business encourages to enzagein | Replication | read or write business blogs or microblogs.
Keinanen et al. (2015) Soched (read or write business
blogs).
ISMBLS IsMB U Technologies (e.g. Linkedin, Mew Scale | grow my social network on Linkedin/XING that people get to know our brand.
ISMEBUE Trainor et al. (2014) FE!':EDDDH to build networks Professional/ | grow my social network on Facebook that people getto know our brand.
with others. Personal

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 1h)

Qlh Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems HSMBU Hesitation to Social Criginal 5cale ltem of Scale ltem
Media Business Usage
HSMEUL | Hesitation to Social Media Social Media can be misusedon an MNew Scale | am hesitating to use Soched. | fear that others misuse my private data.
Business Usage HSMBU individual level (Invasion of Privacy).
Bolton et al. (2013);
Keinanen et al. (2015)
HSMEUZ | HAMBU Social Media may adversely affect MNew Scale | am hesitating to use Soched to avoid violating company policy which prohibits
CrArcy etal. (2014) employee productivity through SochMed usage being perceived as an unproductive distraction for our work-flow.
interruptions.
HSMBUZ | HSMBU Perceived barriers [...) negative Mew Scale | am hesitating to use Soched whichis perceived as not wseful and/or valuable for
Heinonen and Michelsson (2006); | views about the usefulness (...} our particularindustry (Example: sensitive information).
Michaelidou et al. (2011);
Feedback from Pilot Study Industry: Aerospace & Defense
HSMEU4 | HAMBU B2B-relationships start either MNew Scale | am hesitating to use Soched since | am very effective in using Email, Phone,
Heinonen and Michelsson (20068) | traditionally or digitally or just Brochures and Personal Letters in our business.
remain traditionally.
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Appendix D2

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2a)

Q2a Original 5cale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems SMB1 (SocMedin BD Phase 1) Criginal 5cale ltem of Scale ltem
SMB11 Social Media Cur use of Soched has significantly Partial Soched (Linkedin/XING) as an ‘up-to-date’ Rolodex (business card holder) makes
Rodriguez et al. (2012); increased as a tocl to identify decision- | New Scale it easier tham a ‘difficult to access and often outdated’ database (e.g. Dun &
Kazienko et al. (2013) makers. Bradstreet, Hoovers or Hoppenstedt) to identify and prospect key contacts.
SochMed is a good resource to find
suitable influential key contacts at
potential B2B-customers.
SMB12 Social Media The sales person is perceived as Mew Scale My Sochied Profile differentiates myself from the crowd of sales callers by being
Ahearne et al. (2008); knowledgeable and capable. perceived as an ‘expert’ or ‘consultant’ and overcoming objections of gatekeepers
Agnihotri et al. (2012) Soched can execute trust-building easier.
behaviours and activities.
SMBL13 Seif-Disclosure Self-Disclosure is the revelation of Mew Scale Prospects perceive my ‘cold calls’ as ‘warm calls’ when | refer to their and/or my
Kaplan and Haenlein {2010); perscnal information in line with the Soched Profile which increases their interest to accept my call.
Rodriguez et al. (2012) person’s ideal image. Profile
knowledze makes calls less invasive.
SMB14 Self-Disclosure ‘Healthy' self-disclosure is critical to Mew Scale Building rapport makes it easierto obtain critical contact information, especially
Joinson and Paine (2012); building online trust. by referring to each other's SochMed profile during the call.
SMELS Mesch (2012); Soched facilitates the ability to gain Well-balanced' self-disclosure on SochMed Profiles breaks the ice. It establishes
Bolton et al. (2013) personal detailed information by common ground and a trustworthy atmosphere.
SMB1E Trust of information establishing rapport. The more information professionals disclose on Facebook, Linkedin or XING, the
Aenihotri et al. (2012); more they come across as credible and trustworthy, and vice versa.
Cicala et al. (2012)
SMEBLT Social Media Social Media can increase the pool of Partial Soched usage can accelerate the B2B-Business Development phase of
Rodriguez et al. (2012) decision-makers (Social Capital) which Mew Scale ‘|dentifying and prospecting potential buyers/vendors’.

may shorten the transaction time.
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Appendix D3

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2b)

Q2b Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems SMB2 (SocMedin BD Phase 2) Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem

SMB21 Satisfoction | receive relevant informaticon from the | Replication SochMed is considered as one of the most cost-effective tools in business
Keinanen et al. (2015) company via social media channels. to obtain deal relevant business information and knowledge.

SMBE22 Sharing Information Formal and informal sharing of Replication SocMed Business Usage allows the exchange of meaningful and timely
Anderson and Narus (1990); meaningful informationand timely information. This makes it easy to comprehend and maintain competitor,
Agnihotri et al. (2012) information between firms. industry and market information and knowledze.

SMB23 Sharing Information Soched is a means to share Partial CQur Request for Information (RFI)/Quotation/Proposalf/{RFO/RFP) process could
Agnihotri et al. (2012); (2016) information and knowledze. Mew Scale be considerably improved by accessing valuable information via SochMed

[Linkedin/XING, Blogs, Micro-blogs [Twitter), Success Stories) atjust the right
time.

SME24 Accessibility of Information This information is easily retrievable. Replication Tacit knowledge and competitor/industry information are usually guite easy to
Lee etal. (2002); This information is easily accessible. access, retrieve and obtain on SochMed when both parties mutually share.
Panahi etal. (2012) This information is easily obtainable.

SMB25 Religbility/Trust of Information The information on (... is credible. Replication Posted information (endorsements, referrals, success stories) on Soched is
Cheung and Lee (2008); generally perceived as credible and trustworthy.
Aenihotri et al. (2012) The information on (...} is trustworthy.

SMEBE26 Social Media Usage Social Media can be used earlyto Mew Scale | tend to share information + communicate more openly by phone when | like the
Rodriguez et al. (2012) research profile of the target. Sochded profile photo, educational and/or professional background of the caller.

SMmB27 Sharing Information IT increases the mobility of information | Partial SochMed Business Usage renders the B2B-Business Development phase sharing
Ahearne et al. (2008); because of the better communication Mew Scale information and maintaining knowledge’ easier and faster.

Trainor et al. (2014)
Corporate Culture
Keinanen et al. (2015)

speed and access to information.
COur Company encourages Sochied
usage to share information.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2c)

Q2c Criginal 5cale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

Items SMEB3 (SoccMedin BD Phase 3) Original Scale ltem of Scale [tem

SMBE31 Trust Setof technologies (e.g. Facebook, Mew Scale Soched might be an excellent tool to build social networks and establishing
Morgan and Hunt {1594) LinkedIn) to build a network. credibility and trust with new and existing customers by identifying these criteria
Relationships Identify the distinctive characteristics which are relevant to a particular relationship.
Palmeret al. (2005); of B2B-relationships
Trainor et al. (2014)

SMB32 Communication Communication forms the groundwork Replication Soched might be the key media to raise/increase awareness for our services)
Andersen (2001) of the relationship. solutions by communicating and interacting effectively (listenand converse
Social Media Soched is 2 new phenomenon to meaningful insights) with new and existing customers .
Rodriguez et al. (2014) understand existing customer needs

and reach new customers.

SMEB33 Perceived Ease of Use Interaction with SochMed is clear and Partial SochMed interactions become so clear, intuitive and understandable to nurture
Rauniaret al. (2014) understandable. Mew Scale our relationships with existing and new customers.

SME34 Soched is flexible to interact with. SochMed allows us to communicate and interact more effectivelywith all levels of

our existing and new customers to achieve our business goals.

SMB3S Word of Mouth Social Media is a good way to gather Mew Scale Soched supports building relationships similar tothe real-world through “word-
Hoffmanand Fodor (2010) feedback and recommendations in the of-mouth’ [endorsements, recommendations, likes, congrats, and co-creating
Perceived Usefuiness B2B-sector. value].
Keingnen et al. (2015)

SMB36 Social Media Strategy Soched success reguires cross- Partial SochMed is increasingly critical to collaborate on our marketing/sales/business
Agnihotri et al. (2012) functional cooperation (sales, Mew Scale development function in developing new & managing existing customers.

marketing etc.)

SMB3T Social Media/Social Capital Social Media increases the number of Partial My relevant Soched contact base might accelerate the B2B-Business
Rodriguez et al. (2012) relevant decision-makers (Social Mew Scale Development phase of ‘building and maintaining relationships’.
Perceived Usefuiness Capital), which mayshorten the
Rauniaret al. {2014 transaction time.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2d)

Q2d Criginal Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tems SMB4 (SocMedin BD Phase 4) Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem
SMBE41 Social Media Usage Use of Social Metworks to generate Partial Ny Social Netwaork (e.g. Linkedin/¥XING) contacts and anline groups help to
Avlonitis and Panagopoulos leads. Mew Scale discover and exploit profitable leads and opportunities.
(2010)
SMBE42 Trust/Word of Mouth The performance by this supplier leads | Partial Cur SochMed efforts consisting of regularly sharing updates, blogs and information
Hoffman and Fodor (2010) to the desired results. Mew Scale lead to the desired outcome in terms of leads and opportunities.
Performance Satisfaction
Graca et al. (2015)
5MB43 Perceived Usability Presence in social media can Partial The SochMed presence of our employees ensures that our company can be trusted
Keindnen et al. (2015) strengthen the credibility of a Mew Scale miost of the time which creates the atmosphere to generate new leads and
Company. opportunities.
SMB44 Creating Opportunity We consistently follow a standardized Partial Soched Business Usage helps our B2B-Business Development/Marketing team to
Shih [2009); process to gualify opportunities. Replication identify potential leads and opportunities which have to meet specific company
Agnihotri et al. (2012) criteria in order to be approved by the Salesforce/Sales Function.
SMB45 Creating Opportunity Cur salespecple are experts in our Partial We are experts in tailoring our sclution and services according to our customers’
Rodriguez et al. (2012) products and services. Replication expectations resulting in more leads and opportunities.
SMB4E Our salespeople are always held Replication COur B2B-Business Developers are always held responsible for generating leads
accountable for comverting leads to and opportunities through SochMed for our sales team.
business.
SMB4T Social Media Norms Optimize sales processes by looking for | Partial SochMed has been very helpful to speed up the B2B-Business Development phase
Avlonitis and Panagopoulos a more efficient way to generate leads Mew Scale of ‘increasing the number of leads and generating opportunities’.
(2010); Schultz et al. (2012) and qualify prospects.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2e)

Q2e Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
Items SMP Best SocMed Platform for Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
the B2B-Business Development
Process Phase (1-4)
SMP1 Social Media Business Use The Social Media Platforms suggested New Scale Social Metworking Sites (Linkedin, XING, Facebook)
SMP2 KaPI_E!n and Hae.nlein (2010; by thESE- authnrs .are ExaminEF:I Company Website Subscription/ Blog
SMP3 Keinanen et al. (2013) concerr'!mg their |n1.jolvem Entin the CRM System (e.g. Sales Force) combined with Social Networking Sites
respective B2B-Business Development
SMP4 process phase. Others (Google Plus, Wikipedia, YouTube, Twitter)
Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2f)
Q2f Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems INFO Three most critical Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem
Sources of Information
INFOL1 Troditional Medio/Social Medie | Peers & Colleagues (Word of Mouth) Replication Peers & Colleagues (Word of Mouth)
Ramos and Young (2009); Word of Mouth is a conversation with
Peters etal. (2010) those who are “someone like me”.
INFO2 Troditional Media/Social Media | Face-to-Face (Meeting) MNew Scale Face-to-Face (Consultant/Salespecple)
INFO3 Ramos and Young (2005) Technology/Business Magazines Replication Business/Trade Magazines
INFO4 SocMed Technology Use Comversation Support Replication Webinars/Virtual Presentations
Trainor et al. (2014)
INFOS5 Troditional Media/Social Medie | Emails/Electronic Newsletter Replication Emails/Electronic Mewsletter
Ramos and Young [2009)
INFOB Social Media Technology Use Conversation Support Replication Business Blogs, Microblogs [Twitter)
INFOT7 Trainor et al. (2014) Relationship Support Facebook
INFOR Linkedin, XING
INFOS Traditional Media Suppestion by IT executive MNew Scale Knowledee Management System (traditional sense)
INFO10 Pretest 2017 Suggestion by Sales executive Brochures and Presentations
INFO11 Troditional/Social Media Vendor, Industry, Trade web site Replication Corporate Website
Ramos and Young [2009)
INFO12 Social Media Technology use Sharing Support Replication Others [(YouTube, Wikipedia, etc.)
Trainor et al. (2014)
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Appendix D7

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 2g)

Q2g Criginal 5cale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tems DEM B2B-Decision-Making Original 5cale ltem of Scale ltem
DEM1 Threshoid Performance Level Standard criteria of quality, price, Mew Scale Rational arguments, pricing and technical specifications.
Spekman (1988) delivery) are necessary but alone not
sufficient to be considered.
DEM2 Trust in the relgtionship The supplier has high integrity. He Emctional arguments, trustworthy, reliable and competent personalities.
Maorgan and Hunt [1594) gives us reliable information
Commitment to Emotions Commitment is grounded inemotional
Cicala et al. (2012) bonds.
Performance satisfaction The performance by this supplier
Graca et al. (2015) meets our expectations.
DEM3 Tacit Knowledge Tacit Knowledze enables decision- Industry experience, tacit market knowledge and intuition.
Agnihotri et al. (2009); makers to master standard processes
Arnett and Wittmann (2014) improving the speed.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 3a)

Q3a Criginal 5cale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

Items SCAP Social Capital Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem

SCAPL Social Relationships Leverage the size of social networks to Mew Scale The bigger the network (accumulation of SocCap) the better the possibility to
Lim (2002); Van Deth (2003); access key contacts. lewverage it for identifying and accessing B2B-business-critical contacts.
McEwily and Marcus [2005);
Rodriguez et al. (2012)

SCAP2 Trust and Communication Self-Disclosure is a step in the Replication SocCap is about self-disclosure and building trust by regularlyinteracting and
Adler and Kwon [(2002); development of close relationships and communicating openly with my business contacts even if they are complete
Doney et al. (2007) can occur between complete strangers. strangers.
Degree of Seif-Disclosure Trust as a key source for SocCap
Kaplan and Haenlein (2010); is related to frequent social interaction
Joinson and Paine (2012}, and ocpen communication.
Bolton et al. (2013)

SCAP3 Trust | trust my network members. Partial | believe mySocCap results in new leads and opportunities since | can generally
Lietal. (2013) | am fully confident abowut my network Mew Scale trust and have confidence inthe business ability of my network connections.

partner's business ability.

SCAP4 Benefits of Social Capital The impact of weak/close ties on the Replication SocCap facilitates the cost-effective search for new information through indirect,
Adler and Kwon [2002); efficient and timely flow and wide-ranging contacts of contacts.

SCAPS Kline and Alex-Brown (2013); management of information and The power of SocCap is to exchange complex information and tacit knowledge
Keinanen et al. (2015) knowledze. cost-effectively among direct (business-critical) contacts.

SCAPE Cognitive Dimension We share similar code, interests and Partial SocCap consists of building high-guality relationships with those sharing similar
De Carolis and Saparito (2006) principles regarding how to conduct Replication business interests, principles and values.
Shared Values business.
Li etal. (2013)
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 3b)

Q3b Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Fimal Survey Version Statement
ltems UCRIT User Criteria Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem
UCRIT1 Social Media Usage and Gender | Adapted from research guestion. Does Partial Mainly professional Soched (Linkedin, ¥ING) seems to be used by primary men to
Differences the relationship between personality Mew Scale (rejconnect with people beneficial to their business.
UCRITZ Correa etal. (20100 predictors and social media use differ Semi-Professional Sochded (Facebook) seems to be primarily used by women to
Intention to use by gender? | intend to use Soched to (rejconnect with people beneficial to their business.
Rauniaret al. {2014) getreconnected with people that
matter to me.
UCRIT3 Social Media Usage and Gender | Adapted from the research guestion: MNew Scale The higher the career or level of senicrity, the higher the engagementin primarily
Differences Does the relationship between professional Soched such as Linkedin/XING.
UCRIT4 Correa etal. (2010) personality predictors and social media The lower the career or level of senicrity, the higher the engagementin primarily
use differ by socicdemographics? semi-professional SochMed like Facebook.
UCRITS Intention to Use/ | will continue to use Facebook for Partial Soched usage enhances my effectiveness to connect and stay incontact with
Perceived Usefulness Social Metworking. Using Facebook Mew Scale others. While Facebook is more useful for social networking for small businesses,
Rauniaret al. (2014) enhances my effectiveness to stayin LinkedIn is more suitable for a medium-or large-sized corporate setting.
touch with others.
UCRITE Easiness of Use/Satisfaction SochMed applications are easy to use Partial Soched applications are easy to use and | have relevant compamy/client
towards SocMed activities and to navigate. Replication information available at my fingertips with just a few mouse clicks 24-7.

Cheung and Lee (2008)
Keinanen et al. [2015)

| receive relevant information about
the company xvia Soched channels.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 3c)

Rodriguez et al. (2012);
Schultz et al. (2012)

New Business Development
Li etal. {2013)

increased.

SocCap impacts positively new business
development being defined as the
proportion of revenues of new
business of the total business.

O3c Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems PERF Business Performance Original 5cale ltem of Scale ltem

PERF1 Performance |dentifying major accounts inyour Partial SocMed in B2B-Business Development/Procurement helps to identify major
Sujanet al. (1594) territony. Mew Scale suppliers,/purchasers more efficiently (time/cost savings).

PERF2 Performance Measure Social Media Tool & corresponding Mew Scale SocMed (Facebook, Linkedin, XING, Twitter) enhance the B2B-Business
Avlonitis and Panagopoulos measure. Use Network to increase the Development/Sales/Purchasing Process by providing valuable competitor
(2010); Gilfoil and Jobs [2012) abilityto generate leads. knowledge and information mare efficiently (time/cost savings).

PERF3 Relationship 5ales Performance | Compared to last year, the number of Replication SochMed in Business Development/Procurement has helped to increase the
Rodriguez et al. (2012) gualified leads has increased. number and guality of business relevant key contacts.

PERF4 Performance Measure Social Media Tool and corresponding Mew Scale SochMed (blogs, updates) increase the number of views on our Soched profiles
Hoffmanand Fodor (2010); measures to build relationships more efficiently by engaging new and existing customers.
Gilfoil and Jobs (2012)

PERFS (Outcome) Performance Generate B2B-sales more quickly. Partial SochMed within B2B-Business Development [ Procurement) generates leads and
Sujanet al. (1554); Compared to last year, our productivity | Mew Scale opportunities maore efficiently (time,/cost savings) whichimproves the pipeline
Rodriguez et al. (2012); per salesperson [B2B-business for Sales to close transactions at higher profit-margins and the options for
Schultzet al. (2012) developer, buyer) has increased. Procurement to purchase solutions or services at better terms.

PERF& (Cutcome) Relationship Sales Compared to last year, the number Partial Soched in B2B-Business Development has improved the conversion rate of
Performance and guality of cpportunities have Mew Scale opportunities into the number of business deals closed.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 3d)

Lages et al. {2008)
Perception of the usability
of Social Media

Keinanen et al. (2015)

Cooperation with others via
SochMed is supportive.

a3d Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems TRU Trust, Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
RELC Relaticnship Commitment
CO0 Cooperation
RELC1 Commitment We expect this relationship to Partial | expect our business relationship to strengthen over time, whereby engaging in
IMorgan and Hunt [15%4); strenghten over time. Replication Soched is deemed particularly important.
RELCZ Nyaga and Whipple [2011) This supplier/buyer is genuinely CQur partners (suppliers, customers, 8tc.) are genuingly concerned that our
concerned that we succeed. business succeeds which is consistent withtheir SochMed presence and principles.
TRU1 Trust/Competence We are perceived to be professional Partial The first step to being perceived as professional and motivated by (potential)
Rysseletal. (2004) and motivated by customers. Replication partners (suppliers, customers, etc.) is our Sochied presence.
TRUZ Trust Suppliers/buyers get confidence in us. | believe that our information posted on Soched is perceived as reliable which
Morgan and Hunt [15%4); The supplier/buyer is trustworthy. enhances the confidence and trust inour solutions and services.
Nyaga and Whipple (2011) We give reliable information and
Reliability advice.
Cheung and Lee (2008)
Cool Perception of usability It isimportant for a B2B-company to Partial Soched can be critical to assess whether others really cooperate by sharing
of Social Media use SochMed as cooperation via Replication {contact) information and/or obtaining knowledee from Soched to tailor their
Keinanen et al. (2015) SochMed is supportive. solutions to our specific needs.
Coo2 Mutual Cooperation My firm and firm X regularly interact. Replication Our SocMed presence improves the mutual cooperation with (potential) partners

(suppliers, customers, etc.) through regular interactions.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4b) Question 4a branches out into one different section for Vendors (V), Third Parties (TP) and Buyers (B)

C4bV:T:B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tems 5MIU Social Media Usage Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
Justification (Outcome-related)
ShJUL Cutcome Expectation Though there is no clear ROl approach Partial | expect that SochMed Business Usage impacts our ROl in the longer-term.
Gupta etal. (2011); Manager should expect a reasonable Mew Scale
Aenihotri et al. (2012) ROl from a SochMed investment.
ShIU2 Information Sharing + IT increases the mobility of information | Partial | expect that SochMed Business Usage abbreviates our B2B-Business
Social Media Usage because of increased communication Mew Scale Development, Research/Procurement Process by enhancing our
Ahearne et al. (2008); speed and access to information. communication and information with others.
Agnihotri et al. (2012) Microblogging and Social Networking
Sites accelerate sharing of information.
ShILS Social Media Usage Being an active user of Social Media Partial | expect that intensive SochMed Business Usage might improve my day-to-day
Heffman and Fodor (2010); provides benefits (privileged access to Mew Scale process activities (e.g. B2B-Business Development).
Aenihotri et al. (2012) customers, .., referrals) which results
in NEwW revenues.

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4c)

04cV.T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems Importance of STMUWU Sccial Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
Media Business Usage versus
Traditional Media Business
Usage
STMUL Diffley et al. (2011) Context Statement Mew Scale SochMed Business Usage substitutes increasingly TradMed Usage.
STMUZ2 Integration of both media Integration of Traditional and Social Replication SochMed Business Usage complements TradMed Usage.
Kaplan and Haenlein (2010); Media is critical. Social Media arean
Rodriguez and Peterson (2012) extension of Traditional ones.
STMUS Feedback from Pilot Study TradMed (Face-to-Face meetings) Mew Scale TradMed Usage always remains paramount, yet Soched continues to increase.
5ThMUS dominate for security reasons. TradMed is the ‘only way'. There is ‘absolute no use atall’ for Social Media in
our business.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4d)

Ahearne et al. (2008);
Avlonitis and Panagopoulos
(2010);

Aonihotri et al. (2012)

speed and access to information.
Optimize processes by looking more
efficient wayto generate leads, gualify
prospects.

Microblogging and Social Networking
Sites accelerate the information sharing.

[Agility)

04av;T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tems Assessment of the Motivation Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
of Social Media Usage
AMOTL Social Medio Usage Sucessful use of Sccial Media helped Replication | useSocMed to develop my network of business contacts and strengthen
Agnihotri et al. (2012) strengthen customer bonds and network customer/vendor relationships.
expansion. [Metworking)
AMOTZ2 Self presentation Create an impressionin line with a Partial | use SochMed to brand our solution/vendor selection approach and myself[asa
Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) person’s identity. Mew Scale professional).
Branding Convey a set of values 1o potential
Marshall et al. (2012); buyers.
Agnihotri et al. (2016) Establish credibility by building the brand
across networks. (Branding)
AMOTS Secial Media Usage and IT increases the maobility of information Partial | use SochMed to make our B2B-Business Development/Frocurement/Research
Process Optimisation because of increased communication Mew Scale and Sales Processes more agile and flexible.

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4e)

04=V;T;B Criginal Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tems Social Media Efforts Original Scale ltem of Scale [tem

withinthe Organisation
EFF1 Organisation Marketing and Sales (Procurement and Mew Scale Marketing and Sales (Procurement and Purchasing) cooperate closely in their
(EFFP1) Avlonitis and Panagopoulos Purchasing) collaborate interms of Soched efforts following clear guidelines.

(2010); Soched efforts.
EFF2 Andzulis etal. (2012) Marketing and Sales |Procurement and Marketing and Sales {Procurement and Purchasing) are pursuing Sochied efforts
(EFFP2) Purchasing) are not integratedsilos in independently from each other with some guidelines.

terms of SocMed efforts.

EFF3 Soched efforts are not really organis ed. Social Media efforts are solelyup to individual employees deciding how and to
(EFFP3) which extent they use Soched.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4f)

Feedback from Pilot Study

Development fSales Processes.

Q4 T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

[tems Benefits for Processes Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem

BEME1—- Secial Media Benefits for Key Informants noticed a potential Mew Scale Awareness of Soched Benefits for B2B-Business Development,/Sales Processes.
BEME4 Processes impact of Soched on B2B-Business

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4g)

Feedback from Pilot Study

Development on Business Performance.

Cd4sV;T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems Benefits for Performance Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem

BEMEP1— | Social Media Benefits for Key Informants noticed a potential Mew Scale Awareness of Soched Benefits for Business Performance in B2B-Business
BEMNEP4 Performance impact of SochMed in B2B-Business Development.

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4h — Question 4i

O4h—04i | Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
V.T,B Duration of the Software Cycle/ | Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem
ltems B2B-Business Development/
Sales/Procurement Processes
DBD1 - Software Cycle/Processes Verify Statement|s) about the average Mew Scale The duration of the B2B-software oycle varies from less than & months to more
DBEDE Gronau [2001); length of the Software Cycle as well as than 3.5 years.
DPP1 - Davis and Sun [2006); of the B2B-Business Development/ Estimate the duration of the B2B-Business Development,/Sales/Buying/
DPPE Feedback from Pilot Study Procurement,/Sales Process. Procurement/Purchasing,/Processes (Services/Solutions, e.g. Software)
DUREMIN from a minimum of 0 months to a maximum of 48 months.
DUREMAX
DURPMIMN
DURPMAX
Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4j)
04V, T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
ltems Actual Use of Soched Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem
ACT1 - Actual Use The frequency of SocMed Usage. Mew Scale Social Med Business Usage inrelation to TradMed, Face-to-Face, and others
ACTS Rauniaret al. (2014) which should add up to 100%.
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 4k)

O4kV;T;B Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement
[tem Sales Revenues,/Buying Criginal Scale ltem of Scale [tem
Expenses
DEALL - Annual Sales Revenues Key informants suggestedthe Mew Scale < 45 SK U5 Dollar, British Pounds or Euro (DEALL); = 50K =59 5K [DEAL2);
DEALGE Annual Purchase Expenses consideration of KPIs in Pilot Study. > 100K = 2959 5K [DEAL3); = 300K = 559 9K (DEALY); = 600K = 959 9K (DEALS);
Feedback from Pilot Study = 1M (DEALE).

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 5a-5f)

Q5a —05f | Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems Sociodemographics Criginal Scale ltem of Scale ltem

GEND1- Usoge Criteria Gendsr Replication Gender

GEND2 Keindnen et al. (2015)

YOB Usoge Criteria Year of Birth (Four Digits) = Age Mew Scale Year of Birth = Age (whereby the age was assumed for the completed year
Correa etal. (2010) of 2017y = Generation (Recoding)

EXP1 - Usoge Criteria Experiences Partial Job Experiences in total years.

EXPO Feedback from Pilot Study Replication

FRO1- Keinanen et al. (2015) Professional Background Mew Scale Specialist/Expert, Generalist, or Diverse.

PRO3

RARL1- Role and Responsibilities Team, Leadership, or Mixed Roles.

RARS

EDUL - Usage Criteria Education Partial Five Categories from ‘High School and/or School of Life Experiences’ to PhD.

EDUS Correa etal. (2010) Replication
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Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 5g)

Q5g Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems Describe your Soched Affinity Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem

AFFMN1 Corporate CWitUre ENcourages SochMed are delightful, exciting, thrilling Mew Scale | tend to enjoy new Soched technology and am eagerto apply and recommend
SocMed Use and fun (4 statements) itas aviable option to my colleagues.
Keindnen et al. (2015) | view technology as a viable option.
Perceived Playfulness Term: ‘Perceived Playfulness’
Rauniaret al. (2014)

AFFNZ Perceived Playfulness Soched is delightful, exciting, thrilling Mew Scale | like to play with mew SochMed technology and learnto become quickly good at
Rauniaret al. (2014) and fun (4 Statements). itsince it is delightful, exciting and has become my second nature.
Technology Sawiness Term: ‘Technology Sawiness'
Howe and Strauss (2007)

AFFN3 Techmostress Term: Technostress’ Mew Scale MNew Soched technology usually causes more stress than enjoyment. | am still
CrArcy etal. (2014); ‘old-school’.

AFFN4 Rauniaret al. (2014) | use SochMed technology only when the job demands itand training is provided.

AFFM5 Genergtion Even in the age of advanced MNew Scale Alll need are traditional tools like brochures, phone and email.
Rosenbloom and Larsem (2003); | communications technology, managers
Howe and Strauss [ 2007) will often use ‘old fashioned’ means.

AFFNE Generation Technology usage varies with Mew Scale | like the best of both worlds: new technologies combined with traditional ways
Moncrief and Marshall {2005); cenerations. help me to be most efficient and effective in my job.
Howe and Strauwss [2007)

Scales in Final Questionnaire (Question 6a—6c)

Ofa —Q6&c | Original Scale Label Context Statement or Development Final Survey Version Statement

ltems Critigue of Research Original Scale ltem of Scale ltem

CRIT1 Author's idea Interest in current research Mew Scale How valuable was this research for your business?

CRIT2 ‘Pulse check’ of practical Interest in future research Would you participate ina similar research project in the future?

CRIT3 relevance + future commitment Interest in inCentive schemes Would you like to receive an executive summaryand participate in a raffle?
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Appendix E

Potential Community of B2B Software Vendors (Extract)

Business-To-Business (B2B) Position

Company ENS Business

{B2B Software Vendor) Linkedin| Development | Marketing Sales
ABB Ltd. 4296 3.516 3.516 774
Activant (Epicor) 129 111 a7 223
Andea Solutions 38 18 7 11
Apriso Corporation 106 68 44 T8
Dassault Systemes 5.4, 1.067 B89 o019 304
AspenTech a7 43 37 136
Consona Corp. 45 41 35 20
Emerson Electric Co. 384 363 338 105
Epicor Electrical Co. 7 7 7 129
Eyelit, Inc. 2 2 1 5
General Electric 2755 2.45% 2223 784
Honeywell International, Inc. 5.169 4647 4312 1423
IFS 5g8 487 432 154
IBM Corp. 36.367 29.BB6 25.924 10.859
Werum Software & Systems B51 409 129 17
¥ Companies 06.215 75.347 72591 28.250

Status: 31 0t — 1 Nov. 2016 Platform: Linkedln [Multiple answers possible].
A search algorithm [Company B2B, Function (e.g. Business Development)] was
used to identify the number of the criteria.
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Appendix F1

Introduction Email Qualtrics

Doctoral Research W. Krings Henley Business School

Dear Survey Participant,

| am currently conducting for my doctorate at Henley Business School/University of Reading, Henley-on-
Thames, United Kingdom a survey on the topic of the Social Medio Impact on B2B-Business Processes. This
survey will provide meaningful insights of Social Media activities within your business purposes and will ask
guestions about your view of this media as part of your business development, sales, research or procurement
processes, and other useful information.

In today's practitioner terms it also touches the area of Social Selling. The survey is part of my doctorate at
Henley Business School, whereby the results will help to understand how Social Media might impact various
processes and improve these.

The link to this 20-25 minutes survey below can be completed by you and sent to your sphere of influence 25
to how many you like to include without them being disclosed at all several times. If your colleagues/customers
answer the survey the only hint of the data set will be to your specific email address and crganisation for all of
your participants the samel

This is the link which you forward to your sphere of influence 5{1://SurveyLink? d=Take the survey}
or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 5{1://SurveyURL}

There is only one exception if someone wants to participate in the raffle andis interestedin the executive
summary of the research outcome. Then theiremails will be separatelytracked in a different file. These emails
are considered completely isolated for the executive summaries whichwill be sent upon their request in 2018.
Then for ethics reasons, these emails will be discarded.

Thank you for participating im this important doctoral suney.
Bestregards

Werner Krings

+45 () 151 151 £1534

Information about me https:/ fwww linkedin.com/in/wernerkrings,
hittps:/ fwww xing.com,/profile/Werner_Krings2

Follow the link to opt out of future emails
5{1:;/fOptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix F2

Reminder Email Qualtrics

Dear Survey Participant,

This is a reminder that | am conducting an important doctoral survey to Social Media Impact on B2B-Business
Development and related Sales/Marketing and Purchasing processes. If you already took the survey
yourself and found it valuable please also share the following link with others.

https://henley.eu. gualtrics.com/ife/form/SV _1C5{119rm2tpCon

If you take the survey for the first time, please consider supporting my doctorate with 20 — 25 minutes of your
time.

The Link for this Survey is: 5{;//SurveyLink?d=Take the survey} simply click on this address to go directly to
the survey. If the link does not work, please copy and paste the URL below into the address bar of your
Internet browser.

541/ /SurveyURL}

Your participation in this survey is strictly wvoluntary, but | ask for your appreciated support
Your completion and submission of the guestionnaire indicate your consent to participate in the survey (please
read the "Survey information sheet’, the first page of the survey for more information).

Thank you for participating in this important survey.

Werner Krings (Linkedin/Xing Profiles see below)
+45 [0} 151 151 61534

hetps:/ fwwwe linkedin.com/in/wernerkrings/
https:/ fwww xing.com/profile/Werner_Krings2

Follow the link to opt out of future emails
S{1:/fOptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Thank You Email Qualtrics

Thank you for your appreciated opinion!
Dear Survey Participant,

First of all, | would like to thank all of you who have already contributed to the success of my doctoral survey
to Social Media in B2B.

There are now 337 who completed the survey. | would like to ask you as my Linkedin/¥ing contact to
participate, so | receive 113 more surveys. So if you deal with Social Media (Linkedin, Twitter, Xing, Facebook,
and Blogs) in B2B in Procurement, Purchasing, Sales, and Business Development, Marketing, or as Board
Member dealing with Social Media | ask for your favour to complete one guestionnaire (20-25 minutes).
Thank you.

The incentives will include the executive summary and a raffle for one Reflective Seminar and 20 gift cards
from Amazon. Winners will be notified by June 2017. The executive summary will be relegsed to those who
participated and signed up at the completion of my doctorate in summer 2018.

Here is the link:

Si1:/fSurveyLink?d=Take the survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 5{1;//SurveyURL}

Best, Werner Krings
Dioctoral Researcher at the University of Reading / Henley Business School

Follow the link to opt out of future emails
S{1:/fOptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Continuous Engagement before, during and after the Data-Gathering-Phase

"Social Media in B2B, Doctoral Research
Survey™.
Werner Krings on Linkedin

LinkedIn Survey Blog

7
i p

WE HAVE A

e
o S

INNER,

Chance of Winning:
1-(355/356)% =1-0D.0426=0.057

Announcement Video: [ASK!)

Lay the Groundwork: The project was communicated

regularhy by posting updates on Social Media profile

page and online groups (11/2016—-03/2017).

Touchpoints: Facebook, LinkedIn, XING, Twitter, and
YouTube-Video

Blog of the Survey Purpose: (SHARE!)

Build Momentum: The progresswas communicated
daily by status updates about the completion and
remaining surveyswithin the differentregions
{April 3™ to May 157 2017).

Touchpoints: Facebook, Linkedin, XING, and Twitter

Thank You Video: (RECOGNISE!)

Honouwr the Audience: Sent regularhy individualised
apprecigtion messages to supporters(19, 2™ contacts

and multiplicators) who were criticalto the research

project. Occasionally endorsed contacts.

Released video at S00 completions (30™ April 2017).

Touchpoints: Facebook, LinkedIn, XING, Twitter, and
YouTube-Video

The Announcement of the Winners

| am happy to announce 21 winners out of 356 who
signed up for the raffle (5.7% chance of winning) in my
doctoral research survey. Ithank my wife who randomby
picked the numbers which were matched as close as
possible to the random numbers assigned to each
survey participant who signed up for the raffle.

In total, 20 Amazon gift certificates and one Reflection
Seminar were awarded. 20 winners will receive Amazon
gift certificateshyemailan 26 June 2017. The #1 Prize
Winnerwill receive avoucher for a Reflection Seminar.
All winners were informed by email and Social Media
message s. Congratulations and thank you again for your
appreciated support! In 2018 an executive summary of
the doctoral research will be shared with those
participants who signed up for it.

