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Abstract
The main purpose of this study is to investigate the impacts of e-business, e-negotiation and trust building
specifically on online e-agribusiness performance. The existing trend of online base e-agribusiness has rise
some implication on current and future performance among agribusiness firms especially on the big
potential of e-business and e-negotiation to agribusiness sectors. This preliminary study was conducted
among fifty Master of Business Administration (MBA) students in University Utara Malaysia where all of
them are familiar with agribusiness sector. The finding obtained from this study indicated that there was a
significant (2 tailed significant) relationship between independent variables (e-business, e-negotiation, and
trust building) and dependent variable (e-agribusiness performance). In sum, the result obtained from this
study indicated that four hypotheses tested in this study were accepted.
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1. Introduction
Agribusiness is the process of producing food, feed, fiber and other desired products by
the cultivation of certain plants plus the raising of domesticated animals (livestock). The
practice of farming is also known as farming, while scientists, inventors and others
devoted to improve agriculture methods as well as implementing are also said to be
engaged in farming (Papandrea & Margo, 2000). Historically, the practice of agribusiness
first began around 8000 BC in the Fertile Crescent of Mesopotamia (part of present day
Iraq, Turkey, Syria and Jordan which was then greener). This region was home to the
greatest diversity of annual plants and according to one study there are thirty two of the
fifty six largest grass seeds (Johnson, 2000). Furthermore, the industry of food and
agriculture has been coming up with continuous changes. And any how the industry is
coming up with better argo base solutions. Over the last few decades major developments
include technological modification, rapid growth of crop land in certain developing
countries, and globalization of markets become the new barriers to access in key foreign
markets. On the other hand, Malicsi and Apolinar (2006) given an example of the need to
e-portals is very important in order to enhance the business opportunities. Nowadays, the
trend is coming for the digital marketplaces which provide online trading services to
buyers and sellers. It is very important to make the awareness of e-agribusiness in the
marketplaces because it could be expected to reduce transaction costs which may lead to
effective operations.
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Currently, the e-agribusiness is important as the tool to promote agricultural products
electronically by the mean of marketing, promotions, buying, selling and other offers for
agricultural products. The e-agribusiness is internet base marketing which follows four
sources of competitive advantages (Fraser, Fraser & McDonald, 2000). According to
Chaffey, Mayer, Johnston, and Chadwick (2000) it is not that much difficult to promote
agro base product in internet but the problem is how to present it in a better way in order
to penetrate in the market. Most technologies to Schoop, Mertila and List (2003)
including e-commerce, e-business, e-marketing, and e-agribusiness were developed in
Western countries that had different backgrounds from those of developing countries.
The success of technology adoption is heavily dependant on how it is used by the
adopters and this in turn is affected by the fit between the technology and the adopters.
Not surprisingly, Hamblen (2003) and Reyes (2002) mention that technology adoption
has not always been successful in developing countries. Moreover, while many of the ecommerce benefits have been realized by organizations in developing countries, there is
still skepticism in the relevance of e-commerce and its benefits for developing countries
Therefore, with regard to Schoop, Mertila and List (2003), Hamblen (2003) and Reyes
(2002) it is important to understand national factors that affect e-commerce adoption in
order to explore the relevance of e-commerce and the opportunity of its growth in southAsians countries, including Malaysia.
The e-agribusiness helps farmers and other relevant companies to find out the target
buyer or the seller more easily because it dramatically reduces the cost. Reduction in
intermediation costs associated with wholesale and retail activities. Ability to decrease
costs associated with purchasing by curting the time and effort involved in supply and
logistics operations. It also helps to improve information selection and processing speed
which result in improved management of the supply chain electronically. It helps to
expand market share and/or developing new markets by decreasing the cost of selecting
and processing information concerning the needs and the wants of existing and potential
customers.
2. Problem Statements
It is observed that the traditional agribusiness activity is not meeting the demand and
current standards of strategic business. The factors that affect the business have been
recognized to be able to enhance the business performance, productivity, sustainability
and end of the day the satisfaction of supplier and buyer with the available resources in
the market. It will also be observed that how the agribusiness portals will utilize the
internet tools for e-marketing, e-commerce, e-agribusiness via e-portals and mobile
portals. Therefore, analysis in this study have been focusing on the influencing factors
toward the adoption of business portals and the difficulty of using electronic business
through internet among the different level of farmers’ knowledge. What was the
traditional way of dealing with agribusiness and how to do it will affect through new and
modern technologies.
The research questions that have arisen of the study are:
1. What are the factors that affecting e-business and e-agribusiness performance?
2. How do e-Negotiations can influence on e-agribusiness performance?
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3. What factors of trust that can influence the e-agribusiness performances?
4. Is there any interaction of e-Business, e-Negotiation and Trust Building to perform eAgribusiness?
The objectives are:
1. To investigate the factors affecting the e-business and e-agribusiness performance.
2. To investigate the influence of e-negotiations in improving e-agribusiness
performance.
3. To investigate the factor of trust that can influence the e-agribusiness performance.
4. To determine the interaction of e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building in eagribusiness performance.
3. Research Methodology
This research framework was adapted from Murthy (2003). The independent variables in
study consist of three dimensions which were e-business (adoption of business portals
and need of e-portals), e-negotiation, and trust building. Meanwhile, the dependent
variable involves in this study is e-agribusiness performance. Research framework is
shown in Figure 1.
4.1 Questionnaire Development
The questionnaire developed in this study for e-negotiations among agents will consist of
numerous messages including terms, explanations, threats, and discussions that lead to a
total agreement, consensus or a disagreement. The questionnaire was developing in order
to retrieve raw data from respondents. The instruments used in this study have been
adopted from Murthy (2003).

