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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted with the main aim of gaining a better understanding of the role and relative impact of a
certain number of factors which form consumers’ opinions of using a mobile phone whilst driving. Legally, many
countries charge a driver for using a mobile while driving if he/she has been involved in any accident. Further, there
is general agreement that using push buttons and not holding the phone to receive a call is not punishable. In order to
achieve aims of the role and relative impact of a certain number of factors which form consumers’ opinions of using
a mobile phone whilst driving Research, 140 participants were selected for the study and a questionnaire was used to
collect the data for this research study in the City of Edinburgh, UK. The questionnaire had mostly closed questions
with liker scales to measure the level of agreement to the variable.
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BACKGROUND

The cell phone is one of the most rapidly growing new technologies in the world [22]. In 2001, cell phone
subscriptions were less than a billion worldwide with the majority of the subscriptions from the developed countries.
At the end of 2010, however, cell phone subscriptions had reached five billion worldwide with subscriptions from
developing countries outnumbering that of the developed countries [15];[22]. The increased popularity of cell
phones in recent years has attracted research attention. Some of the common cell phone related research topics
include cell phone use while driving [8];[13];[18], One study, by University of South Florida’s Centre for Urban
Transportation Research, summarized research on the issue as finding that people who used a mobile phone while
driving “were anywhere from 34 percent to 300 percent more likely to have an accident.” [7]. The single most
widely cited scientific research on this subject is a 1997 article by Donald A. Redelmeier and Robert J. Tibshirani in
the New England Journal of Medicine, based on a research study conducted in Toronto in 1994-95. This study found
that ... using a cellular telephone was associated with a risk of having a motor vehicle collision that was about four
times as high as that among the same drivers when they were not using their cellular telephones. This relative risk is
similar to the hazard associated with driving with a blood-alcohol level at the legal limit. We also found that cellular
telephones have benefits, such as allowing drivers to make emergency calls quickly [21]. To gain a better
understanding of the role and relative impact of a certain number of factors which form consumers’ opinions of
using a mobile phone whilst driving, literature on factors leading to possible opinions was sought. The use of phone
while driving is a behaviour that can be learned through attitudes, influence. As Ajzen [3]; [6], human behaviour
towards certain phenomenon and norms (the use of phones) is guided by the existing believes about the expected
results of the actual user, believes on the expectations of others on the use as well as the motivations to abide by
such expectations and believes that there exist certain factors that may make it possible or which may affect the
behaviour. According to Ajzen [3]; [6], believes about certain behaviours produce different attitudes toward the
planned behaviour while believes which are normative give rise to perceived social pressure. Further, controlled
believes result to perceived behavioural control. Generally, a more favourable attitude and greater perceived control
leads to a higher probability of a person’s intention to execute the behaviour in question [3]. In this regard as Ajzen
[3] puts it, given more freedom for actual control over any behaviour, a person is expected to perform his/her
intentions once an opportunity arises making intention the immediate behaviour. Attitude towards certain behaviour
is the ability with which the perceived performance of the behaviour is valued [3]. Theory of Planned Behaviour
(TPB) is the most explicit theory of planned behaviour that can be used to explain personal habits on the use of
mobile phone while driving as it utilises the reasoning abilities and actions based on through understanding of
people’s intentions and wishes [3]; [6]; [9]; [12]. The theory of planned behaviour was proposed as an extension of
the theory of reasoned action to account for conditions where individuals do not have complete control over their
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behaviour [1]. However, According to Ajzen [3], the TPB has been considered in many instances as the best theory
to explain human behaviour in cases where the individual has not any control or is not allowed to make any choices
but in which the researcher can make inferences about his/her skills and opportunities as in the case of using phone
while driving where the driver can get a text which requires instant reply. The theory of planned behaviour is an
extension of the theory of reasoned action [4];[10] made necessary by the original models limitations in dealing with
behaviours over which people have incomplete volitional control However, according to the expectancy value
model, a person’s attitude toward certain behaviour is determined solely by a number of behavioural believes which
link the perceived behaviour to the different outcomes/attributes. Since Wicker’s [25] review of research examining
the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, and his conclusion that attitudes probably do not predict behaviour,
social psychologists have sought to improve the predictive power of attitudes. In recent years, the main approach
within this area has been to develop integrated models of behaviour, including additional determinants of behaviour