Touchpoints: Emails, Facebook, Linkedin, and XING.
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Appendix F5

Extract of Survey Participants who signed up for the Incentive Schemes (Executive Summary and Raffle) and the final winners

- - - Drawing of prizes |[Value [Winning [Survey Assigned|Region for
Separate | Assigned | Dateof |Completion |Perceived | . .
e L I T I Time Value |'Enedupforincentive| gn 24 June 2017 of Prize|Random # |Random # [Survey # |Currency
538 344 4374 06/05/17 | ©00:35:35 ¥ ¥ Reflection Seminar|1,890 € |6233 6234 395 DACH
529 345 6266 | 07/05/17| 22:24:21 ki f Gift Certificate 1 25 8969 B985 309 Western Europe
530 346 5931 08/05/17 | 00:30:10 i f Gift Certificate 2 10€ 5180 5111 346 DACH
531 347 4253 | 0B/05/17 | 05:12:40 i f Gift Certificate 3 25€ 217 2325 305 DACH
532 343 3003 10/05/17 | 3287:59:31 i ¥ Gift Certificate 4 10€ 5151 5142 323 DACH
533 343 4471 10/05/17 | ©00:58:23 ¥ ¥ Gift Certificate 5 25€ 3113 3139 g8 DACH
534 350 3834 | 10/05/17 | 00:34:21 ¥ Al Gift Certificate 5 [10€ (1058 1058 277 DACH
535 351 7317 | 10/05/17 | 01:12:41 Y i Gift Certificate 7 [255  |709 705 161 North America
238 352 2842 11070517 ] 03:22:53 e Al Gift Certificate 8 |10€  |1498 1516 505 Western Europe
E:; :Ei i;i: Ei;i“ fﬁiiii : : Gift Certificate @ |25€  |5836 5813 352 DACH
el — Gift Certificate 10 |10£ 8202 9206 216 Eastern Europe

ks 352 2255 11570517 ] 00:14:09 ! ! Gift Certificate 11 255 |3832 3955 294 North Ameri
540 M 3268 | 15/05/17 | 07:24:04 M N I = I _n:a = 2 mer_n:a
a1 356 3058 | 16/05,17 | 0132.00 Y " G-Ift EEI‘t-If-IEEItE 12 |10% 4630 4610 33 Marth AF‘I'IEF-IEEI
caz 357 2008 22/05/17 | 00:33:15 v v Gift Certificate 13 [255 7161 7157 445 Morth America
543 M 6196 25...'.:,5...'1? 00:09-58 N N Gift Certificate 14 10£ 593 Eoe 474 DACH

. Gift Certificate 15 |25€ 5555 5557 62 DACH

Random Number Generator Link - -

- - Gift Certificate 16 |10€ 8175 8199 240 DACH
Thewmners,l::-fEhE raffle shall be determined as follows: 21 random numbn.!rs,were .5|=._-nerated Gift Certificate 17 |25 & 3757 3747 =06 Western Europe
on 24 June 2017, and the numbers that were closest to or corresponded with the ariginal - — -
random numbers assigned to the survey were selected. The first price was a Reflection Seminar Gift Certificate 18 105 4043 4020 38 Morth America
worth about 1,890 £ besides ten Amazon gift certificates each of which was 25 5/£/£ and ten Gift Certificate 19 |25¢€ 505 529 30 DACH
each of which was 10 5/£/£ were raffled. Gift Certificate 200 |10£ 7431 7443 91 DACH

Motification of the prize | Emaill sent on 25 lune 2017}

Dear Mr./Mrs. [Anonymised),
Thanks again for participating in my doctoral research survey this spring. Since | gathered the data within the intended time | decided to do the raffle already this year.
Congratulations! You are thewinner of a giftcertificate w hich will be emailed to you by Amazon tomorrow. The random number (1 to 8998) assigned to your questionnaire was 7443,
This number closely matched with the random number [7431) that my wife generated yesterday. Next year, | will provide you with the Executive Summary if you signed up for it
Best regards, Werner Krings
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Appendix G1

Geographical Breakdown

Location of Corporate Headquarters by Region (REG)

Original Table Frequency Valid Rank Updated Table* Frequency Valid  Cumulative
Percent Percent Percent

{REG1) Morth America (MA) 146 26.9 2 (REG4) DACH 188 346 36

(REG2) Latin America 5 R B (REG1) North America (NA) 14 269 61.5

(REG3) Western Europe (WE) 134 247 3 (REG3) Western Europe (WE) 134 247 862

(REG4) DACH 188 346 1 Others (Recoded) 75 138 100.0

(REGS) Central/Eastern Europe ] 11 7 Missing Values 1] 0

(REGE) Morthern Europe 21 3.9 5 Total 543 100.0

[REGT) Asia Pacific [ASPAC) 15 2B &

(REGE) Middle East/Africa 28 5.2 Location of the Corporate Headquarters (M= 543)

Missing Values 0 0

Total 543 100.0

*Updated Table is designed mare user-friendly.
Specification of the Regions
DACH: Germany, Austria, Switzerland
Western Europe: Benelux, France, ltaly, Spain, Malts,
Ireland andthe UK
Others:
* Middie East/Afric
* Morthern Europe: Denmark, Finland, Morway and Sweden
* Asia Padfic: Australia, New Zealkand, India, Japanand China

* Central/Eastern Eurape: Poland, Russig, etc.
* Latin America: Central, Middleand South America

Gl



Appendix G2

Breakdown of Corporate Size (Number of Employees)

Size of the Company, Mumber of Employees (SIZE)

Enterpriss:
{1,000+ Employees)

Enterprises Small-sized

Valid Valid Cumulative
Qriginal Tabl F Rank Updated Table* F
riginal Table requency p_ . Ran pdated Table requency Percent  Percent
[SIZE1) Small-sized Business 171 315 Enterprises 258 475 475
[SIZE2) Medium-sized Business 55 10.1 Small-sized Business 171 315 79.0
[SIZE3) Large-sized Business 59 109 Large-sized Business 54 1049 899
[SIZE4) Enterprises 258 475 Medium-sized Business 55 10.1 100.0
Missing Values 0 0 Missing Values ] 0
Total 425 100.0 Total 543 100.0 100.0
300 -
*Updated Table is designed mare user-friendly. 258 Size of the Company (N = 543)
250 4
Specification of the Size of the Company, Number of Employees
200 A 23
Smalksized Business: 171
{Lessthan 50 Employees) 150
Mediunt-seed Busnes: 100 -
{51 up to 250 Employees)
Large-sized Business: 50
(251 upto 1,000 Employees) . SIZ SIZE1 SIZE3 SIZE2

Large-sized Medium-sized

Business Business Business
79.0% 21.0%
Breakdown of Corporate Size (Annual Sales Revenue)
Size of the Company, Annual Sales Revenue [ASR)
Valid Valid Cumulative
Original Tabl F k Updated Table® F
riginal Table requency Percent an pdated Table requency Percent  Percent
(#4SR1) = 250 Mio £, €or s 273 50.3 1 =250 Mio £, €or s 273 50.3 50.3
(ASR2) » 250 Mio =500 Mio £, £or 5 27 5.0 > 750 Mio £, €or% 218 401 00.4
[ASR3) » 500 Mio=750 Mio £, £or 5 25 46 =250 Mio <500 Mio £, €or % 27 50 054
(ASR4) » 750 Mio £, €or s 218 401 2 > 500 Mio =750 Mio £, €or & 25 46 100.0
Missing Values 0 0 Missing Values 0 0
Total 543 100.0 Total 543 100.0 1000
1}:‘ T =
*Updated Table is designed more user-friendly. 273 Annual Sales Revenue (N = 343)
250 4
Specification of the Size of the Company, Annual Sales Revenue 718
Small-sized Business: 200
(fAnnual Sakes Revenue =250 Mio £, £or5)
Mediuntrszed Busnes: 150 4
{Annual Sakes Revenue > 250 Mio 2500 Mio £, £or %)
Large-sized Busness: 100
(fnnual Sakes Revenue >500 Mio <750 Miof, £or )
Enterprise: 50+
) o .
{Annual Sakes Revenue >750Mio £, £ar ) e - [ s
Small-sized Enterprise Medium-sized Large-zized
Business Businesss Business
o0.7% 9.3%
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Appendix G3

Industry Data

Combined Variable SEnmbinEdlnda'
a. Dichotomy group tabulated atvalue 1

Industry (IND) Responses Percent of
Multiple Response Industry Frequency Valid Cases Rank
Percent
(IND1) Aerospace & Defence 27 3.2 50 11
(IND2) Automation, Transportation & Mobility 51 6.0 54 7
(IND3) Construction 13 15 24 16
(IND4) Consumer Goods (Convenience) 16 19 29 15
(IND5) Consumer Goods [Luxury) 5 B 9 19
(INDE&) Health & Beauty 10 12 18 18
(INDT) E-luslness Ftervlces, Consulting & 138 164 I 6 1
Professional Services
{INDE) Banking, Financial Services, Insurance & 7 g4 13.1 1
Real Estate
(IND?] Human Resources, Headhunting & 77 1E a1 13
Staffing
{IND10) Advertising & Marketing 25 249 46 12
(IND11) Life _Sclences, Medical Devices & a5 23 6.2 10
Pharmaceuticals
(IND12) Cleantech 3 A B 21
(IND13) Fackaging 4 5 T 20
(IND14) Education & Research Institutes 52 6.1 96 &
(IND15) Technology & Engineering 70 B.2 129 5
(IND16) Technology (Hardware) 38 45 7.0 9
(IND17) Technology [Software) 107 126 19.7 2
(IND1B) Technology {Services) 76 9.0 140 3
{IND1S) Telecommunication 20 2.4 3.7 14
(IND20) Retail & Wholesale 16 19 2.9 17
(IND21) Others 45 58 9.0 8
Mizsing Values 0 0 0
Total Bag 100.0 156.4
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B2B Employer

Appendix G4

Current or Most Recent Employment in the B2B Software and Related Services/Solutions Arena (EMP)
. Valid Valid Cumulative
Original Table Frequen Rank Updated Table®* Frequen
; v Percent peated fabis ; o Percent Percent
(EMP1) B2B Vendor 154 35.7 2 [EMP2) B2B Third Party 240 4432 4472
(EMP2) B2B Third Party 240 442 1 [EMP1) B2B Vendor 154 35.7 799
(EMP2) B2B Buyer 1049 201 (EMP3) B2B Buyer 109 20.1 100.0
Missing Values 0 0 Missing Values 1] 0
Total 545 100.0 Total 543 100.0 100.0
*Updated Table is designed more user-friendly. Employer (M= 543)
Specifications of the Employer m E2B Vendor
If the respondent had a dupliate function he W B2B Third Party
should choaose the maost inensive one. B2B Buyer
Vendor (=1
B2B Software Services/Solutions, e.g. ERF, MES, BI,
and Cloud.
Third Party:
B2B Software related Services/Solutions, eg.
Consulting, HR, Recruitment, Staffing, Marketing,
and Professional Services
Corporate Function within the Organisation
Corporate Functions in the Qrganisation Only 1 Answer (FORG)
Original Table Frequency °'9  Rank Updated Table® Frequency 'oNd  Cumulative
Percent Percent Percent
(FORG1) Business Development 105 19.0 Executive Leadership 114 209 209
(FORG2) Marketing 34 6.3 7 |Business Development 103 19.0 399
(FORG3) Pre-Sales & Sales 78 144 4  |Operations o9 182 8.1
(FORG4A) Operations a9 18.2 3 |Pre-Sales & Sales T8 144 725
(FORGS) Support/Services 53 a8 Other 62 114 B39
(FORGE) Executive Leadership 114 209 1 Support/Services 53 9.8 93.7
(FORGT) Other 62 114 Marketing 34 6.3 100.0
Missing Values 1] 0 Missing Values 0 0
Total 543 100.0 Total 543 100.0 100.0
*Updated Table is designed maore user-friendly. Primary Function (M = 543)
- . . . . . 12:| _
Specification of the Functions in the Organisation 100 103 o
QOperational Team: Product Development, Procuremertt, - .
Technicl |
E:' .
Support/Services: Human ResourcesTeam .
Executive Leadership: C-Level, Board Member, Managing 20
Director 0
Pre-Sales & Salesw ere combined: ' . ' L & ' % '
Formerly (FORG3) & (FORGE) wered recoded to (FORG3). 6: é@ f;?é‘ ?n;,b\s’ .553' béél“* \_é?
Other Functionswererecoded correspondingly. e.g. (FORGS) \g..éfl 'QF"P\@ Qq‘ﬁ’ o2 g
Support Serviceswas recoded to | FORG4A)In a next steps, etc. ‘gﬁz’ & q@_qa q:,@d
i
¢
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Appendix G5

Current B2B Career Level

Current or Most Recent Career Lewvel (CCL)
o Valid Valid Cumulative
Criginal Table Frequen Rank Updated Table®* Frequen
= . i Percent P § “ Percent Percent
[CCL1) C-Suite 145 26.7 2 Middle Management 169 31.1 311
(CCLZ) Senior Management 130 239 C-Suite 145 267 578
(CCL3) Middle Management 169 311 1 Senior Management 130 239 Bl7
(CCL4Y) Senior Level 78 144 Senior Level T8 144 896.1
[CCLS) Junior Level 21 3.9 Junior Level 21 3.9 100.0
Missing Values 0 0 Missing Values 0 0
Total 545 100.0 Total 545 100.0 100.0
* i i -Fri =
Updated Table is designed more user-friendly. (CCLS) Junior ] Career Level (N = 543)
Specification of the Current or Most Recent Career Level Level 15.3%
C-Suite: Board Member, Managing Director, Executive [CCL4) Senior i .
Team, Partner Level —
Senior Management: General Manager, Vice President, [CCL2) Senior |
Plant Manager, Directar Management
Middle Management: Project Head, Project Leader, ) A )
Manager, Department Head cenyesvice | <= - L7%
Senior Level: Associate, Consultant, Coordinator, Account ) i
[CCL3) Middle
Manager, etc. ! 169
Management —
Junior Level Associate, Consultant, Account Executive, et
[} 50 100 150 200
Gender Gap
Gender {GEMD]
Valid Cumulative Gender Gap (M= 543
Original Table Frequency Pl )
Percent Percent
(GENDI1) Male 422 LEN 777 m Male
H Female
[GEND2Z) Female 121 22.3 100.0
Missing Values 0 0
Total 543 100.0 100.0
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Age Groups in accordance with Generation Groups

Age Groups (AGEGRP) and Generation Groups (GEMER)

Age Groups Frequency P:?EIEI:t ank |*Generation Groups

22 -35 years 69 127 Year 1982 - 2005: Generation ¥ or Millennials

36 -56 years 389 716 Year 1261 - 1581: Generation X

57 -74 years B2 15.1 Year 1843 - 1960: Baby Boomer Generation

75+ years 3 B Year 1925 - 1942 Silent Generation or Traditionalist
Missing Values 0 0

Total 543 100.0 Total

*foe groups correspond with Generations

Development of both Variables

The questionfor age (AGE) is a particularly
sensitive issue inthe NA region . Itwas
bypassed with the questionfor Year of Birth
(YOB) to avoid a high non-regponserate. This

75+years: Silent Genergtion

- 15,1% 57 - 74 years: Baby Boomer Generation

Age Groups and Generation Groups (N = 543)

question obviously seemed less intrusive. YOB 71,6%
was assgnedto generationalbrackets | GENER)
alignedwith agegroups (AGEGRP). The age 22 - 35 years: Generstion ¥
[AGE) was derived from theYOB by choosing
the age of therespondents by Dec 317, 20017, qe. qpse 20m 30w 40w 6% TO0% D0%
Levels of Education
Levels (EDU) Condensed Levels of Education (REDU)
N Valid * Condensed Valid
Levels of Education Frequen ank Frequen
. . Percent Level . o Percent
High School [/ *School of Life Experiences 11 20
Lower 31 57
Associates Degree/Internship /Vooation School (2 -year College) 20 3.7
Bachelor (3-year or 4-year College) o4 17.3 Medium g4 17.3
Master/Graduate Degree 362 66.7 .
Higher 418 7o
Dioctoral Degree /PhD 56 10.3
Missing Values 1] 0 1] 0
Total 543 100.0 Total 543 100.0

* Condensed Level of Education (REDU)

From (EDU) to (REDU)

The original five education levels[EDU) were recoded to three
educational levels (REDU).

Lower Level: High School/2-year Coliege)
Medium Level: Bachelor (3-year or 4-year Colleze)

Higher Level: Master and Doctors [ Graduate School)

(Condensed) Levels of Education (N = 543)

Lower Level

B Medium Level
m Higher Level
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Career Background

Appendix G7

Career Background (PRO)

Valid Cumulative

Diverse (mulkiple

Career Backround [N= 543)

Background Frequenc ank _ 27 .88
ke ; v Percent Percent career changes) :
Diverse 151 27.8 27.8
i e |
Generalist 265 48.8 76.6 1 hats [smikar career) 18.5%
Expert/Specialist 127 234 100.0 3
o Expert/Specialist
Missing Values o 0 [samecaresr]
Total 543 100.0
1] 10 20 30 40 50 60 %
Roles and Responsibilities
Roles & Responsibilities in Career (RAR) Roles & Responsibilities in Career (N = 543)
Valid Cumulative
Held mostly Frequency nk
Percent Percent
Team roles 61 112 11.2 Held mostly a mixofboth roles NN -5 0%
Leadershiproles 232 427 54.0 z Held mostly Leadershiproles _L:_?;,.
a mix of both roles 250 46.0 100.0 1
Missing Values 0 o Held mostly Team Roles
Total 543 100.0
ot 0 10 20 30 40 50 %
Experience
lob Experience (REXP) lob Experience in current Role in (M = 543)
i Walid  Cumulative
lob Experience Frequency ank
Percent Percent Years
= 10 7 14.2 142
years 40 2095  354%
> 10 = 20 years 175 32.2 46.4 2 30
> 20 30 years 192 35.4 81.3 1 20 147%
> 30< 40 years 80 147 958.5 3 10
0
> 40years 13 3.3 ico.o £10yrs »10= 20 £ >30<  >40yrs
Missing Values 0 0 20 yrs 30 yrs 40 yrs
Total 543 1000
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Inclination/Intensity towards Social Media Business Usage

A le of A le of
Frequency [Valid Percentage) _mun ce _n:uup £o o
Inclination towards Social Media Less than Once per times per times per Missing M
Business Usage (ISMBU) Mever maonthly maonth maonth Weekly week Daily Value
(1) (2] (3) (4) (6]
(ISMBU1L) | attend or hold webinars. 347 (63.9%) 139 (25.6%) 57 (10.5%) 543 {100.0%)

104 43 24 105 16 19 22 1] 543
(19.2%) (44.8%) (6.3%) (19.3%) : (3.4%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
(I5MBU2Z) | participate in online forums 153 [28.2%) 97 [17.9%) 293 (54.0%) 543 (100.0%)
(Facebook, Linkedin, and XING). 52 101 32 65 77 ; 0 543
(9.6%) {18.5%) (5.9%) (12.0%) 29 (20.5%) (0.0%) {100.0%)

200 (36.8%) 104 {19.2%) 09 543 (100.0%)
corporate Web- or SocMed sites. a0 1720 a9

(1SMBU3) | research information on

75 0 543

[14.7%) [22.1%) [5.4%) (13.8%) {10.7%) [16.2%) (17.1%) (0.0%) (100.0%)
(15MBU4) | read or write blogs and 274 [{50.5%) 103 (19.0%) 166 (30.6%) 543 [ 100.0%)
microblogs (Twitter). 0 2 as 77 a4 0 543
(3.7%) (15.3%) (B.2%) [14.2%) [8.1%) [0.0%) (100.0%)

106 (19.5%)

(1SMBUS) | grow my social network on 315 (58.0%) 545 (100.0%)

Linkedin & XING that people get to oy 7 a0 76 74 . 0 543
know our brand. [9.4%) [13.13%) (5.5%) [14.0%) (13.6%) (16.2%) (28.2%) (0.0%) (100.0%)

390 (71.8%)

49 (9.0%) 543 (100.0%)

i 9 40 24 46 0 543
%) (1.7%) (7.4%) (4.4%) (8.5%) (0.0%) (10:0.0%)

(1SMBUE) | grow my social network on

Facebook that people get to know our
brand.

Social Media Business Usage Intensity Moderate Higher Sample
Usage Intensity (Colour Code) o L >

The higherthevald percentageofthe Lower Business Usage Intensity Higher Business Usage | ntensity

respondents, the darker thecolour = =

etvice versa. Lower Inclination towards BusinessUsage Higher Inclination towards Business Usage
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Appendix G9

Intensity of Social Media Business Usage (Multi Response)

Social Media Business Usage Intensity ($ComISMBU) Frequencies

MULT RESPONSE GROUPS=5ComISMBU® Responses
M =543 Percent 100.0% Percent of
WMV =0 Percent 0.0% M Percent Cases
Business Usage Irn:ens'n:-..'a Lower Intensity 1486 456 2737
Moderate Intensity 598 184 110.1
Higher Intensity 1174 36.0 216.2
Total 3258 100.0 &600.0
a. Group

Social Media Business Usage Intensity (M =3258)

Loweer Intensity
B M oderate Intensity

W Higher Intensity

Specification
The samplewas divided into three sub-samples whereby the statements (7 point Likert
Scale)were recoded as follows:

'Mever' (1) and'Less than monthly' (2) were combined in'Lower' (1); '"Once per month' (3)
and 'A couple oftimesper month' {4) in 'Moderate' (2) whereas "Weskly '(5), 'A couple of
times perweek'(6) and 'Daily '(7) were ageregated in 'Higher'| 3).

The variables ISMBU1- ISMBUG were combined to $ComISMBL.

M= 3258 divided by the number ofthese s variddes resulisin N = 543.
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Appendix G10

Hesitation/Inhibition towards Social Media Business Usage

private data.

(RHEMBUZ) | avoid viclating company policy
which prohibits Social Media (unproductive
distraction for workflow).

(RHEMBU3) Our particular industry perceives
Social Media as not useful/valuable (sensitive
information).

(RHEMBUZ) | am very effective in using Email,
Phone, Brochures and Personal Letters.

Social Media Business Usage Attitude

Frequency (Valid Percentage) n_IE|ther
Hesitation towards Social Media SFanEIv . SD_th at| Disagree
Business Usage [RHSMBU) Disagree Disagree Disagree | MNor Agree
(1) (2] (3 (4]
(RHSMBU1L) | have fear that others misuse my 284 [52.3%) 59 Ilﬂ 9%)

339 (62.4%)

60 (11.0%)

ﬁﬁt

Rather confident (Uninhibited)

Hesitation toward Social Media BusinessUsage
(Colour Code)
The higher thevalid percentage ofthe

respondents, the darker thecolour
etvice versa.

= (1) Strongly Disagree into 7 =
Disagree; 1 = (1) Strongly Disagree

Qriginal Survey: Recoded 1 =(7) Strongly Agree; 2 =
(7) Strongly Agree; 6 =

Lower Hesitation towards Busines Lisage

Lower Inhibition

(B) Agree; 3 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4=

(6) Agree; 5 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4 =

. =
%) [111 3%) (13.1%)

Somewhat

20.8%)

73
(13.4%)

78
(14.4%)

Higher Hesiation towards Business Lsage

Higher Inhibiton

Strongly
Agree
(7]

32
(5.8%)

Missing
Value

543

(4) Neither Agree MNor Disagree; 5 = (3) Somewhat Disagree; 6=
(4) MNeither Agree Mor Disagree; 3 = (3) Somewhat Disagree; 2 = (2)

(100.0%)

(2) Disagree;
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Appendix G11

Inhibition towards Social Media Business Usage (Multi Response)

Social Media Business Usage Inhibition {$ComRHSMBU) Frequencies

MULT RESPOMSE GRDUP‘S=SCDH‘IRH5MBU3 Responses

M=543 Percent 100.0% Percent of

WY =0 Percent 0.0% M Percent Caszes

Business Usage Inhibition” Lower Inhibition 1245 57.3 2293

Indifference 248 114 457

Higher Inhibition 679 313 1250

Total 2172 100.0 400.0

a. Group

Social Media Business Usage Inhibition (M = 2172)

Lower Inhibition
B |ndifference
B Higher Inhibition

1245
57.3%

Specification
The statements (7 poirt Likert Scalke) wererecoded asfollows:
'Strongly Dissgree' (1), 'Disagree’ (2) and 'Somewhat Disagree' (3) were combined in'Lower

Inhibition' [1); 'Meikther Diszgree Nor Agree' (4) in'Indifference’ (2) and 'Somew hat Agree (5),
‘Agree’(6) and 'Strongly Agree' (7) in'Higher Inhibition.

The variables RHSMBU1-RSMBLU4 were combined to 5ComRHSMBLU
M= 2172 divided by the number of these four variablesresuls in M =543.
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Social Media Usage Intensity/Inclination by Corporate Functions (Statistics)

Appendix G12

Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage ISMBU1L - ISMBUE by Recoded Corporate Functions RFORG1 = Business Development; RFORG2 =
Marketing; RFORG3 = Pre-5ales & 5ales; RFORGE = Operational /Procurement; RFORGS = Support/Services; RFORGE = C-Level; RFORGT = Other
1 =Mever; 2 = Less than maonthly; 3 = Once per manth; € = A couple of times per maonth; 5 = Weekly; 6 = A couple of times per week; 7 = Daily

ISMBUL Webinars

ISMBU2Z Business Online Forums

ISMBU3 Corporate Web- or Social Media Sites

Corporate Function | Mean M S50 Corporate Function Mean M s Corporate Function Mean M SO
C-Level 258 114 1510 C-Level 475 114 2124 C-Level 429 114 2144
Business Developm. 275 103 1702 Business Developm. 464 103 2.018 Business Developm. 439 103 2161
Marketing 2 68 34 1.430 | [Marketing 447 34 2.259 | |Marketing 4.09 34 1.990
Pre-Sales & Sales 285 78 1562 | [Pre-Sales & Sales 431 78 2247 | |Pre-Sales & Sales 436 78 2132
Operat./ Procurem. 2 B3 a9 1.433 Operat./ Procurem. 428 a9 2.204 | |Operat, Procurem. 3.35 g9 2.042
Support/Services 272 53 1.680 | |Support/Services 440 53 2088 | |Support/Services 3.60 53 2022
Other 255 62 14739 Other 463 6.2 2212 Other 3.76 62 2178
Total 2.69 543 1548 Total 451 543 2148 Total 401 543 2137
ISMBLU4 Business Blogs or Microblogs ISMBUS Linkedin and Xing I5MBUG Facebook

Corporate Function | Mean M S50 Corporate Function Mean M 5D Corporate Function Mean M S0
C-Level 3.52 114 2.227 C-Level 5.01 114 14939 C-Level 2.68 114 2.155
Business Developm. 3.33 103 2.007 Business Developm. 5.25 103 1770 Business Developm. 2.47 103 1994
Marketing 3.44 34 2.259 Marketing 479 34 2171 | |Marketing 3.56 34 2.232
Pre-Sales & Sales 312 78 1987 | [Pre-Sales & Sales 499 78 2080 | |Pre-Sales & Sales 2232 78 1998
Operat./ Procurem. 3.24 99 2.110 | [Operat,/ Procurem. 3.89 99 2133 | [Operat, Procurem. 1.81 99 1621
Support/Services 308 53 2037 | |SupportiServices 445 53 2135 | |Support/Senvices 221 53 1.865
Other 3.03 62 2064 Other 437 6.2 2082 Other 229 62 2011
Total 3327 543 2092 Total 471 543 2062 Total 238 543 2.016

Corporate Function implies Primary Function. The Functions/Values in talics were excluded from the graphic (Appendix G13).
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Appendix G13

Social Media Business Usage Intensity/Inclination by Selected Corporate Functions (Graphics)

550
5.00
450
4 .00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
150
1.00 T T T T T 1
1 2 3 4 5 &

Statements about SocialMedia Business Usage

Mean per Professional Fundian

—a— C-Level —a— Business Development
—8— Marketing Pre-Sales & Sales
—&— Operations & Procurement  —#—Total

In comparison to other functions, respondents from the Operations & Procurement
function demonstrated major gaps interms of their inclination to use the corporate
web- or Social Media profile sites and Social Metworking sites for business purposes.

They stated to engage in average less intensively in these media while their usage
intensity/inclination concerning blogs and microblogswas on average higher than the
one of other functions.

Ancther peculiarity isthat Facebook in average seemed to be considerably more used
by Marketing compared to its liaison functions, Business Development and Pre-Sales
and Sales. However, all functionsshow a similarly strong Business Usage Inclination
towards Linkedin and Xing.

The C-Level respondents revealed a relatively similar usage behaviour like the Business
Development function except that they engaged even more in blogs/microblogs.
Besides the Social Networking Sites (Linkedin and Xing) online groups and corporate
websites were the most frequently used Social Media in Business.
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Appendix G14

Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage by Selected Corporate Functions (Statistics)

Recoded Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage

RHSMBU1 - RHSMBU4Z by Recoded Corporate Functions RFORGL = Business Development;
RFORG2 = Marketing; RFORG3 = Pre-Sales & 5ales; RFORGE = Operational /Procurement;
RFORGS = Support/Services; RFORGE = C-Level; RFORGT = Other

Recoded Original Survey: 1 =(7) Strongly Agree; 2 = (6) Agree; 3 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4 = (4]
Meither Agree Mor Disagree; 5 = (3) Somewhat Disagree; & = (2) Disagree; 7 = (1) Strongly
Disagree into 7 =(7) Strongly Agree; & = (6] Agree; 5 = (5] Somewhat Agree; & = (4] Neither Agree
Mor Disagree; 3 =(3) Somewhat Disagree; 2 =(2) Disagree; 1 = (1) Strongly Disagree

RH5MBU1 | fear the misuse of private data. RH5MBUZ | avoid violating company policy.
Corporate Function | Mean M S50 Corporate Function Mean M so
C-Level 3.25 114 1.875 | |C-Level 2.459 114 1547
Business Developm. 3.24 103 1.807 | |Business Developm. 294 103 1.888
Marketing 3.18 34 1914 | |Marketing 256 34 1541
Pre-Sales & Sales 3.19 78 1.894 | |Pre-Sales & Sales 3.00 78 1879
Cperat./ Procurem. 3.96 g9 1.635 | |Operat./ Procurem. 3.67 99 1.906
Support/Senvices 398 53 1.759 | |Suppart/Senices 391 53 1.854
Other 3.68 62 1.827 | |Other 3.21 62 1848
Total 348 543 1529 | |Total 3.08 543 1.857
RHSMBU3 It is not useful for my industry. RHSMBU4Z | am effective in traditional media.
Corporate Function | Mean M 50 Corporate Function Mean M sD
C-Level 3.09 114 1917 | |C-Level 3.08 114 1901
Business Developm. 3.05 103 1.932 | |Business Developm. 3.25 103 1924
Marketing 3.24 34 2.104 | |Marketing 282 34 1.898
Pre-Sales & Sales 2492 73 1.734 | |Pre-5ales & Sales 3.01 73 1732
Cperat./ Procurem. 3.65 g9 1.848 | |Operat./ Procurem. 3.75 99 1.854
Support/Sentices 355 53 1.897 | |Support/Senices 377 53 1858
Other 345 62 1.853 | |Other 348 &2 1.647
Total 3.25 543 1.893 | |Total 3.32 543 1868

Corporate Function implies Primary Function. The Functions/Malues in Italics were excluded
fram the graphic (Appendix G15).
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Appendix G15

Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage by Selected Corporate Functions (Graphics)

4.00
3.75
3.50
3.25
3.00
2.75
2.50
2.25
2.00 1 2 3 4

Statements about Hesitation towards
Social Media Business Usage

Mean per Professional Fundion

—a— C-Level —a— Business Development
—a— Marketing Pre-Sales & Sales

—a— Operations, Procurement  —e—Total

In comparison to other functions, respondents from the Operations & Procurement
functiontended to be in average closeto a score of (4) = 'indifference’.

The respondents tend to remain 'indifferent’ in particular with regard to the fear that
private data might be compromised. The second highestscore in average was their
viewpoint about being effective inthe use of Traditional Media. However, like with the
other statements (avoid to violate company policy and notuseful for their particular
industry) their answers seem to lean towards 'some disagreement’ or 'indifference’.

Likewise, the fear of privacy was for the other functions generally of less concern.
Mareaver, C-Level and Marketing were on average lessworried aboutavoiding
vialating company policy. The status of the Top Management and creativity of
Marketing people might be proper reasonstoexplainthisresponse level.

As expected, Business Developers stated to be more hesitantto Social Media when
they perceived that they could handlethe process effectively with Traditional Media.
Thisis alsoin line with the literature/pilat study that in certain industrieseven the
Marketing respondents expressed a certain reluctance towards Social Media Business
usageespecially inindustries, e.g. Aerospace & Defence dealingwith highly sensitive
information.
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Appendix G16

Crosstable: Survey Origin, Interest in Executive Summary/Raffle

Is there a relationship between the origin of the contact and the interest in obtaining an
executive summary of this research and participating in the raffle?

Cases
Survey Origin ¥ Q&c Walid Missing Total
Interest in Executive M Percent M Percent M Percent
Summary and Raffle [DACH] [DACH] [DACH] [DACH] [DACH] [DACH)]
The DACH Regionincludes 530 10:0.0% H 0.0% 530 100.0%
Germany, Austria and [185] [100.0%] [0 [0.0%] [185] [100.0%]
Switzerland

Origin of Survey * Intere:

st in Executive Summary and Raffle Cross Tabulation

Q& Executive Summary of Research and

Survey Origin Raffle to win a Seminar or Amazon gift card Total
DACH Regionin sguare brackets (1) Yes {2) Mo

(1) Linkedin Contact Count 256 [B7] 130 [44] 386 [131]
% within Survey Origin 66.3% [66.4%) 33.7% [33.6%) 100.0% [100.0%]
% Exec. Summary & Raffle 719% [71.3%) T4 7% [69.8%) T2B% [70.B%)
% of Total 48.3% [47.0%) 245% [23.B%) T2B% [70.B%)
(21 ¥ing Contact Count 22 [12] 13 [11] 35 [23]
%o within Survey Origin 62.9% [52.2%] 37.1% [47.B%) 100.0% [100.0%]
% Exec. Summary & Raffle £2% [9.8%)] 7.5% [17.5%] £.6% [12.4%]
% of Total 42% [6.5%] 2.5% [5.9%] £.6% [12.4%]
(3) Anonymous Contact  Count 718 [23] 31 [B] 109 [31]
% within Survey Origin 716% [74.2%)] 28.4% [25.8%)] 100.0% [100.0%]
% Exec. Summary & Raffle 21.59% [18.9%)] 17.8% [12.7%] 20.6% [16.8%]
% of Total 14.7% [12.4%) 5.8% [4.3%] 20.6% [16.8%]
Total Count 356 [122] 174 [B3] 530 [185]
% within Survey Origin 67.2% [65.9%] 32.8% [34.1%)] 100.0% [100.0%]
% Exec. Summary and Raffle 10:0.0% [100.0%] 100.0% [100.0%] 100.0% [100.0%]
% of Total 67.2% [65.9%] 32.8% [34.1%)] 100.0% [100.0%]

Chi-Sguare Tests

Asymptotic

Significance

Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Sguare 13747 [2.B947] 2[2] 503 [.235]

Likelihood Ratio 1391 [2.B46] 2[2] 455 [.241]

Linear-by-Linear BAD [.155] 1[1] 360 [.693]

Association

M of Valid Cases 530 [185]

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.45.

Symmetric Measures

Approximate
Value Significance
Mominal by Mominal  Phi 051 [.125] 503 [L235]
Cramer'sV 051 [.125] 503 [L235]
M of Valid Cases 530 [185]
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Appendix G17

Obtained Results

This partial study aimed at identifying impacts on the response rate depending on the mativation to
obtain the research outcome in form of an executive summary and participate in a raffle. It was
suggested that depending on the origin (Linkedin, Xing, or Anonymous Email) there existed a
statistical significant association, referring to the raffle, especially to DACH since the reflection
cseminar (main price) was given in Munich.

According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2004,605) the findings from the chi-square test for
independence suggested to report the value of Cramer’s W instead of the Phi Coefficient with a three
by two table. For this research, the lesser value of either B-1 or C-1 (here: 3-2 or 2-1) equal to 1
applies with effect sizes .01 for a small, .30 a medium and .50 or above for a large effect.

The Chi-square test forindependence indicated that there existed no significant association between
the origin of survey contacts and interestin the executive summary and raffle, Pearson ¥® (2, n = 530)
= 1.374, p = 503 »» 05, Cromer’s V= 051. The effect size of Cramer’s ¥ was higher than the small
W = .01 for two categories. Similarly, in the DACH region, where the main prize in form of a reflection
seminar for €1,890 was awarded in Munich, and a higher response rate was expected, no significant
difference was observed, Pearson x° (2, n = 185) = 2.894, p = 235 >> 05, Cramer's ¥= 125,

Gravetter, FJ and Wallnaw, L B (2004) Statistics for the behavioral Sciences (6°" edn.). Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.
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Appendix H

Missing Value Analyses




Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics

Appendix H1

Research Qualtrics SPSS All Respondents Three Sub-Samples

Model Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
JIIEINETS | REUET A N [mean| so | mv | % | n, [Mean| sD | mv | % | ny [Mean| sp | Mv | % | ng [Mean| sD | mv | %
Qlg 1 ISMBUL | 543) 269 | 1548 0 0 184 ) 256 | 1.653 ] 0 | 240 258 1526 0 0| 108 ) 245 | 1.330 ] 0
0lg 2 ISMBUZ2 | 543) 451 |2.148 0 0 | 184 ) 466 | 2175 ] 0| 240 | 450 [2.134 0 0| 109 ) 428 | 2130 ] 0
g E Olg 3 ISMBU3 | 543) 401 | 2.137 ] 0 ) 184 ) 408 | 2.211 ] 0| 240 | 415 | 2103 ] 0| 109| 357 | 2038 0 0
E o E Olg 4 ISMBUS | 543) 3.27 | 2.082 ] 0 ) 184 ) 310 | 1848 o 0| 240 | 3.42 2102 ] 0 |109) 3.26 | 2.299 0 0
T "I_f g Qlg & IEMBUS | 543 471 | 2.062 0 0 | 194 | 486 | 2127 1] 0| 240 471 (1964 0 0| 108 ) 443 | 2.145 1] 0
EE1 Qlg & IEMBUE | 543 2.38 | 2.016 ] 0 194 ) 238 [ 1960 ] 0 | 240 | 238 | 2013 ] 0| 108 ) 238 | 2.133 ] 0
'ﬂ E Ecale Inclin. | TISMEBU [ 543| 359 (1.305 ] 0 184 | 367 | 1.290 ] 0 | 240 362 (1274 ] 0| 108 ) 3.39 | 1.380 ] 0
E = alh_1 RHEMEBUL [543 | 348 [ 1820 0 0 | 184 ) 336 | 1.784 ] 0 | 240 | 343 |1.85]1 0 0| 108 ) 383 | 1.833 ] 0
E 2| B alh_2 RHSMBUZ [ 543 | 3.09 | 1.857 0 0 184 | 3.07 | 1.B58 ] 0 | 240 | 282 | 1765 0 0| 108 ) 350 | 2.003 ] 0
= E Qlh_3 RHSMBU3 | 543 | 3.25 | 1.893 0 0 |194 | 3.20 | 1879 ] 0| 240 | 3.10 | 1873 0 0 |109) 370 | 1912 0 0
= E alh_4 RHSMBUA [ 543| 3.32 | 1.868 0 0 | 194 | 3.08 | 1.802 ] 0 | 240 | 331 |1.829 0 0 |109) 377 | 1998 ] 0
Scale Hesitat| TRHSMBU | 543 | 3.29 [1.523 0 0 | 194 ) 3.18 | 1508 ] 0 | 240 | 3.19 | 1510 0 0 |109) 370 | 1.521 ] 0
02a_1 SMB11 | 543) 533 | 13849 1] 0 [ 194 [ 526 | 1556 1] O | 240 | 547 [1.271 1] 0| 108 ) 516 | 1.355 0 0
= 02a_2 SMEB12 | 543) 4495 | 1348 ] 0 (194 | 485 | 1466 ] 0| 240 | 505 |1.281 ] 0| 109 ) 493 | 1.267 0 0
E 02a_3 SMEB13 | 543 439 | 1.315 ] O 184 | 437 | 1341 ] 0| 240 | 448 |[1.284 ] 0108 ) 423 [1.331 0 0
in E 02a_4 SMB14 | 543 486 | 1.300 ] 0 [184 | 476 | 1.369 ] 0 | 240 | 5.05 |1.202 ] 0| 109 ) 463 | 1.338 0 0
S 02a_5 SMB15 | 543| 516 | 1136 1] 0 (184 | 513 | 1.16% 0 0 | 240 | 523 | 1.083 1] 0| 109 507 |1.192 0 0
E § E Q02a_6 SMB1G6 | 543| 455 | 1.540 1] 0 [ 194 | 460 | 1620 ] 0| 240 | 460 [ 1472 1] 0| 109 ) 453 | 1.555 ] 0
E E a Q2a_7 SMB1T | 543 5.20 |1.191 1] 0O (184 [ 519 [ 1.220 ] 0 | 240 | 533 [1.118 1] 0| 108 ) 484 [1.261 1] 0
% = Scale BDI TEMEBEI | 543 4493 | 937 1] 0 194 | 4828 [ 1027 ] 0 | 240 | 5.03 272 1] 0| 108 479 2B 0 0
5 E . a2b 1 REMB21 [543) 478 | 1522 1] 0O 194 [ 472 | 1580 1] 0 [ 240 | 492 |1.444 1] 0| 108 ) 460 | 1.552 0 0
- Q2b_2 REMB22 [543) 4497 |1.423 ] 0 (194 | 493 | 1524 ] 0 | 240 | 5.08 |1.309 ] 0| 109 ) 478 | 1468 0 0
é E E Q2b 3 REMB23 [543) 438 |1.473 ] 0 (184 | 434 | 1546 ] 0 | 240 | 454 1319 ] 0109 ) 410 | 1621 0 0
go| = Q2b 4 REMB24 [543) 463 | 1.420 ] 0 [ 184 | 461 | 1.415 ] 0 | 240 | 487 [1.332 ] 0| 109 ) 432 | 1569 0 0
é“ o Q2b 5 REMB25S [543 440 | 1.467 ] 0 (184 | 447 | 1450 ] 0| 240 | 450 | 1411 ] 0| 109 ) 407 | 1514 0 0
= E Q2b 6 REMB26 [543] 476 | 1.451 1] 0184 | 477 | 1465 0 0| 240 | 481 |1.425 1] 0109 ) 465 1481 0 0
g Q2b 7 REMB27 [543] 5.11 |1.174 1] o[ 184 | 514 | 1.213 ] 0| 240 | 525 |1.048 1] 0| 109 ) 475 | 1.299 ] 0
Zcale BDIl | TREMEBEII | 543 472 | 981 1] O (194 [ 471 [ 1034 ] 0 | 240 | 484 | BT 1] 0| 100 447 | 1.100 1] 0

The 7-point Likert Scales were re-coded from 1= (7) Strongly Agree; 2 = (B) Agree; 3 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4 = (4) Neither Agree Nor Disagree; 5= (3) Somewhat
Disagree; 6 =(2) Disagree; 7 = (1) Strongly Disagree to 7 = (7) Strongly Agree, 6 = (&) Agree, etc. in the blue coloured questions. This avoided that respondents
were suffering from a lack of concentration (survey fatigue).
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Appendix H2

Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics (Continued)