Figure 1: Research Framework.
Source: Murthy (2003)

Basically, the questionnaire developed in this study consists of two sections. Section 1
consist of six questions were asking about the demographic background. This section was
asking about gender, age, marital status, race, educational level, and occupation of
respondent. Meanwhile, section 2 consists of five parts (part A, B, C, D, and E). There
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were fourteen questions in part A regarding e-business, eight questions in part B
regarding need of e-portals, and seven questions in part C regarding e-negotiations. In
addition, part D consists of seven questions regarding trust building, and twelve questions
in part E regarding e-agribusiness performance. Therefore, the total items in section 2
were forty eight items. In section 2 respondents have been asked to indicate their degree
of agreement or disagreement with each statement on a five point likert scale, from
strongly disagree to strongly agree.
4.2
Research Hypotheses
Ho The e-Business has not a positive significant relationship on e-Agribusiness
performance.
H1 The e-Business has a positive significant relationship on e-Agribusiness
performance.
Ho The e-Negotiations have not a positive significant relationship on e-Agribusiness
performance.
H2 The e-Negotiations have a positive significant relationship on e-Agribusiness
performance.
Ho Trust Building among the farmers has not a positive significant relationship to eAgribusiness performance.
H3 Trust Building among the farmers has a positive significant relationship to eAgribusiness performance.
4.3
Sampling
The basic information was come from the list of the Master of Business Administration
(MBA) students in Univeristy Utara Malaysia (UUM) (UUM), Sintok, Kedah, Malaysia.
The data was collected by distributing the questionnaire among fifty (50) MBA students.
In addition, the questionnaires were administered to respondents by hand.
5. Results
5.1 Demographic Background
From findings indicate that the respondents were twenty eight (56%) male and only
twenty two (44%) females. Meanwhile, from the age distribution indicate that the
majority respondents were 24-29 years old which was 26 %. In addition, 20% of
respondents were in range between 18-23 years old. Nevertheless, for range between 3035 and 30-41 years old there were only 2% each (See Table 1). Table 2 indicates that the
majority respondents were Malay which was 44%. Furthermore, there was 18% Chinese,
10% India and 28% others. Meanwhile, based on occupation (Table 3), there were 12%
managers, 12% supervisor, 6% executive, 4% workers and 66% others.
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Table 1. Age of Respondent.

Table 2. Race of Respondent.

Table 3. Occupation of Respondent.

5.2 Descriptive of Research Variables
The sample mean score in Table 4 indicated that the highest means score obtained by the
e-business (3.88, SD0.53) and trust building (3.88, SD0.62). Meanwhile, Table 5 shows
T-Test result of all independent variables. The result indicated that there was statistically
significant difference (p=0.000) between e-business, e-negotiation and trust building.