such as social norms or intentions [24]. Arguably the most widely researched of these models are the Theories of
Reasoned Action [4]; [10] and Planned Behaviour [2]; [3]. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) is essentially an
extension of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) that includes measures of control belief and perceived
behavioural control. Behavioural expectations are normative when they combine with a person's motivation to abide
by different situations often determine the prevailing subjective norm [17]. This is manifested in the way the person
has to say whether he/she has been using a phone while driving. Specifically, according to McBride [17] the
motivation to abide by different norms contributes a lot to the subjective norm proportionally to his/her subjective
probability that he/she will perform according to the behaviour in question. On the other hand, subjective norm is
said to be the perceived social urge to actively engage in certain behaviour. Further, control believes are concerned
with the perceived factors that act like catalysts which facilitate and at times impede performance of certain
behaviour [3]. ‘The relative importance of attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control in the
prediction of intention is expected to vary across behaviours and situations’. [3]. TPB also takes into considerations
individual attitudes inclined towards certain behaviours and the willingness to being subjective. The model further
has the ability to take control of individual behaviours with much considerations put on the level of his/her socio-
economic well being, existing opportunities and the existing conditions and situations [17]. To McBride further,
people’s actions and believes are according to resources and opportunities and are in most cases inclined towards
certain intentions and impact directly on one’s behaviour [20]. The perception of an individual towards certain
behaviour significantly contributes to the way he/she performs and whether he/she will stop certain behaviour
towards others. TPB has been employed in many instances and mostly in health research works to control the
occurrence of certain diseases and physical body appearances e.g. weight and shape. Further, the model has been
used in HIV/AIDS awareness campaigns as well as in high blood pressure diagnosis and cancer screening. Leisure
activities line the use of phones while attempting different cores has been key in the advocacy of the model. For
there to be recorded success, Neter et al. [20] argues the importance of the TPB model saying that it is better placed
to explain and individual better than other models as it takes into consideration past behaviours to explain future
success behaviours. Past behaviours are considered as good measures of how best a certain individual does some
chores and how often. For validity and reliability of behaviour change depends on different matters which include
personalised habits although such habits are not easier to explain planned future behaviours if the individual has
both negative and positive habits [11]. To Godin et al., habits support planned behaviours and cannot be treated
whatsoever as unique variables which significantly explains and individuals® future behaviours. To According to
Ajzen [3], there exists a link between the various individual behaviours of interest and the expected results in that a
behavioural belief offers uncertainty that the behaviour will result into a known outcome. A person normally has
many behavioural believes associated to any behaviour but a small number of the believes are available once. This
believes and the expected behaviours determine the attitudes to the planned future behaviour. To Ajzen [3],
evaluating each expected outcome has positive proportional contributions towards the attitudes and the actual
outcome. According to Godin et al. [11] and Neter et al. [20], planned behaviour alternatives have a direct bearing
on the actual planned behaviour. In any research involving the TPB, it is always advisable to give the participants all
the alternatives in order to make choices. For example tow researchers in Singapore Joo and Pei [14] used TPB to
examine Singaporean investors’ intention to e-trade. Questionnaires were administered to a sample of 363
respondents through an interview conducted in the business district area known as Raffles Place in Singapore. The
results showed that attitude and social factors importantly influenced investors’ intention towards adopting Internet
stock trading. Another researcher in Singapore Lim et al. [16] utilized a survey on the 600 Singapore companies’
intention to adopt negotiation support systems (NSS) based on two theoretical models, the TPB and the TAM.
Questionnaires were used to the 600 hundred companies in Singapore via mail. The findings showed that TPB
provided a better prediction of intention to adopt NSS compared to TAM, with subjective norm and perceived
behavioural control being the most significant determinants of intention. And also in a study conducted on 53 banks
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in Taiwan, Shih and Fang [23] found that attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control, all influenced
banking customers’ intention to adopt Internet banking. In another study investigating Internet banking acceptance,
Md-Nor and Pearson [19] found that attitude, perceived behavioural control and subjective norm, all had positive
significant effect on the intention to use Internet banking among banking customers in Malaysia. This research study
wishes to employ the use of TPB model to gain a better understanding of the role and relative impact of a number of
factors on the formation of consumers’ opinions of using a mobile phone whilst driving.