Research Qualtrics SPEE All Respondents Three Sub-Samples
Model Question | Variable Vendaor Third Party Buyer
Component | Statement N [mMean| 5o | mv | % |, [Mean| sD | mv | % | [Mean| sp | mv | % | g [Mean| sp | mv | %
. 02c_1 SMB31 | 543( 531 [1.243 0 0| 194 | 536 | 1197 o 0| 240 535 (12493 O 0| 109] 514 | 130 0 0
E Q2c_2 SMEB32 | 543| 491 (1453 O 0 | 194 | 492 | 1528 0 0| 240 [ 502 |1341 0 0| 109 467 | 1564 O 0
m 02c_3 SMB33 |543| 451 [13%8( O 0 [ 154 ] 447 [ 1455 0 0| 240 460 1350 O 0| 109 437 135858 O 0
i ﬁ é 02c 4 SMEB34 | 543 476 [1420( O 0154 ] 470 | 1525 0 0| 240 488 (1334 O 0| 109) 462 | 1400 O 0
E E g Q2c_5 SMB35 | 543 472 |1506( O A 154 | 488 | 1.458 0 0| 240 474 (1432 O 0| 109 439 1700 O L1
a ‘5' E Q2c_6& SEMB36 |543| 491 (1433 O 0 | 194 | 490 | 1434 o 0| 240 | 502 1558 O 0| 109 ] 450 | 1555 0 0
3 = Z Q2c_7 SMB3Y | 543 454 |1306( O A [ 194] 497 (1321 0 0| 240 | 500 |1.243 0 0| 109) 472 (1400 O 0
= E Scale BDIN | TSMEBIN | 543 487 |1064( O 0 | 184 ] 450 | 1081 o 0| 240 | 495 | 9495 0 0| 109] 463 | 1.155 0 0
5 § . 02d_1 REMEB4L1 [543) 463 | 1431 0 0| 194 | 463 | 1460 0 0| 240 468 (1446 O 0| 109] 453 | 1.351 0 0
-a % 02d_2 RSMB42 |543) 458 |1.38B| O A [ 154 ] 470 | 1405 0 0| 240 459 (1328 O 0| 109) 436 | 1468 O 0
é E E 02d_3 RSMB43 | 543 469 |1378| O 0| 154 | 484 | 1350 0 0| 240 472 1285 0 0| 109 ) 43% | 1456 O Rl
T gl = 02d_4 RSMB44 [543 473 |1.38%| O U154 | 474 | 14588 0 0| 240 480 (1345 O | 109 454 | 1266 O L1
é‘ o| & Q2d 5 REMBAS |543) 491 |1449) O 0 | 194 | 498 | 1480 o 0| 240 | 484 | 1575 0 0| 109) 470 | 1543 0 0
=) E 02d_6 REMBAG |543) 403 |1586| O 0| 194 | 413 | 1630 0 0| 240 [ 410 |1521 0 0| 109) 372 |1622( O 0
Z Q2d_7 REMBAT |543) 452 |1538| O 0| 194 | 462 | 1560 o 0| 240 463 (1478 O 0| 109] 413 |1576( O 0
Scale BDIV | TREMEBIV | 5453 [ 459 [ 1.055 0 0 (194 ] 466 | 1101 0 0240 464 | 983 O 0| 109) 434 1088 O 0
03a_1 SCAP1 | 543| 505 (1405 0 0 | 184 | 513 | 1328 © 0| 240 | 458 | 1465 0 0| 109 506 | 1409 0 0
= O3a_2 SCAP2 | 543| 458 | 1.293 0 0 154 504 [ 1315 0 0| 280 | 501 [1.224 0 0| 109 482 | 1402 0 0
E 03a_3 SCAPS | 543| 483 [1.25% 0 0 184 | 457 | 1265 O 0| 240 | 478 | 1.225 0 0| 109 470 | 1.502 0 0
3 = O3az_4 SCAPS | 543 5.22 (1124 0 0 194 | 538 | 1118 O 0| 240 | 5.22 | 1.060 0 | 109 454 | 1.223 0 0
i § 03a_5 SCAPS | 543| 462 [1.406 0 0 104 484 |1407]) © 0| 240 | 449 (15399 0 0| 109 ) 451 | 1.385 0 0
ﬁ w 03a_6 SCAPE | 543| 4495 [ 1.406 o 0 | 194 | 499 | 1466 O 0| 240 | 4497 (1344 0 0| 109 ) 482 | 1435 0 0
E ScaleScap TSCAP | 543( 494 [ 958 0 0 | 184 | 506 |1010] © 0| 240 | 491 BB7 0 0| 109 481 .09 0 0
= 05b_1 RUCRIT1 [543]| 3.90 | 1687 0 0 | 184 | 3559 | 1685 0 0| 240 | 3.85 | 1696 0 0| 109 | 587 | 1678 0 0
g o Q3b 2 RUCRITZ |543) 3.28 [ 1424 0 0| 154 320 | 1435 0 0| 280 | 336 (1434 0 0| 109 526 | 1584 0 0
= E Q5b 3 RUCRITS [543]| 3.75 | 1.628 0 0 1184|375 | 1679 O 0| 240 | 378 | 1628 0 0| 109 | 557 | 1536 0 0
= - 03b_4 RUCRIT4 [543] 445 | 1463 0 0 184 | 428 | 1458 O | 240 | 454 | 1475 0 0| 109 | 444 | 1.437 0 0
£ Qsb 5 RUCRITS [543| 490 | 1535 o 0 | 184 | 502 | 1525 0 0| 240 | 483 | 1575 0 0| 109 ) 483 | 1.463 0 0
3 Qsb 6 RUCRITE [543| 5.17 | 1.275 o 0 | 194 (528 |1290] O 0| 240 | 514 [1.276 0 0| 109 502 | 1.240 0 0
ScaleUcrit | TRUCRIT |543| 423 | BBS o 0 | 194 | 4325 0B O 0| 240 | 425 .BB6 0 0| 109 417 | B4R 0 0
The 7-point Likert Scales were re-coded from 1= (7) Strongly Agree; 2 = (6) Agree; 3 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4 = (4) Neither Agree Mor Disagree; 5= (3) Somewhat
Disagree; 6= (2) Disagree; 7 = (1) 3trongly Disagree to 7 = (7) Strongly Agree, & = (6) Agree, etc. in the blue coloured questions. This aveided that the respondents
were suffering from a lack of concentration (survey fatigue).
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Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics (Continued)

Appendix H3

Research Qualtrics SPSS All Respondents Three Sub-Samples
Model CQuestion | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
e e N |I".-1ean| 5D | MV | % | N, |I".-1ean| 5D | v | % | N |I".-1ean| 5D | My | % | g |I".-1ean| 5D | My | %
03¢ 1 PERF1 543) 445 |1.342 0 01584 | 453 | 1.366 0 0| 240 | 448 [1.257 0 0] 109 ] 4.26 | 1.350 0 0
Q3¢ 2 PERF2 |543| 464 [1.250 0 0184 | 470 | 1.367 0 0| 240 | 469 [1.15%5 0 0] 109] 441 |1.328 0 0
Q3c_3 PERF3 543 4.87 | 1.285 0 0154 | 452 [ 1362 0 0| 240 | 450 [1.265 0 0] 109 470 |1.182 0 0
w O3c 4 PERF4 | 543| 5.00 [1.243 0 0 [184 ] 516 | 1171 0 0| 240 | 500 [1.236 0 0| 109 473 | 1.345 0 0
% % g Q3c 5 PERFS 543) 444 |1.317 0 0 [ 194 | 461 | 1358 0 0| 240 ) 442 [1.275 o 0| 109] 418 |1.299 0 0
a E E Q3c_ 6 PERFE |543| 422 [1.377 0 0 [ 194 | 437 [ 1434 0 0 240 ) 426 [1.290 0 0] 109] 386 | 1411 0 0
= E 2 ScalePerf TPERF 543) 494 |1.379 0 0194 | 506 | 1.010 0 0| 240 | 462 | 987 0 0] 109 436 | 1.028 0 0
E g g O4b 1 REMJUL [543 503 (1518 0 0194 | 519 | 1.029 0 0| 240 ) 511 [1.452 o 0| 109 456 | 1.668 0 0
E E m Q4b 2 REMILZ [543 5.07 | 1427 0 0| 194 | 528 | 1.357 0 0| 240 | 525 [1.335 0 0] 109] 436 | 1.526 0 0
= = E O4db 3 RSMIUS [ 545 462 | 1.557 0 0 [ 1584 | 472 [ 1544 0 0| 240 | 477 [1.503 0 0] 109] 412 | 1061 0 0
= ScaleRSMIU | TRSMIU [543 451 | 1.500 0 0184 | 506 1272 0 O 240 504 [1.226 0 0] 109] 435 | 1.343 0 0
0af BEME 543) 199 | B27 0 0 [154 | 188 | 756 0 0| 240 ] 153 815 0 0] 109 2.35 893 0 0
O4g BEMEFD [543 3.34 [1.212 0 0184 | 327 [ 1227 0 0| 240 ) 341 [1.121 0 0] 109 3.31 |1.372 0 0
Q4g* BEMEPF1 [422| 2.87 | 936| 121 | 223|152 | 280 | 5930 42 ([216) 154 | 3.04 | 201| 46 |19.2| 76| 2.58 85| 35 |[30.3
The light blue coloured questions indicate the cases with missing values. The option Q4g¥ 'Don't know (at all)' was re-coded to 'Missing Value' to avoid
misrepresented mean and standard deviation values. The blue frame highlights both variables, before (BENEPD) and after (BEMEP1) the re-coding, for illustrative
purpoases. The original 5-point Likert Scale in Q4b was re-coded to align with the 7-point Likert Scale, eg. (1) =10, (2) = 2.5, (3)=4.0, (4) =55, and (5) = 7.0, whereby
1.00=of no importance to 7.0 = of very great importance. The final version of the dependent variable: Business Performance included only Q3c and Q4b.
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Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics (Continued)

Appendix H4

Accompanying Qualtrics SPS5 All Respondents Three Sub-Samples

Concepts Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
sEizas N |Mean| SD | mv | % | n, |I".-1ear|| 5D | mv | % | e |MEEm| 5D | My | % | ng |h1ean| 5D | My | %
i 02e_1 SMP1 543 210) 1272 0O 0184 )] 20712001 O 0| 240 208 1280 O o109 225 | 1378 O 0
E Q2e_2 SMP2 543 23537) 1182 O 0154 )] 2353|1180 O 0240 2350 1182 O o109 259 | 1218 O 0
@ Q2e_3 SMP3 43| 1.89( 1.262 0O 0184 ] 192(1.18%| O 0| 240 181 1255 0O o109 205 | 1397 O 1]
= Q2e 4 SMP4 543 245) 139 O O (104)] 2411297 O 0240 246 1402 O 0| 109 249 | 1555 O 0
Q2f 1 INFO1 | 543(2568 (21268 O 0| 154 | 2363 (19715 O 0| 240 | 2561 |21.788 O 0| 1092549 (224200 O 0
E Q2f 2 INFO2 | 543(30.34 [21.7%8] O 0| 154 ]| 2925 (20635 O 0| 240 13117 (22882 O 0| 109303921481 O 0
E Q2f 3 INFO3 | 543 2.69| B.2%5 0O 0184 | 262 | 7.814] O 0| 240 242 | B30B| O A 109 344 5086 O L1
5 Q2f 4 INFO4 | 543 329 B782 O 0194 | 49511324 O 0240 21B| 6261 O 0109 280 7947 O 0
E Q2f 5 INFO5 | 543 364( 9694) O 0194 )] 320 9166 O 0| 240 44310428 O 0109 269 BB4AD| O 0
5 Q2f & INFOE | 543 1BD| 6348 O 0194 ] 130 5035 O 0240 2533|7208 O 0| 109 150| 61568 O 0
4 Q2f 7 INFO7 | 543 1.25( 6118 O 0154 )] 142 7798 O 0240 117|499 O 0| 109 116| 48BE| O 0
; Q2f & INFOE | 543(11.17 (15888 O 0| 154 | 10.82 [15.335] O 0| 2401251 |164%4( O 0| 109 75415065 O 0
o Q2f 9 INFOS | 543 5.05(11558 O 0 (154 | 745 (14512 O 0| 240 325| BY1B| O 0109 476(124700 O 0
i 02f_10 INFOL0 | 543 436 9.723| 0O O [1s4 | 422 2183 0O 0| 240 384 51%3 0O 0| 109| 58711821 O L1
E 02f 11 INFO11 |539( BO95(14275 O 0194 | BE6 (14250 O 0| 240 912114428 O 0109 BY2|1412000 O 0
Q2f 12 INFO12 |540( 176 7425 O O (104 224 7647 O 0| 240 160 | BOB1 O 0| 109 1.26| 5188 O 0

Underlying Qualtrics SPSS All Respondents Three Sub-Samples

Constructs Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
Statement N [mean| so | mv | % [, [mean| so | mv | % | np [Mean| so | wmv | % | ng [Mean| so | wv | %
Q3d_1 RRELC1 |543( 4B1| 1384 O 0| 104 | 4893|1578 O 0240 4831377 O 0109 460 1.402 0 0
“f 03d_2 RRELCZ |543( 431 1363 0 0| 194 | 44413573 0 0240 4261354 O 0| 109 417 1.358 0 0
ﬁ - ScaleRRELC | TRRELC |5453( 456 1.185 0 0184 | 4671207 O 0| 240 455)1145 0O 0| 109 438 1.215 0 0
o i = Q5d_3 RTRUL1 |543[ 4.25( 1535 0 0154 426 15921 O 0240 4352|1478 0O 0109 406 1.541 0 0
25 g Q3d_4 RTRU2 [543 5171173 © 0154 | 5153|1230 O 0240 5241112 O 0| 109 510 1.232 0 0
% 5 = ScaleRTRU TRTRU [543 4.71|1.130] 0O L1194 465 | 1204 O 0| 240 4778|1066 O 0| 109 458 1.125 0 L1
=ES Q3d_5 RCOO1 |543( 44| 12293 O 0| 104 | 4860|1252 O 0240 4731192 O 0| 109 453 1.266 0 0
E 03d_6 RCOOZ2 |543| 476 1330 O O 104 | 4771504 O 0240 ) 4841271 O 0| 109 453 1.482 0 0
ScaleRCOO TRCOO | 543( 470( 1.133 0 O 194 | 469 | 1100 O 0240 4781115 O 0| 109] 453 1.218 0 0

The 7-point Likert 3cales were re-coded from 1= (7) 3trongly Agree; 2 = (&) Agree; 3 = (5) Somewhat Agree; 4 = (4) Neither Agree Mor Disagree; 5= (3) Somewhat
Disagree; & = (2) Disagree; 7 = (1) Strongly Disagree to 7 =(7) Strongly Agree, & = (6) Agree, etc. in the blue coloured questions. This avoided that the respondents
were suffering from a lack of concentration (survey fatigue).
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Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics (Continued)

Appendix H5

Underlying Qualtrics SPS5 All Respondents Three Sub-Samples
Constructs Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
e N [Mean| so | mv | % | n, [Mean| sD | Mv | % | N [Mean| sD | My [ % | Ny [Mean| sD | mv | %
05g_1 AFFN1 543| 5.24| 1487 1] D184 ) 5341471 0 0] 240 5.23([1531 0 0 108| 5071412 0 0
o Q5g_2 AFFMN2 | 543| 484| 1566 1] 0] 184 ) 4588|1461 o 0] 240 | 481 (1617 0 D) 109| 466 1.623 0 0
E = Q5g 3 RAFFMN3 |[543] 5.09| 1.505 0 0184 ] 503 | 1564 0 0] 240 519 (1477 0 0108 45859 1462 0 0
E E 5g 4 RAFFMN4 [543 527 1.527 0 0184 | 535| 1447 0 0] 240 | 5.30(1.552 0 0] 108| 506 1606 0 0
g = Qa5g 5 RAFFMN5S [543 5.78] 1.414 0 0] 154 | 5822|1434 0 0] 240 | 583 (1404 0 0105 5611401 0 0
& 05e_& AFFME | 543| 557 | 1220 0 0154 | 550 1244 0 0] 240 | 557 (1.27% ] L0108 565 1034 0 0
ScaleAFFM TAFFN 543| 530| .967 0 0184 534 505 0 0] 240 | 5.32 (1.008 ] D109 518( 980 1] 0
Themes Qualtrics SPSS All Respondents Three Sub-Samples
within the Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
e N |I".-1ean| 5D | MV | % |, |I".-1ean| SD | v | % | e |I".-1ean| SD | MV | % | g |I".-1ean| SD | MV | %
O4c STHU 543| 1.8%| 703 0 0184 | 150 J200 0 0| 240 )| 186| .BE2 1] 0)109| 154 g4 0 0
04d_1 AMOTL | 543 2.32| 999 0 0154 218 1028 0O 0] 240 233 958 0 0] 109 257 g4l 0 0
04d_2 AMOTZ | 543 248 1.030 0 01584 233 1.045 0 0] 240 244 562 0 0] 10%| 284 1073 ] 0
& 04d_3 AMOTS | 543 3.02| 1.080 0 0184 282 1.111 0 0] 240 2582 1.011 0 0] 109 3.59 JBB3 ] 0
:'5_1 ScaleAMot TAMOT |543| 261| .B5E2 0 0184 | 244 ABBE| O 0] 240 | 256 .B1S 0 0)109| 3.00 J82 O 0
E Ode EFF 43| 152| 8244 0 0]184 ) 181 206l O 0] 240 ) 185 833 0 0)109] 223 Be7| O 0
g Q4h* ROURPROC| 44| 231 14021 79 | 145|168 | 257 | 1334 26 |134| 185 | 227 | 1480 41 (171 97| 193 1.244) 12 |11.0
z aai* RDURMIN | 526| 6.70| 6.285] 17 31(1BB | 722| 6835 & 31] 233 | 615| 5688 7 41 105| 696 | 6528 4 37
= ) ) RODURMAX [526) 22.92 (12.178| 17 31| 188 | 26.16 |12.138| & 31| 233 | 22.22 |11.8BE| 7 29 105 | 1267 (11414 4 37
E —slis RAVEDUR [526) 1481 | 7.B72| 17 31| 1BE [ 1669 | BOD32| & 31| 233 | 1415 | 7455 7 29 105|1281 | 7B4Y| 4 37
% 04j_1 ACT1 5453|2175 |19 466 0 0] 184 | 21.88 (18671 0 0| 240 | 2360 (20.214) O 0] 1091744 (16718 O 0
E 04j_2 ACT2 5453|4155 |21.47% 0 0] 154 14103 [23.056) O 0| 240 | 40.71 |20.633 0 0109|4436 (20326 O 0
= 04j_3 ALCT3 5435| 30.44 |18.88B5 0 A 184 ) 25,30 (18.734) O 0| 240 | 31.05 |19.473 0 0| 109]31.13 (17882 O 0
04 4 ACTA 545| 6.26(13.355 0 0184 779 (15858 O 0] 240 | 46511861 0 0108 707 (11017 O 0
Q4k* RDEAL |38%| 3.90| 2.048| 154 |284| 149 | 480( 1.712| 45 |23.2| 162 | 3.20| 2000 78 (325 78| 3.65| 2125 31 |284

[hiMw-1) * SOV + (MTP-1) * SDTF: + (ME-1) * SDBZJ..-'I:NW.-' +NTP + NE.—E:I]Q'E. Thereby, the listwise corrected values were taken into account.

The light blue caloured questions indicate the cases with missing values. The options in 04i% '0'; 04h* and Q4k* 'Don't know (at all)’ were re-coded to 'Missing
Walues' to avoid misrepresented mean and standard deviation values. The fomular used for the average duration RAVEDUR in Q4i* is (RDURMIN + RDURMax) / 2.
The formula for the Pocled Mean in Q4% is (Nv * Meany + NTP * MeanTP + NTB * Meang) / [Ny + NTP + Ne); the formular for the pooled Standard Deviation is
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Missing Value Analysis Univariate Statistics (Continued)

Appendix H6

Practical Qualtrics SPSS All Respondents Three Sub-Samples
Relevance of| Question | Variable Vendor Third Party Buyer
el I N [Mean| sD | Mv | % | n, [Mean| 5D | Mv | % | nop [Mean| sD | Mv | % | ng [Mean| sD | Mv | %
= Q6 _a CRIT1 |543| 3.20| 1027 © 0 |184| 320)|1088| O 0| 240 308 S74 O 0|10%| 347| 587 O 0
E Q6_b CRIT2 |543( 252| B7E[ O O |194| 251 | 90| O 0| 240 250 | B4E| O 0| 109| 259 | .B3S o ]

Withholding of Information Behaviour of the Respondents

Chi-5guare Testsfor
Independence O4k

Statistical Significance
Criteria

¥ =Yes
N=Nao

Comment:
Withholding of Information:
Don't know.'

Software Deal S5ize by
Company Size (Ny=530)

¥ (9, n=530)= 127 8%,
p=.000, Cramer's = 284
Mo violations.

Small: 18.5%; Medium: 25.5% ; Large-
Sized Companies: 25.0%; Enterprises:
37.1%; Overall: 28.7%

Software Deal Size by
Company Size (My= 188)

¥ (9, n=188)=48.67,
p=.000, Cramer's V= 294

*37.5% cells violated the assumption
of minimum expected cell frequency

l'l"*

Small: 23.1%; Medium: 21.1% ; Large-
Sized Companies: 8.3%; Enterprises:
27.4%; Overall: 23.4%

Software Deal Size by
Company Size (Np= 235}

¥ (9, m=235)=63 55,
p=.000, Cramer's V=200

*31.3% celis violated the assumgption
of minimum expected cell frequency

¥

Small: 18.0%; Medium: 25.9% ; Large-
Sized Companies: 46.7%; Enterprises:
52.4%; Overall: 32.8%

Software Deal Size by
Company Size (Ng = 107)

¥ [9,n=107)=23.72,
p=.005, Cramer's V= 272

*52.5% cells violated the assumption
of minimum expected cell frequency

l'l"*

Small: 11.1%; Medium: 33.3% ; Large-
Sized Companies: 29.4%; Enterprises:
33.3%; Overall: 29.0%

Significance Level p <.05 [alpha level) indicated a statisticzlly significant result.
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Appendix H7

Sliders: Min + Max Duration by Perceived Ease of Use

Chi-5quare Testsfor | Statistical Significance Y =Yes Comment:

Independence OQ4i | Criteria N=MNa Agree versus Indifferentand Disagree

Two Slidersfor Min | 42 (5 n=530)=13.85, [1) % 10 months: 6655 vs. 33.55;

and Max Duration | n— 031, Cramer's V=114 ¥ (2} » 10 months < 20 months: 64.75% v, 35 3%;

by Ferceived [3) = 20 months = 30 months: 52.4% vs. 47 53

Eose of Use [4) = 30 months: 54.7% vs. 35.3%;

[N7=520) [S) Total:62.8% vs. 37.2%

[My=188) (6, n=188)=5.05, N [1)65.9% vs. 34, 1%, (2) 5B .45 vs. 41 6%
p =416, Cramer's V= 137 [3)54 5% vs. 45 5%; [4) 64.3% vs. 35 7%
*violation: 2 cells less than 5 (5] Tatal: 53,65 vs. 40.4%

[M1p=235) |6, n=235)=2.79, N [1)569. 7% vs. 30.3%; [2) 65.45% vs. 34 5%,
p=.5834, Cramer’s V= 077 [3)59.5% vs. 40.5%; [4)69.2% vs. 30 8%;
Fviolation: 2 cells less than 5 (5] Tatal: 66.0% vs. 34.0%

[Mg=107) 16, n=107)=21.70, v [1)62.3% vs. 37.7%;(2) 82. 1% vs. 17 B%;
p=.001, Cramer’s V= 318 [3)21.6% vs. 68.4%; [4) 57 1% vs. 42 9%;
*yiolation: & cells less than s (5)Total: 61.73% vs. 38.3%

Significance Level g <.05 [zlpha level)indicatad 2 statistically significant result.

Sliders: Min + Max Duration by Perceived Playfulness

Chi-5gquare Testsfor | Statistical Significance Y =Yes Comment:

Independence Qi | Criteria N = Nao Agree versus Indifferentand Disagres

Two Sliders for Min | 42 (5 n=530)=2.69, [1) %10 months: 65 8% vs. 31.2%;

and Max Duration | n- 847, Cramer's V=050 N [2) =10 months £ 20 months: 66.5% vs. 33 53

by Perceived . iolation: 1 cell less than s [2) = 20 months = 20 months: 63.8% vs. 36 3%

Flayfulness [4) =30 manths: 75.5% vs. 23.5%;

[Ny=5320) [5) Total: 67 4% vs. 32 6%

[My=188) ¥ (5, n=188)= 2.85, N [1)75.6% vs, 24.4%; [2)69. 7% vs. 30.3%;
p=.826, Cramer's V= 087 [3)72.7% vs. 27 .3%; [4) 7B 6% vs. 21 4%
*violation: 4 cells less than 5 (51 Tatal: 72.35% vs. 27.7%

[Myp = 235) ¥ (5, n=235)=2.65, N [1)67.1% vs. 32.9%; (2) 64455 vs. 35.6%;
p=.B52, Cramer's V= 075 [3)59.5% vs. 40 .5%; [4) 76. 956 vs. 23 1%
*violation: 2 cells less than 5 (51 Tatal: 65. 1% vs. 34.9%

[Mg=107) ¥[8, n=107)=2.61, N [1)66.0% vs. 34.0%; (2)64.3% vs. 3575
p=.B56, Cramer's V=110 [Z)52.6% vs. 47 4%, [4) 71 456 vs. 265
*yiolation: & cells less than 5 (5} Total: 62.6% vs. 36.45¢

Significance Level p= .05 [zlpha level)indicated 2 statistically significant resuft.
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Appendix I1

Crosstable: Survey Completion and Survey Submission

Is there a relationship between the time of survey completion and

the timing of survey submission?

Time of Survey Cases
Completion = Valid Mizsing Total
The timing of Survey M Percent M Percent M Percent
Submission 543 100.0% D 0.0% 543 100.0%
Time of Survey Completion * Timing of Survey Submission Cross Tabulation
Time of Survey Completion The timing of Survey Submission
{1) withinfive | [2) within | (3) after Total
days ten days ten days
(1) Within 30 Minutes Count 245 ] 0 245
% of the time to complete 10:0.0%% 0.0% 0.0% 100, 0%
% within timing to submit 45 6% 0.0% 0.0% 45 5%
% of Total 45 5% 0.0% 0.0% 45 5%
(2] Within&0 Minutes Count 142 H 0 142
% of the time to complete 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
%o withintiming to submit 28.3% 0.0% 0.0% 262%
* of Total 26.2% 0.0% 0.0% 26.2%
(3) Morethan 1 hour Count 111 20 21 152
% withintime to complete 73.0% 13.2% 13.E% 100.0%
¥ within timing to submit 22 1% 10:0.0% 100.0% 28.0%
% of Total 20.4% 3. 7% 3.9% 28.0%
Total Count 502 20 7l 543
% of the time to complete 02.49% 3.7% 3.9% 100.0%
% within timing to submit 10:0. 0% 100.0% 100.0% 10:0.0%
% of Total 02 4% 3.7% 3.9% 10:0.0%

Chi-Sguare Tests

Asymptotic Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Sguare 114 0812 4 000
Likelihood Ratio 113447 4 000
Linear-by-Linear 77.833 1 D00
Association
N of Valid Cases 543

a.0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than5. The minimum expected count is 5.23.




Appendix 12

Symmetric Measures

Asymptotic Approximate
Standardized O Approximate
Value Error? Significance
Mominal by Nominal Phi A58 000
Cramersy 324 000
Interval by Interval  Pearson's R 3749 027 §.525 O00c
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman 383 028 G650 D00t
Correlation
M of Valid Cases 543

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
c. Based on normal approximation.

Obtained Results

This partial study aimed at identifying a statistically significant association, referring to the time
of survey completion and the timing of survey submission.

According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2004,605), the findings from the chi-square test for
independence suggested reporting the value of Cramer’sV instead of the Phi Coefficient with a
three by three table. For this research, the lesser value of either R-1 or C-1 (here: 3-2 or 3-2)
equal to 2 applies with effect sizes .07 for asmall, .21 a medium and .35 for a large effect.

The (Pearson) Chi-square test for independence indicated that there existed a significant
associgtion between the time to complete and the timing to submit the survey, Pearson
¥ (4, n =543) = 000, Cramer's V= 324.The effect size of Cramer'sV was slighthy lower than the
maximal V = .35 for three categories. Dependent on whether interval by interval or ordinal by
ordinal scales are assumed the Pearson’s R = 379 or Spearman = .383 applies.

Gravetter, F 1 and Wallnau, L B (2004 Statistics for the behavioral Sciences (6% edn.). Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.



Appendix I3

Test of Equality of Means Example Q4k

One-way AMNOWVA was used to compare the three sub-samples, ie. wave-levels (independent,
categorical variables) against SWDEAL (the dependent, continuous variable) Qdk. One-way ANOWVA
might reveal whether significant differences in the mean scores of SWDEAL across the WAVE sub-
zample existed. Descriptive statistics for the sub-samples indicated that the average software
tronsoctions tend to be slightly lower with eany submitted responses illustrated below.

Descriptives
Q4ksw Deal (SW = Software Solutions and/or Services) including Option @ = don't know

55% Confidence Interval
for Mean
Submission of Std. Std. Loweer Upper
Survey M Mean | Deviation Error Bound Bound Minimum | Maximum
(1) Within 5 days 502 | 533 2871 128 5.07 5.58 1 9
{2) Within 10 days 20 | 585 3.265 730 432 7.38 1 9
(3) After 10 days 21 | 543 2785 608 416 670 1 9
Total 543 | 535 2875 124 511 5.59 1 9
Test of Homogeneity of Variances ANOVA
Q4k 5w Deal (5W = Software Solutions and,/or Services) including Option @ = don’t know
Sum of Mean
Levene dfl | of2 | Sig. Squares | df | Square F Sig.
Statistic Between Groups 5.402 2| 2701 325 723
Within Groups 4488 115 | 540 B.311
1.140 2 540 | 321
Taotal 4493517 | 542

Post-hoc tests aimed to identify the location of any significant differences. Reviewing the sub-sample
cize levels, it became evident that the 2™ and 3™ groups were underrepresented (n < 200).

To examine whether the score variance was identical for each sub-sample, 3 Levene's test of
variances-homogeneity was performed. With a Significance value of 321 (>.05) one could assume
that the data did not violate the assumption of homogeneity of variance.

The ANOWVA table demaonstrated a p-value of 723 (= .05) which indicated a non-significant difference
somewhere amaong the mean scores on SWDEAL (dependent variable) for the wave levels, (Pallant,

2013). Therefore the robust tests of Equality of Means, Welch and Brown-Forsythe, could be
neglected.

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Q4ksw Deal (SW = Software Solutions and/or Services) including Option @ = don't know

Statistic® | dfl df2 Sig. Sig. = .05 suggested that there was no significant
Welch 753 2| 27REE =78 | difference between the mean scores of the
Brown-Forsythe 784 a| apant 747 | dependentvariable for the three groups.

a. Asymptotically F distributed.
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Multiple Comparisons
Q4k SW Deal (5W = Software Solutions and,/or Services) including Option @ = don’t know

Tukey HSD
(I) Late Response Mean 55% Confidence Interval for Mean
Analysis (1) Late Response | Difference
Analysis {I=1] Std. Error | Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
(1) Within 5 days (2) Within 10 days -523 B57 06 -.207 102
(3) After 10 days -.102 E42 BBE -161 141
[(2) Within 10 days (1) Within 5 days -523 657 06 -1.02 2.07
(3) After 10 days -421 501 .BB6 -1.70 2.54
(3) After 10 days (1) Within 5 days 102 B42 9B6 -.45 161
(2) After 10 days -421 801 BBt - 67 1.70

The post-hoc tests signaled that no significant differences among the sub-samples existed (p = .05).

The Means Plat illustrated a comparison of the means scores far the different sub-samples (waves).
Though the differences looked substantially on the graph, the actual differences were very small
(5.33, 5.43, and 5.85). It was stated before that there was no significant difference detectable.

Means Plot

if'

5.8+

5.4+

fean of Q4k 5W Deal All before recoding
i
l?‘l

3.3+

T T T
(1) Within5 days (2) within 10 days (3) after 10 days
Late Response Analysis

Outcome from one-way between-groups ANOVA with post hoc com parisons

A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of Late Response Analysis
on answering Odk. Respondents were divided into three groups or sub-samples according to the waves (1)
Early or within five days, (2) Regular or within 10 days, (3) Late or after 10 days. There was no statistically
significant difference at the p < .05 level in answering Q4k for the three sub-samples. F (2, 540) = 325, p= J23.
The actual difference in mean scores between the sub-samples was small. The effect size using eta squared was
D01, Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for 1 (M =5.33, 5D = 2.B7)
was not significantly different from 3 (M =543, 5D = 2.79). Likewise, Sub-sample 2 (M = 5.85, 5D = 3.27)
differed not significantly from either 1 or 3.

Sum of squares between groups 5.402

4493517

Cohen [1588) proposed guidelines for interpreting Eta sguared .01 as a small effect; .06 as a medium effect; .14
as a large effect.

Eta squared =

Total sum of squares
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A multiple regression analysis was conducted to understand how well the independent variables
(predictors) consisting of Region, Size of Business, Current Career Level, Function in Organisation,
Generation, Job Experience and Education were able to predict the three waves of response
[outcome) dependent variable. The dependent variable was deemed as ‘continuous’ due to the
underlying completion time though it could be argued that it was ‘categorical” by its nature (Pallant,
2013,175).

Preceding the regression analysis the sample size was reviewed: sample sizes of > 106 based on
seven independent variables (predictors) were required for generalisability, (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2013). This requirement was with 543 cases fulfilled.

Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable and

Predictors Mean™ | Std. Deviation™ | N
Late Response Analysis 111 423 543
Region 33 1862 | 5435
Size of Business 274 1332 | 543
Career Level 2.45 1142 | 543
Organisational Function 4.75 2353 | 543
Employer (e.g. Vendor) 184 731 543
Generation 3.03 547 543
Education 3.80 52| 543

Examining Multicollinearity included first reviewing the correlation-matrix regarding relationships
between (outcome variable) and the seven predictors whereby guidelines suggested values above 3.

Correlations

Late
Pearson Response Size of | Career Crg.
Correlation Analysis Region | Business [ Level Function | Employer | Generation | Education
Late Response 1.000
Analysis
Region - 007 | 1.000
Size of
Business - 027 -.084 1.0
Career Level 005 -.109 444 | 1.000
Org. Function ool 013 -120| -226 1000
Employer -020 0BT -.024 -.057 07 1.000
Generation -045 - 166 -170 -.250 A58 028 1.000
Education -.054 B4 -.006 -074 154 42 053 1.0:00
Late
Response Size of | Career Crg.
Sig. (1-tailed) Analysis Region | Business [ Level Function | Employer | Generation | Education
Late Response
Analysis
Region 436
Size of
Business 268 026 .
Career Level A58 D06 D00 .
Org. Function ABT 386 003 D00
Employer 324 022 2B7 091 006
Generation 126 000 000 000 011 281
Education 04 025 442 -.043 00 162 108
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The predictors (region, size of business, career level, organisational function, employer, generation
and education) clearly indicated no correlations ((= 054) with the Late Response Analysis.

The analysizs of bivariate correlations between the predictors showed that the values did not raise
any concern: the highest correlation career level and size of business (.444) was well below the
sugpested guideline of 7.

Coefficients?
Model Unstandardized Standard. 5% Confidence Correlations Collinearity
Coefficients Coeffic. Interval for B Statistics
Zt. Lower | Upper Zaro

B Errar Betz t Sig. Bound | Bound | Order | Partial Part | Tolerance VIF
1 [Constant) 1.398 171 B8.173 000 | 1.062 | 1.734
Region -.003 010 -013 -.293 J70 -023 017 -.007 -.013 -.013 831 | 1.074
Size of
Business -.012 015 -028 - 785 427 -.042 018 -.027 -.034 -.034 .795 | 1.258
Career Level 002 019 005 089 g821 -.035 038 005 004 004 34 | 1363
Org. Function 002 008 013 292 J70 -013 018 001 013 013 819 | 1.088
Emplayer -.010 025 -017 -.388 698 -.05%9 040 -.020 -.017 -.017 SB0 | 1021
Generation -.042 035 -055 | -1.198 231 -112 027 -.049 -.052 -.052 B90 | 1.124
Education -.029 025 -051 | -1.1659 243 -077 020 -.054 -.050 -.050 be5 | 1.037

a. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

Collinearity Statistics like Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) served as further analyses for
Multicollinearity. Talerance indicated how much wvariahility of the specified predictors was not explained by
othersin the model, calculated as (1 — R?) for each predictor. With scores as low as 734 (Guideline: Tolerance <
.10} and as high as 1.363 (VIF Cut-off = 10) it was revealed that the assumption of multicollinearity was not
violated.

Diagnaostics to check underlying ossumptions

To comply with assumptions of normality, outliers, linearity, homoscedasticity and independence of residuals
several outputs were inspected.

Reviewing the Mormal P-P Plot of the Regression Standardised Residual showed data points positioned in the
form of a reasonable straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right. This indicated no major deviations from
normality.

Likewise, the Scatterplot suggested a slight deviation from normality: the standardised residuals were roughly
distributed in parallel lines (Pallant, 2013) with outliers (standardised residuals of > +3.3) (Tabachnick and Fidell,

2013). The outliers were evaluated with the Mahalanobis Distances and Cook’s Distance in the Residuals
Statistics.
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Residual 5tatistics®

Values Minimmum Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation M
Predicted Walue 1.02 1.24 1.11 035 [ 543
EStd. Predictad Vzlue -2.669 3.470 000 1.000 | 543
Standard Error of Predicted Value 023 098 050 012 543
Adjusted Predicted Valus .89 1.25 1.11 036 | 543
Residusal -237 15922 000 421 543
Std. Residual -.5E8 4532 .000 8994 [ 543
Stud. Residuzl -.5E69 4 573 000 1.000 | 543
Dalatad Residual -.245 1.958 .000 427 | 543
Stud. Deleted Residual -.569 4 661 003 1.015 | 543
Mzhalanobis Distance 578 28.195 6.987 4.028 543
Cook's Distance .000 .0E4 002 007 | 543
Centered Leverage Value 001 052 013 007 | 543

a. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

The maximum Mahalanobis Distance of 28.19 exceeded the critical chi-square value of 24 .32 using
seven predictors as degrees of freedom. This measure allowed the multivariate assessment of each
observation across a set of variables. Higher DF values represented observations farther removed
from the general distribution of observations. The Mahalanobis D*-measure consists of statistical
properties allowing for significance testing. The D*-measure divided by the number of variables
involved, e.g. max D¢ = 28.195 from (MAH_1 column in 5P55 Datafile) divided by 7 equalled about
4.03. Threshold levels for the D¢/df measure should be conservative 005 or 001 resulting in values
of 3 or 4 (large samples). Values exceeding these threshold levels could be designated as outliers.

These might be retained or deleted (Hair et al.,, 2010,66-67).

Casewise Diagnostics?

Case Late Response | Predicted
Mumber 5td. Residual Analysis Value Residual
[ =85 4274 3 1.19 1.813
369 4. 408 3 1.13 1.870
-Ei 389 4 529 3 1.08 14921
g 398 4472 3 1.10 1.897
:.D 401 4.462 3 1.11 1.893
2 406 4.499 3 1.09 1.908
§ 408 4 532 3 1.08 14922
= 416 4.407 3 1.13 1.869
E 431 4 454 3 1.11 1.889
= 438 4.490 3 1.10 1.905
in = 439 4.391 3 1.14 1.862
é 445 4. 408 3 1.13 1.870
= 448 4 428 3 1.12 1.878
E 458 4.392 3 1.14 1.863
5 468 4.397 3 1.14 1.865
o 469 4.444 3 1.12 1.885
g 4749 4 476 3 1.10 1.89%
o 483 4. 408 3 1.13 1.870
H 499 4.422 3 1.12 1875
LTI 4.234 3 1.20 1.796
_ 532 4.305 3 1.17 1.826

a. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

The Casewise Diagnostic table listed 3.87% (21
values outside the + 3.3 guideline. For example, case 365 recorded a late submission (3) whereas the

model predicted an early submission (1.19) for this case.

of 543 cases) outliers with standardised residual
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The number of outliers {3.87%) was out of the scope of the expectations {1%) for normality. Yet, the
Cook’s Maximum Distance of 084 (= 1.0) did not reflect any undue impact of the outliers on the
outcome of the model. Finally, as it could not be confirmed that outliers were non-representative of
observations in the population, the decision was made for retention.

Model Fit

The Model Summary below contained the information to evaluate the model. The R Square indicated
how much variance in the outcome variable Laote Response Analysis was explained by the model, ie.
R Sguare = 007 suggested that the model accounted for just 0.7% of the variance in the Late
Response Analysis. The ANOWA table illustrating the model’s statistical significance assessment —
tested the null hypothesis that multiple R in the populotion equalled zero. The model did not reach
statistical significance (5ig. = .E0&).

Model Summary®

Madel R R Square Adjusted Std. Error of
R Square the Estimate
1 0g3s 0407 -.006 424

a. Predictors: {Constant) Region, Size of Business, Career Level, Organizational Function,
Employer, Generation, and Education
b. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

ANOWVASZ
Sum of liean
Model Sguares df Sguare F Sig.
1 Regression BT Fi 096 | 535 B0g*®
Residual 06247 | 535 JABD
Total 06921 | 542

a. Predictors: {Constant) Region, Size of Business, Career Level, Organizational Function,
Employer, Generation, and Education
b. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

No Impact of independent variables

The Coefficients table (Appendix 16) reflected how well each independent variable contributed to
predicting the outcome variable late response analysis in the equation.

Standardised Beta coefficients ensured that different predictors were converted to the same scale to
be comparable (unstandardised were used to create the regression equation). In order of the
impartance of their beta coefficients, Generation (.055) — made the strongest unigue contribution to
explain the Lote Respondent Analysis when the variance explained by all other predictors was
contraolled for (Pallant, 2013) — followed by Education (.051), Size of Business (.031), etc.

Standardized Beta values indicated the number of standard deviations, e.g. [.423) that scores in the
dependentvariable Laote Respondent Analysis would change if one standard deviation unit changed in
the predictor Generation [ 547), Appendix 15.

