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Table 3: Model fit indices for the measurement model validity

Model fit indices Estimate Threshold Interpretation

CMIN 522.457 -- -

Degree of freedom (DF) 186 -- --

x2df 2.809 Between 1 and 3 Excellent
Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.965 >0.95 Excellent
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual(SRMR) 0.049 <0.08 Excellent
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 0.052 <0.06 Excellent
PClose 0.260 >0.05 Excellent

*Note: Hu and Bentler (1999, "Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure Analysis: Conventional Criteria
Versus New Alternatives") recommend combinations of measures. In this study, we prefer a combination of CFI>0.95 and
SRMR<0.08. To further solidify evidence, add the RMSEA<(.06.
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Hypothesis  Direct effect (X→Y) Indirect effect   Result 

OS

→

eWOM

→

IFI

.119* .247*** Partial mediation

PFI

→

eWOM

→

IFI

-.009(n.s.) -.08(n.s.) No mediation

Tr

→

eWOM

→

IFI

.304*** -.140** Partial mediation

FC→eWOM→IFI -.029 (n.s.) .205** Full mediation

Note:

      2. *** p<0.001 ; ** p<0.01 ; * p<0.05; ns="not significant"

Table 4: Results of mediation test 

      1.OS: Opinion Seeking; PFI: Perceived Firm Image; Tr: Trust; FC: Face Concern; eWOM: electric Word-of-

Mouth; IFI: Intention for Internship.
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Table 5: Results of hypotheses tests.

Hypothesis p-Value s.r. Estimate Conclusion
Hla: Opinion Seeking {l electric Word-of-Mouth ook 404 Supported
HI1b: Opinion Seeking —Intention for Internship * .090 Supported
Hlie: electric Word-of-Mouth —Intention for Internship oAk .466 Supported
H2a: Perceived Firm Image —electric Word-of-Mouth n.s. -.011 Not Supported
H2b: Perceived Firm Image—Intention for Internship n.s. .009 Not Supported
H3a: Trust —electric Word-of-Mouth oAk -.318 Supported
H3b: Trust —Intention for Internship oAk 322 Supported
H4a: Face Concern —electric Word-of-Mouth oAk 413 Supported
H4b: Face Concern —Intention for Internship n.s. -.029 Not Supported, full

mediation by eWoM
Note: T p <.1, *p <.05, **p < .01, **¥*p < .001
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Table 1: Demographic profile of respondents

Demographics Frequency Percentage(%) Aggregated (%)
Gender
Male 313 46.7% 46.7%
Female 339 50.6% 97.3%
No Answer 18 2.7% 100.0%
Age
17 1 0.1% 0.1%
18 41 6.1% 6.3%
19 139 20.7% 27.0%
20 197 29.4% 564%
21 155 23.1% 79.6%
22 83 12.4% 91.9%
23 39 5.8% 97.8%
24 13 1.9% 99.7%
25 1 0.1% 99.9%
26 1 0.1% 100.0%
Education grade
Freshmen 134 20.0% 20.0%
Sophomore 242 36.1% 56.1%
Junior 202 30.1% 86.3%
Senior 75 11.2% 97.5%
Master 12 1.8% 99.3%
No Answer 5 0.7% 100.0%
College
College of liberal arts 21 3.1% 3.1%
College of science 40 6.0% 9.1%
College of engineering 203 30.3% 394%
College of management 162 24.2% 63.6%
College of tourism and hospitality 199 29.7% 93.3%
College of communication and design 6 0.9% 94.2%
The other 39 5.8% 100.0%

Note(s): n=670
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Table 2: Composite Reliability & Validity and Correlations of study variables.

CR AVE MSV_ MaxR(H os PFI Tr FC eWOM IFT
08 0.825 0.492 0316 0.856 0.701

PFI 0.883 0.791 0.383 0.883 0.479%%%  (,889

Tr 0.906 0.763 0316 0.932 0.562%%%  0323%** 0,873

FC 0.875 0.542 0.383 0.897 0.450%%%  0.619%**  0359%F* 0,736

eWOM 0.860 0.610 0.065 0.900 0.197*%%  .0.108%  0.254%%%  0.072f 0.781

IFT 0.904 0758 0.206 0.928 0.454%%%  0380%**  0352%kk  0420%FF  0240%FF 0,871

Notes:
1. No validity concern.
2. OS: Opinion Seeking, PFI: Perceived Firm Image; Tr: Trust, FC: Face Concern, eWOM: electric Word-of-Mouth; IFL:Intention
for Internship.
3. When the Composite Reliability (CRs) greater than 0.7, the Average Variance Extracted (AVEs) greater than 0.5 (1ina
tolerable range), and Square root of AVE greater than inter-construct correlations (See Correlation matrix and Square root of the
AVE on the diagonal), they are considered to fulfill the Components Reliability and Construct Validity.
4. Significance of Correlations:
p<0.100
*p < 0.050
**p < 0.010
4% < 0,001