Aim and Objectives

Even though the use of mobile phones among drivers seems to be on the rise and is a potential traffic safety
problem, less studies have investigated the using a mobile phone whilst driving. The purpose of this study was to
investigate the using a mobile phone whilst driving in the City of Edinburgh in one of the biggest city at the UK.
The main focus was to explore the amount of phone use while driving among the drivers.

METHODOLOGY and RESEARCH DESIGN

The data were collected through written questionnaires sent by mail and interview to a sample of 140 randomly
selected but currently active drivers from the Vodafone Company in the Edinburgh City at the UK. The
questionnaires were sent out during the summer of 2011. The questionnaire had mostly closed questions with likert
scales to measure the level of agreement to the variable. The majority don’t intend to use my mobile phone to send a
text whilst driving in the forthcoming month [M = SD = 1.921] and are not likely to use my mobile phone to send a
text whilst driving in the forthcoming month [M = 4.77, SD = 2,223]. Further, The model with PBC, subjective and
attitude as predictors explains 45.5% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r*
(138) = 0.455] while the model with PBC, subjective, attitude and Past Behaviour explains 46.7% of the total
variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r* (138) = 0.467]. The introduction of Past Behaviour
improves the model by 1.2%.

ANALYSIS
The research study data was analyzed using SPSS. Tables and charts were mostly used to represent the results
as they are easy to understand and comprehend.

RESULTS
Table 1: Reliability Test Results
average
item-test item-rest inter—-item
Item Obs Sign correlation correlation covariance alpha
g3_0 140 * 0_6808 0_6107 7054376 0_8611
g3_1 140 * 0.7887 0.7274 6601347 0_8547
g3_2 1 140 - 0.7128 0_6670 7337461 0_8607
g3_2 2 140 - 0.574% 05200 - 760582 0_8660
g3 _2_3 140 - 0.5960 0.5477 7630381 0_8657
g3_2 4 140 - 0.7733 0.7261 6769417 0_85%66
g3 2.5 140 - 06113 0.5434 7351604 0_8643
g3_2 6 140 - 0_4661 0_4167 7882997 0_8697
g4 1 140 * 0._3510 0_2700 7910355 0_8740
g4 2 140 * 0_6074 0.5274 7256235 0_8647
g4 3 140 * 0.5531 0_4697 7391807 0_8674
g4 4 140 * 0.5467 0_4459 7283561 0_8697
g4 5 140 * 0.4783 o412 7720902 0_8672
g5_1 140 * 0.7756 07161 6696837 0_8557
g5_2 140 * 0.6648 0.5763 714278 0.8617
g5_3 140 * 0.33711 0_2486 7902572 0_8755
g5_4 140 * 0.1487 0.0572 -B274617 0_8812
gb_1 140 * 0.5516 0.5331 -8103542 0.8713
Test scale - 7450837 o_872%

All the Cronbach Alpha values for the reliability analysis for each of the TPB constructs shows that they are
reliable in the TPB model since all the values are greater than 0.7 (see table 1). Reliability analysis involved the
calculation of the average.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation
Intl 140 5.49 1.921
Int2 140 4.77 2.223
attl 140 2.32 1.353
att2 140 1.96 1.274
att3 140 1.89 1.170
att4 140 2.97 1.726
att5 140 2.89 1.645
att6 140 1.54 1.007
snl 140 5.78 1.469
sn2 140 4.27 1.858
sn3 140 4.69 1.827
sn4d 140 3.74 2.154
sn5 140 5.99 1.365
pbcl 140 3.60 2.128
pbc2 140 2.51 1.829
pbc3 140 5.96 1.625
pbc4 139 1.63 1.505