Glancing over the column 5ig. revealed none of the predictors made any statically significant
contributions to the prediction of Late Response Analysis

The squared part correlation coefficients listed below ranked the unique contributions (without any
overlap or shared variance) of the predictors to the total R square (.7%).
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Individual Contributions of Predictors to total R square

Squared Ranking
Part Contribution in
Correlation % (Rounded | Significance?
Predictors Coefficients Values) Yes/No
Generation -.052% 270 MNo
Education - 050° 250 MNo
Size of
Business - 0347 116 No
Employer - 017 029 Mo
Region -013% 017 MNa
COrganisational
Function 0132 017 Mo
Career Level 00g 002 Mo

a. Dependent Variable: Late Response Analysis

Owverall, the explored relationship between the Late Response Analysis and Demographics might be
commented that the regressions model outcome only explained .7% of the variance in Lote Response
Analysiz leaving 99,993% unexplained. Of the predictors, Generation (beta = -055, t = -1.198,
p =.231) explained uniguely anly around _27% with 92 73% being explained by other aspects. Yet, this
outcome was of no statistical significance!
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Assessing Normality

Descriptive Stotistics prepare for explaining sample characteristics and data distributions. Sample size
plays a substantial impact in affecting statistical significance: smaller groups < 200 (e.g. 194 vendor or 109
buyer responses] might question the generalisability since the results might be unusually good, while
larger representations n = 400, (e.g. 543 respondents) might inflate the statistical power challenging
practical significance of the results, (Hair Ir. etal.,, 2011).

Descriptive Statistics for Scale Varobles: The gquasi-continuous variables were analyzed for measures of
location, i.e. mean and mode as well as measures of dispersion like standard deviation and variance for
the entire sample M = 543 and the in Q4a determined sub-samples (McBain, 2013).

Descriptive Statistics

N Ilim. Max. Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis

Scale Std. Std.

Variable Stat. Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic | Error Statistic | Error
TISMEBL

(Total Sodal Nt 543 1 7 358 1.305 141 105 771 209

Media My 154 1 7 367 1.250 011 175 - 879 347

Usage) MNTp 240 1 7 3.62 1274 Deo 157 - 738 313

= Ng 109 1 7 3.35 1380 526 231 -438 A5G

TISMBU (Total Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage) provides figures from 543 respondents,
ranging in the answer option between 1 = never to 7 = daily, with mean of 3.52 once to a couple of times
per months and a Standard Deviation of about 1.305.

Reviewing the various samples, the values for Mean and Standard Deviation tended to decrease across
the three sub-samples Vendors (Wy) Third Party (Nte) and Buyers (Ms). The assessment of Skewness
(Symmetry) and Kurtosis [Peakedness) indicated no deviations from a normal distribution. Within
reasonable large sample (M = 200], the analysis will not substantially differentiate by Skewness; the risk of
variance underestimation is mitigated by Kurtosis (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013).

TISMBU reflected values within the guideline (Skewness = + 1.0; Kurtosis = + 3.0)

Case Processing Summary

Cazes
Valid Missing Total
NT Percent Nt Percent Mt Percent
Scale Variable 543 100.0% o 0.00% 543 100.00
Descriptive Statistics Statistic Std. Error
Tetal Inclination Mean 3.55 056
towards Social Media  95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound 348
Business Usage for Mean Upper Bound 3.70
(TISMBL) 5% Trimmed Mean 3.58
Median 3.50
Variance 1704
5td. Deviation 1.305
Minimum 1
Polaximum 7
Range ]
Interguartile Range 2
Skewness 141 105
Kurtosis -7l 209

TISMEBU (1) Never (2) Less than monthly (3) Once per month (4) A couple of times per month (5)
Weekly (&) A couple of times per week (7) Daily
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The Central Limit-Theorem for large samples states that for independent random observations from
populations (mean p; finite wvariance of) the mean-distribution is approximately normal (mean p;
variance o?/n). The larger the zample size, the better the sample mean estimates the population mean,
(McBain, 2013).

The Confidence Interval denotes if the respondents represent a sample of the larger population, that the
average TISMBLU in the sample amounts to 3.59 with a8 95%-probability that the overall average TISMBU of
the population is somewhere from 3.48 to 3.70. Based on sample data researchers can be therefore 95%
confident, that the ‘true’ average TISMBL in population) iz approximately between 35 and 3.7. If
additional 100 samples were taken, 95 times out of 100, the average TISMEBU in the population would be
in this range, i.e. between once per month and a couple of times per month.

The standard error 056 equals standard deviation 1.305 divided by the square root of n = 543, The
margin of error(.11)is obtained by A (Upper Bound — Mean) ar & (Mean — Lower Bound) or by multiplying
the standard error 056 by z-value of the 95% CI, (1.96).

Mormality and Outliers: To run statistical analyses of the scale variables, e.g. TISMBU successfully, it is
suggested examining potential violation of normal assumptions and identifying outliers. A first glance of
the actual shape distribution of scale variables is obtained by a histogram which plots observation values
on the horizontal axis with a vertical bar demonstrating how frequent each value appears in the data set
(Field, 2013).

Histogram
304 Mean = 3.59
Std. Dev. = 1.305
M =543
201
]
=
]
-
o
e
('S
104
L

1 2 3 4 5 & 7
Total Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage (TISMBU )

(1) Never (2) Less than monthly (3) Once per month (4) A couple of times
per morth (3) Weekly (6) A couple of times per week (7) Daily
Intensity impacts the Inclination
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The shope of the histogram suggests that the TISMBU scale variable is reasonably normal distributed (with
mast scores centred, tapering out towards the extremes. Few respondents indicated above average
values in terms of a very irregular Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage while others stood out
for below average values in terms of once up to a couple of times per month Inclination towards Social
Media Business Usage. Superior values were again identified at a very regular Inclination towards Social
Media Business Usage level.

The normality assumption is also supported by the Normal G-Q Plof of Total Inclination towards Social
Media Business Usage demonstrating a reasonably straight line where the observed value of each score is
plotted against the expected value from the normal distribution.

Mormal Q-0 Plot of Total Inclination towards Social Media Business Usage (TISMBU)

Expected Mormal

] 2 4 B
Observed Value

Field, A (2013) Discovering Stotistics using IBA SP55 Stotistics (4™ edn.). SAGE Publications Lid.

Hair, 1 F, Black, W C, Babin, B ] and Anderson, R E (2010) Multivariote Dato Analysis: A Global Perspective
(7" edn.). Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, M1

Hair Ir., I F, Celsi, M W, Money, & H, Samouel, P and Page, M | (2011) Essentiols of Business Research
Methods (2™ edn.). ME Sharpe.

McBain, R (2013) 'A Basic Introduction to Using 5P55 in Quantitative Data Analysis'. In: Quontitative
Techniques Workshop, Henley Business School, 11-16 November.

Pallant, | (2013) 5P55 Survival manual - o step by step guide to doto analysis using 1BM 5P55. Berkshire,
England: McGraw-Hill Education.

Tabachnick, B G and Fidell, L 5 {2013) Using Multivariate Statistics. Boston: Pearson Education.
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The results of the boxplot indicated reasonoble normality. There were no unusual cases or outliers and no
violation of normality. The trimmed mean (3.58) and original mean (3.59) were nearly identical. The
distances of the whiskers and media in the 50%-I0R were similar likewise the whiskers depicting
top/bottam scores. The highest (lowest) value — not outliers in the data set is 7 (1). Thus, a fit for
normality exists.

Box Plot

74 The box length is  the
M variable's IOR with 50% of the
Cases.

£ Top 25% The distance between the top
(pottom) of the box and the
top (bottom) of the whisker
5 demonstrates the range of
the top (lowest) 25% of scores
Upper Quartile Middle 0% approximately; the whiskers
4 _ nter Quartile | @SPi@Y  scares  without
Median unusual cases. 5P55 defines
Range (IQR) i )

unusual cases, i.e. outiiers
31 Lower Quartile K extending more than 1.5-baox-
P lengths (IQR-ranges) away
from the upper 75%-quartile
24 Bottom 25% | Sdge of the IQR-box and

extreme scores if greater than
the upper quartile plus 3-
times the IQR.

o
-

o

T
Total Inclination towards Social Media
Business Usage

Problematic outliers can be identified by comparing the 5%-Trimmed Mean [exclusion of 5% top/bottom cases) with
the original mean. The trimmed mean is cbtained in IBM-5PS5 by removing the top and bottom 5% of the cases.
Since both mean values are guite similar, outliers will be retained (Pallant, 2013).

Comparison of Timmed Mean and Sample Mean

Descriptive Statistics
Scale Variables 5% Trimmed Mean Sample Mean
TISMEBU 3.58 359

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Statistics indicate a violztion of normality or the scale variable.

Test of Normality

Kolmogorow-Smirnov? Shapiro-wilk
Scale Variable Statistic df 5ig. Statistic df 5ig.
TISMELU D61 543 200 0E2 543 000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Statistics (Sig. value of .000) for the scale variable suggests a violation of normality
which is commaon for larger samples.

(Mon-significant Sig. values > .05 would suit Mormality).
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Outcome for the Total Sample Nt =543

Assessment of Normality
Construct Graphical Numerical

Scale Histogram Boxplot | Skewness Kurtosis | 5% Trimmed Mean | Kolmogorow-

Question | Variable | Normality Plot | Outliers Value Value vs. Sample Mean | Smirnov Sig.
Qlg TISMELU Reasonable Fit 0 141 -771 A 01 In Scope D00
Qlh TRHSMEBU | Reasonable Fit 0 235 A 04 In Scope D00
O2a TSMEI Reasonable Fit 10 -.361 453 A 02 In Scope D01
Q2b TRSMEII Reascnable Fit ] -.735 BE3 A 05 In Scope 000
02c TSMENI Reasonable Fit ] -574 258 A 03 In Scope 000
Q2d TRSMEIV | Reasonable Fit 4 -318 -.038 A 02 In Scope 000
03a TSCAP Reasonable Fit -] -.457 356 A 03 In Scope 000
Q3b TRUCRIT | Reascnable Fit 5 -.093 .243 A 01 In Scope D00
Q3c TPERF Reasonable Fit 9 - 460 494 A 03 In Scope D00
Q3d TRRELC Reasonable Fit 5 -425 - 085 A 03 In Scope D00
Q3d TRETRLU Reasonable Fit 2 -.348 -. 190 A 03 In Scope D00
Q3d TRCOO Reasonable Fit -] -.B26 301 A 05 In Scope D00
Cdb TRSNMIU Reasonable Fit 7 - 777 B0q A 06 In Scope D00
Q4d TAMOT Reascnable Fit -] A37 103 A 03 In Scope 000
05z TAFFN Reasonable Fit 7 - 676 382 A 04 In Scope 000

* The Histogram and Mormality Plots demonstrated a reasonable normality fit.

* If the distribution was perfectly normal, the Skewness and Kurtosis value would be zero.

* Megative (Positive) Skewness values indicated a clustering of scores on the right-(left-) hand side of
the histogram. (Positive) Kurtosis revealed a rather (peaked) distribution.

* The outcome showed that the Skewness and Kurtosis values were within the suidelines (Skewness
< + 1.0; Kurtosis £ + 3.0) and irrelevant with min and max values being coloured.

* Kolmaogorov-Smirnov: The Mull Hypothesis is that the scale variable has a normal distribution with a
specific population mean and standard deviation.

* The Kolmogorav-Smirnow Test applies usually for smaller samples (n £ 100). The Sig. value of = 05
indicated a violation of normality which was expected for a larger sample size.

Outcome for the Vendor Sample My = 194

Assessment of Normality
Construct Graphical Murmnerical
Scale Histogram Boxplot | Skewness Kurtosis | 5% Trimmed Mean | Kolmogorow-
Question | Variable | Normality Plot | Outliers Value Value vs. Sample Mean | Smirnov Sig.
Qle TISMELU Reasonable Fit 0 011 - 879 A 0D In Scope 033
Qlh TRHSMEBU | Reasonable Fit 0 298 A 05 In Scope 000
02a TSMEI Reasonable Fit 2 -563 587 A 03 In Scope 005
Q2b TRSMEIl | ReascnableFit 1 - 656 263 A 05 In Scope 000
Q2c TSMEI Reasonable Fit 1 -.541 -.183 A 04 In Scope 001
Q2d TRSMEIY | Reascnable Fit 1 -.2562 -.235 A 02 In Scope D09
Q3a TSCAP Reasonable Fit 1 -.524 105 A 03 In Scope 001
Q3b TRUCRIT | Reasonable Fit 3 - 0596 516 A 01 In Scope D0B
Q3c TFERF Reasonable Fit 4 -.270 225 A 01 In Scope D026
Q3d TRRELC Reasonable Fit 2 -473 -.279 A 04 In Scope D00
Q3d TETRU Reascnable Fit 1 -.382 -.154 A 03 In Scope 000
Q3d TRCOO Reascnable Fit 2 - 472 -027 A 03 In Scope 000
Odb TRSMIU Reasonable Fit 5 - 559 -.045 A 0B In Scope 000
04d TAMOT Reasonable Fit 4 550 076 A 03 In Scope 000
Q&g TAFFN Reasonable Fit 1 -.715 B90 A 02 In Scope 000
* Megative (Positive) Skewness values indicated a clustering of scores on the right-(left-) hand side of
the histogram. (positive) Kurtosis revealed a rather (peaked) distribution.
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Outcome for the Third Party Sample Mte = 240

Assessment of Mormality
Construct Graphical Murnerical
Scale Histogram Boxplot Skewness Kurtosis | 5% Trimmed Mean | Kolmogorow-

Question | Variable | Normality Plot | Outliers Value Value vs. Sample Mean | Smirnov Sig.
Qlg TISMELU Reasonable Fit 0 069 - 738 A 01 In Scope
Qlh TRHSMEU | Reasonable Fit 0 331 & 05 In Scope D00
Q2a TSMEI Reasocnable Fit 4 -.1%96 301 A 01 In Scope
Qa2b TRSMEIl | Reascnable Fit 7 -717 1259 A 03 In Scope 000
Q2c TSMEIII Reasonable Fit 1 -.385 -.006 A 02 In Scope 010
Q2d TRSMEIV | Reasonable Fit 3 -.340 013 A 02 In Scope (004
Q3a TSCAP Reasonable Fit 4 -411 198 A 02 In Scope 018
Q3b TRUCRIT | Reasonable Fit 1 - D& 38 A 01 In Scope D00
Q3c TPERF Reasonable Fit & - 780 1.013 A 05 In Scope D00
Q3d TRRELC Reasonable Fit 9 - 586 344 A 0 In Scope D00
Q3d TRTRU Reasonable Fit H -.251 -.319 & 01 In Scope D00
Q3d TRCOO Reasonable Fit 4 - 859 1.128 & 07 In Scope D00
4 TRSMIU Reasocnable Fit B -G8 1.562 A 05 In Scope D00
O4d TAMOT Reasonable Fit 7 587 543 A 03 In Scope 000
05z TAFFN Reasonable Fit 4 -.650 155 A 05 In Scope 000

* Megative (Positive) Skewness values indicated a clustering of scores on the right-(left-) hand side of

the histogram.

(Positive) Kurtosis revealed a rather

* Kolmogorowv-Smirnov: & Sig. = 05 indicates

(peaked) distribution.

Outcome for the Buyer Sample Ng = 109

Assessment of Normality
Construct Graphical Mumerical

Scale Histogram Boxplot | Skewness Kurtosis | 5% Trimmed Mean | Kolmogorow-

Question | Variable | Normality Plot | Outliers Value Value vs. Sample Mean | Smirnov Sig.
Qle TSMEBEU Reasonable Fit 0 526 - 438 A 05 In Scope D00
Qlh TRHSMEU | Reasonable Fit 1] -076 A 0D In Scope D18
Q2a TSMEI Reasonable Fit 3 -.053 164 A 0D In Scope 0SB
02b TRSMEII Reasonable Fit 2 -.592 2681 A 04 In Scope 023
Q2c TSMEII Reasonable Fit 7 -.793 ABE3 A 05 In Scope 004
Q2d TRSMEIV | Reasonable Fit 2 - 387 L) A 03 In Scope 200%*
Q3a TSCAP Reasonable Fit 5 - 679 990 A 04 In Scope D06
Q3b TRUCRIT | Reascnable Fit 1 -.204 -.047 & 0L In Scope 200%*
Q3c TFERF Reasonable Fit 3 -.352 246 A 0L In Scope D017
Q3d TRRELC Reascnable Fit 0 - 075 231 A 0L In Scope D07
Q3d TRTRU Reasonable Fit 1 - 418 .237 A 03 In Scope 000
Q3d TRCOO Reasonable Fit 1 -401 -413 A 04 In Scope 000
O4b TRSMIU Reasonable Fit 0 704 148 A 07 In Scope 000
044 TAMOT Reasonable Fit 2 263 252 A 02 In Scope D05
Q5g TAFFN Reasonable Fit 1 -.503 482 A 04 In Scope 039

* Megative (Positive) Skewness values indicated a clustering of scores on the right-(left-) hand side of
(peaked) distribution.

the histogram.

(Positive) Kurtosis revealed a rather

* Kolmogorov-Smirnov: A Sig. > 05 indicates normal distribution.

* *This is a lower bound of the true significance.
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Appendix 116

Detected Multivariate Outliers within SPSS for Sample and Subsamples EMP: Vendors, Third Parties, and Buyers

(Sub-)Sample My=543 My =194 Ny = 240 Ng = 109
survey # |Outlier _MAH_A” P_mDall Mfﬁ'l_—'_vmdnr P_MDVendor| MAIjI__Th'lru:IF‘art',r P_MOThirdParty I"uilﬁ_-.H_Bqur F_MDBuyer
Case Critical Value| — Critical Value| — Critical Value | — Critical value| —

45 [ 1 1 86.55 D000 6491 D000

262 | 2 1 44 B8 00008 42.45 00019

342 | 3 1 48.15 00002 42 .03 00022

501 | 4 1 43 84 00012 40.07 00044
*44 | 5 1 40.05 00045
*196 | B 1 39.02 00064

289 | 7 1 7363 00000 54.02 00000

170 | 8 1 55.55 00000 4918 00002

509 | g9 1 54 35 00000 5451 00000

276 |10 1 49 37 00002 42 04 00022

117 |11 1 4585 00006 4531 00007

397 |12 1 42 30 00020 44 20 00010

274 |13 1 3892 00066 38.67 0007 2
The cases represent multivariate outliers at the o-level of p < .001. The multivariate cutliers (non-outliers) were coded 1 (0).

The KE_E.E.E.:iE:ﬂ criterion for 15 variables is 37.70. The Mahalanchis values which equal or exceed this value were considered
multivariate outliers. Though cases 444 and 196 were detected as ocutliers in Ny, they did not* represent multivariate outliers in
the three sub-samples.
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Appendix 117

Detected Multivariate Outliers within SPSS for Sample and Subsamples, REGNEW: DACH, WE, NA and OTHers

(Sub-)sample MNy=543 Mpaos = 188 Nye = 134 Ny = 146 Mgore = 75
Survey # |Outlier MAR_All P_naDall MAH_DACH P_MDDACH MAH_WE or P_MDWE MAH_NA or P_MDMNA| MAH_Other|P_MDOther
Case Critical Value | — Critical Value | — Critical Value | — Critical Value| — - -

45 (1 1 36.55 00000 55.74 00000

262 | 2 1 44 88 0008 48.05 00003

342 | 3 1 48.15 00002 43.07 00015

501 | 4 1 43.84 00012 41.55 00025

444 | 5 1 40.05 00045 38.20 00084
*196 | 6 1 39.02 00054

299 | 7 1 73.63 00000 4112 00031
*170 | B 1 55.55 00000

509 | 9 1 54 35 00000 43 86 00012

276 | 10 1 49 .37 00002 47.72 00003

117 | 11 1 45 85 D0006 4299 00016
*397 | 12 1 42 30 00020

274 | 13 1 38.92 D0066 40.89 00033
The cases represent multivariate outliers at the a-level of p < .001. The multivariate cutliers (non-outliers) are coded 1 (0). The xz_;;;:ing,
criterion for 15 variables is 37.70. The Mahalanobis values which equal or exceed this value were considered multivariate outliers. The cases
196, 170 and 397 did not* represent multivariate cutliers in terms of the individual regions.
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Appendix 118

Scale: Business Development Process Phase I.

Case Processing Summary

| % Item Statistics
Cases  Valid 530 100.0 Item of the Business Mean Standard N
Excluded? 0 0 Development Process Deviation
Total 530 100.0 Phase 1(Q2a)
a. Listwize deletion based on all variablesin SMEB11 5.34 1.377 530
the procedure. SMB12 498 1316 530
Reliability Statistics SMB13 4.40 1298 530
Cronbach's SMEB14 485 1.258 530
Alpha Based on
. SMEBLS 5.1% 1.090 530
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Iltems M of ltems SMELG 4.60 1523 530
E27 E30 7 SMEBLT 522 1146 530
Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix
Item of the Business
Development Process
Phase 1(02a) EMEBL11 SMEB12 EMB13 SMB14 EMB1S EMBLE SMEBLT
SMBLL 1.000
EMB12 350 1.000
EMEBL3 248 402 1.000
SMEB14 255 412 603 1.000
SMEBLS 374 425 Agg 5oR 1.000
SMEBLE 243 J3ES 344 A06 471 1.000
SMB1T 404 387 396 451 472 436 1.000
Summary Item Statistics
Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Range | Maximum [/ | Variance | Mof ltems
Minimum
Inter-ltem Correlations A10 243 603 360 2479 D09 7
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Appendix 119

Item-Total Statistics

Item of the Business Scale Mean if | ScaleVariance if Corrected Sguared Cronbach’s
Development Process Item Deleted ltem Deleted ltem-Total Multiple Alpha if ltem
Phase 1{02a) Correlation Correlation Deleted
SMEB11 29.30 31179 432 .255 822
SMEB12 29.65 29.858 565 326 J99
SMB13 30.22 20,849 577 416 Jo4
ShMB14 2874 20.407 639 .505 J87
SMB15 2044 30.390 677 482 J84
SMEB1E 30,02 2B.E16 525 311 809
SMB17 29.40 30.781 559 368 754
Scale Statistics
Mean Variance | Std. Deviation M of [tems
34.67 39.713 £.302 7

Interpretation of the Output from Reliability

The check of the respondents and number of items was in line with expectations.
The positive values in the Inter-item Correlation Matrix indicated that the items are measuring the
same underlying characteristic.

The Cronbach's Alpha shown in the Reliability Statistics table with the value of 822 suggests very
good internal consistency reliability for the scale with this sample. A value above 8 seems preferable.

Moreover, the Corrected ltem-Total correlation values shown in the tem-Total Statistics table with
greater than .3 seem acceptable, which is similar for the scale’s overall Cronbach &lpha the case
being == 7 (Indication of the degree to which each item correlates with the total score).

Similarly, the mean inter-item correlation wvalue of 41 ranging between 24 and 60 seems
acceptable.

According to Davis and 5un (2006) who report Cronbach alpha coefficients in the range of 62 — 77
for three variables, 52 for one variable, the firsf Business Development Process Phase in this
research points out a very good internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 822.
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Exploratory Factor Analyses




Eigenvalue

Appendix J1

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) ofthe Antecedents of Business Development
(Social Media Business Usage Hesitation/Inclination )
Eigenvalues and TotalVariance Explained: Predictors of SMBI-SMEBIV

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance Cumulative %

3.63 4541 4541 «  Only the first two components
7 133 16.47 6187 (factors) recorded eigemalues of = 1.
3 68 851 70.38 - Thesetwo companents explained a
4 SR 7.30 7768 total of £1.9% of the variance.
5 54 679 B4 48 *  The Morte Carlo PCA for Parallel
6 A5 5 63 90.11 Analysis supported the decisionto
7 a1 514 95,75 retain anly two factors for further

imvestigation (O'Connor, 2000).

2 38 475 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)

Scree Plot

H Component 1

The ScreePlot reveals a clear
3 break between the second and
third component.

This outcome suggests extracting
7. only twao components.
Component 2
1+------- E —lz':—'ll"lp Component 3
1
1
1
1
|
0+ |
1 f f t t t t t
1 2 3 4 5 G 7 g

Component Number

Rotated Component Matrix® of the Predictors of SMBI-SMEBIV

Components
ltems 1 7
Qlh2 B33 -122 +  Most of the items load quite strong by = 600
Q1h3 793 - 100 +  ldeally, three or more items load on each
alhl T3 3935 component. Thus, a two-component
solution issuggested.
0lh4 753 -.5332
0lg3 -.054 762
0lg2 -.156 742
0lg4 -121 718
0l1g5 -.337 B72

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations
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Appendix J2

Pattern and Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of Two Factor Solution of
Social Media Business Usage Hesitation and Inclination ltems Predictors of SMBI-SMBIV

Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients
ltems Component | Component | Component | Component | Communalities
1 2 1 2
Q1h2 RHSMBUZ BET 065 84D 206 J08 Cc_rnue-rgent 1.[a|idit|.r:
Mot useful or valuzble Highcorrelations of
OLh= RASMBUS 829 079 796 - 267 639 variables withina single
Avoid violating policy factor which is evident
cinl RHSMEUL 775 072 804 -394 651 by the factor loadings.
Fear of misuse privacy
Qlh4 RHSMBU4 732 180 RO7 _ 485 677 Discriminant validity:
Traditionzl Media usage The extent towhich
_ I“:fi_""m”g " 078 797 - 255 765 590 bath factors are distinct
ocizl Media researc to each other, see:
Ciez [BMBUZ -.037 751 350 766 588 Pattern Matrix.
Business online forums
y et 'STBL:T ) 038 743 -271 727 530 Face validity:
DEs ”; T;Ir-:ﬂr;u;as Do the factors make
) fis s - 205 643 -473 T28 565 sense?
LinkedIn/Xing network

Note: Major loadings (2 .500) for each itemn are coloured for both components.

Pattern and Structure Matrix: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

Pattern Matrix: Rotation comrvergedin & iterations.

Communalities® . 300 indicate that these itemsfit well with the other itemsin its components.

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for the Antecedent of Business Development

The eight iterms of Social Media Business Usage Inclination and Hesitation were subjected to Principal
Component Analysis (PCA). Prior to conducting PCA, the suitability of data (Adequacy) for the factor
analysiz was assessed. The Inspection of the correlation matrix indicated that many coefficients were
above .30. The Kaizer-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was 86, exceeding the recommended value of 06
(Kaizer, 1970; 1974). The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig. .00 < .05) which
supports the factorability of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealed two components with Eigenvalues (latent roots) exceeding 1, explaining 45.4%, and 16.5%
of the variance respectively. An inspection of the scree plot showed a clear break after the second
companent. According to Cattell's (1966) Scree test, two components were retained for further
examination. & parallel analysis supported this outcome revealing only two components with Eigenvalues
exceeding the corresponding criterion values for a randomly generated data matrix of the same size (8
variables x 530 respondents).

The two-component solution explained a total of 61.9% of the variance with Component 1 contributing
454% and Component 2 contributing 16.5%. To support the interpretation of these two components,
Oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed a simple structure (Thurstone, 1947) with
both components showing strong loadings and all items loading substantially on only one component. The
interpretation of both components was mostly consistent with Social Media Business Usage research by
Trainar et al. (2014); Keindnen et al. (2015) however two items, Q1gl (wehinars) and Qlg6 (Facebook
network) were removed because of their low communality values (.281) and {.254) indicating that they
did not fit well with the remaining items within the components. The results suggest considering
Inclination and Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage as antecedents (Bolton et al, 2013;
OFArcy etal, 2014).
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Appendix J3

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the four Business Development process phases
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained: Four Business Development process phases

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total | % of Variance Cumulative %
1 10.67 381z 3812 * The first five components recorded
2 163 5.80 43.93 gigenvalues £ 1.
3 1.45 5.17 43.10 These five components explained a total
4 1.30 4.65 53.74 of 57.3% of the variance which is only just
5 1.01 3.59 E7.24 below the recommended threshold of
6 .85 3.39 60.72 £0.0% (Hair Ir et al., 2008).
7 B3 297 63.69
8 B0 2.B6 66.55
| 73 2.62 69.17
10 .68 2.43 71.60
11 .65 2.24 73.932
12 B4 2.28 76.21
13 .55 2.11 78.33
14 57 2.03 80.35
15 54 182 B82.27
16 .52 1.85 B4.12
17 .50 178 85.90
18 45 1375 B7.65
15 A5 1.65 89.30
20 43 1.53 90.83
21 A0 1.44 92.27
22 36 1.29 93.56
23 35 1.24 94 B0
24 32 1.13 9592
25 .30 1.09 97.00
26 .25 1.04 98.05
27 28 1.00 99.05
28 27 85 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)
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Appendix J4

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the four Business Development process phases
Rotated Component Matrix®: Business Development process phases

Components
Itams 1 z £ 4 g

Q22 EMBIHIZ 7589 .206 A7 160 055
Q2o SMBIHIS 704 .298 .248 106 068
Q2c2 SMBIIZ 696 187 .210 165 138
Q25 SMBIIS B43 203 196 226 038
Q2ck EMBIIE B23 .252 195 .202 204
Q2cl SMBIHIL 577 040 091 203 381

o7 SMBINT 529 251 .216 229 425
Q2d3 REMBIVZ 238 701 175 178 173
Q2d2 REMBIVZ 253 654 .208 128 .281
Q2d6 REMBIVE 360 632 155 070 -.094
Q2d4 REMBING 289 628 .207 2050 176
Q2d7 REMBINT 370 617 214 162 223
Q2d5 RSMBIVS -.034 609 024 305 -.103
Q2d1 REMBIVL 182 480 226 120 478
02b1 REMBIIL 151 31 790 023 55
Q2b2 REMBIIZ 140 211 775 077 A7
Q2b4 RSMBII4 283 198 638 155 010
02b3 REMBIIZ 305 113 613 230 021
Q2b7 REMBIT 263 246 A74 382 188
Q2b6 REMEIIE 042 035 389 388 .205
Q2b5 REMBIIS 292 250 322 249 078
Q2= SMBI4 176 183 132 77 070
Q2a3 SMBIZ 203 152 J056 746 084
Q2at SMBIS 292 A74 115 76 223
Q2=6 SMBIG A74 138 222 511 242
02=1 SMBIL 150 0153 114 173 761
Q2az SMBI2 101 268 138 398 503
Q2a7 SMBIT 337 (183 .252 398 410

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Variman with Kaiser Normalization @

a. Rotation corverged in & erations.
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Appendix J5

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the four Business Development process phases

Pattern and Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of Five Factor Solution of the four Business Development process phases

Pattern Coefficients

Structure Coefficients

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Communalities
02d3 RSMBIVI 701 033 054 -.080 -.089 783 355 398 -450 -.254 640
02d2 RSMBIVZ 649 -.037 089 -.097 -.205 747 321 431 -489 -.356 631
02d5 REMBIVS 548 273 -051 185 163 617 371 161 =127 042 ATT7
02d4 REMBIV4 615 -.065 058 -157 -.094 714 272 412 -475 -.250 560
02d6 REMBIVE 608 -.051 049 -.274 193 697 224 338 -491 015 566
02d7 REMBIVT 577 001 081 -.241 -128 735 358 453 -.569 -.316 539
02d1 REMBIVL 481 -.036 123 -024 -428 597 313 432 -402 -.540 570
02 =4 SMBI4 062 793 025 -.047 045 266 827 338 -.357 -218 594
02a3 SMBIZ 027 769 -.063 -.105 020 219 .7BE 264 -.358 -221 631
02ab SMBIS 029 651 -.014 -.191 -116 367 762 355 -4E68 -363 636
02=6 SMEBIG 027 453 145 -053 -.156 .299 .585 392 -.345 -.355 418
02b1 REMBIIL 000 =131 Be6 032 -051 281 A79 8119 -342 255 .GEE
02b2 REMBIIZ {DE8 -081 836 064 -.062 363 242 829 -.356 -.278 700
02 b4 REMBIIS 051 033 659 -.1440 18 358 300 722 -450 =132 551
02b3 RSMBIZ -.055 27 627 -177 110 291 361 702 -452 =151 535
02b7 RSMBIT 109 227 429 -.103 -.069 429 524 837 -471 -322 536
02b6 REMBIIE -073 244 290 102 -.12%9 A76 A58 473 -.209 -.303 347
02b5 REMEIIS 145 60 267 -.194 023 387 370 455 -435 -182 320
02c3 SMBIIS 038 041 020 -.799 075 399 326 402 -.818 =176 &77
02c2 SMBIN2 037 {038 070 -.710 -.016 392 3358 435 =777 -.256 514
02c4 SMBIHS 149 -.037 115 -.705 063 479 291 472 =783 - 185 562
02c5 SMBINS 045 26 067 -.649 090 386 372 408 =720 -.159 545
02ck SMBIIE 13 073 050 -.608 -.090 440 375 431 -733 -317 573
02cl SMBIIL -.098 .085 -.055 -.601 -.304 229 345 312 -653 -471 529
Q2c7 SMEBINIL 130 079 070 -473 -.330 447 416 455 -.685 -530 523
02al SMBI1 -.026 .053 020 -072 - 759 A58 299 283 -.304 - 797 G444
O2=2 SMBIZ 224 308 034 045 - 457 402 517 341 -.310 - 581 513
02a7 SMBI7 062 294 140 -.232 -.320 375 543 471 -521 -524 537

J5

Note: Major loadings (> +.50) for
each item are coloured for the five

components. Though factor
loadings of +.30 to +.40 are
minimally acceptable for

interpretability purposes values >
+.50 are considered necessary for
practical significance (Hair Jr, 2009).

The Factor Pattern Matrix contains
the loadings which reveal the
unique contribution of each item to
the factor.

The Factor Structure Matrix shows
the bivariate correlations between
the items and the factors. These
loadings include the unique
variance between item and factor
as well as the correlation among
the factors.

Matrix:
Principal

Pattern and Structure
Extraction Method:
Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with
Kaiser ~ Normalization. Pattern
Matrix: Rotation converged in 18
iterations.

Communalities reveal how much of
the variance in each item s
explained. Communalities of > .3
indicate that these items have a
good fit with the other items in its
component or factor.



Appendix J6

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for the Business Development Process Phases

The twenty-eight items of the four Business Development Phases, SMBI-5MBIV, were subjected to
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) for data reduction purposes. Prior to conducting PCA, the
suitability of data for the factor analysis was assessed. The Inspection of the correlation matrix
indicated thatthe majority of coefficients were above 30which was sufficient due to the sample
size surpassing 350 (Hair Ir et al., 2009).

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 95, exceeding the minimurm
value of .60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < .05) which supports the
factorability of the correlation matrix [Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealedfive factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 38.1%, 5.8%, 5.2%, 4.7%, and
3.6% of the total variance respectively. It was decided to keep all five components. The first four
companents reflectthe Business Development phases, wherebythe order of the process phases
changed the way that the original last phase ‘Increase the number of leads and generate
opportunities’ movedfromthe last place to first place, while the components two to four referred
to the firstthree original phases. The fifth factorloaded high in particularon state ments regarding
whether Social Media Usage would accelerate the individual process phases.

Yet, the five-component solution explained only a total of 57.3% of the variance with the first
Component contributing 38.1% and the remaining four components contributing 19.2%. To
support the interpretation of these five compaonents, Oblimin rotation was performed. The
rotated solution revealed a simple structure (Thurstone, 1947) with five components showing
strong loadings and all ite ms loading substantially on onlyone component. The interpretation of
the components was mostly consistent with the research of Social Media in B2B Sales by
Rodriguezetal. (2012). The results suggest considering the original four Business Development
Process phases, with the fifth component providing limited information about how Social Media
engagement might accelerate process phases based on social networks/contacts or social profile
information.

Bartlett, M5 (1954) 'A note on the multiplying factors for various x 2 approximations'. Journal af
the Royal Stotisticol Society. Series B (Methodological): 296-208.

Hair Ir, 1 F, Black, W C, Babin, Bl and Anderson, R E (2009) Multivoriate Dota Analysis: A Global
Perspective (79 edn.). Upper Saddle River, Ml: Prentice Hall.

Kaiser, HF(19270) 'A second generation little jiffy'. Psychometrika, 35(4): 401-415.

Kaiser, HF(1974) 'Anindexof factorial simplicity'. Psychometrika, 39 (1) 31-36.

Rodriguez, M, Peterson, R M and Krishnan, V (2012 ) 'Social Media's Influence On Business-To-
Business 5ales Performance’. foumal of Personal Selling and 5ales Manogement, XXX (3 )
365-378.

Tabachnick, B Gand Fidell, L 5 (2013} Using Multivariate Statistics. Boston: Pearson Education.

Thurstone, L L (1947) Multiple foctoranalysis. Chicago: Universityof Chicago Press.
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Appendix J7

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the two Moderators Social Capital and Usage Criteria
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained: Two Moderators SCAP and RUCRIT

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance | Cumulative %
1 3.44 2B.66 28.66
2 192 16.03 44 65
3 115 057 54 26
4 50 7.46 61.72
5 BD £.64 £B.37
B 71 5.95 7431
7 J0 5.84 80.15
B 5B 482 8457
g 50 413 89.10
10 AE 3.81 92.91
11 A4 3.66 G5.58
12 A1 3.43 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)

Rotated Component Matrie®: Two Moderators

Components
[tems 1 7 3
03a3 SCAP3 TB5 -016 JAgl
Q3at SCAPE J76 019 -.023
03a5 SCAPS J45 054 -.060
Q3a2 SCAP2 T 139 040
03ad SCAP4 &75 -.108 316
Q3al SCAPL 574 003 275
03b2 RUCRIT2 021 BAT -.099
Q3bl RUCRIT1 -.046 764 098
03b3 RUCRIT3 21 A% 83
Q3b& RUCRITE 230 -.092 T47
Q3b5 RUCRITS A8 222 62
03bd RUCRIT4 - 077 422 495

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Raotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Mormalization.

a. Rotation corverged in5 iterations.
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The first three components recorded
eigervalues = 1.

These three components explained only a
total of 54.3% of the wariance which is
clearly below the recommended threshold
of 60.0% [Hair Ir et al., 2009).



Appendix J8

Exploratory Factor Analysis [EFA) of the Two Moderators

Pattern and Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of Three Factor Solution of the Two Moderators

Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients
ltems Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Communalities
O3at SCAPE 794 021 -111 769 010 075 602
O3a3 SCAP3 ) -.035 {082 797 -012 254 B42
O3a5 SCAPS oy 0e0 - 148 739 042 040 567
O3a2 SCAP2 F2B 135 - 048 715 134 144 535
O3ad SCAPS EB45 -.146 281 03 -.092 383 566
O3al SCAPL 550 - 029 222 600 017 343 A0
03b2 RUCRIT2 050 Be7 -.168 022 837 -.001 o
03bl RUCRIT1 -.045 761 .45 - 026 L 176 556
03b3 RUCRIT3 109 481 135 146 507 250 .254
Q3b& RUCRITE 136 -178 755 307 -041 755 425
Q3b5 RUCRITS 026 147 &75 183 265 J11 527
03b4 RUCRIT4 -.135 371 A5 -.018 457 525 ok

Mate: Major loadings for each item are coloured for thethree components. Pattern and Structure Matri: Extraction Method:
Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Obliminwith Kaiser Mormalization. Pattern Matrioc Rotation corverged in 7

iterations. Communalities > .3 indicate that these items fit well with the other items in its components.
Most of the items load quite stronghy = 500
Ideally, three or more items load on each component. Thus, a three-component solution is suggested.

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for the Moderators Social Capital and Usage Criteria

The twelve items of the two moderators Social Capital SCAP1-5CAPE and Usage Criteria RUCRITL-
RUCRITE were subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA) for data reduction purposes. Prior
to conducting PCA, the suitability of data for the factor analysis was assessed. The Inspection of
the correlation matrix indicated that the majority of coefficients were above .30 for 3CAP which
was however not the case for RUCRIT.

The Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin (KMO)] measure of sampling adequacy was .81, exceeding the minimum
value of .60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < .05) which supports the
factorahility of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealed three factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 28.7%, 16.0%, and 9.6% of
the total variance respectively. It was decided to keep all three components. The first factor refers
to Social Capital while the latter two refer to Usage Criteria.

Yet, the three-component solution explained anly a total of 54 .2% of the variance with the first
Component contributing 28.7% and the remaining two components contributing 25.5%. To
suppart the interpretation of these three components, Oblimin rotation was performed. The
rotated solution revealed a simple structure (Thurstone, 1947) with three components showing
strong loadings and all items loading substantially on only one component. The interpretation of
the components (factors) was for the first factor consistent with the definition of Social Capital
whereas the second factor covered Usage Criterig/Sociodemographic and the third-factor Usage
Criteria/Ease of Use, Connect. But unexpectedly, both factors for usage criteria represented anly
one aspect of career level. The second factor tended to attach greater importance to the higher

career level on Linkedin/Xing, and the third factor referred to the lower career level on Facebook.
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Appendix J9

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) ofthe Outcome Variables PERFand RSMJU
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained: Business Performance in the strict sense
and Justification of Social Media for Business Usage in terms of the Potential Outcome

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance Cumulative %

483 5476 5476
2 1.03 1148 B6.24
3 TJ1 7.BD 74.13
4 57 .30 80.43
5 Ag 541 85.57
k& 37 407 80 64
7 33 3.66 93.30
g 30 3.38 95.65
) .30 331 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis |PCA)

Rotated Component Matrix®: PERFand RSMJU

Components
ltems 1 s

03cl PERF1 B0G

3c2 PERF2 783

03c3 PERF3 T57 338
3c5 PERFS J11 348
03¢k PERFE 655 Ale
3c4 PERF4 643 378
04b2 RSMIU2 B39
Q4bl RSMIUL B37
04b3 RSMIU3 J51

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimase with Kaiser Normalization.®
a. Rotation converged in3 iterations.

J9

The first two components recorded
eigervalues = 1.

These two components explained a total of
66.2% of the variance which is clearly above
the recommended threshold of 60.0% [(Hair
Ir et al, 2009).



Appendix J10

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the Outcome Variable Business Performance
and Justification of Social Media Business Usage for potential Outcome

Patternand Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of the Two Factor
Solution of PERF and RSMIU

Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 Communalities
03cl PERF1 501 825 535 BB3
(03c2 PERF2 £74 806 412 B53
03c3 PERF3 Je7 801 339 BBY
03c5 PERFS L 785 536 B27
(03¢t PERFGE B24 745 575 5493
03c4 PERF4 820 730 546 557
04b2 RSMIU2Z -B81 527 B2 758
0401 RSMIUL BE2 484 B70 J78
04b3 RSMIU3 759 508 802 B4E

Meote: Major loadings for each item are coloured for the two components (factors). Pattern and
Structure Matrix: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with
Kaiser Mormalization. Pattern Matrix: Rotation converged in 5 iterations. Communalities = .3
indicate that these itemsfit well with the other items in its factors. Most of the items load strongly
= .600. |deally, three or more items load on each component. Therefore, a two-component solution
iz suggested.

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for the Outcome Variables PERF and RSMJU

The nine items of the outcome variable Business Performance including the six items PERF1-
PERFE and three items RSMIUL-RSMIUZ were subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
for data reduction purposes. Prior to conducting PCA, the suitability of data for the factor analysis
was assessed. The Inspection of the correlation matrix indicated that the majority of coefficients
were above 40.

The Kaizer-Meyer-0lkin (KPMO)] measure of sampling adequacy was .90, exceeding the minimum
value of .60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < .05) which supports the
factorahility of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealed two factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 54 8%, and 11.5% of the total
variance respectively. It was decided to keep both components. The first-factor PERF refers to
Business Performance in the strict sense while the second factor RSMIU is about the justification
of Social Media Business Usage towards the potential outcome.

The two-component solution explained a total of 66.2% of the variance with the first factor
contributing 54 .8 % and the remaining factor contributing 11.5%. To support the interpretation of
these two factors, Oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed a simple
structure (Thurstone, 1947 with two components (factors) showing strong loadings and all items
|loading substantially an anly aone component. Justification of Social Media Business Usage REMIU
includesthe abbreviation of the Business Development Process by enhancing communication and
information, the impact on the ROI long-term and the improverment of day-to-day activities.
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Appendix J11

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the Underlying Conce pts
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained of RRELC, RTRU, RCOO

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance | Cumulative %
1 3.23 52.09 52.09
2 JE 1272 £4.B1
3 Bl 10.16 7457
4 56 ©.40 84 36
5 .56 025 83.61
] 3B £.39 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)

Only the first component recorded the
eigenvalue £ 1.

This componentsexplained a total of 52.1% of
the wvariance which iz clearly below the
recommended threshold of 80.0% (Hair Ir et
al., 2009).

Correlation Matrix of the Underlying Concepts: RRELC, RTRU, RCOO

:il::ti“”# 3d1 RRELC1 302 RRELC2 303 RTRU1 304RTRU2 3d5RCOO1  3c6 RCOO2
301 RRELCL 1.00

302 RRELCZ 46 1.00

3d3 RTRUL 40 44 1.00

304 RTRUZ2 35 30 36 1.00

3d5 RCOOL 37 39 41 44 1.00

306 RCOO2 53 53 49 45 55 1.00

The inspection of the correlation matrix for the underlying concepts, i.e. Relationship Commitment, Trust, and
Cooperation revealed the presence of all coefficients of .35 and above indicating moderate to quite strong
correlations between the six items.

WVarimax and Oblique rotation could not be performed because only one factor was extracted.

agbove 30.

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for the Underlying Concepts: RRELC, RTRU, RCOO

The three dimensions of the underlying concepts containing six items, two for Relationship
Commitment, two for Trust, and two for Cooperation were subjected to Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) for data reduction purposes. Prior to conducting PCA, the suitability of data for the factor
analysis was assessed. The Inspection of the correlation matrix indicated that all coefficients were

The Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .85, exceeding the minimum value
of .60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnickand Fidell, 2013). The Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < 05%) which supports the factorability of the
correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealed anly onefactor with eigenvalue exceeding 1, explaining 52.1% of the total variance. All
i items loaded on one factor, which did not allow rotating the solution.
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Appendix J12

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the Statements to Social Media Affinity
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained: Social Media Affinity

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance | Cumulative %o

1 2 B0 46.65 46.65 The first two components recorded
2 103 17.10 63.75 eigenvalues 2 1.

3 Jl 15.93 75.68 These two components explained a total of
4 57 0 34 20.03 £3.8% of the variance which is clearly above
5 e 754 D657 the FEI:I}I'I'II'II1EI'II:|EI:| threshold of 80.0% [Hair Ir

et al, 2009).
] 30 3.43 100.00

Extraction Methed: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)

Rotated Component Matrix®: Social Media Affinity

Components
ltems 1 2
Q5g2 AFFN2 B39 -.207
Q5z1 AFFN1 B27 -.125
05g3 RAFFM3 752 36
O5z4 RAFFN4 J6E0 375
Q5g5 RAFFMS 603 398
05g6 AFFNE -052 832

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.®
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of Social Media Affinity
Patternand Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of the Two Factor Solution

Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients
ltems Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 Communalities
O5g2 AFFM2 B35 -.306 808 -.235 J74
(05g1 AFFM1 826 -224 806 -.153 00
(0523 RAFFM3 759 046 763 11 585
O5g4 RAFFMN4 B75 295 F00 .353 576
(0525 RAFFNS 619 324 B47 378 523
5t AFFMNE -.023 B35 048 B33 B55

Mote: Major loadings for each item are coloured for the two components (factors). Pattern and
Structure Matrix: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Oblimin with
Kaiser Normalization. Pattern Matrix: Rotation converged in & iterations.

Communalities > .3 indicate that these items fit well with the other items in its factors.

Most of the items load stroengly » .600. ldeally, three or more items load on each component.
Therefore, a two-component solution is suggested.
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Appendix J13

Interpretation of the Output of EFA for Social Media Affinity

The six items of the Social Media Affinity were subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA) far
data reduction purposes. Prior to conducting PCA, the suitahility of data for the factor analysis was
assessed. The Inspection of the correlation matrix indicated that the majority of coefficients were
above 30.

The Kaiser-mMeyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .72, exceeding the minimum value
of .60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnickand Fidell, 2013). The Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < 05) which supports the factorability of the
correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).

PCA revealed two factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 54 8%, and 11.5% of the total
variance respectively. Itwas decided to keep both compaonents. The first component refers to Social
Media Affinity whereas the second component.

Yet, the two-component solution explained a total of 63.8% of the variance with the first Component
contributing 46.7 % and the remaining component contributing 17.1%. To support the interpretation
of these two components, Direct Oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed a
simple structure (Thurstone, 1947) with two components showing strong loadings. Five of the six items
loaded substantially on onefactor with the exception of one itemwhich loaded strongly on the second
factor. The first factor indicated mostly a Social Media Affinity with the exception of one item bearing
a negative sign (Traditional Media Preference). In contrast, the second factor indicated job
efficiency/effectiveness by combining both Social and Traditional Media.
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Appendix J14

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the Motivation to use Social Media in Organisations
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues
Component | Total % of Variance | Cumulative %
1 205 £8.31 £8.31
2 .55 1843 B6.74
3 AD 13.76 100.00

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis [PCA)

Only the first component recorded the

egigenvalue £ 1.

This components explained a total of 68.3% of
the wariance which is clearly below the
recommended threshold of 80.0% [Hair Ir et
al., 2009).

Correlation Matrix of the Motivation to use Social Media in Organisations

ﬁ::“ % | 431 AMOTI  4d2AMOT2 443 AMOT3
491 AMOTL 1.00

4d2 AMOT2 57 1.00

493 AMOT3 45 .55 100

The inspection of the correlation matrix for Social Media
Business Usage in Organisations revealed the presence of all

coefficientsof .45 and above indicating quite strong correlations
between the three items.

arimax and Oblique rotation could not be performed because
only one factor was extracted.

Interpretation of the Output of the Motivation to use Social Media in Organisations

The three items of the dimension ‘Motivation to use Social Media in Organisations” AMOT1—
AMOT3 were subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA) for data reduction purposes. Prior
to conducting PCA, the suitability of data for the factor analysis was assessed. The Inspection of
the correlation matrix indicated that all coefficients were above 30

The Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin (KPMQ) measure of sampling adeguacy was .68, exceeding the minimum
value of 60 for good factor analysis (Kaiser, 1970; 1974; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). The
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance (sig .00 < .05) which supports the
factarahility of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954).
PCA revealed anly one factor with eigenvalue exceeding 1, explaining 68.3% of the total variance.
All three items loaded on one factor, which did nof allow rotating the solution.
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Confirmatory Factor Analyses




Appendix K1

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Antecedent
Original Measurement Model (Hypothesized Model)

147 56

Social Media Business
Usage Hesitation

56
RHSMEBUL

b1

Path Diagram
287 1 37
@ IEMBLS

A7

ISMBUZ

32

51

Mote: The madel is recursive. Samplesize =530

M

o

n
=

Social Media Business
Usage Inclination

[ [
[ =] =]
Ln [e=]
[ =

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Model: Summary of Model Variables

-1.31

-62

Your model contains the following variables

RHSMBLU4
RHSMBUL
RHSMBUZ

RH3MBLIZ L ob 4 end bl
ISMBUS served, endogenous variables

ISMEBLA (Input data or dependentvariables)

ISMBLZ
ISMBUS

Hesitation Inclination -
el eh
el eb
el e7
ed e8

Unobserved, exogenous variables
(all factors and errortermsor

independent variables)

Variable counts

Mumber of variables in your model: 18

Mumber of observed variables: 8
Mumber of uncbserved variables: 10
Mumber of exogenous variables: 10
Mumber of endogenous variables: B
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Appendix K2

AMOS Output for hypothe sized Two-factor CFA Model:
Summary of Model Parameters

Parameter Summary
Weights Cowvariances Variances Means Intercepts  Total
Fixed 10 H o 0 H 10
Labeled 0 0 o 0 0 0
Unlabeled & 1 10 0 0 17
Total 16 1 10 H H 27

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model)

Mumber of distinct sample moments: 144 144 was the number of distinct sample moments,

Mumber of distinct parametersto be estimated: 68 the elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e.
Degrees of freedom (144 - 68 76 the number of pieces of information provided by

Result {Default model) the data. 68 parameters to be estimated. 76

. . Degrees of freedom based on an over identified
Minimum was achieved . . .
Chi-square = 158.242 model with a Chi-square of 158.242 with a p-level of
Degress of freedom = 76 {000. For a good fit to the sample data, the null
Probability level = .000. hypothesis that there is no significant difference
between the observed and estimated covarignce

matrices should be retained.

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Model:

Parameter Estimates All tvalues are > 1.9& [2TT) —
all loadings are significant

Maximum Likelihood

Estimates Estimate  5.E C.R. F
Regression Weights (Factor Loadings)
RHSMEBU4 <-— Hesitation 1.000 Parametar Estimates should
RHSMBU1 <-— Hesitation 844 058 16257 FEE demonstrate the correct sign and
RHSMEU3 < Hesitation BBZ 059 14938 FEE size. They were unreasonable if their
RHSMEBUZ <--- Hesitation B58 058 16.396 FEF correlations = 1.00 or indicated
ISMBUS  <— Inclination 993 081 12300 £33 negative variances and covariance or
ISMBU4 < Inclination 808 077 10497 === correlation matrices which wers not
positive definite.
ISMEBLIZ <— Inclination 1.000
ISMBU3 < Inclination 882 079 11098 == >E Standard Errors revesied the
. precision with which a parameter
Covariances had been estimated. A value close to
Hesitation =--» Inclination -1.312 151 -B.670 FEE zere or a large value indicated that
. the test statistics for a parameter
o Variances - could not be defined or a parameter
Hesitation 2.080 208 5.851 could not be determined.
A FEE
Inclination 2148 278 7.740 C.R. Critical Ratio represented the
el 1308 A1 11.31% A estimate of the parameter divided by
e 1.469 119 12341 *EF its standard error. It operated as z-
&3 1.840 136 13512 . statistic in  examining that the
’ ' ' - estimate was statistically significant
g4 1485 1200 12218 different from zerc. Based on a
£5 2050 184 11.165 wEE probability level of .05 the test
a6 2883 713 134975 *E% statistic had to exceed + 1.96 before
&7 2 463 206 11953 . the hypothesis that the estimate
’ ’ ’ equaled zero could be rejected
e8 2869 214 13411 FEE (Byrne 2010).

*#*¥% probability < .000. Weights were significant 2t .001 [2TT)
All loadings were significant.
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Appendix K3 (Extract)

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Model:

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

CMIM

Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMINSDF
Your |Default) model &8 158242 76 000 2082
Saturated model 144 000 g
Independence model 32 2820.185 112 000 25180

RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Your [Default) model 209 865 534 509
Saturated model 000 1.000
Independence model 1322 483 335 375

Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFl
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2
Your [Default) model 544 o917 570 955 870
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model {000 000 LELH 000 000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO FMNFI PCFI
Your [Default) model E79 B0 JB58
Saturated model 000 000 000
Independence model 1.000 000 000
MCP

Model MCP LOS0 HIS0
Your [Default) model g2.242 45 985 122255
Saturated model [000 000 000
Independence model Z708.185 2538.830 2884 BES

FIVIM
Model FMIMN FO LOGO HIS0
Your [Default) model 150 078 047 116
Saturated model 000 D00 000 000
Independence model 2671 2565 2.404 2732

RMSEA
Model RMSEA LOSO HIS0 PCLOSE
Your (Default) model 032 025 039 1000
Independence model 151 147 156 D00
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥*{df =Morm Chi-Sguare between 1.00 and 5.00 2082
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 8B5S
RMSEA=Root Mean Sguared Error = 07 032
CFl =Comparative Fit Index > 92 570
AGF|=Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index > o0 534
MFl= Normed Fit Index = 585 544

K3

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006]);
Byrne [2010); Hair et al.
(2010)

NPAR = Number of
Farameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
cowvariance matrix 5,
and restricted
covariance matrix

¥8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
¥® statistic.

P-Walue < .0001

The fit of the data to
the hypothesized
model was not entirely

sdequate.

The threshold of
CMWINSDF should be
= 5.0.

The sample size of 530
influenced the

AGF| [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFl and AGFI
suggested that the
hypothesized model
fitted the sample data

relatively well.

RFl and CFl in Baseline
Comparison indicated
a good fit.

The PCFl in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
not acceptable, should
be = B0,

The PCLOSE =should be
= .05.



Appendix K4

Assessing Validity of Reflective Latent Variables

for the Antecedents
Convergent Validity AVE
Social Media Usage Hesitation .55
Social Media Usage Inclination 42 < 50

Convergent Validity Formular
zLf

n

AVE =

Convergent validity of 3 construct represents the ratio of the
amount of the variance of its indicators captured by the constructs
relative to the amount of the total variance including the variance
due to measurement errors.

L; represents the standardized factor loadings, and i is the number
of items. The estimated factor loadings should be .50 or highter
For n items, AVE is computed as the total of all squared
standardized factor loadings [squared multiple correlations)
divided by the number of items. Rule of Thumb AVE 2 .50 i.e., 50%%
or more of the variance of the indicators is accounted for and to
support convergent validity.

The AVE <
the latent variable is less than the

50 means the variance explained by

measurement error. This means that this
construct does not have encugh commaenality
to suggest a single underlying latent factor.

The results indicated that there was not
enoueh sufficient evidence to confirm

convergent validity for the second factor
Social Media Business Usage inclination.

Discriminant Validity VAVE
Social Media Usage Hesitation 742
Social Media Usage Inclination 632

Discriminant Validity Formular
[VAVE(n:)} = Corr (m; ny) or AVE(n:) = {Corr (n; n;) 2
VAVE of a latent variable should be greater than the correlations
amaong the latent variables to fully satisfy the requirements for

discriminant validity or AVE estimated for two factors should be
greater than the square of the correlations between two factors.

The results indicated that discriminant validity
was achieved.

Assessing Reliability of Reflective Latent Variables

for the Antecedents
Compaosite Reliability Pe
Social Media Usage Hesitation 830
Social Media Usage Inclination 738

Composite Reliability f Internal Consistency Formular

zA (Z M2
) n (ZA) +(21-M)
** indicates the amount of variance of 2n item =ccounted for by

izt azzociated construct (item reliability). The Avalues are
standardized loadings which were taken from the rotated

component matrix. [1-47) is the measurement error £.

Construct Reliability ({CR}) o
Social Media Usage Hesitation 830
Social Media Usage Inclination 739

Construct Reliability Formular
o = (k/lk-1IH1-(Zrs/ Zryl
k Mumberofitems/variables.

7 I Sum of correlations on main diagonal and Er-_-E-um of all
correlations on main and off diagonals.
CR [Construct Reliability) should be greater than .70 to suggest

convergence and internal consistency.
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To detect model misspecifications the standardized residuals and modification indices were reviewed.

Appendix K5

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Maodel: Standardized Residual Covariances

ISMBLU3 ISMBLUZ2 ISMBUS ISMBUS  RHSMEBUZ RHSMEU3 RHSMBULl RHSMEBU4
ISMELIS D00
ISMBLZ -073 D00
ISMBL4 1770 D87 D00
ISMEBLIS -.364 252 -1.125 000
RHSMELZ 1.264 1445 1311 047 000
RHSMEL3 1173 1.026 B0l 5EE 859 D00
RHSMELU1 1.002 575 -.545 -1622 453 -.602 D00
RHSMEL4 044 -1.110 -.6B2 -2.201 -.548 D82 -.120 D00
Values = 2.58 cut-off point by J@reskog and Sorbom (1993)
AMOS Output for hypothesized Twao-Factor CFA Maodel:
Modification Indices and Parameter Change Statistics
M.l Par Change
Covariances
eb <—>e8 10279 459
eh <> Hesitation £.354 -.241
eb <—->eb 6.181 -.317
gd <—=|nclination 7.106 .230
ed <—>|nclination 4 603 200
g3 <—->pd 6.982 223
gl <—->g5 4411 -.202
gl <—=Inclination 12 566 - 257
gl <= Hesitation 410 -.152
gl <—-=>g5 4,382 -.186
Variances Varignces contained no
Regression Weights: (Your model) values since all
ISMBU3I <-—5SMBL4 6.365 .0as5 parameters representing
ISMBU4 <— SMBU3 5742 ogg VAriances [factars and
measurement ETrrors)
ISMBLS <-— RHSMBU1 £.170 ~057  \ere freely estimated.
ISMBUS <-—RHSMBUS 5871 -.004 M.I. was only applicable
RHSMBU2 < ISMBU2 4.267 057 1y model parameters
RHSMBL 2 <— I5MBUS 4389 ] whichwere setto avalue
RHSMEBLU4 <— Inclination 6.051 -.109 of .00
RHSMBL4 <-— |SMBLZ2 7480 -.073
RHSMBL4 <— |SMBLS B.0OGE - .DBO
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Appendix K6

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Antecedent

Modified Model

191 4 54
@ ISMBUS

.32
ISMBUS

244 9
S58(.18 ISMBU2

56

Social Media Business
Usage Hesitation

Path Diagram

A7
Social Media Business
Usage Inclination

27

Mote: The model is recursive. Samplesize =530

AMOS Output for modified Two-Factor CFA Model: Summary of ModelVariables

-1.37

Your model contains the following variables

RHSMBU4
RHSMBU1
RHSMBU3
RHSMBU2Z
ISMBUS
ISMBLS
ISMBUZ
ISMBUS

Hesitation Inclination -
el e5
el eb
e3 e7
ed eh

Variable counts

MNumber of variables in your model:
MNumber of cbserved variables:
MNumber of uncbserved variables:
MNumber of exczenous variables:
MNumber of endogenous variables:

Observed, endogenous variables
(Input data or dependentvariables)

Unobserved, exogenous variahles
(All factors and errortermsor
independentwvariables)

18

10
10
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Appendix K7

AMOS Output for modified Two-factor CFA Model:
summary of Model Parameters

Parameter Summary
Weights Cowvariances  Variances Means  Intercepts  Total
Fixed 10 H o o H 10
Labeled H 0 0 H 0
Unlabeled & 2 10 0 0 18
Total 16 2 10 0 H 28

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model)

Number of distinct sample moments: 144
Mumber of distinct parameters to be estimsated: 72
Degreesof freedom (144 - 72 72

Result [Default model)
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 130.907
Degrees of freedom =72
Probability level = .000.

144 was the number of distinct sample moments, the
elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e. the
number of pieces of information provided by the
data. 72 parameters to be estimated. 72 Degrees of
freedom based on an over identified model with a
Chi-square of 45.4% with a p-level of .000. For a good
fit to the sample data, the null hypothesis that there
iz no significant difference between the observed and
estimated covariance matrices should be retained.

AMOS Output for modified Two-Factor CFA Model:

Parameter Estimates

Maximum Likelihood

All twalues are = 1.9& [2TT) —
all loadings are significant

Estimates Estimate  S.E. C.R. P
Regression Weights [Factor Loadings)
RHSMEBU4 < Hesitation 1.000 Parameter Estimates should
RHSMEBU1 <-— Hesitation 543 058 16.325 FEF demonstrate the correct sign and
RHSMBU3 <--- Hesitation BE7  05% 14998 2 size. They were unreasanable if their
RHSMBU2 < Hesitation 857 058 16412 %% correlstions > 100 or indicated
ISMBUS . Incli . 1,000 negative variances and covariance or
- Inclination ’ correlation matrices which were not
i ET
ISMEBLI4 <-— Inclination J25 075 5699 positive definite.
— FxE
ISMEBLI2 < Incl!nat!nn 479 0B1 12148 . S.E Standard Errors revesled the
ISMBLU3 <— Inclination B4 077 10477 precision with which a parameter
Cowvariances had been estimated. A value close to
Hesitation <> Inclination  -1371 153 -B.984 4% zero or 3 large value indicated that
a6 e gR 576 168 3432 . the test statistics for a parameter
’ ’ ’ could not be defined or = parameter
Variances could not be determined.
Hesitaticn 2065 208 5909 HEE C.R. Critical Ratio represented the
Inclination 7 760 273 B 18T EEEY estimate of the parameter divided by
a1 1304 115 11306 [ its standard error. It operated as z-
’ ’ ’ - statistic in  examining that the
el lage A15 12348 estimate was statistically significant
e3 18244 136 13.532 FEF different from zerc. Based on a
ad 1471 120 12247 FEF probability level of .05 the test
S statistic had to exceed + 1.96 before
= 1510 130 10.048 the hypothesis that the estimate
eb 31586 226 14122 rEE equaled zero could be rejected
&7 2445 211 11574 R (Byrne 2010).
28 3080 226 13.613 FEE

**¥ probability < .000. Weights were significant 2t .001 [2TT)
All loadings were significant.
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Appendix K8 (Extract)

AMOS Output for modified Two-Factor CFA Model:
Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

CMIM

Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF  Criteria Chapter 4,136,
Your [Default) model 72 130.507 72 000 1R18 Schreiberetal (2006);
Saturated model 144 000 0 Byrne [2010); Hair et al
Independence model 3z 2B20.185 112 000 25180  (200%)

RMR, GFI NPAR = Number of
Model RMR GEl AGE PGFI Parameters
Your | Default) model 188 971 842 AB5 CMIM = Minimum
Saturated model kL 1.000 discrepancy between
Independence model JA312 AE3 336 376 unrestricted sample

, . covariance matrix 5
Baseline Comparisons ) !
and restricted

hodel MFI RFI IFI TLI CFl  covariance matrix

Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 T8 representing the
Your [Default) model 867 545 SEO 565 BB0 |ikelihood ratio test or
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000 3 statistic.
Independence model D00 D00 D00 D00 D00

P-Value = 2001

Parsimony-adjusted Measures The fit of the data to

Model PRATIO PMFI PCFI the hypothesized
Your (Default) model B3 622 4630 model was not entirely
Saturated model LY 000 RLEY adequate.
Independence model 1.000 D00 D00 The threshold of
NCP CMIN/DF was < 5.0.
Model NCP LOS0 HIG0 The sample size of 530
Your (Default) model 27.481 11.338 51.31% influenced the
Saturated model KL 000 KL AGFI (Adjusted) GFI
Independence model 1357779 1239 582 1483.351 Goodness of Fit Index.
EMIN The GFl and AGFI
Model FIVIN FO LOSD HI%0 suggested that the
Your [Default) model 124 056 025 0G0 modified model fitted
Saturated model 000 000 000D 000 the s=ample data
Independence model 2671 2.565 2.404 2732 relatively well.
RMSEA MFl, RFI, and CFl in
Model RMSEA LOSD HIS0 PCLOSE Baseline Comparison
Your [Default) model 028 020 035 1.000 indicated agood fit.
Independence model A51 47 156 D00 The PCFI in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results still critical, should be
¥/ df = Norm Chi-Square between 1.00 and 5.00 1818 >80
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index > 07 971 The PCLOSE should be
RMSEA = Root Mean Sguared Error = 07 028 =.05.
CFl =Comparative Fit Index > 92 978
AGF|=Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index > G0 842
MFl= Normed Fit Index > 95 854
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Appendix K9

Interpretation of the Model Fit Appraisal Criteria

Measure Poor Acceptable Good
CMIN/DF > 5 >3 =1
CFI < 90 < 85 > 85
SEMR > 10 > 08 < 08
RMSEA > 08 > 05 < 05
PClose < .01 < 05 > 05

AMOS Output for modified Two-Factar CFA Model: 5tandardized Residual Covariances

ISMBUS  IsMBLUZ  ISMEU4  ISMBUS  RHSMEUZ  RHSMEU3  RHSMBEUL1  RHSMEBEU4

ISMEBUS 000

ISMEBUZ 471 000

ISMEBUS 000 715 RLEY

ISMEBUS -.045 -.119 - 709 000

RH5MEBLZ 592 1601 547 415 000

RH5MEL3 B892 1162 483 859 578 000

RHSMEBLUL 405 J34 -.509 -1.241 A58 -.592 RLEY

RH5MEBL4 -.264 -534 -1.059 -1.792 -.552 084 -.134 000

Walues » 2.58 cut-off point by JGreskog and SGrbom [1933)

AMOS Qutput for modified Two-Factor CFA Model:
Modification Indices and Parameter Change Statistics

M.I. Par Change
Covariances

gd <—>|nclination 7.133 (238
g3 <—>Inclination 5.041 216
g3 <—>pd 7.229 (228
gl <—>Inclination 12 862 -.310
gl <> Hesitation 4315 -.155 Vaorignces contained no

Variances valuessince all parameters

Regression Weights: (Your model) representing variances

RHSMBU2 < ISMBU2 4548 052 E:‘:::’;:;::‘::;mm
RHSMBLS <-— |SMBLS 4.049 D63 EStiI'I'IEIItEIj. v
RHSME U4 <-— Inclination 5.997 -.106 ML was only applicable to
RHSMBU4 <— ISMBU2 £.957 -070  model parametarswhich
RHSMEBEU4 <-— ISMBLS 6977 -074 were set to avalue of 00,
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Appendix K10

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Independent Variable
Original Measurement Model (Hypothesized Model)
Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates (factor loadings or correlations)

Hypothesized Model

Path Diagram

71
75

Note: The model is recursive. Sample size = 530

K10



Appendix K11

Factors and Underlying Statements for the Independent Variable

BD Phase IV: Increase the number of leads and generate opportunities

RSMBIVE: The Social Media presence of ouremployees ensures thatour company can be trusted maost of the time which
generates the stmosphere to generste new leads and opportunities.

REMBIVZ: Our Social Media efforts consisting of regularly sharing updates, blogs and information lead to the desired
outcome in terms of leads and opportunities.

RSMBIVES: We are Social Media ‘experts’ intailoring our solution and services according our customers' expectations
resulting in more leads and opportunities.

REMEBIV4: Social Media helps our Business Development/Marketing team toidentify potentizal leads and opportunities
which have to meet specific company criteria in order to be approved by Sales.

REMBIVE: Our Business Developers are always held responsible togeneraste leads and opportunities through Sodal Media
for our sales team.

RSMBIVY: Social Mediz has been very helpful to speed up the Business Development phase of ‘increasing the number of
leads and generating opportunities’.

REMBIVL: My Social Metwork[e.£. LinkedIn/Xing contacts and online groups help todiscover and exploit profitable leads
and opportunities.

BD Phase I: Identify and prospect potential buyers

SMBI4: Building rapport makes iteasier to obtain critical contadt information, especially by referring toeach other's Socid
Media profile during the call.

SMBI3: Prospects perceive my ‘cold calls’ as “warm calls’ when | refer to their and/or my Social Media Profile which
increases their interest to accept my call.

SMBIS: Well-balanced' self-disdosure on Sodal Medis Profiles ‘breaks the ice’ and establishes common ground and a
trustwaorthy atmasphere.

5MBIG: The maore information professionals disclase on Facebook, Linkedln, or Xing, the more they come across as
credible and trustwaorthy, and vice versa.

BD Phase Il: Share information and maintain knowledge

RSMEBIIL: Socizl Mediais considered as one of the maost cost-effective tools to obtain deal relevant business information
and knowledge.

REMEBIIZ: Socizal Media business usage allows the exchange of meaningful and timely information. This makes it easy to
comprehend and maintain competitor, industry & market information, and knowledge. RSMBII2

REMBII4: Tacit knowledge and competitor/ind ustry information is usually quite easy to access, retrieve, and obtain on
Social Media when both mutually share.

REMBIIZ: Our Request for Information [RFI), Quotstion/Proposal [(RFQ/RFP) process could be considerably improved by
accessing valuable information viz Socizl Mediz (LinkedIn/Xing, Blogs, Micro-blogs, Success stories) 2t just the right time.
REMBIIT: Social Media business usage may renderthe Business Development phase “sharing information and maintaining
knowledge’ easier and faster.

BD Phase Ill: Build social networks and manage existing relationships

SMBIZ: 5ocial Media interactions become so clear, intuitive, and understandable to nurture our relationships with
existing and new customers.

SMBINZ: Socizl Mediz might be the key media to raise/increase aware ness for oursolutions/services by communicating
and interacting effectively (listen and converse meaningful insights) with new and existing customers.

SMBI4: Social Media allows us to communicate and interact more effectively with all levels of new and our existing
customers to achieve our company goals.

SMBING: Social Media supports building relationships similar to the reabworld through “word-of-mouth’ endorsements,
recommendations, likes, congrats, and co-creating value.

SMBIIG: Social Media is increasingly critical tocollaborate across our marketing/szles/business development function in
developing new and managing existing customers.

SMEBINL: Social Media mightbe an excellenttool to build sodal netwaorks and establishing credibility and trust with new
and existing customers by identifying these criteria which are relevant for a particular relationship.

Social Media Engagement

SMEBIL: Social Media (Linkedin/Xing) a5 an ‘up-to-date’ Rolodex (business card holder) makes it easier than a ‘difficult to
zccess and often outdsted’ company datzbase (e g. Dun & Bradstreet, Hoovers or Hoppenstedt) to identify and prospect
key contacts.

SMBI2: My Social Media Profile differentiztes myself from the crowd of sales calle s by being perceived as an ‘expert’ or
‘consultant’ and overcoming objections of gatekeepers easier.
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Ap

pendix K12

AMOS Output for modified Five-factor CFA Model: Summary of Model Variables

Your model contains the following variahles

RSMB43 RSMB27 SMBL12

RSMB42 RSMB23 SMBL1

RSMB45 RSMB24

RSMB44 RSMB22Z

RSMB46 RSMB21

RSMB47F SMB31

RSMB41 SMB36

SMEBL1E SMB35

SMB1S SMEB34

SMB13 SMB32

SMB14 SMB33

BD Phase IV BD Phase | BD Phase Il

e7 eld Soc MedEng

el el5 el?

et el? el3

el0 BD Phase Il elb

ell e2l e2b
e2l e25
e2? e2d

Variable counts

Number of variables in your model: 53

Number of observed variables: 24

Number of unocbserved variables: 29

Number of exogenous variables: 29

Number of endogenous variables: 24

AMOS Output for hypothesized F

Observed, endogenous variables
(Input data or dependentvariables)

e23
e30
eld
eld
elB
ed7
el

Unobserved, exopenous variahles
(All factors and errortermsor
independentvariables)

we-Factor CFA Model:

Summary of Model Parameters
Parameter Summary
Weights Cowvariances Variances Means Intercepts  Total
Fixed 25 o 0 0 o 25
Labeled 0 o 0 0 o 0
Unlabeled 19 10 29 0 0 58
Total 48 10 29 0 o B7

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model)

MNumber of distinct sample moments: 1200
Mumber of distinct parametersto be estimated: 232
Degrees of freedom (1200- 232): 968

Result [Default model)
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 1953.812

Degreesof freedom = 968
Probability level = .000.

1200 was the number of distinct sample moments,
the elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e.
the number of pieces of information provided by the
data. 232 parameters to be estimated. 963 Degrees
of freedom based on an over identified model with a
Chi-square of 1953,81 with a p-level of .000. For a
good fit to the sample data, the null hypothesis that
there is no significant difference between the
cbhserved and estimated covariagnce matrices should
be retained.
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Appendix K13

AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Maodel:
Parameter Estimates

Maximum Likelihood

Estimates Estimate 5.E. C.R. F
Regression Weights (Factor Loadings)

RShB43 < BD Phase IV Bed o050 17371 FEE
RSMEBE42 SO BD Phase IV 83 050 17.673 FEF
RSMBA45 o BD Phase IV 504 1054 § 245 FEF
RSME44 e BD Phase IV B11 050 16.151 FEE
RSME4E < BD Phase IV B33 058 14.270 FEE
RSME4T - BD Phase IV 1.000

RSME41 Les BD Phase IV o 052 15.053 FEF
S5MEBE16 e BD Phase | 816 073 12546 FEE
5MEB15 <——  BD Phasel 879 052 16774 FEF
5MEB13 Les BED Phase | 824 0e2 14909 FEF
SMEB14 e BD Phasel 1.000

RSMBE 27 < BD Phase Il 6598 051 13.558 FEE
RSMEB23 - BD Phase Il B85 0e5 13.549 FEE
RSME 24 Les BED Phasell R-¥):4 0e3 13984 FEE
RSB 22 o BD Phasell 886 Oed4  15.385 FEE
RSMBE21 < BD Phasell 1.000

5MEB31 - BD Phase Il &0 050 13456 FEE
S5MB36 SO BD Phase Il 937 056 16.599 FEF
SMB35 o BD Phaselll 825 055  15.805 FEE
SMEB34 e BD Phase Il 1.000

SMEB32 < BD Phase Il 993 057 17.532 FEE
5MEB33 - BD Phase Il 580 055 17980 FEE
S5MEB12 Les SochMedEng 1.000

SMEB11 o SochedEng JB3 2080 5 546 FEE

**¥ probability < .000. Weights were significant 2t .001 [2TT)
All loadings were significant.

All twalues are > 1.96 (2TT) —
all loadings are significant.

Parameter Estimates should
demonstrate the correct sign and
size. They were unreasonable if their
correlationswere = 1.00 or indicated
negative variances and covariance or
correlation matriceswhich were not
positive definite.

5.E. Standard Errors revesled the
precision with which a parameter has
been estimated. A value close to zero
or 8 large value indicated that the
test statistics for a parameter could
not be defined or a parameter could
not be determined.

C.R. Critical Ratio represented the
estimate of the parameter divided by
its standard error. It operated as z-
statistic in  examining that the
estimate was statistically significant
different from zerc. Based on a
probability level of .05 the test
statistic had to exceed + 1.96 before
the hypothesis that the estimate

equaled zero could be rejected
[Byrne 2010).

AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Model:
Parameter Estimates (Continued)

Ma.xlmum Likelihood Estimate SE CR. p
Estimates
Covariances

BD Phase IV <--> BD Phasel 724 076 5585 FEF
BD Phase IV <--= BD Phasell BBl 089 5.842 FEE
BD Phase IV <--= BD Phaselll 590 091 10912 FEE
BD Phase IV <--> SocMedEng 741 082 5.056 FEE
BD Phase | <--= BD Phasell 609 070 B.751 FEE
BD Phase | <--= BD Phaselll .6BO 070 59719 FEE
BD Phase | <--> SocMedEng J12 072 5 830 FEE
BD Phasell <--= BD Phaselll B24 (D83 5548 FEE
BD Phasell <--> SocMedEng 615 076 8.140 FEE
BD Phase lll <--> SocMedEng B33 074 B.605 FEE

**% probability < .000. Weights were significant =t .001 [2TT)
All logdings were significant.
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Appendix K14

AMOS Qutput for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Maodel:
Parameter Estimates (Continued)

Maximum Likelihood Estimate
Estimates S CR. P
Variances

BD Phase IV 1386 137 10.057 FEF
BD Phase | 831 056 0 666 FEF
BD Phasell 1.150 130 B.B26 FEF
BD Phase lll 1171 115 10.162 FEE
SochMedEng 845 1249 7.320 FEE
el B30 06D 13.764 FEE
g8 BOB 059 13582 FEF
el 1673 106 15834 FEF
elld .49 D&E 14341 FEF
ell 1504 100 14 981 FEF
eld 1534 A0 14730 FEF
gl5 AeT 040 11546 FEF
ely 651 055 11E78 FEF
e2d 1.063 077 13.E79 FEF
ezl BBl 069 12,545 FEF
g2 1109 (D83 13.258 FEF
el2 545 o7l 13.321 FEF
el3 1115 076 14754 FEF
el .BEB L 13.5499 FEF
ek T8O 059 13.251 FEF
e25 1157 082 14 588 FEF
e24 5oE 070 14,154 FEF
el3 g2 DE5 15.189 FEF
e30 1.344 097 13.829 FEF
el5 782 100 7.819 e
eld 1211 DBE 14141 FEF
el 751 053 14136 FEF
e27 510 &6 13.718 FEE
e28 BOD 06D 13.438 FEE

*%% Probability < 000
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AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Model:
Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Appendix K15 (Extract)

Model Fit Summary

CWIN
Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Your [Default) model 232 14953812 968 00 2018
Saturated model 1200 000 H
Independence model SE 12222758 1104 000 11071
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Your [Default) model 120 Be7 835 655
Saturated model 000 1.000
Independence model 00 245 17 225
Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFI
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho?
Your [Default) model B40 BB 912 B55 511
Saturated model 1.0 1. 1.0
Independence model D00 D00 D00 D00 D00
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Miodel PRATIO PMNFI PCFI
Your [Default) model B77 737 799
Saturated model 000 D00 000
Independence model 1.000 D00 D00
MCP
Model MCP LOG0 HI20
Your [Default) model 085.812 B63.531 1115841
Saturated model 000 000 000
Independence model 11118758 10766.615 11477381
FIIIM
hodel FrAIN FO LOSD HISO
Your [Default) model 1.850 534 B8 1057
Saturated model LELH 000 LELH 000
Independence model 11,575 10.525 10.1586 10.BES
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LOGO HIS0 PCLOSE
Your [Default) model 031 029 033 1.000
Independence model 098 096 099 D00
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥2/df = Norm Chi-Square between 1.00 and 5.00 2018
GF|=Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 Be7
RMSEA = Root Mean Sguared Error = .07 031
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = 52 911
AGF|=Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = G0 835
MFl= Normed Fit Index = 55 840

K15

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006);
Byrne (2010); Hair etal.
(2009}

NPAR = Mumber of
Farameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
Covariance matrix

8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
¥° statistic.

P-Value = 3001

The fit of the data to
the hypothesized
model was not entirely
adequate.

The threshold of
CMIN/DF zhould be
< 5.0.

The sample size of 530
influenced the

AGFl [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFl and AGFI
suggested that the
hypothesized model
did not fit the sample
data well.

RFl in Baszeline
Comparison indicated a
reasonable fit.

The PCFI in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
not acceptable, should
bex B0,

The PCLOSE should be
= .05.