From table 2 above, the majority don’t intend to use my mobile phone to send a text whilst driving in the
forthcoming month [M = SD = 1.921] and are not likely to use my mobile phone to send a text whilst driving in the
forthcoming month [M =4.77, SD = 2,223]. Further, majority agree that texting while driving is harmful, dangerous,
bad, worthless, un-enjoyable and consider it a wrong thing to do [M<3 for all constructs]. Again, it is evident that
people who are important and whose opinions are valued to the participants disapprove their responding to a text
message whilst driving and will not use their phone to text whilst driving. Further, the participants say that they have
complete control stop themselves from responding to a text whilst driving in the forthcoming month while the
majority feel that they can send a message if the feel like although it will be difficult to do so. However, responding
to a text message according to many is not their own making. 78.6% of the participants agree to having used a phone
while driving compared to 21.4% who have never used a phone while driving.

Simple Regressions
Running simple regression of intention over attitude

Table 3: Simple regression of intention and attitude ANOVA

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 43.033 1 43.033 52.943 .000
Residual 112.169 138 813
Total 155.202 139

Note: Predictors: (Constant), attitude, Dependent Variable: intention

The model with attitude as the predictor is significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) = 52.943, p =
0.000, p<0.05]. The model explains 27.7% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving
[r* (138)=0.277].

Table 4: Simple regression of intention and attitude coefficients

Un-standardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval for B
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound
(Constant) 7.353 337 21.836 .000 6.687 8.019
attitude -.983 .135 -.527 -7.276 .000 -1.250 -716

Note: Dependent Variable: Intention

The coefficients for attitude associated with intention is significant at 5% level of significance (f = -.983, p =
.000, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in attitude leads to a -0.983 units decrease in the intent to not use the
phone while driving.

Running simple regression of intention over subjective norm;

Table 5: Simple regression of intention and subjective norm ANOVA

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 105.689 1 105.689 33.520 .000
Residual 435.117 138 3.153
Total 540.805 139

Note: Predictors: (Constant), subjective. Dependent Variable: intention
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The model with subjective norm as the predictor variable is significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) =
33.520, p = 0.000, p<0.05]. The model explains 19.5% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number
while driving [r* (138) =0.195].

Table 6: Simple regression of intention and attitude coefficients

Un-standardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval for B
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound
(Constant) 1.426 658 2.168 032 125 2.726
subjective 757 131 442 5.790 .000 499 1.016

Note: Dependent Variable: intention

The coefficients for subjective norm associated with intention is significant at 5% level of significance (f =
0.757, p = .000, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in subjective norm leads to a 0.757 units increase in the
intent to not use the phone while driving.

Running simple regression of intention over Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC);

Table 7: Simple regression of intention and PBC ANOVA

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 194.477 1 194.477 77.493 .000
Residual 346.328 138 2.510
Total 540.805 139

Note: Predictors: (Constant), PBC. Dependent Variable: intention
The model with PBC as predictor is significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) = 77.493, p = 0.000,

p<0.05]. The model explains 36% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r* (138) =
0.360].

Table 8: Simple regression of intention and PBC coefficients

Un-standardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval for B
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound
(Constant) 1.755 406 4.321 .000 952 2.559
PBC 986 112 .600 8.803 .000 764 1.207

Note: Dependent Variable: intention

The coefficient for PBC associated with intention is significant at 5% level of significance (B = 0.986, p = .000,
p <.05. This means that a unit increase in PBC norm leads to a 0.986 units increase in the intent to not use the phone
while driving.

Multiple Regressions
Hierarchical regression was used to determine the contribution of past behaviour to intentions of not using

mobile phones while driving.