Appendix K16 (Extract)

AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Model:
Modification Indices and Parameter Change Statistics

M.l Par Change
Covariances

g28 <--> BD Phaselll 5379 074
B27 <> 228 13.542 157
g2f <--> BD Phasel 5426 - 078
25 <—=> 27 23.641 -.247
e25 <> elb 6.342 120
g24 <--> BD Phaselll 4.453 -074
B24 <—» g28 4814 -087
g2d <--» 226 4.506 -.093
g2d <--» 225 5.365 122
gld <> g30 14709 209
g2 <> elb 7.702 -.118
g22 <--> BD Phasell 11201 141
g22 <--> BD Phasel B.464 -.116
g2l <--> BD Phase Il 7.067 -.093
g2l <> BD Phasell 5373 DB7
g2l <> 224 6.106 -117
g2l <--» 222 67 863 414
el <--> BD Phase Il 5.126 00
eld <> alb 5.358 114
eld <> e23 5516 -.122
glf <> BD Phasell 23.520 -.116
glg <--> BD Phasel 16.451 130
glf <> 24 7.469 116
gll <> g22 13962 -.16%9
elB <= e2l 7.112 -.108
gl? <--> BD Phaselll 4565 - 066
el? <--> BD Phasel 4405 063
el7 <> e30 5.110 -.110
ele <> e25 7.176 136
elg <> g2l 4125 -.093
gl <--» 217 20,197 177
els <> e30 B.019 118
els <> 22 4451 -.082
els <> 20 4.039 075
els <> elb 4757 -074
eld <> BD Phase| 6.B16 -.115
eld <= 27 4254 115
eld <= el7 4109 -.103
eld <> elb 5715 -.135
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Appendix K17 (Extract)

AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Model:
Modification Indices and Parameter Change Statistics (Continued)

M.I. Par Change
Covariances
el3 <—> SochMedEng 16.440 k)
gld <—» g2% 11.088 170
gll <--» SochiedEng 6.168 -.137
ell <—> BD Phaselll £.232 108
ell <= e30 4138 - 138
gll <—> g23 15671 -.223
gll <—> el3 7.310 - 164
gll <—>» 12 23.506 .282
g8 <—x BD Phasell £.534 -.114
g9 <= 22 4,110 -.132
g5 <> el3 7.515 - 176
el <> 20 4271 96
ed <—> el3 13.230 168
ed <—= ell 15.5595 -.211
gf <> e25 4517 -.108
g7 ©--> 818G 7431 - 135 Varionces contained no
valuessince all parameters
gl <> elB 4155 078 representing variances
g7 <—> gl3 4.003 -85 [factors+ measurement
e7 <> el2 10.224 -14  Srorswererecly
&7 <> ell 5533 102 M.l wasonly applicable to
g7 <> g8 15.653 Aed model parameterswhich
Variances were et to avalue of .00
Regression Weights (Extroct)
SMB11<-— SME31 11.522 147
SMB12 < -— RSME41 £.065 082
SMB33 < -— SME32 5.267 068
SMB33 < -— RSMB27 4508 -082
SMB32 < — SME33 4 506 071
SMB32 < — SME35 11,893 -.104
SMB34 < -— SME31 4 780 - 075
SMB35< -—— SME32 0.134 -.105
SMB35< — SME13 5.670 092
SMB36< — RSMB27 5.Blt 097
SMB31<-— SMEL11 14531 123
SMB31<-— SMEBE15 4573 0B7
SMEBE31< -— RSMB46 10.386 -.091
RMB21< — BDPhaselll 5.100 -.110
RSME21<-— BD Phase | 9267 -171
RSMB21<-— BDPhase IV 5.044 -.101
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Appendix K18

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Independent Variable
Modified Model
Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates (factor loadings or correlations)

Modified Model

BD Phase |l

____h 78 55—
@mma} ~

Note: The model is recursive. Sample size = 530
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Appendix K19

AMOS Qutput for modified Five-factor CFA Model: Summary of Model Varishles

Your model contains the following variables

RE3MB43 RSMB27 SMB12
R3MB4 2 RSMB23 SMB11
REMB44 RSMB24
REMB4E RSMB22 .
RSMB4T RSMB21 Observed, endogenous variables
BEMB4T SMB3E r  [(Input data or dependentvariables)
SMEBLGE SMIB35
SMEBLS SMB34
SMBL3 SMB32
SMEBLS SMIB33 ]
BD Phase IV BD Phase | BD Phase Il el 7
e7 eld Soc MedEng el8
el el5 eld e23 Unobserved, exogenous variables
el0 el7 els3 e24 | (Allfactors and errortermsor
ell BD Phase Il elb 230 independentvariables)
e20 e26 e29
ell elB8
e22 e27 i
Variable counts
Mumber of variables in your model: 49
Mumber of observed variables: 22
Mumber of uncbserved variables: 27
Mumber of exozenous variables: 27
Mumber of endogenous variables: 22

AMOS Output for modified Five-Factor CFA Model:
Summary of Model Parameters

Parameter Summary

Weights Cowvariances Variances Means Intercepts  Total
Fixed 27 0 o o 0 27
Labeled H H H H H H
Unlabeled 17 14 27 H H 58
Total 44 14 27 H H 85

Mote: The model was recursive. Sample Size: 530. Model: Default Model

Computation of degrees of freedom |Default model)

1212

232
780

Number of distinct sample moments:

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated:
Degreesof freedom (1200- 232):

Result (Default model)
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 1299.911
Degreesof freedom = 780
Probability level = .000.

1212 was the number of distinct sample moments,
the elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e.
the number of pieces of information provided by the
data. 232 parameters to be estimated. 780 Degrees
of freedom based on an over identified model with a
Chi-square of 1299.91 with a p-level of .300. For a
good fit to the sample data, the null hypothesis that
there is no significant difference between the
cbserved and estimated covarionce matrices should

be retained.
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AMOS Output for

Appendix K20 (Extract)

maodified Five-Factor CFA Mode:

Parameter Estimates

Maximum Likelihood

All twvalues are > 1.96 (2TT) —
all leadings are significant.

Estimates Estimate 5.E. C.R. P
Regression Weights (Factor Loadings) Parameter Estimates should
RSB43 - BD Phase IV BE63 051 17.072 FE demonstrate the correct sign
RSMEB42 <= BD Phase [V BES 051 17521 FEF and size. They were
RSMB44 <  BD PhaselV 814 051 15851  *=3 unreasonable if their
RSMB46  <— BD PhaselV B30 D060 13012  **= correlationswere > 1.00 or
RSMB47  <— BDPhaselV 1000 ndicated negative variances
and covariance or corre lation
RSMEB4L <= BD Phase [V 752 052 15120 FEF matrices which were not
SME1E <— BD Phase | 1.000 positive definite.
SMELS <— BD Phase | 950 073 12881 bk S.E. Standard Errors revesled the
5MB13 - BD Phasze | BE9 0B0  11.070 FEE precision with which a parameter has
SMEB14 - BED Phase | og7 DBl 12212 *x# been estimated. A value close to zero
RSMB27  <—-  BD Phasell 825 063 13.179  *=* or @ large value indicated that the
RSMB23 - BD Phase Il 1,000 test statistics for a parameter could
not be defined or a parameter could
RSMEB24 <-- BD Phase ll SBE 076 12575 ek not be determined.
RSMEZ22 <-- BD Phase | 969 076 12677 FEE . .
C.R. Critical Ratio represented the
R5MEBZ1 <— BD Phase | 958 0Bl 11846 bk estimate of the parameter divided by
SME3E <= BD Phase lll 923 057 16192 ek its standard error. It operated as z-
SMB35 <-- BD Phase lll 953 D67 14285 ek statistic  in  examining that the
SMEBE34 <= BD Phase lll 502 056 17844 **¥ estimate was statistically significant
SME32 ‘- BED Phaze Il 1.000 different from zero. Based on a
rababili level of .05 the test
SMEB33 <— BD Phase lll 958 055 17.323 bk ::atisti: ::d to exceed + 1.96 before
sMBE12 o SochedEng 1.000 the hypothesis that the estimate
SMEBEL1 T-- SochMedEng 7Bl 0Bl 9636 FEE

**% prohability < .000. Weights were significant at .001 [2TT)

All loadings were significant.

AMOS Output for modified Five-Factor CFA Model:

Parameter Estimates (Continued)

Ma.xlmum Likelihood Estimate SE CR. p
Estimates
Covariances

BD Phase IV <-> BD Phasel .GSE DE1 B.B55 EE
BED Phase IV <—> BD Phasell B3B8 DBE 0654 **%
BED Phase IV <—> BD Phaselll ooy 092 10.754 **%
BED Phase IV <—> SpcMedEng 734 0E2 5.005 **%
ED Phase| <—> BD Phasell 5B5 072 B.172 **%
ED Phase| <—> BD Phaselll .BB2 076 B.708 **%
ED Phase| <—> SpcMedEng .BBY 078 B.E41 **%
ED Phasell <—> BD Phaselll 796 0E2 9.756 **%
ED Phasell <—> SpcMedEng 574 071 B.054 **%
ED Phase lll <—> SpcMedEng 613 074 B.327 **%
el <—» gll 052 OBD E73 382
ely <--» gleé 251 052 4750 FEE
g1 cx  g22 570 072 7.876 was
827 <--x  g3§ -.269 052 -5.174 FEE

**%* prohability < .000.
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AMOS Output for modified Five-Factor CFA Model:
Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Appendix K21 (Extract)

Model Fit Summary

CWIIM
Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMINSDF
Your | Default) model 232 1295911 JB0 00 1667
Saturated model 1012 LLH H
Independence model BE 11300.727 524 000 12230
RM R, GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Your [ Default) model 100 502 873 B85
Saturated model 000 1.0:00
Independence model 27 245 s 227
Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFl
Deltal rhol Delta? rho
Your [Default) model BEBS Bed 851 541 850
Saturated model 1.000 1000 1.
Independence model D00 D00 D00 D00 D00
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PMFI PCFI
Your [Default) model B44 747 BO2
Saturated model 000 000 D00
Independence model 1.000 D00 D00
MCP
Model MCP LOGO HIS0
YWour {Default) model 519911 424 587 £32.112
Saturated model D00 000 D00
Independence model 10576727 10037477 10722438
FMWIN
Model FMIN FO LOG0 HI%0
Your [Default) model 1231 492 402 500
Saturated model D00 000 D00 000
Independence model 10701 5826 9 505 10.154
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LOGO HIS0 PCLOSE
Your | Default) model 025 023 {028 1 000
Independence model 103 A0 105 D00
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥&/df = Morm Chi-Sguare between 1.00 and 5.00 1.667
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index = .52 o902
RMSEA =Root Mean Sguared Error = .07 025
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = 52 850
AGFI = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = 50 873
MNFl = Normed Fit Index = .55 B85

K21

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006);
Byrne [2010); Hair et al
[2009)

NPAR = Number of
Farameters

CMIM = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
Ccovariance matrix
8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
A? statistic.
P-Value = 3001

The fit of the data to
the modified model
was not entirely
adequate.

The threshold of
CMIN/DF zhould be
< 5.0.

The sample size of 530
influenced the

AGF| [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFl and AGFI
suggested that the
modified model did =till
not fit the sample data
well.

RFl and CFl in Baseline
Comparison indicated a
good fit.

The PCFI in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
acceptable, since itwas
= .B0.

The PCLOSE =should be
= .05.



Appendix K22 (Extract)

AMOS Qutput for modified Five-Factor CFA Model: Standardized Residual Covariances(Extract)

SMEB11 SMEB12 SMEB33 5MB32 SMB36 RSMB43
SME11 000 The sample covariance between 5MB33 and 5MB12 is 032
SMEB12 D00 D0 larger than the model-implied covariance.
SME33 -.038 032 000
SME36 22 {0BOD -.063 -024 000
RSMB21 -.007 025 -.101 -.023
RSMB27 134 012 -.050 034 148
RSB43 -.087 000 -.091 - 05% 043 000

Values > 2.58 cut-off point by JGreskog and SGrbom (1993)

Assessing Reliability of Reflective Latent Variables
for the Independent Construct {CFA - Modified Model)

Composite Reliability Pe
BD Process Phase IV 858
BD Process Phase | 782
BD Process Phaszell 797
BD Process Phaze Il 861
Social Media Engagement L2

Composite Reliability / Internal Consistency Formular
Y (ZM)?

no (TN +I(EA)

A% indicates the amount of variance of an item accounted for by

izt associated construct (item reliability). The Avalues are
standardized loadings which were taken from the rotated

p. =

component matrix. [1-47) is the measurement error £.

Construct Reliability (CR) o

BD Process Phase IV 856
BD Process Phase | J78
BD Process Phasell 816
BD Process Phase Il 853
Social Media Engagement L0

Construct Reliability Formular
o = (kflk-1IH1-(Zrsf Zry}
k Mumber of items/variables.

¥ Sum of correlations on main diagonal and Er-_-E.um of all
correlations on main and off diagonals. CR (Construct Reliability)
should be greater than .70 to suggest convergence and internal
consistency.
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Assessing Validity of Reflective Latent Variables
for the Independent Construct {CFA - Modified Model)

Convergent Validity AVE
BD Process Phase IV 755
BD Process Phase | 476 <.50
BD Process Phase | 550
BD Process Phase Il 692
ESocial Media Engagement 208 «=.50

Convergent Validity Formular
T LE

n

AVE =

Convergent validity of 3 construct represents the ratio of the
amount of the variance of its indicators captured by the constructs
relative to the amount of the total variance including the variance
due to the measurement errors.

L; represents the standardized factor loadings, and i is the number
of items. The estimated factor loadings should be .50 or higher.
For nitems, AVE is computed as the total of all squared
standardized factor loadings (squared multiple correlations)
divided by the number of the items. The Rule of Thumb is AVE £ .50.
This means that 50% or more of the variance of the indicators is
accounted for and support convergent validity.

The AVE =
by the latentvariable is less than the
measurement error. This means that this
construct did not have enocugh commonality
to suggest a single underlying latent factor.

S0means the variance explained

The results indicated that there was not
encueh sufficient evidence to confirm
convergent validity for two factors, Business
Process Phase | and Social Media
Engagement.

Discriminant Validity VAVE
BD Process Phase IV 865
BD Process Phase | 690
BD Process Phasell 742
BD Process Phaselll 832
Social Media Engagement 456

Discriminant Validity Formular

[WAVE(n:)} = Corr (n: ny) or AVE(n:) = {Corr (n: )}
YAVE of a Iatent variable should be greater than the correlations
among the latent variables or AVE estimated for two factor should
be greater than the square of the correlations between two
factors to fully satisfy the requirements for discriminant validity.

The results indicated that discriminant
validity was mostly achieved with the
exception of BD Process Phase [ referring to
BD Process Phase ll, 11l and Social Media
Engagement.

Discriminant Validity

Factor1 <> Factor2 | AVE C::':;;iﬂ VAVE |Estimate
BD Phase IV <—-= BD Phase | 757 0,425 0,870 0,652
BD Phase IV <--= BD Phase ll F57 0,552 0,870 0,743
BD Phase IV <= BD Phase lll| 757 0,602 0,870 0,776
BD Phase IV <—» SocMedEng | 757 0,426 0,870 0,653
BD Phasel =<--» BD Phasell 476 0,442 0,690 0,665
B Phase | =—= BD Phaselll| 476 0,436 0,690 0,660
BD Phase | =—-= SocMedEng | 476 0,612 0,690 0,782
BD Phase Il <—=> BD Phase Ill| 550 0,567 0,742 0,753
BD Phase Il =<--» SocMedEng | .550 0,386 0,742 0,621
BD Phase 11l <= SochedEng | 629 0,339 0,793 0,582

AVE =Squared Correlation or vAVE = Correlations (Estimates)
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Appendix K24

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Moderator Variables
Original Measurement Model (Hypothesized Model)
Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates (factor loadings or correlations)

1.02 Hypothesized Model

Social Capital
[SCAP)

Path Diagram

a5 1 51

Usage Criteria
Sociodemographics

S8 44

Usage Criteria
Ease of Lse
[EOU)

Mote: The model is recursive. Sample size =530

AMOS Qutput for hypothesized Three-factor CFA Model: Summary of Mode | Variables

Your model contains the following variables

RLUCRITZ SCAPL ]

RLUCRIT1 SCAP4

RLUICRITZ SCAP2

RUCRITS SCAPS = Observed, endogenous variables
RUCRITS SCAPS (Input data or dependentvariables)
RLUICRITE SCAPE

SOCDEM SCAP i

el e7

e e8

£3 - L Unobserved, exogenous variables
EOU e10 iAll factors and errortermsor

ed ell independent variables)

e5 el -

eb
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AMOS Output for hypothesized Three-Factor CFA Model:

Appendix K25 (Extract)

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

CIMWIM

Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
YWour [Default) model 108 486 281 204 00 2.384
Saturated model 312 000 i)
Independence model 48 3044 954 264 D00 11534

RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Your [Default) model 147 830 JB93 B0E
Saturated model 000 1.0
Independence model 436 582 506 453

Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFI
Deltal rhol Delta2 rhod
YWour {Default) model JB40 193 G801 BES 58
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model 000 000 000 000 000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PMNFI PCFI
Your (Default) model J73 645 654
Saturated model LELH LLH RELH
Independence model 1.000 000 000
MNCP

Model MCP LOGO HIS0
YWour (Default) model 282281 221 605 350.680
Saturated model 000 000 RELE
Independence model 2780954 2607.016 2962 245

FIWIN
Model FIIN FO LOS0 HI90
Your [Default) model 460 267 210 332
Saturated model D00 000 RELH LLH
Independence model 2 883 2633 2465 2.805

RMSEA
hodel RMSEA LOS0 HIS0 PCLOSE
Your (Default) model 036 032 040 1.000
Independence model 100 097 103 D00
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥2[df =Morm Chi-Sguare between 1.00 and 5.00 2384
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 92 930
RMSEA=FRoot Mean Sguared Error = 07 036
CFl = Comparative Fit Index > 92 898
AGFl = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index > 90 B93
NFI = Mormed Fit Index = 95 840

K25

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006);
Byrne [2010)

NPAR = Mumber of
Parameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
covariance matrix

8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
¥ statistic.

P-Value < 3301

The fit of the data to
the hypothesized
model was not entirely
sdequate.

The threshold of
CMIN/DF should be =
5.0.

The sample size of 530
influenced the

AGFI [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The AGFI indicated that
the hypothesized
maodel did not fit the
sample data.

The PCFl in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
not acceptable, should
bex .80

The PCLOSE should be
> .05.



Appendix K26 (Extract)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Moderator Variables
Modified Model Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates/loadings or correlations

Modified Model

iy 41
38 [ 80 64
() SCAPS o a7
92 a4 = -
SCAPZ 86 66 Social Capital
67 1 a3 73 66 (SCAP)
SCAPS
Path Diagram
01 1 66 Les
(=) RUCRITL 100 82 — .
sage Criteria 34
123 1 37 g3 6l . ;
@ RUCRITZ2 Sociodemographics
(SOCDEM
167 1 28 65
@ RUCRMS 100 53 Usage Criteria
BE 42 Ease of Use

le2 1 .23

RUCRIT4

T

Mote: The model is recursive. Sample size =530

(EOU)

AMOS Qutput for modified Three-factor CFA Mode |: Summary of Model Variables

Your model contains the following variables

RUCRIT1 SCAP2

RUCRIT4 SCAP3

RUCRITS SCAPE

SCAP4 RUCRITZ
SOCDEM e8 1
el? e

ECU ell

ed el2

e5 e3

SCAP J

Variable counts

Mumber of variables in your model: 19

Mumber of observed variables: B
Mumber of uncbserved variables: 11
Mumber of exozenous variables: 11
Mumber of endogenous variables: 8

- Observed, endogenous variables
(Input data or dependentvariables)

L Unobserved, exogenous variables
(All factors and errortermsor
independentvariables)
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Appendix K27 (Extract)

AMOS Output for modified Three-Factor CFA Model:
Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

CMIN
Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Your [Default) model 76 97.470 &8 011 1433
Saturated model 144 D00 o
Independence model 32 1758.932 112 D00 15.705
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GF| AGFI PGFI
Your (Default) model D87 578 853 Ag2
Saturated model 000 1.000
Independence model 439 .BB5 570 518
Baseline Comparisons
hodel MFI RFI IFI TLI CFI
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2
Your (Default) model 845 809 BE3 871 DE2
Saturated model 1.0:00 1000 1.0:00
Independence model D00 D00 D00 D00 D00
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PMFI PCFI
Your (Default) model 07 573 5086
Saturated model D00 D00 LLH
Independence model 1.000 D00 D00
MCP
Model MCP LOGO HIS0
Your [Default) model 25470 7.193 59.755
Saturated model 000 D00 LLH
Independence model 1646.932 1514 831 1786.427
FIWIM
Model FMIN FO LOGO HIS0
Your [Default) model 092 028 007 057
Saturated model 000 kL 000 000
Independence model 1666 1560 1434 1.652
RIMSEA
Model RMSEA LOSO HI%0 PCLOSE
Your [Default) model 020 010 029 1.000
Independence model 118 113 123 000
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥E[df = Norm Chi-Square between 1.00 and 5.00 1.433
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 978
RMSEA = Root Mean Sguared Error < 07 020
CFl = Comparative Fit Index > 02 g2
AGF| = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = G0 853
MFl= Naormed Fit Index = 45 845 (borderline)

K27

Criteria Chapter 4,135;
Schreiber et al. (2006]);
Byrne (2010}

NPAR = Number of
Parameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
covariance matrix

8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
A? statistic.

P-Value < 2001

The fit of the data to
the modified model
was not entirely
adequate.

The threshold of
CMINSDF should be
< 5.0.

The sample size of 530
influenced the

AGFI [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFl and AGFI
suggested that the
modified model fitted
the sample data
relatively well.

RFl and CFl in Baseline
Comparison indicated
a good fit.

The PCFl in Parsimony-
adjusted measures was
still a problem, should
be = .B0.

The RMSEA value for
the modified model
was 020 with the 90%
confidence interval
ranging from .010 to
029,

The PCLOSE should be
= .05.



Appendix K28 (Extract)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Dependent Variable
Original Measurement Model (Hypothesized Model)

Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates (factor loadings or correlations)

' 1 a7

Business Performance
{PERF)

Path Diagram B4 73

86 5
@ RSMIUL

72 64
RSMIUZ
15 1 50

Mote: The model is recursive. Sample size = 530

Social Media Justification
[REMILY

AMOS Qutput for hypothesized two-factor CFA Model: Summary of Model Varishles

Your model contains the following variables

PERFE RSMIUZ ]

PERFS RSMIUZ

PERF4 RSMILL

PERF3 = Observed, endogenous variables
PERFZ (Input data or dependentvariables)
PERF1

PERF RSNMUIU 7

el ed

el el

&3 &0 L Unobserved, exogenous variables
ed (Al factors and errortermsor

e5 independentvariables)

eb J

Variable counts

MNumber of variables in your model: 20

Mumber of observed variables: 9
Mumber of uncbserved variables: 11
MNumber of exozenous variables: 11
Mumber of endogenous variables: 9
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Appendix K29

AMOS Qutput for hypothesized Two-factor CFA Model:

summary of Mode| Parameters

Parameter Summary
Weightz Covariances Varianes Means Intercepts Total
Fixed 11 H H H H 11
Labeled H H H H H o
Unlabeled 7 1 11 H H 15
Total 18 1 11 H H 30

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model)

Number of distinct sample moments:
Mumber of distinct parameters to be estimated:
Degreesof freedom (180 -76):

Result [Default model)
Minimum was achieved

Chi-square = 383.554
Degrees of freedom = 104

Probability level = .000.

180
76
104

180 isthe number of distinct sample moments, the
elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e. the
number of pieces of information provided by the
data. 7& parameters to be estimated. 104 Degrees of

freedom based on an over identified model with a
Chi-square of 383.55 with a p-level of .000. For a
good fit to the sample data, the null hypothesis that

there is no significant difference between the

observed and estimated covariance matrices should
be retained.

AMOS Output for hypothe sized Two-Factor CFA Madel:
Parameter Estimates

Maximum Likelihood
Estimates

Estimate

S.E C.R.

p

Regression Weights (Factor Loadings)

PERFE <——  PERF 958 056 17507
PERF5S - PERF G983 053 1B485
PERF4 - PERF 855 050 16995
PERF3 - PERF 1.0:00

PERF2 - PERF EBD 052 16567
PERF1 - PERF BBE 055 16220
RSMIUS < RShIU 854 051 16754
RSMILZ - RShAIU 887 047 1B.8B2
RSMIUL <-—  RSMIL 1.0:00

Covariances
PERF <-—> RSMIU 200 0BO 8576
Variances

PERF 1014 (096 10582
RSMIU 1606 145 11.063
el Ble 059 13740
g2 855 052 13410
e3 420 051 14170
a4 582 0de 12713
e5 Je7 054 14181
ek 902 062 1446E
ed 1150 OBe 13411
el 421 065 11158
ed B55 071 9. 283

F & F

F & F

FEkE

EXE:

FEF

F & F

FEkE

FEFE

FFF

T

FFF

FEE

FFF

FEE

T

FFF

FFF

FFF

FEE

**% Probability < .000

K29

should
demonstrate the correct sign and

Parameter Estimates
size. They are unreasonable if their
1.00 or indicate
negative variances and covariance or

correlations >

correlation matrices which are not
positive definite.

5.E.

precision with which a parameter

Standard Errors revesl the
has been estimated. A value close to
zerg or 3 large value indicates that
the test statistics for a3 parameter
cannot be defined or a parameter

cannot be determined.

C.R. Critical Ratio represents the
estimate of the parameter divided
by its standard error. |t operates as
z-statistic
estimate is statistically significant

in examining that the
different from zero. Based on a
probability level of .05 the test
statistic must exceed + 1.96 before
the hypothesis that the estimate

eguals zero can be rejected [Byrne
2010).



Appendix K30

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Maodel:
Modification Indices and Parameter Change Statistics

M. Par Change
Covariances
g7 <--»PERF 5438 097
gk <--=R5NIL 5.354 -.108
gb <—->gd 4441 -.092
gb <—->geb L8567 307
g3 <—->eb 15.752 -.154
g3 <—>pd 6.818 {DBE
g2 <—->g5 13758 -.135
gl <—>pd 6.6B1 -.085
gl <—->eb 5228 - 006
gl <—->g5 18269 -.16E
gl <—>pd 6677 -.0091
gl <—->p2 55.174 (281
Variances
Regression Weights: (Your model)

PERF1 =--- PERF2 26.053 178
PERF1 =--- PERF4 6.983 - 095
PERF2 =--- PERF1 28 486 166
PERF2 =--- PERFS 4 966 -.070
PERF2 =--- PERFE& 7.206 - .DBOD
PERF4 =--- PERF1 7.662 -.083
PERFS <--- PERF2 6.177 -.079
PERFS <--- PERFE& 21910 137
PERF& =--—- PERF2 8.151 - 097
PERF& =--- PERFS 20.023 146

K30

Variances contain no
valuessince all parameters
representing variances
[factors+ measurement
errors) were freely
estimated.

M.I. isonly applicable to
model parameterswhich
were set to avalue of (00



Appendix K31

AMOS Output for hypothesized Two-Factor CFA Maode |:

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

ChWIN
Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Your [Default) model 76 383.554 104 {00 3.6EBB
Saturated model 180 000 o
Independence model 36 4868 387 144 D00 33.808
RMR, GFI
Model RMER GFI AGFI PGFI
Your (Default) model (D83 524 BES 534
Saturated model 000 1.0:00
Independence model 7598 337 A7l 270
Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFI
Deltal rhol Delta? rhod
Your |Default) model 821 891 841 518 841
Saturated model 1.0 1.000 1.000
Independence model D00 D00 000 D00 000
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures
Model PRATIO PMNFI PCFI
Your | Default) model F22 {BE5 679
Saturated model 000 000 D00
Independence model 1.000 D00 D00
MCP
Model MCP LOS0 HIS0
Your [Default) model 279554 2255398 343 285
Saturated model 000 000 D00
Independence model 4724 387 4500.071 4555532
FMIM
Model FMIN FO LOS0 HIS0
Your (Default) model 363 265 212 325
Saturated model RELH 000 D00 000
Independence model 4610 4474 4261 46563
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LOS0 HIS0 PCLOSE
Your (Default) model 050 045 D56 435
Independence model 176 A72 181 D00
Indices Recommended Benchmarks Results
¥2[/df =Morm Chi-Sguare between 1.00 and 5.00 3.6EB
GF| = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 524
RMSEA =Root Mean Sguared Error = .07 050
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = 52 841
AGFl = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = G0 B&9
NFl= Normed Fit Index = 85 521

K31

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006);
Byrne (2010)

MPAR = Number of
Parameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
covariance matrix

8 representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
¥® statistic.

P-Value < 0301

The fit of the data to
the hypothesized
madel isnot entirely
adequate.

The threshold of
CMIM/DF should be <
5.0.

The sample size of 530
influencesthe

AGFI [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFl and AGFI
suggested that the
hypothesized model
fitted the sample data
relatively well.

The CFl in Baseline
Comparison indicated a
model fit.

The PCFI in Parsimony-
asdjusted measures was
not acceptable, should
be = .B0.

The RMSEA value for
the hypothesized
model was 050 with
the 30% confidence
interval ranging fram
.045 to 1056,

The PCLOSE should be
= .05.



Appendix K32

Confirmatory Factor Analysis AMOS v23 — Dimensions of the Dependent Variable

Modified Model (Preliminary Version)
Black (blue) figures = unstandardized (standardized) estimates (factor loadings or correlations)

1
1 A2
@ PERFL
31 35 Bl 1 T 87 g5
@ |_PERF2 | e 101
52 4 67 -
(=) PERF3 1007%2
Business Performance
68 54 ES
(e2) [ PERFE |45,
80 52 55 6
@ PERFS
32 37 53 4 5 -
@ PEREG iagram 48 74
.65 1 71
@ RSMIUL

z

REMIU

. 51
@ RSMIU3

Mote: The model is recursive. Sample size =530

e
[
[y

Social Media Justification

[
[
[}

[

Modified Model (Finalised Version)

Business Performance
{PERF)

Path Diagram o8 75

8 -

(=) RSMIUL
71 1 B

@ RSMIU2 Social Media Justification
116 1 50 (RSMIU)

REMIU3Z

|

Maote: The madel is recursive. Sample size =530
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Appendix K33

AMOS CQutput for modified Two-Factor CFA Model:

Goodness-of-Fit Statistics

Model Fit Summary

CMIM

Model MPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Your [ Default) model &4 59.360 48 126 1237
Saturated model 112 000 ]

Independence model 28 3448 699 24 D00 41.056

RMR, GFI

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI

Your [Default) model 057 .0E4q 862 422

Saturated model 000 1000

Independence model B20 397 185 297

Baseline Comparisons
Model MFI RFI IFI TLI CFl
Deltal rhol Delta? rhvo2
Your [Default) model BE3 870 597 5o 597
Saturated model 1.000 1.000 1.000
Independence model D00 D00 D00 D00 D00
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures

Model PRATIO PMFI PCFI
Your [Default) model 571 562 569

Saturated model D00 000 000

Independence model 1.000 D00 D00

MNCP

Model MCP LOGO HIS0
Your [Default) model 11.360 000 35.08%

Saturated model 000 000 000

Independence model 3364.659 3176.270 3560427

FIVIIM

Model FIIN F LOS0 HI50

Your [Default) model 065 011 D00 033

Saturated model D00 000 D00 000

Independence model 3.266 3.1B6 3.008 3.372

RMSEA

Model RMSEA LOGO HIS0 PCLOSE

Your [Default) model 017 D00 028 1. .000

Independence model 1585 185 200 000

Goodness of fit Indices (n > 250) Recommended Benchmarks Results

¥2/gf = Norm Chi-Sguare between 1.00 and 5.00 1237
GF|=Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 584
RMSEA = Root Mean Sguared Error = 07 015

CFl = Comparative Fit Index = 52 997
AGFl=Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index = G0 G862

MNFl= Normed Fit Index > 85 583

K33

Criteria Chapter 4,136;
Schreiber et al. (2006);
Byrne (2010)

NPAR = Mumber of
Farameters

CMIN = Minimum
discrepancy between
unrestricted sample
covariance matrix 5,
and restricted
covariance matrix

B representing the
Likelihood ratio test or
A® statistic.

P-Value

The fit of the data to
the modified model is
entirely adequate.

The threshold of
CMIN/DF should be <
5.0.

The sample size of 530
influencesthe

AGFI [Adjusted) GFI
Goodness of Fit Index.

The GFI and AGFI
suggested that the
maodified model fitted
the sample data
relatively well.

MNFI, RFI, and CFl inthe
Baseline Comparison

indicated agood fit.

The PCFl in Parsimony-
adjusted measures is
not acceptable, should
be* .B0.

The RMSEA value for
the modified model is
017 with the 90%
confidence interval
ranging from 000 to
.028.

The PCLOSE =should be
= .05.



Appendix L
Test of the Hypotheses and Subhypotheses

Regression Analyses




Appendix L1

Test of the Hypotheses Hsa11m—Hsa50m (Moderator Analysis)

T Vendor (M= 188) Third Party [Mx== 235} Buyer [Ma= 107)
Hyp pozte Change Statistics Change Statistics Change Statistics
Criterion Predictors RE A Fi dfl df2 Sig. FA REf Fa dfl df2 Sig. FA RI A Fi dfl df2 Sig. FA
TPERE T5MBI, SCAP Dummy 393 E9.B829 2 185 000 381 | 71.364 2 232 000 431 | 39.375 2 104 000
Hsat1m TSMEBIx SCAPL 014 | 4376 | 1 |18¢| o038 |.o04| 2355 | 1 |231 | 246 |.o000| w000 | 1 | 103 986
[Interaction Term)
TSMBI, SCAP Dummy 393 E9.82%9 2 185 000 381 | 71.264 2 232 000 431 39.375 2 104 000D
Hsatzm | TPERF TSMBI % SCAPH
}.{ . 014 4376 1 184 {038 004 1.355 1 231 246 000 000 1 103 bE6
[Interaction Term)
TREMEII, SCAP Dummy 465 B0.435 2 185 000 335 | BB.28%5 2 232 000 545 | 62.191 2 104 000
Hsazum | TPERF TRSMBI| x SCAPL
.x . 001 399 1 184 528 000 105 1 231 000 003 714 1 103 400
[Interaction Term)
TREMEBII, 5CAP Dummy 465 B80.435 2 185 000 335 | BB.38%5 2 232 000 545 | 62.191 2 104 000
Hsazzm TPERF
TREMBII.R SCAPH . 001 399 1 184 528 000 105 1 231 746 003 714 1 103 400
[Interaction Term)
TEMBI, SCAP Dummy 506 D4 .B62 2 185 000 A58 | 97.894 2 232 000 536 | 60.103 2 104 000
Hsasum | TPERF TSMBII x SCAPL
H. . 019 7.544 1 184 007 002 858 1 231 329 000 039 1 103 B44
[Interaction Term)
TEMBII, SCAP Dummy 506 04 B62 2 185 000 A58 | 97.894 2 232 000 536 | 60.103 2 104 000
Hsazam | TPERF TSMBII x SCAPH
?{ \ 019 7.544 1 184 007 002 858 1 231 329 000 029 1 103 B44
[Interaction Term)
TREMBIV, SCAP Dummy 532 105.246 2 185 000 A48 | 94.212 2 232 000 513 | 54.784 2 104 000
Hsaaim TRERF TREMBIV x SCAPL
.x . 006 2.491 1 184 A16 000 31 1 231 718 006 1.210 1 103 274
[Interaction Term)
TREMBIV, S5CAP Dummy 532 105.246 2 185 000 A48 | 94212 2 232 000 513 | 54784 2 104 000
Hsaaam | TPERF TRSMBIV x SCAPH
.H \ 006 2.491 1 184 116 000 131 1 231 718 006 1.210 1 103 274
[Interaction Term)
SochMedEng, 5CAP Dummy | 3895 60.448 2 185 000 298 | 49.350 2 232 000 229 | 15470 2 104 000
Hsasim TRERF SochiedE SCAPL
pelviEdEng X = 001 360 | 1 |284 | 549 | o24| a4m32 | 1 | 231 | 029 | .004 601 | 1 | 102 440
[Interaction Term)
SocMedEng, 5CAP Dummy | 385 60.448 2 185 000 298 | 49.350 2 232 000 229 | 15470 2 104 000
Hsaszm TPERF
SochMedEngx SCAPH
. \ 001 360 1 184 549 014 4 832 1 231 029 004 601 1 103 440
[Interaction Term)

* afrer scale refinement by EFA and CFA; SCAP = Social Capital; L= Lower, H = Higher Level, M = Moderator

L1




Test of the Hypotheses Hga11m—Hsasamv (Moderator Analysis)

Appendix L2

Undated® Vendor (My= 188) Third Party [Mr== 235) Buyer [Ma= 107)
poste Change Statistics Change Statistics Change 5tatistics
H
P | Criterion Predictors RZ & Fa dfl | dfz | sig Fa | REa Fa dft | dfz | sigzFa | REa Fa dft | dfz | sig Fa
PERF | _TSMBL URCRITSD Dummy | 309 | #1336 | 2 | 485 | 000 | 306 51218 | 2 | 232 | 000 | 405 35451 2 | 104 | 000
Hea11m TSMBIx URCRITSOL | gpp 031 1 |18a| se0 |.o03| 1029 1 | 221 | =211 | 012 z332| 1 | 103 | .130
|Interaction Term}
TSMEI, UCRITSD Dummy | .209 | 41335 | 2 | 185 | .000 | 206 | G51.214| 2 | 232 | D00 | 405 | 25451 2 | 104 | 000
Heaiam | TPERF TSMEI x UCRITSDH
) . 000 031 | 1 |asa| me0 | woo3| 1o29| 1 |23 | 311 | 013 2332 | 1 |103 | .130
[Interaction Term}
TRSMBI, UCRITSD Dummy | 348 | 49323 | 2 | 185 | .00 | 255 39672 2 | 232 | wooo0 | s20| s6273| 2 | 104 | 000
Heazum | TRERF TREMBII  UCRITEOL
. . 009 649 | 1 | 1m4 | 105 | 000 o034 1 | 231 | =m53 | 000 oo | 1 | 103 755
[Interaction Term}
TRSMEII, UCRITSD Durmmy | 248 | 49323 | 2 | 185 | .ooo | 255 39672 2 | 232 | ooo | s20| se273| 2 | 104 | 000
Heazam | TRERF TREMEI| % UCRITSDH
* . 009 2649 | 1 | 1m4 | .05 | 000 034 1 | 231 | =53 | .000 o098 | 1 | 103 755
[Interaction Term}
TSMBII, UCRITSD Dummy | 456 | 77.382 | 2 | 185 | .000 | 427| sez7s| z [ 232 | ooo | 514 sasss| 2z | 104 | 000
Heasum | TRERF TEMEI x UCRITSOL
iy ; 000 147 | 1 | 184 702 | 011 4420 1 | 231 | o236 | .000 o000 1 | 102 | 999
[Interaction Term}
TSMEI, UCRITSD Dummy | 456 | 77282 | 2 |ass | ooo | 427| es27s| 2 | 232 | ooo | 5aa| saoos| 2 | 104 | 000
Hsaazm | TPERF
TEMEBII x UCRITSDH 000 47 | 1 | 184 702 | 011 4429 1 | 231 | o336 | .000 o00| 1 | 103 | =99
[Interaction Term}
TRSMBIV, UCRITSD Dummy | 483 | s8.381 | 2 |85 | .oo0 | 17| s3aas| 2z [232 | ooo | 4ss| s2246| 2z | 204 | 000
Heaaim | TRERF TREMBIV x UCRITSOL
v ; 002 202 | 1 |asa| =372 | ooa| 14| 1 | 231 | 238 | D9 3617 | 1 | 102 | 06D
[Interaction Term}
TREMEBIV, UCRITSD Dummy | 489 | B8381 | 2 | 185 | .oo0 | 417 s3215| 2 | 232 | ooo | 428| 42246 2 | 104 | 000
Hsaazm TPERF
TREMBIVx UCRITSDH | g45 802 | 1 |18a| 372 | o04| 1424 1 | 231 | 238 | 019 3617 | 1 | 103 | .060
[Interaction Term}
SochledEng, UCRITED
melvBCEnS, 212 | 41019 | 2 |ass | o000 | a7a| 24497 2 | 232 | poo | 130 7747 | 2 | 104 | 001
Heasim | TPERF Dummy
SocMedEngx UCRITSDL | nys 628 | 1 |184| .4z | o20| s5e55| 1 | 231 | o018 | oas| se2a| 1 | 203 | 020
[Interaction Term}
SochedEng, UCRITSD 312 | 41919 | 2 |as5| ooo | a74| 244s7| 2 |23z | .00 | 130 7747| 2 | 104 | 002
Heaszm TPERF Dummy
ZochedEng x UCRITSOH
pEVIBOENE ; 002 628 | 1 |184| 429 | o20| 55| 1 | 231 | o018 | pas| se2a| 1 | 102 | 020
[Interaction Term}