Table 9: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of Change Statistics
Square the Estimate R Square F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change
Change
1 675 455 443 1.47210 455 37.851 3 136 .000
2 .683 467 451 1.46132 .012 3.015 1 135 085

Note: Modell-Predictors: (Constant), PBC, subjective, attitude. Model 2-Predictors: (Constant), PBC, subjective, attitude, Past Behaviour

The model with PBC, subjective and attitude as predictors explains 45.5% of the total variation in intentions to
use a phone number while driving [r* (138) = 0.455] while the model with PBC, subjective, attitude and Past
Behaviour explains 46.7% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r* (138) = 0.467].
The introduction of Past Behaviour improves the model by 1.2%.
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Table 10: Full Model ANOVA

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 246.081 3 82.027 37.851 .000
Residual 294.724 136 2.167
Total 540.805 139
2 Regression 252.519 4 63.130 29.563 .000
Residual 288.286 135 2.135
Total 540.805 139

Note: Modell-Predictors: (Constant), PBC, subjective, attitude. Model 2- Predictors: (Constant), PBC, subjective, attitude, Past Behaviour.
Dependent Variable: intention

The model with PBC, subjective and attitude as the predictors is significant at 5% level of significance [F (3,
136) =37.851, p = 0.000, p<0.05] while that with PBC, subjective, attitude and Past Behaviour as predictors is also
significant at 5% level of significance [F (4, 135) =29.563, p = 0.000, p<0.05].

Table 11: Full Model Coefficients

Model Un-standardized Standardized t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval for B
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound
1 (Constant) 2.912 .900 3.235 .002 1.132 4.692
attitude -519 .144 -278 -3.612 .000 -.804 -235
subjective 201 131 117 1.536 127 -.058 460
PBC 703 120 428 5.871 .000 467 940
2 (Constant) 2.561 916 2.796 .006 750 4.373
attitude -491 144 -263 -3.416 .001 -775 -207
subjective .176 131 .103 1.346 .181 -.083 435
PBC .609 131 371 4.659 .000 351 .868
Past .599 345 132 1.736 .085 -.083 1.282
Behaviour

Note: Dependent Variable: intention

Model 1

The coefficient for attitude is significant at 5% level of significance (f =-0.519, p =.000, p <.05. This means that
a unit increase in attitude holding PBC and subjective norm constant leads to a -0.519 units decrease in the intent to not
use the phone while driving. The coefficient for subjective norm is not significant at 5% level of significance ( =
0.201, p=.127, p > .05. This means that a unit increase in subjective norm holding PBC and attitude constant leads to a
0.201 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for PBC is significant at 5% level
of significance (f = 0.703, p = .000, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in PBC holding attitude and subjective
norm constant leads to a 0.703 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving.