* After scale refinement by EFA and CFA; UCRITSD = Usage Criteria Sociodemographic; L = Lower, H = Higher Level, M = Moderator
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Test of the Hypotheses Hgp11— Hehs2 (Moderator Analysis)

Appendix L3

Undated® Vendor [Ny = 188) Third Party [Mrs= 235} Buyer [Ma= 107)
Hyp poate Change Statistics Change Statistics Change Statistics
Criterion Fredictors RZ A Fa dfl | dfz | Sig Fo | REa Fi dfl | dfz | sizFoa | REa Fa dfl | dfz | Siz.Fa
pERF |_TSMBL URCRITEU Dummy | 313 | 42079 | 2 [ 185 | 000 | 308 | 51690 2 | 232 000 399 | 34565 | z | 104 | 000
Heb11m TSMBIx URCRITEUL - pog 1545 | 1 | 184 | =215 | 002 &68 | 1 | =231 415 000 o1 | 1 | 103 | mea
[Interaction Term)
TSMBI, UCRITEU Dummy | .313 | 42079 | 2 | 185 | .000 | 208| 51690 2 | 232 000 399 | 34565 | 2 | 104 | .000
Hebizm | TPERF TSMBI % UCRITEUH
: ! 006 1549 | 1 | 184 | 215 | 002 s68 | 1 | z3:1 415 000 021 1 | 103 | .=e4
[Interaction Term)
TRSMBIl, UCRITEU Dummy | .257 | 51324 | 2 | 185 | .oo0 | 284 46024 2 | 232 000 522 | se72e | z | 104 | 000
Hebzs |  TPERF TREMEI! x UCRITEUL
¥ . 005 1414 | 1 | 184 | 236 | .0m1 476 | 1 | 221 491 000 08| 1 | 103 | 744
[Interaction Term)
TRSMBII, UCRITEU Dummy | 357 | 51324 | 2 | 185 | .ooo | 2s¢| 4s0za| 2 | 232 000 522 | se73s| 2z | 104 | 000
Hsbzzm TPERF
TRSMBI| x UCRITEUR | gpe 1414 | 1 | 184 | 236 | oo2 476 1 | 231 491 000 08| 1 | 103 | 744
|Interaction Term)
TSMBII, UCRITEU Dummy | 457 | 77711 | 2z | 185 | oo0 | 437 2os1a| 2z | 232 000 521 | ces46 | 2z | 104 | .000
Hep3um | TRERF TSMEI] x UCRITEUL
# ; 001 257 1 | 18a | 813 | 002 83| 1 | z:1 361 003 627 1 | 103 | 420
[Interaction Term)
TSMBIII, UCRITEU Dummy | 457 | 77721 2z | 185 | ooo0 | 437 s9s1a| 2z | 232 000 521 | seses | 2z | 104 | 000
Hebszm | TRERF TSMBIN x UCRITEUA
¥ ; 001 257 1 | 18 | 823 | 002 83| 1 |23 361 003 627 1 | 103 | 430
[Interaction Term)
TRSMEIV, UCRITEU Dummy | 484 | 26880 | 2 | 185 | ooo | 42s| ssos3a| 2 | 23z 000 470 | 4112 2 | 104 | 000
Hebaum | TRERF TREMEIV x UCRITEUL
' : 000 05| 1 |1sa | 748 | o02| 1010| 1 | 232 316 005 @36 | 1 | 03| 335
[Interaction Term)
TRSMEIV, UCRITEU Dummy | 422 | =68s0| 2 | 185 | .ooo | 428 ssosz| 2z | 232 000 470 | #6212 2 | 204 | 000
Hepazm | TRERF TREMBIV x UCRITEUH
' ; 000 05| 1 | 184 746 | w00z| 1010 1 |z3:1 316 005 @36 | 1 | 103 | 336
|Interaction Term)
SochMedEng, UCRITEU 215 | 42621 | 2 |ass | oo0 | .ami| z7apal| 2 | 232 000 135 g117 | 2 | 104 | 002
Hebsim TPERF Dummy
SacMedEngx ULRITEUL | haq aos | 1 | 124 742 | .0D0 03| 1 |z E50 016 | 1885 | 1 | 103 | .as2
[Interaction Term)
SocMedEng, UCRITEU 315 | sze21| 2z |185 | oo0 | 191 z7404| 2z | 232 000 a3 | sa17| 2z | 104 | o0m2
Hshsam TPERF Dummy
SocMedEngx UCRITEUH | g0 o9 | 1 | a2ma | 7ez | oo0 03| 1 |21 850 016 | 1885 | 1 | 103 | .as2
[Interaction Term)

* After scale refinement by EFA and CFA; UCRITEU = Usage Criteria Ease of Use; L = Lower, H = Higher Level, M = Moderator
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Appendix L4 (Extract TRSMJU)

Test of the Hypotheses Hsp11— Hsps2 (Moderator Analysis)

Undated® Vendor [Ny = 188) Third Party [Mz== 235} Buyer [Ma= 107)
Hyp poste Change Statistics Change Statistics Change Statistics
Criterion Predictors R A F& dfl | dfz | Sig. Fa | REa Fa dfl | df2 | Sig. F& | REA F& dfl dfz Sig. FA
TEMEI, SCAP Dummy 393 B985 [ Z 185 000 381 [ 71354 z 232 000 431 | 39.375 z 104 .000
TRSWUU
Hsbiim TSMBIxSCAPL 014 4376 | 1 | 188 | o038 | wmos| 1355 | 1 | 231 | .246 | .000 000 | 1 | 103 986
[Interaction Term)
st TEMEI, SCAP Dummy 393 59829 | Z 185 000 381 | 71.364 z 232 000 431 | 39.375 z 104 000
Sh12mM
TRSMUL
TSME’“.‘SEAFH. 014 4376 | 1 184 038 004 1.255 1 231 246 .000 .000 1 102 586
[Interaction Term)
y TRSMBII, SCAP Dummy 465 80435 | 2 185 000 335 | 58.395 2 232 000 545 | £2.191 2 104 000
Sh2im
TRSMUU
TH“E‘ME'”,“E":“FL, 001 399 | 1 184 528 000 .05 1 231 000 003 714 1 103 400
[Interaction Term)
Hebaz TREMEBII, SCAP Dummy ABS 80435 | 2 185 000 335 | 58.335 z 232 000 545 | 52191 z 104 000
5 M
TRSNUU
TH“SME'”.”E'EAFH. 001 299 | 1 184 528 000 105 1 231 T46 003 714 1 102 400
[Interaction Term)
y TSMBII, SCAP Dummy 506 94862 | 2 185 000 A58 | 97.894 z 232 000 .536 | 60.103 z 104 000
Sh3im
TRSNUU
TE'ME'””.E'EAFL. 019 7544 (1 184 007 002 A58 1 231 329 .000 039 1 103 244
|Interaction Term)
Hspaz TEMEBIII, SCAP Dummy 506 94862 | 2 185 000 458 | 97.894 z 232 000 536 | £60.103 z 104 000
= M
TRSMUU TEMEI | SCAPH
¥ \ 019 7E44 [ 1 184 007 00z 858 1 231 229 .000 029 1 102 Baq
[Interaction Term)
Heba TREMEBIV, SCAP Dummy 532 | 105246 | 2 185 000 A48 | 94212 z 232 000 513 | 54.784 z 104 000
Sba1mM
TRSNUU
TR&ME"?”E'EAFL. 006 2491 1 184 16 000 A31 1 231 713 006 1.210 1 103 274
[Interaction Term)
Habaz TRSMEIV, SCAP Dummy 532 | 105.246 | 2 185 000 A48 | 94212 2 232 000 513 | 54.784 2 104 000
5 M
TREMUIU TREMEBIV x SCAPH
o . 006 2491 1 184 116 000 321 1 231 718 008 1.210 1 102 274
[Interaction Term)
Hsbs SochMeadEng, SCAP Dummy | 295 0448 | 2 185 000 298 | 49,350 z 232 000 229 | 15470 z 104 000
SB51M
TRSNUU p o
SocMedEng xSCARL | gy 360| 1 |188| 549 | o1s| 4832 | 1 |231 | w29 | .004 601 | 1 | 102 440
[Interaction Term)
" SochMadEng, SCAP Dummy | 395 £0.448 | 2 185 000 298 | 49,350 z 232 000 239 | 15.470 z 104 000
shsam
TREMUIU SochMedEng x SCAPH
meledEng X =mn 001 360 | 1 |18a| 543 | o1a| amaz | 1 | 231 | o239 | 004 601 | 1 | 103 440
[Interaction Term)

* afrer scale refinement by EFA and CF4; SCAP = Social Capital, L = Lower, H = Higher Level, M = Moderator
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Appendix L5

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance . (Third Party)

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance |. (Buyer)

Dependent Varizble: TPERF [Business Performance inthe narrowsense )

Dependent Varizble: TPERF [Business Performance inthe narrowsense)

Mode| 1 Mode| 2 Mode| 3 Mode| 1 Mode| 2 Mode| 3
Variable [Labal) B E B E B E Variable [Labal) B E ) E B E
Constant 4.381%% 540 242 Constant 4.434%% 856 554

TISMBU [Inclination) A46% 2472%% 014 047 012 D020 TISMBU [Inclinztion) 1g9% 277FEF 0 _paz -021 -.005 -.003
TRHSMBU [Hesitation) -109% 1T71FF -021 -033 -031 -.049 TRHSMEBU [Hesitation) -192% _2Eg*¥ 043 -.065 -051 -.075
TSMEI  [BD Phase ) 123 A4 .100 062 TSMEI  [BD Phase ) .188%  189¥ 25 127
TRSMEII [BD Phase I1) 103 124 087 057 TREMEII [BD Phase 1) 244%  2mp® 231% 271%
TSMBII [BD Phase 111} 299%%  314%F  g3gEF  pE3tE TSMBIII [BD Phase I} 235%*  2eB** 147 168
TREMEIV [BD Phase IV) 3g3¥E  3gpEE aEgEE  pg2EE TREMEIV [BD Phase IV} qcg*F  g73E# 1Ra* 199%
SocMedEn (Engagem.) 014 016 003 051 SocMedEn (Engagem.) 000 000 -018 018
TSCAP [Social Capital) 199% 1m1* TSCAP [Social Capital) 210% 21g%
TRUCRSD (SocDem) oz1 07k TRUCRSD [SocDem) -037 .04z
TRUCREU [Ease of U'se) 021 azz TRUCREU [Ease of U'se) 006 006
TRUCR [Usage Criteria) TRUCR [Usage Criteria)

R® 127 536 553 R* 234 652 &77

F 16.85%%F 37 53%F 28.35%%F F 15.90%* 2647 20.15%%

ARE 127 410 o2z ARE 234 418 026

4F 16.85%* 40.13%* 3.75% 4F 15.90%* 23.74%% 2.54

Mote: Mre= 235 [Third Party 3ample). ¥p< .05, **p< 001.

For the Third Party Sample, the antecedentsexplained 12.7% of the variance in Business Performance
in the narrow sense (TPERF). After including the Business Development Process Phases I-IV and
SocMedEng the total variance explained by the model at Step 2 reached 53.6%, F (7, 227) = 37.53,p <
.001. The five control measures explained an additional 41.0% of the variance in Business Performance
(TPERF), after controlling for Inclination and Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage, R®
change = .410, F change (5, 227) = 40.13, p < .001. The total variance explained by the model as a
whole reached 55.9%, F (10, 224) = 28.35, p < .05. In the final model, only a few measures were
statistically significant with Beta values between .062 and .181, p < .001 and p < .0S.

L5

Mote: Mg= 107 [Buyer Sample). *p< 05, **p < 001

For the Buyer Sample, the antecedents explained 23.4% of the variance in Business Performance in
the narrow sense (TPERF). After including the Business Development Process Phases I-IV and
SocMedEng the total variance explained by the model at Step 2 reached 65.2%, F(7,99) = 26.47, p <
.001. The five control measures explained an additional 41.8% of the variance in Business Performance
(TPERF), after controlling for Inclination and Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage, R?
change = .418, Fchange (5, 99)= 23.74, p < .001. The total variance explained by the model as a whole
reached 67.7%, F (10, 96) = 20.15, p < .001. In the final model, only a few measures were significant
with Beta values between .20 and .27 p < .05.



Appendix L6

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance 1. [Third Party)

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance I1. [Buyer)

Dependent Varizble: TRSMIU [Business Performance in a broader sense)

Dependent Variable: TRSMIU [Business Performancein 2 broader sense)

Modal 1 Modal 2 Modal 3 Maodel 1 Model 2 Modal 3
Varizble [Label) B E B E B E Warizble [Lzbel) B E B E B B
Canstant 4.791%% 795 520 Constant 4.243%%* 1.639 1.542

TIEMEU [Inclination) A7T7F 225% 025 D45 KiE 041 TIEMEBU [Inclination) .184% 233% 0332 D42 044 D55
TRHSMBU [Hesitation) -162%  _1gg% -.063 -084 -075 -091 TRHSMBU [Hesitation) -.155 -178 -0z -024 _02g -023
TEMBI  [BD Phass 1) 057 045 043 034 TSMBI  (BD Phase 1) -037 -.029 -112 -088
TREMBII [BD Phasz 1) 185 142 A7TF A35* TREMBII [BD Phase 1) 255 231 251 227
TEMEIN [BD Phase 111} 282%  zz8% 229% A86% TSMEIN [BD Phase 111} 324%  zm7% 200 A77
TREMBIV [BD Phase IV) 311% 247% 282% 224% TREMEIV [BD Phase V) 258 215 290% 243%
SocMedEn (Engagem. ) 050 043 044 038 SocMedEn [Engagem. ) 181 -.154 201 -170
TSCAP [Social Capital) 169 119 TSCAP [Social Capital) 294* 237%
TRUCRSD [SacDem) 001 001 TRUCRSD [SocDem) 075 -085
TRUCREL [Eose of Uise) 001 001 TRUCREL [Eose of Lise) -028 -028
TRUCR (Us=zge Criteria) TRUCR [Uszge Criteria)

Rz 31 398 406 RE A28 392 425

F 17.49%% 21.40%% 15.33%% F 7.49% 9.12%% 7.09%%

ARE A31 267 009 ARE A26 266 033

AF 17.49%* 20.08** 1.11% AF 7.49% 867%% 181

Mote: Mrs= 235 [Third Party Sample). *p=.05, ¥ ¥ p= .001.

For the Third Party Sample, the antecedentsexplained 13.1% of the variance in Business Performance
in a broader sense (TRSMJU). After including the Business Development Process Phases I-IV and
SocMedEng the total variance explained by the model at Step 2 reached 39.8%, F (7, 227) = 21.40,p <
.001. The five control measures explained an additional 26.7% of the variance in Business Performance
(TRSMJU), after controlling for Inclination and Hesitation towards Social Media Business Usage, R?
change = .267, F change (5, 227) = 20.08, p < .001. The total variance explained by the model asa
whole reached only 40.6%, F (10, 224) = 15.33, p < .05. In the final model, only a few measures were
statistically significant with Beta values between .14 and .22, p < .0S.
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Mote: M= 107 (Buyer Sample). ¥p< .05 *¥p< 001

For the Buyer Sample, the antecedentsexplained 12.6% of the variance in Business Performance in a
broader sense (TRSMJU). After including the Business Development Process Phases I-IV and
SocMedEng the total variance explained by the model at Step 2 reached 39.2%, F(7,99)=9.12,p<
.001. The five control measures explained an additional 26.6% of the variance in Business
Performance (TRSMJU), after controlling for Inclination and Hesitation towards Social Media
Business Usage, R* change = .266, F change (5, 99) = 8.67, p < .001. The total variance explained by
the model as a whole reached 42.5%, F (10, 96) = 7.09, < .001). In the final model, only a few
measures were significant with Beta values between .22 and .24, p < .05.



Appendix L7

Hypothesis Testing with Hierarchical Multiple Regression for all Subsamples. Dependent Variable: Business Performance 1. (TPERF)

TPERF Vendor (My= 188) Third Party [Mr== 235) Buyer [Mg= 107)
Madal Construct Rz ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. * RZ ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. * Rz ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. *
Level | p=mo, Level | p=mp, Level | p=mp,
¥ =Yes ¥ =Yes ¥ ="es
TISMBU (246 3.39 D01 N 242 3.46 001 N 277 2.83 D06 N
! TRHEMEU e R =306 | 422 | 000 N A7 | e =171 | -2.45 015 N 234 | 234 -286 -2.93 004 M
TIZMBU 047 87| .2E7 N 023 A1 6B0 N -021 -.28 TE4 M
TRHEMBU D24 -42 | 676 N -03z2 -62 .53 N -.065 -91 366 M
TEMBI 132 2.14 134 N 124 156 051 N B8 232 D22 M
2 TREMEII 615 | 204 124 1595 | .053 N 536 | 410 .1p2 1.80 073 N G52 | 418 286 3.04 D03 N
TEMEINI 239 3.41 001 N 314 4.92 000 N 268 2.73 008 M
TREMBIV 320 | 475 .000 N 300 474 .000 N A73 1.B8 062 M
SochMedEng 104 166 | .058 N 016 27 FB7 N .000 01 985 M
TIZMBU {065 1.26 | .209 N 2020 37 711 N -.00% -1z 904 M
TRHEMBU -.021 -39 | 6598 N -049 -83 354 N -075 -1.07 288 M
TEMBI .06E 1.15 | .253 N 101 1.60 111 N A27 148 143 M
TREMEII 123 2.07 n4ag N JDBS 1.51 32 N 271 2.87 005 N
3 TEMEINI 70| oss 183 2.75 D07 N sza | 022 247 3.75 000 N — ABE 1.64 105 M
TREMBIV 240 3.67 | 000 N 264 419 .000 N 199 2.20 D30 M
SochMedEng 045 75| 456 N 004 07 04E N -.01% -.29 g7 M
TECAP 300 5.06 | .000 M J1B1 3.15 002 N .210 273 008 M
TRUCRSD -058 | -1.26 | .210 N 025 .53 593 N =042 -67 502 N
TRUCREU 2052 112 | .264 N o2z A3 BE7 N 006 .02 930 M
*There were no Multicollinearity issues. Cut-off: Tolerance value = .10 or VIF value > 10.0 Pallant (2013,164) o= .05, p=.001.
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Appendix L8

Hypothesis Testing with Hierarchical Multiple Regression for all Subsamples. Dependent Variable: Business Performance 1. (TRSMIU)

TRSNUL Vendor (My= 188) Third Party [Mm== 235} Buyer [Na= 107)
Madal Construct RE ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. * Rz ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. * RZ ARZ Beta t Sig. Coll. *
Level | n= Mo, Lewal M = Np, Lawvel N=No,
¥ =Yes ¥ =Yes ¥ =Yes
TIZMBEU 339 | 482 | .000 N .225 3.23 001 M 233 2.23 D28 N
: TRHSMBU 287 | 267 -268 | -3.81| .000 N A3 A3 -95 -2.81 D05 M A28 | 128 -178 | -1.71 4081 N
TISMBU .205 .21 001 N 045 2 471 M 042 43 570 N
TRHSMBU 04z -04 ( 504 N -.084 -1.39 167 M -024 -.26 797 N
TEMEBI .050 .05 454 N 045 B2 535 M -.02% -27 .7B9 N
2 TREMEBII 527 | 259 045 05 | .528 N 298 | 267 142 2.19 029 M 297 | 266 231 1.86 066 N
TERABII 368 37 000 N 228 3.14 D02 M (2B7 2.20 030 N
TREMBIV 174 A7 D21 N 247 342 001 M 216 1.78 079 N
SochedEng J056 06 | 422 N 0432 66 512 M - 154 [ -1.73 0BT N
TISMBU 217 362 .000 N 041 65 517 M {055 57 574 N
TRHSMBU -.040 -64 | 524 N -091 -1.439 137 M -.02%9 -31 760 N
TEMEBI .003 05 [ 963 M 024 A6 645 M -.0EE =77 445 M
TREMEII .041 .59 [ 557 N 135 2.06 0440 M 227 1.80 075 N
3 TERBII 336 | 432 000 N J1B6 243 D16 M 177 1.29 202 N
TREMBIV 549 [ D22 121 159 ( .114 M A6 | 009 224 3.05 003 M A28 [ 0332 243 2.01 047 N
SochMedEng J018 .25 | .BOO N 038 5B 566 M -170 | -1.92 it N
TSCAP .201 2.90 004 N 118 179 075 M 227 2.21 030 N
TRUCRSD -.00% -17 | .BeZ N 001 01 990 M -.065 -78 A35 N
TRUCREU J008 A5 | .Be2 N 001 01 990 M -028 -32 752 N
*There were no Multicol linearity issues. Cut-off: Tolerance value < .10 or VIF value = 10.0 Pallant [2013,164) p< .05, p<.001.
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Appendix L9

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance |1 (TRSWUIU) (MN1)

Dependent Warizble: TREMIU (Business Pedformanczin the broadersense)

hodel 1 Model 2 hModel 2
Varizble (Label) B B B B B B
Constant 4 594%% -El B18
TISMELU [Inclinztion) 211%%F  pp1¥F 075% R -Eh 078% a7
TRHSMBU [Hesitation) 201%%  _pap*# -0&2 -073 -.0E5 -077
TSMEl  [BD Phase |} 067 053 029 023
TRSMEII [BD Phase |1 J145%  120% 135* A1z
TSMBII (BD Phase 1) 33c¥+  pp¥F a7gFF 234%#
TREMEBIV [BD Phase V) 275¥%  ppoE® 243FF 1gg**
SochedEn [Engagem.) -.008 -008 027 -023
TSCAP [Social Capital) pg3EE 154t
TRUCRSD [Sochem) 005 004
TRUCREL [Eose of Use) -.005 -.004
TRUCR [Usage Criteria)
RE 182 435 451
F CEE7F* L7.44%% 42.657%%
4R® .18z 253 016
4F 58.67** 46.76%* 5.07**

Mote: My =530 [Refinad TotalSample). ¥p< .05 *¥p= 001

The full model of Inclination/Hesitation towaords Sociol Medio Business Usage, Business Development
Process Phases, and Social Capital for Business Performance in the broader sense (TRSMIU) (Madel 3)
for N = 530 was statistically significant, 77 = 451, F(10, 519) = 42 671, p < 0005, adjusted R = 441.
The addition of the Business Development Phases -\ to the prediction of Business Performance in
the broader sense (TRSMIU) (Model 2) led to a statistical significant increase in R? of 253, F(5,522) =
46.757, p < .0005. The addition of Social Capital to the prediction of Business Performance in the
broader sense (TRSMIU) (Maodel 3) also resulted in a statistically significant increase in £° of 016, F
(3,519) = 5.074, p < 0005.
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Appendix L10

Subhypotheses Hyg - Hyg

Social Media Quality SMO o Question, Statement, P55 Variable
Reliahility SMOREL Predictor |02hb, RSMB25; Q3d, RTRUZ
Useful SMQUSE bredict O2c, SMB35, SMB37;
i sefulness redictor
{heuliEs = Q3b, RUCRITS
His A ibility S oredict 02a, SMB11; Q2b, RSMB24,
ceessibili
FEOIEtOr  nopB27: Q3a, SCAPT
- Q2a, SMB11; Q2d, RSMB43;
Usability SMOUSA Predictor
Q3d, RCOO1, RCOOZ2
Inclination Social Media Question, Statement, SP55 Variable,
) . TISMBU DV
Hypothesis |Business Usage T =Total Scale
H SUM (SMOREL+HSMOUSF+SMOACCH
= Social Media Quality ISMBUSMQ  |Predictor i
SMQUSA)/4
Social Media Business CQuestion, Statement, SP55 Variable,
) TSMBUI DY
Usage Intensity T =Total Scale
Gender [Dummy)* SMBUIGD*  |Predictor [Q5a, GEND
Generation SMBUIGE Predictor (Q5h refined, GEMER
Hypothesis Career Level SMBUICL Predictor |Ole, CCL; Q3b, RUCRITS, RUCRITS
SUM (SMOREL+SMOUSF+EMOACCH
His Social Media Quality SMBUISMQ |Predictor [
: SMOUSA)/4
Playfulness SMBUIPLA  |Predictor |Q5g, AFFM1, AFFNZ
Savviness/Eustress SMBUISAV  |Predictor (Q5g, AFFNZ, RAFFN3, RAFFN4
Satisfacti SVBUISTE | predict 02b, RSMB21; Q2d, RSMB42;
atisfaction
FECICOT \ ask, RUCRITE
i i Question, Statement, 5P55 Variable,
Social Capital TSCAP o
T=Total Scale
. . . Q2c, SMB33; Q3a, SCAP2, SCAPY,
Social Interaction Ties SCAFTIE Predictor
SCAPS; Q3d, RCOO2
O2a,5MB14, SMBL1S, SMB16;
) ) Q2b, RSMB25; Q2c, SMB31;
Trustworthiness) SCAFTRU Predictor
Q2d, RSMB42Z; O3a,5CAP2, SCAPS;
Hypothesis Q3d, RTRU1, RTRU2
Hia Q1lh, RHSMBU1; Q2a, SMB13,
Self-Disclosure SCAPSDI Predictor [SMB14, SMB1S, SMB16G;
O3a, SCAP2
B Q2b, RSMB22, RSMB23, RSMB24,
Knowledge Exchange SCAPKEX Predictor
RSMB27; O3a, SCAPS; Q3d, RCOOZ
Shared Values SCAPSHW Predictor [Q3a, SCAPE
o C icati SCAPCOM Predict Q2b, RSMB26, RSMB27T; Q2c,
en Communication
P FECICEON | emBa2: O3a, SCAP2
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Appendix L11

Subhypotheses Hyg - Hyg

tion, Stat t, SP55 Variable,
Business Performance TPERF D S S AR LR
T =Total Scale
Q2d, RSMB4T; O3a, SCAPL, SCAPS;
Hypothesis Efficiency PERFEFFI Predictor (Q3c, PERF1, PERF2, PERF4, PERFS;
His QSg, AFFNG
QZhb, RSMB21; O2c, SMB32, SMB34;
Effectiveness PERFEFFE Predictaor |O3a, SCAP4, SCAPS;
Q3b, RUCRITS; O5g, AFFNG
Business Development SMBI- B .
DV Question, Statement, SPSS Variable
Process phases SMBIV
B Predictor/
Cooperaticn Ccoop DV Q2c, SMB36; Q3d, RCOO1, RCOO2
Hypothesis Relaticnship
) COOPRELC Predictor |0O3d, RELC1, RELC2
Hig Commitment
Qza, 5MB14, 5SMB15, SMBL6;
. . 02b, RSMB25; Q2c, SMB31;
Trustworthiness COOPTRU Predictor
Q2d, RSMB42; O3a, SCAPZ, SCAPS;
Q3d, RTRU1, RTRUZ
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Appendix L12

Sub-Hypotheses Hy1 — Hig Testing by Simple Linear Regressions for all Subsamples

Sub Hypotheses

Vendor (My= 188)

Third Party [Nz== 235}

Buyer (Mg= 107)

Hyp Criterion Predictor R Bata t F Sig. R Bata t F Sig. RE Batz t F Sig.
Hiia SO SMOREL 080 .299 4. 281 18.3 | .000 2.340 5.5 .020 | .071 267 2.837 8.0 | .005
Hiib SO SMOUSF 16.187 2357 | .000 18.079 | 3265 | .00D | .650 15.278 | 2334 | .000
Hiic ShIC ShCACC 17.545 307.8 | .000 20902 | 4369 | .0DD | 711 16.066 | 258.1 | .00D
Hi1d S SMQUSA 21.591 466.2 | .000 22.124 | 485.5 | .00D | .685 15.101 | 228.0 | .00D
Hiz TISMBU ISMBUSMIO | 152 380 E.7E4 33.5 | .000 6.820 455 | .0DD | .178 4738 22.5 | .000
Hi3a TEMBUI SMBUIGD 005 | -.0639 =941 8 248 -1.376 15| .170 | .0Bs 3.133 9.8 | .002
H1i3h TEMBUI SMBUIGE 006 079 1.078 1.2 | 282 -5941 Al 248 | 027 - 164 -1.700 2.9 | .092
Hi3c TSMBUI SMBUICL 021 | -.145 | -1.998 4.0 | .047 -3.022 9.1 | .003 | .002 0440 415 .2 | 678
Hiad TEMIBLI SMBUISMIQL | .126 358 E.188 26.9 | .000 6.510 42.4 | 00D | .165 408 4 554 20.7 | .000
H1i3e TISMBU SMBUIPLA A37 370 5432 29.5 | .000 6.515 425 | .00D | .1B8 432 48905 24.1 | .000
Hizf TEMBUI SMBUISAV 4.230 17.9 | .000 6.950 48.3 | .000 | .194 5.031 25.3 | .000
Hiag TSMBUI SMBUISTF 4. 589 21.1 | .000 4965 24.7 | .0DD | .174 4.703 22.1 | .000
Hiaa TSCAP SCAPTIE 23922 £72.2 | .000 22351 4996 | .000 | .BD1 20.557 | 422.6 | .000
Hiab TSCAP SCAPTRU 165.582 275.0 | .000 15408 | 237.4 | .00D | .564 11.653 | 135.8B | .000
Hiac TSCAP SCAPSDI 9.193 B4.5 | .000 10,005 | 100.1 | 00D | .2B1 B.046 64.7 | .000
H1iad TSCAP SCAPKEX 11.096 123.1 | .000 11.217 | 1258 | .00D | 478 9.7939 96.0 | .000
Hi4e TSCAP SCAPSHV 17.636 311.0 | .000 15.165 | 230.0 | .00D | 622 13144 | 172.8 | .000
Hiaf TSCAP SCAPCOM 11.064 122.4 | .000 12,147 | 147.5 | .00D | .569 11.765 | 1384 | .000
Hisa TPERF PERFEFFI 32798 | 1075.7 | .000 32.450 (10520 | .00D | .B36 23,109 | 524.0 | .000
Hish TPERF PERFEFFE 11.552 134.4 | .000 11.837 | 140.1 | .0DD | 499 10.220 | 104.4 | .00D
Higa COooP COOPRELC 11.389 1287 | .000 12.205 | 145.0 | .00D | .295 6.623 439 | .000
Hisb CooP COOPTRU 13.757 185.2 | .000 13655 ( 1B6.5 | .00D | 460 D453 B9.4 | .000
Higc1 SMBI SMBLICOOP | .2BB 537 B.683 75.4 | .000 7.985 63.9 | .0DD | .262 6.104 37.32 | .000
Hisca SMIBI SMB2COOP | 313 560 9.211 4.9 | .000 7.585 57.7 | .0DD | 387 8.133 66.2 | .00D
Hige3 SMBII SMB3ICOOP | 554 15.183 230.8 | .000 | .518 15813 | 250.1 | .0DD | .655 14,125 | 199.6 | .000
Hisca SMBIV SMB4COOP | 427 11.784 1389 | .000 | 326 10608 | 112.5 | .00D | 471 D668 3.5 | .000
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Appendix L13

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Cooperation (COOP) Mt

Dependent Varizble: COOP [Cooperation)

hodel 1 hModel 2
Varizble [Label) B E B E
Constant 2.245%* Aa1
COOPRELC
[Relationsh. Comm.) EEE¥# B13FF 275%# T
COOPTRU [Trustw.) G40F* Ep2¥*
R 375 Ez1
F 317.04%% 98 75
AR: 375 156
nF 317.04%% 175.61%%

Mote: M-= 530 (Refined Total Sample). ¥p< .05, *¥p < 001

The full model of Relationship Commitment (COOPRELC) and Trustworthiness
(COOPTRUST) for Cooperofion (COOP) (Model 2) for My = 530 was statistically
significant, R%= 531, F(1, 527) = 298 748, p < 0005, adjusted R = 530. The addition
of Relationship Commitment (COOPRELC) to the prediction of Cooperofion (COOP)
(Model 1) led to a statistical significant increase in R of 375, F (1, 528) = 317.041,
p < 0005 The addition of Trustworthiness (COOPTRU) to the prediction of
Cooperation (COOP) (Model 2) also resulted in a statistically significant increase in /¢
of 156, F(1,527) = 175.609, p < .0005.

Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression for Testing of Hisa —Hies
COOP (Cooperation)

Sub Hypothesis Sig . . Sig
B t = : | R2 F =
Higa — HisE Lewvel R e - Lewvel
Model | Construct Vendor [Ny = 188)
1 COOPRELC | 641 | 11.29 000 411 | 411 | 129.7 129.7 000
COOPRELC | .3223 5.22 000 - - 000
2 coopTRU | 508 | s20 | oo | PR PRT[1ELE | T3 g5
Model | Construct Third Party [Nyp= 235)
1 COOPRELC | 625 | 12.21 000 390 | 350 | 149.0 129.7 000
COOPRELC | .325% 6.53 000 - 000
2 COOPTRU 459 B.24 000 Sl el IR 57.3 000
Model | Construct Buyer [Na= 107}
1 COOPRELC | .543 6.62 000 295 | 2585 43.8 43.8 000
COOPRELC | .165 1.74 DB5 - ’ - - 0B85
2 cooptRu | 568 | 598 | ooo | RO 4T O3RT L a00

L13



Appendix L14

Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting Business Performance (TPERF) Nt

Dependent Varizble: TPERF [Business Perfarmance)

hModel 1 Model 2
Variable (Label) B ) B 3
Constant 1.54.3* .335*
COOP [Cooperation) E25F*F  pag¥* 17B*¥*  qgp*%
SMBI [BD Phase 1) 157¥*  qogp*#
RSMEI (BD Phase I} 137EF qq3*#
SMEIN [BD Phase (1) A7EFF agg®F
REMEIV [BD Phase IV) 2E5TFF 2g5FF
RE 421 EoB
F 384 33%% 155 65% ¥
ARE A1 AT
AF 384 33%F L7 .42%*

Mote: M= 530 (Refined TotzlSample). *p< .05, ¥¥p < 001,

The full model of Cooperation (COOP) and the Business Development Process Phases
=V (SMBI-RSMEBIV) for Business Performance in the nomow sense (TPERF) (Model 2)
for My = 530 was statistically significant, 7 = 598, F (5, 524) = 155.657, p < .0005,
adjusted R? =594. The addition of Cooperation (COOP) to the prediction of Business
Performance in the nomow sense (Model 1) led to a statistical significant increase in
R? of 421, F (1, 528) = 384.330, p < .0005. The addition of Business Development
Phaoses IV [SMBI-RSMEBIV) to the prediction of Business Performance in the namow
sense (TPERF) (Model 2) resulted in a smaller statistically significant increase in 87 of
176, F|4,524) = 57.420, p < 0005.

Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression
for Testing of Hisct —Hisca Business Performance

Sub Hypothesis Sig. . : Sig.
Hiscl— Hisca B t Lewel & R°4 F Fa Lewel
Model Construct Vendor [My= 188)
1 CooP 660 | 11.98 000 436 | 436 | 1437 | 1437 .000
CoOoP 158 2.10 037
SMEBI 64 2.89 004
2 REMEBI 139 2.25 026 B14 | 179 EB.0 21.1 .000
SMBII 719 2.32 021
RSMEBIV 313 4.62 000
Model | Construct Third Party [Nye= 235)
1 CooP G118 | 12.00 001 J3B2 | 3BZ | 1440 | 1440 .000
CooP 217 3.33 001
SMBI 135 2.34 020
2 REMEBI 054 1.70 090 556 | 174 £7.3 22.4 000
SMBII 197 2.72 007
REMBIV 271 4.38 .000
Model | Construct Buyer [Ma= 107)
1 CoOoP 678 5.47 000 461 | 481 B9.7 B9.7 .000
CooP 62 1.58 A17
SMBI AB7 2.36 020
2 REMEBI 284 2.32 002 657 | 157 38.7 14.5 .000
SMBII B2 4.62 13
REMBIV 140 2.10 128
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Appendix M1

Structural Equation Modeling AMOS v23 — Original Model, (N1 = 530)
AMOS Output for the original Comprehensive Model (Nt = 530)

Your model contains the following variahles

BD Phase IV 7
BD Phase |
BD Phase Il
BD Phase Il
SocMedEng L Observed, endogenous variables
SCAP (Input data or dependentvariahbles)
UCRITSD
UCRITEOU
PERF |
INCL . Observed, exogenous variables
| (Independentvariables)
el 5 1
el eb
e3 &7 | Unobserved, exogenous variables
ed g8 (all factors and errortermsor
e independentvariables)

Variable counts

MNumber of variables in your model: 19

Mumber of observed variables: 10
Mumber of uncbserved variables: 9
MNumber of exogenous variables: 10
MNumber of endogenous variables: 9

AMOS Output for hypothesized Five-Factor CFA Model:
summary of Model Parameters

Parameter Summary

Weights Cowvariances Variances Means Intercepts  Total
Fixed 9 H H H H 9
Labeled H H H H H H
Unlabeled 32 H 10 0 H 42
Total 41 10 10 H H 51

Mote: The model is recursive. Sample Size: 530. Model: Default Model

Computation of degrees of freedom [Default model)

MNumber of distinct sample moments: 55 55 iz the number of distinct sample moments, the
Mumber of distinct parametersto be estimated: 42 elements in the sample covariance matrix, i.e. the
Degreesof freedom [55- 42): 13 number of pieces of information provided by the

Result {Default model) data. 42 parameters to be estimated. 13 Degrees of

Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 398.307

Degreesof freedom = 13
Probability level = .000. data was rejected.

freedoem based on an over identified medel with a
Chi-square of 383.31 with a p-level of .000. The null
hypothesis that the model is 3 good fit to the sample
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Appendix M2 (Extract)

AMOS Output for the original Comprehensive Model (Nt = 530)

Maximum Likelihood

Estimates Estimate S.E. CR. P
Regression Weights

BD Phase IV = <-— INCL 411 042 0. BEY L
BED Phaszel e IMCL 119 025 4,754 FEF
BD Phaszel - BD Phase IV 282 0294 11.71% wEE
BD Phasell - INCL 141 033 4.234 ¥
BD Phasell L BED Phase| 563 052 10778 =
BD Phaselll < INCL 144 032 4455 e
BED Phaselll - BD Phasell 585 039 15402 wEE
SochMedEng e INCL 087 014 6.734 wEE
SocMedEng < BED Phaselll 131 Dle 8.189 FEE
SCAP 2 SochedEng 183 066 2.BE3 004
UCRITSD SochiedEng -031 057 -.536 502
UCRITECOU SochiedEng 062 050 1260 208
SCAP < ED Phase lll 150 031 4754 *¥%
UCRITSD BD Phaselll 021 027 755 A50
UCRITECU BED Phaselll - 007 024 -.300 JE5
SCAP ED Phasell 033 035 862 336
UCRITSD BD Phasell 028 030 827 354
UCRITECU BD Phasell 030 026 1143 253
SCAP - BD Phase | 221 043 5.155 FEE
UCRITSD BD Phase| D0& 037 172 BBl
UCRITEOU L ED Phase| 069 032 2.133 033
SCAP L BD Phase IV 2085 024 3.932 *EX
UCRITSD BD Phase IV -012 021 -.B55 383
UCRITECU BED Phase IV 001 018 a4 545
PERF o BD Phase IV 186 021 8721 wEF
PERF L BD Phasel 127 038 3.312 EEEF
PERF o BED Phasell 117 030 3.866 wEF
PERF < ED Phaselll 146 028 5.224 FEF
PERF SochedEng 009 058 164 BT0
PERF e sScap 228 044 6.018 =EE
PERF UCRITSD -.007 044 -.161 B72
PERF UCRITEQU -041 050 -.816 415

**¥ pProbability < 000 Weights were significant at 001 [2TT)

M2

All t-values are = 1.9& [2TT) —
all leadings are significant.

Parameter Estimates should
demonstrate the correct sign and
size. They are unreasonable if their
correlations *» 1.00 or indicate
negative wvariances and cowvariance
or correlation matrices which are
not positive definite.

5E. Standard Errors reveal the
precision with which a parameter
has been estimated. A value close
to zero or a8 large wvalue indicates
that the test statistics for a3
parameter cannot be defined or a
parameter cannot be determined.

C.R. Critical Ratio represents the
estimate of the parameter divided
by its standard error. It operstes as
z-statistic in examining that the
estimate is statistically significant
different from zero. Based on a3
probability level of .05 the test
statistic must exceed + 1.96 before
the hypothesis that the estimate
equals zero can be rejected (Byrne
2010).

Estimate: When INCL goes up by 1,
BD Phase IV goesup by 411,

The regression weight estimate,
411 has 3 standard error of about

A

The probability of getting a critical
ratio as large as 2.883 in sbsolute
value is .004. In other words, the
regression weight for SocMedEng in
the prediction of SCAP is signify-
cantly different from zero at the .01
level [two-tailed).

Darfl Blue: T 5till significant < .10
Light Blue: Not Significant



Appendix M3

AMOS Output for the original Compre hensive Model (Nt = 530)

Standardized Regression Weights Estimate

BD Phase |V < INCL 385 When INCL goes up by 1
BD Phasel < INCL J1BE standard deviastion, BD Fhase
ED Phase| i BD Phasze IV A0 IV goes up by 395 standard
BD Phase | < INCL 6% deviations
BD Phase Il < ED Phasze| 431

BD Phase lll < INCL 160

BD Phase lll < ED Phasell 554
SocMedEng < INCL 271
SocMedEng < BD Phaselll 330

SCAP < SocMedEng 115

UCRITSD < SocMedEng -.026
UCRITEQU < SocMedEng 0el

SCAP < BED Phaselll 228

UCRITSD < BED Phaselll 043
UCRITEQU < BED Phaselll -017

SCAP <— BD Phasell 047

UCRITSD <— BD Phasell 055
UCRITEQU < BD Phasell 067

SCAP < BD Phasel 240

UCRITSD < BD Phasel 010
UCRITEQU < BD Phasel 119

SCAP < BD Phase IV 167

UCRITSD < BD Phase IV -.044
UCRITEQU < BD Phase IV 003

FERF i« BD Phase [V 309

FERF i« BD Phase | 130

FERF i« BD Phase | 156

FERF i« BD Phase lll 209

FERF i« SochMedEng 005

FERF i« SCAP 215

FERF i« UCRITSD -.005

FERF i« UCRITEQU -.024

AMOS Output for the original Comprehensive Model (Mr = 530)

Variance Estimate 5.E. C.R. P
INCL 35.748 2.444 16.263 FEF
el 36.365 2.236 16263 bk
el 11.154 BEB 16263 ¥
e3 20.245 1.245 16.263 ¥
= 15.506 1159 16263 3
e5 3.832 236 16.263 bk
et 5374 576 16263 bk
e7 7.062 A34 16263 bk
e8 5.353 329 16.263 ¥
el 7.114 437 16263 3
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Sguared Multiple

Correlations Estimate
Musmitm = 238

BD Phase [V 142
BD Phase | 374
BD Phasell 264
BD Phase lll 334
SochMedEng 235
UCRITECU 42
UCRITSD L2z
SCAP 355
PERF 566

Appendix M4 (Extract)

AMOS Output for the original Comprehensive Model (Mrspim = 238)

ML Par Change

Covariances
ed <—= el 17.78% 6.634
g3 <= gl 5.977 -2.187
gq <—>= gl 45170 10.661
g <—= gl 5.463 2.109
gd <= g3 6.800 -3.183
g5 <—= el 6.358 1747
e5 <—= el 215988 1.843
&7 <—= eB 20.894 1860

Variances

ML Par Change

Regression Weights
BD Phasell <-— BDPhase |V 15.262 181
BD Phaselll <-— BDPhase [V 38754 291
BD Phaselll <-— BDPhasel 24 305 346
SochMedEng  <--— BDPhaze |V 5.48% 4B
SochMedEng  <-— BDPhasel 23702 145
SochMedEng  <--— BDPhasell 4827 054
UCRITEOU  <— UCRITSD 20.293 229
UCRITSD <--- UCRITEOL 20.016 358

The .1 values exceeding 10.0 are highlighted ingrey.
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Appendix M5

Final Model Version; High-5ocial-Media-Users; Direct Effects (One Performance Dimension)

MHsMLTM = 238
Bl Phase IV

F 3 k
21 1
.38
32 4 A5 20
.21
Inclination 11 - Business Performance
Hew \&\* j

43 (.48

Social Capital

BD Phase I

The grey coloured ellipses represent the model variables. The plum coloured arrows reflect the incorporated relationships based on the
M.1. analysis. The dark blue coloured arrows show the direct effects. The grey coloured arrows show the indirect effects via the assumed
mediator Social Capital which were excluded [.00). The dotted lines represent non-significant path values (o > .05).The structural paths
of the model contain the standardized regression coefficients or & wvalues. High-Social-Media-User—Low-Traditional-Mediz-User
[HSMLTM).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment

MNHSMLTM = 238

CMIN MSa 7.540 | Sample Size< 250,

DF M A 4 |deal Sample Size (N/DF) =59,
CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Sguare | [1.00 to 5.00] 1985 The value is very good.
GF|=Goodness-of-Fit Index = 52 834 The value indicates a very good fit.
iftil:iltjr?ddérstﬂd Goodness- - ap RR4 ;:e value indicates anacceptable
MFl= Mormed Fit Index > 85 5od The value indicates a very good fit.
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = g7 oo7 The value is very good.
RMSEA = Root Mean < 08 04 Thevalueindicates a good fit.
Sguared Error (LO= 000, HI= .092)
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Appendix M6

Final Model Version; High-Social-Media-Users; Indirect Effects (One Performance Dimension)

BD Phase IV

NHEMLTM = 238

& A
.21
-\\“\-\
a7 & ‘*-.\HKJE
21 S
Inclination g Business Performance
Mew 27 .28
e
\\. ~. .40
BD Phase II “xx @
~- .08 R“x 3
43|48 T .
-\-;_‘ Y
18— Social Capital
BD Fhase Il -

41

The grey coloured ellipses represent the model variables. The plum coloured arrows reflect the incorporated relationships based on the
M.I. analysis. The grey coloured arrows show the direct effects which were excluded (.00). The purple coloured arrows represent the
indirect effects via the assumed mediator Social Capital. The dotted lines represent non-significant path walues [p > .05). The structural
paths of the model contain the standardised regression coefficients or 8 values. High-5ocial-Media-User—Low-Traditional-Mediz-User
[HSMLTA).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment
MNHSMLTI = 238
CMIN MSa 23B.916 | Sample Size< 250,
DF M A 24 Ideal Sample Size (M/DF)=3.
CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Sguare | [1.00 to 5.00] 0.955 The value is too high.
GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index > 92 899 ;:”aluemd'cates anacceptable
AGF.I=AdJUStEd Goodness- > 00 52B The value is too low.
of-Fit Index
MFl= Mormed Fit Index > 95 855 The value indicates a very good fit.
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = g7 B&3 The value is very good.
RMSEA = Root Mean i i

< 08 138 Thevaluemtm high.
Sguared Error {LO=.122, Hl=_154)
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Appendix M7

Final Model Version; High-Social-Media-Users; Direct + Indirect Effects (One Performance Dimension)

NHSMLTM = 238
BD Phase IV

F 3
il
-\x\""x
32 + ]
21
Inclination
New \-&—\.
BD Phase Il
43| 48
B Phase Il - I

The grey coloured ellipses represent the model variables. The plum coloured arrows reflect the incorporated relationships based on the
M.I. analysis. The dark blue coloured arrows show the direct effects. The purple coloured arrows represent the indirect effects via the
assumed mediator Social Capital. The dotted lines represent non-significant path values [p = .05).The structural paths of the model
contain the standardised regression coefficients or £ values. High-Social-Mediz-User—Low-Traditional-Mediz-User [HEMLTM).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment
MNHSMLTIM = 238

CMIN MfA 11.073 | Sample Size< 250.

DF M A g Ideal Sample Size (M/DF) =25,
CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Sguare | [1.00 to 5.00] 1384 [ The value isvery good.
GFl=Goodness-of-Fit Index =52 553 The value indicates a very good fit.
’;‘f‘i:;j‘;;:“m Goodness- > .90 808 | The value indicates a good fit.
MNFl= Normed Fit Index > 85 993 The value indicates a very good it
CFl = Comparative Fit Index > 47 Gog The value is very good.
RMSEA = Root Mean < 08 038 Thevalueindicates a good fit.
Sguared Error {LO= 000, HI= .065)

Testing for Mediation Respecified Model; Nusmirm = 238; One Performance Dimension

Respecified Model | Respecified Model | Respecified Model
lodel Fit Direct Effects Indirect Effects Dir. + Indir. Effects
¥2 (Chi-Sguare] 7.540 23B.916 11.073
Degrees of Freedom (df) 4 24 8
Probability .54 000 o8
RMSEA 4E 38 029
CFI 097 BB3 908
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Appendix M8

Extended Final Model Version; High-Social-Media Users Direct Effects (Two Performance Dimensions)

NHSMLTM = 238
BD Phasze IV

Fyo ©
.21
.62

' BD Phase | —
32 +
21
Inclination
27

- s

BD Phase II

BD Phase Il

The grey coloured ellipses represent the medel variables. The plum coloured arrows reflect the incorporated relationships based on the
M.I. analysis. The dark and medium blue coloured arrows show the direct effects. The grey coloured arrows represent the indirect
effects via the assumed medistor Social Capital which were excluded [.30). The dotted lines represent the non-significant path values
[p = .0G). The structural paths of the model contain the standardized regression coefficients or § values. High-Social-Media-User—Low-
Traditional-Media-User [HSMLTM).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment

MNHSMLTIM = 238

CMIN MfA 15.704 | Sample Size< 250.

DF M A g Ideal Sample Size (M/DF) =25,
CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Sguare | [1.00 to 5.00] 1963 The value is very good.
GFl=Goodness-of-Fit Index =52 551 | The value indicates a very good fit.
AGFl = Adjusted Goodness- - ap 272 The value indicates an acceptable
of-Fit Index fit.

MNFl= Normed Fit Index > 85 590 The value indicates a very good it
CFl = Comparative Fit Index > 47 G45 The value is very good.
RMSEA = Root Mean < 08 o4z Thevalueindicates a good fit.
Sguared Error {LO= 005, HI= .078)
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Appendix M9

Extended Final Model Version; High-5ocial-Media-Users; Direct + Indirect Effects (Two Performance Dimensions)

.E-D MNHSMLTI = 238
BD Phass IV

i:_ Business Performance
- vy
k . T 15 rf T 42
Inclination . \N‘HH - -: Social MediaJustification
MNew 27 . ~7 A
BD Phase II 31//;{""" e
43|48 / J"Ilr

T %  Social Capital

BD Phase Il ~

The grey coloured ellipses represent the model variables. The plum coloured arrows reflect the incorporated relationships based on the

M.l. analysis. The grey coloured arrows show the direct effects which were excluded [.00). The purple coloured arrows represent the
indirect effects via the assumed mediator Social Capital. The dotted lines represent the non-significant path values [p > .05). The

structural paths of the model contain the standardised regression coefficients or § values. High-Social-Media-User—Low-Traditional
Mediz-User [HEMLTM).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment

NHEMLTM = 238

ChIN NSA 254 295 | Sample Size< 250.

DF M/A 44 Ideal Sample Size (N/DF) =5.

CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Square | [1.00 to 5.00] 6.6BS The value is too high.

The value indicates anacceptable

GFl = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 92 B83 fit
AGF| = Adjusted Goodness- The value is clearly below the

. > 00 45 )
of -Fit Index recommendation.
MNFIl = Normed Fit Index = 05 B4g The value is too small.

) ) The value is too low for a well-

CFl = Comparative Fit Index = 97 Bed fitted model.
RMSEA=Root Mean The value indicates a poor model
Squared Error = 08 110 fit.
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Appendix M10

Extended Final Model Version; High-5ocial-Media-Users; Direct + Indirect Effects [Two Performance Dimensions)

.E-D MshLTi = 238
BD Phase IV
‘ (=)
21
.E5

’ BC Phase | — .
H'\-\. 1 T 7
3z ~ : c—_— o07 r a
21 —_—
Inclination .48 R Social Media lustification
New 27 . ;, -
\_\’ - - / JII,-" 41
BD Phase I ! . e

BD Phass Il ~ Tl

The grey coloured ellipses represent the madel variables. The plum celoured arrows reflect the incorporated relationshipsbased on the
M.I. analysis. The dark and medium blue coloured arrows show the direct effects. The purple coloured arrows represent the indirect
effects via the assumed mediator Social Capital. The dotted lines represent the non-significant path walues [p = .05). The structural
paths of the model contain the standardised regression coefficients or § values. High-5ocial-Mediz-User—Low-Traditional-Media-User
[HSMLTM).

Index/Measure Benchmark Value Comment
MNHSMLTI = 238

CMIMN M/A 15,193 | Sample Size< 250

DF M A 12 Ideal Sample Size (N/DF) =15,
CMIN/DF = Norm Chi-Sguare | [1.00 to 5.00] 1555 [ The value isvery good.

GFl = Goodness-of-Fit Index = 02 880 The value indicates a very good fit.
AGFl = Adjusted Goodness- > ap BE3 The value indicates anacceptable
of-Fit Index fit.

MFl= Mormed Fit Index > 85 590 The value indicates a very good fit.
CFl = Comparative Fit Index = g7 S5 The value is very good.
RMSEA = Root Mean < 08 036 Thevalueindicates a good fit.
Sguared Error {LO= 000, Hl= .064)

Testing for Mediation Extended Final Model; Nuswmorm = 238; Two Performance Dimensions

Ext. Final Model Ext. Final Model Ext. Final Model
Maodel Fit Direct Effects Indirect Effects Dir. + Imddir. Effects
%2 (Chi-5guare) 15.704 294 255 19.193
Degrees of Freedom (df) B 44 12
Probability 047 000 084
RMSES 045 110 036
CFI 4o5 Bed o6

Ay*=275.10,df=32,p = 084
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Further Statistical Analyses




Appendix N1

Chi-Square Tests for Independence (Criterion)

Chi 5quare Testsfor Statistical Significance Y =Yes | Comment Ratiosin Percentage
Independence | Criterion Criteriasorted in ascending | M= MNo | 1. OfHigh Value 2. Of Medium Value
order ofthe p-value 3. Of Low Value 4. OFf No Value
¥ [9,n=5320)=9.19, [1)Small : (2) Medium : [3) Large : (4] Enterprise
Company3ize | p= 420, Cramer's V=076 N Ratio [1) 26%:39%: 2456:11%, [2) 3154256245635
SIZE No violations. [3) 25%:46%: 1556 145 (4) 2 1%6:40%: 2 6% 12%;
Total: 24%:40%:24%:12%
Roles & ¥ [6,n=530)=5.73, Team : Leadership : Mixed Roles Ratio
Responsibility | p= 454, Cramer's V= 074 M [1) 245%:42%: 1556 19%; (2] 2 3% :43%: 2456, 1054;
RAR Mo violations. [3) 25%:38%:255:12%; Total: 24564058 2456125
¥ [, n=530)=479, [1)Senior Manzgement: [2) Middle Manzge ment :
Walue of | Careerlevel | p= 571, Cromer'sV= 087 . (2} Junior and Senior Executives
Ressarch | CCL Condensed original scale [1) 25%:30%6: 2556 11%; (2) 22564152656 115,
CRIT1 Mo violations. [3) 25%:42%:17%:10%; Total: 2456405 2456:12%
¥ (6, n=527)=2.51 [1)GenY:(2) GenX :(3)Baby Boomer Ratio
Generstion | o= 867, Cramer's V= 049 (1) 2136:4036:253:14%; (2] 2536:4136:2356:115%;
GEM EH:|IJ:|E::|5i|EI‘ItGEI‘IEE‘tiDﬂ M [3) 22%:36%:28%:14%; Total: 2456405 2456:12%
Mo violations.
(8, n=530)= 2.59, (1) I:iaisnn [I!-I:.IJ I'l.-:13rketing, j"I—-alla.s:l (2}
Eunction o= 875 Cromer's Ve 020 Procurement: (2) Leadership (4) Others
FDR:] E ';' ! 4 - | _'I M (1) 25%6:30%6: 2456: 12 %; (2) 23%6: 38562 656:135;
pnosnssdorignsl scale [2) 2756:30%: 2 256: 12 %; [4) 2056:4556: 235125,
Mo violstions. Total: 243:40%24%:12%
Chi 5quare Tests for Statistical Significance Yoy Comment Ratiosin Percemtage
Independence | Criterion Criteria sorted in ascending N: NES 1. OfHigh Value 2. Of Medium Value
[Continued) order ofthe p-value =mna 3. Of Low Value 4. Of No Value
% [6, n="530)=70.44, [1) Mo Chance to Win beczuse of Exclusion:
p =000, Cramer's V= 258 [2)Chance to Win : (3) Actual Winner Ratio
Excluded respondents who [1)1286:3156:3156:26%; [2) 3036:4556:2056:55¢;
Raffle Winner | ststed ‘No' and/or Yes' . [3)2436:52%:2455:05; Total: 24564056:2456 125
CRIT2 without contact data. ¥
*16.7% cellsviolzted the
assumption of minimum
expected cell frequency.
ol ¥[8, n=530)=15.72, [1)vendar : [2) Third Party : (3] Buyer Ratio
EE"': oyer =015, Cramer's V= 122 ¥ (1) 24%6:413: 205155 [2) 2556415 2356:8%;
Mo violations. [3) 15%:27%:23%:15%; Total: 245 0% 245 12%
Value of ¥® [6, n=530)= 15.57, [1)Less:[2) Normal : (3)Higher Educated Ratio
P‘E;;;T“ o= 016, Cramer’s V= 121 (1) 2036:40%:2036:10%; (2) 3136:513:1 356 55¢;
Education ! - ’ T I TREL AR AT B
REDL %5 30 Collsviolsted the ¥E [3) 23%:38%:265:13%; Total: 24564056 245 12%
assumption of minimum
expected cell frequency.
¥ (6, n=458)=13.08, [1)DACH - [2) WE: (3] MA Region Ratio
Region p=.042, Cramer's V= 120 [1) 20564 1%: 2456 15%; (2) 19%:375%:3 5595,
REG Excluded “Other regions’ i [2)30%6:29%:205%:11%; Total: 23%6:3955 265%6:12%
Mo violations.
socizl Mediz | * (6, nﬂ: 523)=12.43, [1)5ocMed substitutes, (2) SochMed complements,
L p=.053, Cramer’s V=109 \ . .
vs. Traditiona Excluded Tradit | Medi N [2) TradMed remains paramount Ratio
Mediz ist“h'; :IEI'I| x;;j mnEl iediE (1) 29%6:3456:2 256 155; [2) 2456:41 562456 115¢;
STAU - \'r ’ [3)12%%:51%:245:13%; Total: 2456405 2456:12%
Mo viglations.

Significance Level p<.05 [alpha level)indicated a statistically significant result. To developthe Research Value Barometer
the percentage ratios of two characteristics (blue colours) were used for illustration purposes.
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Question Q6aand Q&b

Appendix N2

Is there a relationship between value perception of this research and the
interest in participating in future research projects?

Perceived Value of Research by Interest in Future Research Projects Cross Tabulation

(Fa Perceived Value of Research®

O6b Interest in Participating in
Future Research Projects™

(1) Yes 2} Indifferent | [2) No
[1) Valuable Count 276 151 40
% within Perceived Value of Research 59.1% 32.3% B.6%
% within Interest in Future Research D6.8% B5.3% LB.B%
%ofTotd | 52.1% 28.5% 7.5%
[Z) MotVzluable Count 9 26 28
% within Perceived Value of Research 14 3% 41.3% 44 4%
% within Interest in Future Research 3.2% 14.7% 41.2%
% of Totd 1.7% 4.9% 5.3%
Total Count 285 177 68
% within Perceived Value of Research L3.8% 33.4% 12 8% 100.0%
% within Interest in Future Research | 100.0% 100.0% 100.05 100.0%
% of Totd B53.8% 33.4% 12.8% | 100.0%

* recoded both 5 Point Likert Scales (1) Extremely valuable, (2) very valuable, [3) Moderately valuable,
(4} slightly valuable into (2] Valuable; [5) Mot Valuable at allinto (1) valuable [2) Mot valuable;
(1} efinitely ves, (2] Yes, (3} Indifferent, (4) Mo, [5) Definitely Mo into (1) Yes (2) Indifferent (3) No.

Chi-Sguare Tests

Asymptotic
Significance
Valus df [2-zsided)

Pesrson Chi-Sguare 77.7572 2 000
Likelihood Ratio 66.779 2 000
Linear-by-Linzar 19.282 1 000
Assoriation
N of Valid Cases 530

z. Ocells[0.0%) have expacted count less than 5.
The minimumexpeced countis 8.08.

Symmetric Measures
Approximate
Value | Significance
Nominal by Nominal Phi 383 000
CramersV| .383 000
M of Valid Cases 530
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Appendix N3

Motivation

The idea behind this guestion was to ascertain if respondents were committed to similar projects in
the future.

Interpretation

The Pearson Chi-Sguare value was 77.76with anassociated significance level of .00 (Asymptotic Sig.
(2-sided). The Sig. value of D0 whichwas less than or egual the alpha value of .05 indicated that the
result was significant. This meant that the proportion of respondents which perceived the research at
least to some degree of value and were committed to similar future research projects was
significantly different from the proportion of those which perceived the research as not valuable and
indicated a commitment to similar projects in the future. There appeared to be an association
betweenthe perception of value and the interest to commit to similar research projects in the future.

Of the minority of 11.9% who viewed the research of no value still 14.3% of the respondents
declared an interest in similar future studies compared to 41.3% who were indifferent and 44.4%
who clearly denied participating. The results of those (BB.1%) considering the researchvaluable were
expected. Nearly & out 10 (59.1%) who perceived at least some value stated that they would commit
to similar future studies, while 3 out of 10 (32.3%) were indifferent. Onlya small minority 8.6% of all
respondents who perceived the project valuable was not at all interested in similar future projects.
The Cramer's V of 38 ranging from O to 1 indicated a large effect in terms of the association of both
variables according to Cohen's [1988) criteria.

Results

A Chi-sguare test for independence (with Yates Continuity Correction) indicated a significant
association between the perceived value of research and the interest in committing to similar future
research projects, ¥° (2, n=530) =77.76, p= .00, Cramer's V= 3B.

Question Q6aand Qbc

Is there a relationship between value perception of this research and the
interest in cbtaining an executive summary of this research?

Perceived Value by Interest in Executive Summary Cross Tabulation

O6c Interest in Executive Summary of

0= Perceived Value of Research® Research and Participation in Raffle
(1) Yes [2) No Taotal
(1) Valuable Count 338 129 467
% withinValue of Research T72.4% 27.6% 100.0%
% within Interest in Exec. Summary 04.9% 74.1% B8.1%
% of Totd 53.8% 24.3%
[2) MotValuzble Count 18 45 63
% withinValue of Research 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
% within Interest in Exec. Summary 5.1% 25.9% 11.9%
% of Tota 3.4% 8.5%
Total Count 356 174 530
% withinValue of Research b67.2% 32.8% 100.0%
% within Interest in Exec. Summary 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Totd 67.2% 32.8% 100.0%

* recoded the 5 Point Likert Scale (1) Extremely valuable, () very valuabie, {3} Moderatehyvaluable,
(4} slightly valuable into (2} Valuable; (5] Mot Waluable at allinto (1) waluable (2} Mot valuable.
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Appendix N4

Chi-5guare Tests

Asymptotic
Significance | Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Value df [2-sided) [2-sided) [1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Sguare 48,3058 1 000
Continuity Correction” | 45.333 | 1 000
Likelihood Ratio 45105 | 1 000
Fisher's Exact Test 000 000
Linear-by-Linzar 48.214 1 .000
Associstion
M of Walid Cases 530

a. 0 cells [0.0%) have expected countless than 5. The minimum expected countis 20.68.
b. Computed anlyfor a 2x2 table [Yates' Correction for Continuity) compensates for the
overestimate of the chi-square value whenused with a 2x2 table.

Symmetric Measures
Approximats
Value | Significance
Nominal by Mominal Phi 302 000
CramersV| .302 000
M of Valid Cases 530

Motivation

The idea behind this gquestion was to ascertain if respondents pretended not to see any value when
they were in fact interested in obtaining the research outcome in the form of the executive
suUMmmMmary.

Interpretation

The corrected value was 46.34 with an associated significance level of .00 (Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided).
The 5ig. value of .00 whichwas less thanor egual the alpha value of .05 indicated that the result was
significant. This meant that the proportion of respondents which perceived the research at least to
some degree of value and were interested in the executive summary of the research/raffle was
significantly different from the proportion of these which perceived the research as not valuable and
reguested the executive summary/participation in the raffle anyhow. There appeared to be an
association between the perception of value and the interest in the research outcome in the form of
an executive summary.

Of the minority of 11.5% who viewed the research of no value 2B.6% of the respondents declared an
interest in both the executive summary (research findings) and the raffle (gift certificates and one
grand prize in the form of a reflection seminar) while the majority of 71.4% showed no interest at all.
Similarly, were the results with those who considered the research as being of at least to some
degree valuable. Of the majority of 72.4% who were interested in the research outcome, a minority
of 27 6% indicated no interestin the summary and raffle. More than two thirds (67.2%) of the sample
were interested in the executive summary and raffle while the remaining one third (32.8%) did not
expect any gratification/incentive for taking the survey. Approximately 7 out of 8 (B8.1%) perceived
the research to some degree valuable.

The phi coefficient (correlation) of 202 ranging from 0 to lindicated a medium effectinterms of the
association of both variables according to Cohen's (198B) criteria.

Results
A Chi-sguare test for independence (with Yates Continuity Correction) indicated a significant

association between the perceived value of research and the interest in the executive summary of the
research, ¥* (1, n=530) = 46.34, p= .00, phi = .30.
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Appendix N5

Question Qbb and Qb

|z there a relationship between value perception of this research (selection of the respondents
perceiving value (M = 467), the interest in participating in future research projects and receiving the
Executive Summary and Participating in the Raffle?

Perceived Interest in Future Research Projects by Raffle participation Cross Tabulation

OEb Interest in Participating in Future Q&c Interestin rn_ec_eivi.ng E?n Exec. Summary
. + and participation in a raffle
Research Projects
i1) Yes (2] No Total*™*
(1) Yes Count 229 47 276
% within Interest in future research 23.0% 17.0% 10:0.0%
% within Interest inreceiving an
Exec. Summaryand particip. ina raffle 67 8% 36.4% 58.1%
% of Total 45.0% 10.1%
(2) Indifferent Count 91 &0 151
¥ within Interest infuture research &0.3% 39.7% 10:0.0%%
%2 within Interest inreceiving an
Exec. Summary and particip. ina raffle 26.9% 46.5% 32.3%
% of Total 15.5% 12 8% 32.3%
(3) Mo Count 18 22 40
¥ within Interest infuture research 45.0% 55.0% 100.0%
% within Interest inreceiving an
Exec. Summaryand particip. inraffle 5.3% 17.1% B.6%
Total % of Total 3.9% 47%
Count 338 125 467
% within Interest in future research 72.4% 27 6% 100.0%
% within Interest in receiving an
Exec. Summary and particip. in a raffle 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
%o of Total 72 4% 27 6% 100.0%

*Recoded the 5 Point Likert Scale [1) Definitely Yes, [2) Yes, [2) Indifferent, (4] Mo, [S) Definitely Mo

into [1) Yes [2) Indifferent [3) No ¥* Only those who perceived =t least value to some extent.

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Souare 41.569° 2 000
Likelihood Ratio 40,586 2 00
Limear-by-Linear 40979 1 KL
Association
M of Valid Cases A7

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5.
The minimum expected count is 8.08.

Symmetric Measures

Approximate
Valee | Significance
Mominal by Mominal  Phi 268 000
CramersV | 258 000
M of Valid Cases AET
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Appendix N6

Motivation

The idea behind this gquestion was to ascertain if the respondents who volued the research fo some
extent (N=467) indicated also a commitment to similar projects in the future or if they were just
interested in obtaining the executive summary and participate in the raffle.

Interpretation

The Pearsan Chi-Sguare value was 41.57 with an associated significance level of .00 (Asymptotic Sig.
(2-sided). The Sig. value of .00 which was less than or equal the alpha value of 05 indicated that the
result was significant. This meant that the proportion of respondents which were committed to

similar future research projects and indicated their interest in the executive summary and raffle was

significantly different from the proportion of those which were neither interested in participating in
similar_projects in the future nor in the executive summary and raffle. There appeared to be an

aszocigtion between the commitments to similar research projects in the future and the interest in
the outcome in the form of the executive summary with the chance to win o prize by participating in
the raffle.

Of the minority of 8.6% who were not interested in participating in future similor studies still, 45.0%
declared an interest in receiving the executive summary and participate in the roffle compared to
55.5% who clearly denied participating. The results of those (59.1%) participating in future studies
were anticipated. Approximately & out of 10 (83.0%) who were interested in similar future studies
requested also the Executive Summary and entered Raffle, while only 17% refrained from obtaining
the executive summary and entering the raffle. The Cramer’s V of .30 ranging from 0 to 1 indicated a
medium effect in terms of the association of both variables according to Cohen's (19E8) criteria.

Results

A Chi-square test for independence (with Yates Continuity Correction) indicated a significant
association between the perceived value of research and the interest in committing to similar future
research projects, x* (2, n=430)= 4157, p= .00, Cramers \¥= 30.
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Appendix N7

Business Development (BD) Executives represented
MNTBED = 102 within the original Total Sample [NT= 530)

Updated Table Frequency Valid Cumulative
Fercent Percent

Executive Leadership 112 211 211
Business Development 102 192 403
QOperations o5 179 582
Pre-Sales & Sales T7 146 728
Other 61 115 843
Support/Senvices 49 92 435
Marketing 34 6.4 100.0
Missing Values 0 0

Total 550 100.0 100.0

Primary Function (M = 530)

120

100 4 05

20 -

& -

2] I I

20

0

? *f‘ ce:a & &5@‘

\5 ‘* &
S ;”* q@- qf
&

Distribution of the Business Development (BD) Executives
NTBED = 102 (100%) within the Subsamples

18%
18

N7




Appendix N8

Types of Business Development Executives in the Total Sample Nt =102

Mixed Type

M Cutting-Edge
Advocates

Olg-School Mixed Cutting-Edge Taotal
Sceptics Type Advocates
My =38 2 [5.3%) 15 {39.5%) 21 {55.2%) 100.0%
MNrp = 45 2 [4.3%) 23 (50.0%) 21 [45.7%) 100.0%
Mg =18 1(5.6%) G (50.0%) £ (44 4%) 10:0.0%
Chi Square Tests for ité:lit_mal f::iz r!"H:anl:E di ¥ =Yes Comment Ratiosin Percentages 5 = Sceptic;
Independence | Criterion rikena so In ascending N= No MT = Mixed Type; A= Advocate (BD Types)
arder of the p-value
Rasearch Value ¥ (2, n=102)=998, Research Value : No Research Value Ratio
CRITL p=.007, Cramer’s¥= 313 ¥F [5) 50%:40%; (MT) B5%6:155%;
Fyiolation: 55.7% cels EC< 5 [A) 98%:23¢; Total: 9056:10%
Expacted ¥ [2,m=102)=8.89, Of Impaortance : OFf Mo Importance Ratio
Benefits p=.012, Cramer’s ¥= 295 ¥ [5) 40%:60%; (MT) 5156:49%,; [A) TB%:22%;
Shau *yiolation: 33.3% cells EC 5 Total: 5458365
Support Future | % (4, n=102)=10.44, Agree : Indifferant: Disagree Ratio
Research p=.034, Cramer's V= 226 ¥ [5) 20%:60%:20%; [MT) 455385175,
CRIT2 *islstion: 35.3% cells EC< S (&) 7036:26%:43¢; Total: 565:3356:115%
Generstion X° [4,n=102)= 6.0, GenY : GenX : Baby Boomer Ratio
GEN p=.193, Cramer's¥= 173 N* [5) O56:60%:405; (MT) 9566552 3%,
Three *yiolation: 33.3% cels EC< 5 [A) 20%:68%:12%; Total: 14%:68%:18%
E&;F:; Fosi ¥ [4,n=82)=5.80, DACH : WE : MARegion Others exduded.
R:(gilun p=.214, Cramer's V= 188 N* [3) 50%6:50%:08¢; (MT) 5056:2156:29%
*viclation: 33.3% cells EC< 5 [A) 3256:435:255%; Total: 4156:33%:26%
Roles & ¥ (4, n=102)=5.78, Team : Leadership : Mixed Roles Ratio
Responsibility p=.216, Cramer's V=168 N* [5) 056:0%:100%; (MT) 6547 %4 75%;
RAR *iglation: 55.6% cells EC< 5 [A) 10%5:40%5:508¢; Total: B56:4136:513¢
Social Mediavs. Sochied substitutes, Sochied complements,
Traditional xz_[“; ;2_ ;{IE:I_ 1‘:?: 147 + TradMed remains paramount Ratio
Mediz i T e Lramerss. W [5) 4056:4056:20%; (MT) 2036:5156:19%;
STHMU Winlation: 33.3% cells EC< 5 [&) 32%:62%:6%; Total: 318:56H:13%
Educati ¥4 n=102)=347, Less : Normal : Higher Educated Ratio
RE;LI fan o= 482, Cramer's V=131 R [5) 056:20%6:80%6; [MT) 1336:1356:745%;
*yiolation: 55.6% cells EC< 5 [A] 536:2455:703% Total: 936:1956:725%

Significance Level p < .05 [alpha level)indicated a statistically significant result. Expected Count [ECj< 5.
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Appendix N9

ChiSgquare Tasts fﬂ.r . St?tlﬂ.l{al Sien I‘!'-I{aI'IEE . Y =Yes Comment Ratios in Percentages 5 = Sceptic;
Independence | Criterion | Criteriasorted in ascending .
[Continued) order ofthe p-value = MT = Mixed Type; A= Advacate (8D Types)
: . (5} Either< 15 years’ or= 30 years' experience;
Experiznce X [45,5.”; 2":'2.'=?:-':":L . [MIT) & (&) Mostly 15 to 30 years' experience.
EXP p =358, Cromer'sW=.121 M [5) $0%:2056:40%; (MT) 265%:535%:215;
*viplation: 33.3% cells EC< 5 (&) 32%:52%:16%; Total 29565156205
Software Deal ¥ I8, n=102)=4.584, Smaill : Medium : Large : MV Deal Size Ratio
Size p =565, Cramer’s V= 154 N (5 20505 4056:40%; [MT) 38561355 2 556 245,
SWDEAL *yiplation: 33.3% cells EC< 5 [A) $2%:8%:36%: 145 Total: 39%6:10%:2 1% 20%
Current or : . Senior Management : Middle Management :
Maost Recent X [4":',= 1'32"=2J'9':|" + Executive Level Ratio
Three | CareerLevel i =_'5 _ Crurna_:.r V= .ilB W [5) 40%6:60%5:0%; [MT) 53563256155
Types | CCL Violation: 33.3% cells EC< 5 [A) 5836:26%:165; Total: 5556:30%:15%
of BD Ease of Uss ¥ (4, n=102)=2.87, Agree : Indifferent: Disagree Ratio
EoU p=.579, Cramer's W= 117 N* [5) 20%:60%:05; [MT) 455%6:5556:0%;
*\riolation: 55.5% cells EC< 5 [A) 56%:42%:2%; Total: S0%:4556: 156
Intentionof ¥ [4,n=102)=2.87, Agree : Indifferent: Diszgres Ratio
USE o= 597, Cramer’s V=119 NF [S) 60%:20%:20%; (MT) 55%:40%:5%;
*yiolation: 33.3% cels EC< 5 [A) 4B%:42%:10%; Total: 525 40%:8%
Professional ¥ [4,n=102)=1.61, Expert same Career : Generalist : Diverse Ratio
Background o= 808, Cramer's V= 083 N [5) 20%:60%:20%; [MT) 15%:57%:28%;
PRO *ysinlation: 33.3% cels EC< S [A) 1855:46%:363; Total: 17%:52%31%

Significance Level p< .05 (alpha level)indicated a statistically significant result. Expected Count [EC) < 5; MV = Missing

Values.
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Supporting Evidence for the Research Relevance




Appendix O1

Letter of previous employer (global software vendor)

Lifels®n  Schneider
ﬂ' Electric

February 17, 2018

To Whom It May Concern:

I had the opportunity to work with Werner Krings when we both worked for Apriso, an industrial
software provider serving global markets. Apriso was later purchased by Dassault Systémes in luly
2013. My role at Apriso, and then Dassault Systémes, was to drive awareness across media, industry
analyst and custormer communities. It was in this capacity that | worked with Mr. Krings. | have since
taken on a new pasition with Schneider Electric, where | work today within this same role.

‘While at Apriso, Werner Krings' focus was on business development out of our Munich office. Mr.
Krings was an early adopter to recognize the value social media communities could play in the rale of
business development. He leveraped social media websites and blogs to develop new leads and
opportunities to sell more of the company’s software solutions.

Some of the benefits of Werner taking this approach was a consalidation of the sales lead development
time, compared to those Business Developers who pursued just traditional methads. As an example, |
worked with Werner to get a blog post published, "S Ways Windows 8 benefits Manufacturers,” which
was then published in Automation World magarzine, attracting attention of not only current customers
and prospects, but also of a Windows Partner.

Gordon Benzie

Director of Public & Analyst Relations, Software Business
Schneider Electric

Link: 5 Ways Windows 8 benefits Manufacturers

o1


https://www.automationworld.com/article/technologies/erp/how-windows-8-benefits-manufacturers

LinkedIn Munich Top Social Seller Event 2017

YouTube Link Social Selling Award 2017 by LinkedIn

The Linkedin Social Selling Index (SS1) is defined as the sum of
the components

Create a professional brand
Find the right people
Engage with insights

Build relationships.

Video above: #1 Award Winner 2017

Appendix 02

Social Selling Dashboard Share your SS

Werner Krings

Dwecion of Corporate Relabons |

Executive Coach | Soc i

Media Speaker

Social Selling Index - Today

Your Social Seing index (SS1) measures how effeciive you are 31 estabashing your professional trand, finding the nght peopie. €ngaging with

nsights, and bulicing relationships It is updated dafy

384

out of 100

—
The SSlis updated daily. :
Link to assess thelLinkedIn SSI
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https://www.linkedin.com/sales/ssi
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OrrwNYoaWLQ

Appendix O3

‘Tasty Science’ Cookery Show Video 2018 wissen . ke W iaue s

4

You Tube Video Release Date: 26 Aug. 2018

Wissen schmeckt (Tasty Science) is one of the most innovative Educational and Cookery
Featured Guest on the Educational & Cookeryshow (7 Feb.2018)  programme on Social Media (YouTube) headquartered in Germany.

Host: Argang Ghadiri, CEO of Tasty Science w"l"ssen +  Guests are scientists of various disciplines who represent their field of research while

LinkedIn Profile Argang Ghadiri chmeckt building a bridge to the culinary world.

Link to Tasty Science Video * The new season in 2018 includes topics like Corporate Health Management, Social Media
and Business Development, Sport Economics, Entrepreneurship, Molecular Physics,

Link to Book Contribution Neuroscience, and Digitalization.

Krings, W. (2018): Die optimierte Nutzung von sozialen Medien im B2BGeschaftsentwicklungs- und kreativ-kulinarischen Bereich.
In: A. Ghadiri, T. Vilgis, & T. Bosbach (Hrsg.), Wissen schmeckt (S. 213-231). Wiesbaden: Springer Gabler. ISBN 978-3-658-21390-9
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https://wissenschmeckt.de/krings
https://www.linkedin.com/in/argang-g-10b8922b/
https://www.springer.com/de/book/9783658213893#aboutBook

Interview in November 2017 for a Contribution to

‘Manage Up! The Ultimate Career Guide
to Managing your Manager’ —
Published in March 2018

Jacqueline C. Ross - 1a

Certified Leadership and Coreer Coach, Motivational Speaker & Presenter, Author
and Director of Human Resources

Jacquiling €. Ross LLC = Coach Training Allance

MNirwtom Upper Falls, Mastschoretts =500+ b=

LinkedIn Profile Jacqueline C. Ross

Link to Amazon Bookshop

Appendix 04

Story:

Mrs. lacqueline C. Ross, a certified Leadership Coach, Motivaetional Speaker and Director of
HR, contacted the author in Movember 2017 via LinkedIn to be interviewed for her new book
project. She initiated the contact without knowing the author from before. Her Linkedin
Profile showed that she belonged to the BNI in Concord, MA& where he was a member in
2004-2005. He committed to the project based on the assumption that the BNI had referred
her to him. Mrs. Ross clarified lateron that this was not the case. This might serve as example
of Social Capital / Theory of Weak Ties (commaonality trigeers suppaort).

Evidence:

“I had the pleasure of working with Werner when | was in the process of writing my first
business book focused on how to manage your manager. | had sent Werner a request as | had
done some research and wanted to interview leadersin the business and coaching field to get
their perspective and experience on the subject. Werner graciously agreed to be interviewed
and we spoke extensively about his experience with his previous managers and he shared the
strategies he has employed in managing up. Werner struck me as having a perspective that
gllows him to work effectively with diverse leadership styles. As a leader himself, Werner
presented as highly self-aware, attuned to working well with varying personalities and
invested in his continuous learning. All those qualities tell me that Werner is a solid and
impactful professional. Werner's continuous support speaks to his high level of giving and
generous nature. |would highly recommend Werner to anyone who wanted to jointhy work
with him.” (LinkedIn Recommendation of March 8, 2018)
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https://www.linkedin.com/in/jacqueline-c-ross-b5960435/
https://www.amazon.com/Manage-Up-Ultimate-Managing-Manager-ebook/dp/B07D4652ND/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1527156784&sr=8-1&keywords=ross+managing+up