Model 2

The coefficient for attitude is significant at 5% level of significance (B = -0.491, p =.001, p < .05. This means
that a unit increase in attitude holding PBC, subjective norm and past behaviour constant leads to a -0.491 units
decrease in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for subjective norm is not significant at 5%
level of significance ( = 0.176, p = .181, p > .05. This means that a unit increase in subjective norm holding PBC,
attitude and past behaviour constant leads to a 0.176 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving.
The coefficient for PBC is significant at 5% level of significance (f = 0.609, p = .000, p < .05. This means that a
unit increase in PBC holding attitude, subjective norm and past behaviour constant leads to a 0.609 units increase in
the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for past behaviour is not significant at 5% level of
significance (p = 0.599, p = .085, p > .05. This means that a change in behaviour to using a mobile phone while
driving in the past leads to 0.599 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Reliability analysis was carried out to test for reliability of the constructs. According to Bryman, A. [5], Alpha
coefficient greater that 0.70 signifies reliable variables. In this case, all the Cronbach Alpha values for the reliability
analysis for each of the TPB constructs are greater than 0.7 showing that they are reliable in the TPB model. Further,
descriptive statistics were carried out and from the results; the majority didn’t intend to use my mobile phone to send
a text whilst driving in the forthcoming month and were not likely to use my mobile phone to send a text whilst
driving in the forthcoming month. Further, majority agreed that texting while driving is harmful, dangerous, bad,
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worthless, un-enjoyable and consider it a wrong thing to do. Again, it was evident that people who are important
and whose opinions are valued to the participants disapprove their responding to a text message whilst driving and
will not use their phone to text whilst driving. Further, the participants say that they have complete control stop
themselves from responding to a text whilst driving in the forthcoming month while the majority feel that they can
send a message if the feel like although it will be difficult to do so. However, responding to a text message
according to many is not their own making. 78.6% of the participants agree to having used a phone while driving
compared to 21.4% who have never used a phone while driving. Different simple regression models were performed
to answer the question “how much” the intent to not use a mobile phone while driving. The model with attitude as
the predictor variable was found to be significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) = 52.943, p = 0.000,
p<0.05] and explained 27.7% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r* (138) =
0.277]. Further, the coefficients for attitude associated with intention was found to be significant at 5% level of
significance (B =-.983, p = .000, p <.05) which meant that a unit increase in attitude leads to a -0.983 units decrease
in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The model with subjective norm as the predictor variable was also
found to be significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) = 33.520, p = 0.000, p<0.05]. The model explains
19.5% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [12 (138) = 0.195]. The coefficients
for subjective norm associated with intention was found significant at 5% level of significance (f = 0.757, p = .000,
p < .05) which meant that a unit increase in subjective norm leads to a 0.757 units increase in the intent to not use
the phone while driving. Another model was that with intention and PBC as the predictor and was found to be
significant at 5% level of significance [F (1, 138) =77.493, p = 0.000, p<0.05]. The model explains 36% of the total
variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [r2 (138) = 0.360]. The coefficients for PBC associated
with intention was found to be significant at 5% level of significance (f = 0.986, p = .000, p < .05) which meant that
a unit increase in PBC norm leads to a 0.986 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving. Further,
hierarchical regression was used to determine the contribution of past behaviour to intentions of not using mobile
phones while driving. The results indicate that a model with PBC, subjective and attitude as predictors explains
45.5% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone number while driving [12 (138) = 0.455] while the model
with PBC, subjective, attitude and Past Behaviour explains 46.7% of the total variation in intentions to use a phone
number while driving [r2 (138) = 0.467]. The introduction of Past Behaviour improves the model by 1.2%. again, it
was evident that the model with PBC, subjective and attitude as the predictors is significant at 5% level of
significance [F (3, 136) =37.851, p = 0.000, p<0.05] while that with PBC, subjective, attitude and Past Behaviour as
predictors is also significant at 5% level of significance [F (4, 135) = 29.563, p = 0.000, p<0.05]. In the first model,
the coefficient for attitude was found to be significant at 5% level of significance (B =-0.519, p = .000, p < .05. This
means that a unit increase in attitude holding PBC and subjective norm constant leads to a -0.519 units decrease in
the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for subjective norm was not significant at 5% level of
significance (B = 0.201, p = .127, p > .05. This means that a unit increase in subjective norm holding PBC and
attitude constant leads to a 0.201 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for
PBC was significant at 5% level of significance (p =0.703, p = .000, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in PBC
holding attitude and subjective norm constant leads to a 0.703 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while
driving. In the second model, the coefficient for attitude was significant at 5% level of significance (B = -0.491, p =
.001, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in attitude holding PBC, subjective norm and past behaviour constant
leads to a -0.491 units decrease in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for subjective norm
was not significant at 5% level of significance (p = 0.176, p = .181, p > .05. This means that a unit increase in
subjective norm holding PBC, attitude and past behaviour constant leads to a 0.176 units increase in the intent to not
use the phone while driving. The coefficient for PBC was significant at 5% level of significance (f = 0.609, p =
.000, p < .05. This means that a unit increase in PBC holding attitude, subjective norm and past behaviour constant
leads to a 0.609 units increase in the intent to not use the phone while driving. The coefficient for past behaviour
was not significant at 5% level of significance (B = 0.599, p = .085, p > .05. This means that a change in behaviour
to using a mobile phone while driving in the past leads to 0.599 units increase in the intent to not use the phone
while driving.
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