Table 4. Mean Score of Variables.
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Table 5. T –Test of Independent Variable.

5.2.1 E-business variable
Table 6 displays descriptive statistics for respondent occupation group for their entire eBusiness need. N indicates the size of each group. The effects of unequal variances will
be reduced if the group sizes are approximately equal. The highest mean of Manager
(M=4.35, SD=0.48) shows the high average values of e-Business need. One-Way
ANOVA compares these sample estimates to determine if the population means differ.
The standard deviation indicates the amount of variability of the scores in each group.
These values should be similar to each other for ANOVA to be appropriate. The 95%
confidence interval for the mean indicates the upper and lower bounds which contain the
true value of the population mean 95% of the time. Furthermore, Table 7 shows that most
of managers really need e-business application to perform their agribusiness.

Table 6. Descriptive of E-Business Need Based on Respondent Occupation.

Table 7. Conclusion of E-Business Variable.

5.2.2 E-negotiation variable
Table 8 shows that there was a statistically significant of the highest mean value
(M=3.71, SD=0.12) of managers respondent.
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Table 8. Descriptive of E-Negotiation Based on Respondent Occupation.

5.2.3 Trust building variable
Table 9 shows that trust building is a significant value in e-agribusiness performance for
respondent based on diploma educational level.

Table 9. Descriptive of Trust Building Based on Educational Level of Respondents.

5.2.4 E-agribusiness variable
Table 10 displays descriptive for respondent group based on their occupation and the
entire data set. N indicates the size of each group. The effects of unequal variances will
be reduced if the group sizes are approximately equal. Mean shows the average values,
and Managers (M=4.013, SD=0.45) is the highest mean perform e-Agribusiness. The
95% confidence interval for the mean indicates the upper and lower bounds which
contain the true value of the population mean 95% of the time. Furthermore the
performance of e-Agribusiness based on race of respondent, Chinese (M=3.80, SD=0.42)
is the highest group in e-Agribusiness performance (Table 11).

Table 10. Descriptive of E-Agribusiness Performance Based on Respondent Occupation.
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Table 11. Descriptive of E-Agribusiness Performance Based on Race of Respondents.

6. Discussion on Results
6.1 Correlation among variables
Correlation is a bivariate measure of association (strength) of the relationship between
two variables. It varies from 0 (random relationship) to 1 (perfect linear relationship) or
-1 (perfect negative linear relationship). It is usually reported in terms of its square (r2),
interpreted as percent of variance explained. The use of partial correlation is usually
restricted to simple models of 3 or 4 variables, 5 at most (Hair, 1983). Pearson's r2 is the
percent of variance in the dependent explained by the given independent when (unlike the
beta weights) all other independents are allowed to vary. The result is that the magnitude
of r2 reflects not only the unique covariance it shares with the dependent, but
uncontrolled effects on the dependent attributable to covariance the given independent
shares with other independents in the model. A rule of thumb is that multicollinearity
may be a problem if a correlation is > .90 or several are >.7 in the correlation matrix
formed by all the independents.
Table 12 shows that e-agribusiness performance (dependent variable) and all independent
variables (e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building) were significantly correlated
(N=50, p=0.000). The strongest positive correlation is the relationship between eagribusiness (DV) and trust building (IV3) which was 0.91. Therefore this can be
considered a large effect size. The correlation value between e-business (IV1) and eagribusiness performance (DV) was 0.81 indicated both of variables related in strong
relationship. Finally, the e-negotiation (IV2) and e-agribusiness performance (DV)
indicated a low relationship variable which was 0.47.
Most of association varies from 0 (indicating no relationship) to 1 (indicating perfect
relationship) or -1 (indicating perfect negative relationship). However, there are various
types of "perfect relationship" and various types of "no relationship." When particular
coefficients are discussed previously in this section, their definitions of perfect and null
relationships are cited and this is one important criterion used by researcher in selecting
among possible measures of association.
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Table 12. Inter-Correlations among Research Variables.

6.2

Result of hypothesis testing

6.2.1. Hypothesis 1: Relationship between e-business and e-agribusiness performance
Table 13 and Table 14 shows that e-business and e-agribusiness performance variables
were significantly correlated in the strong positive correlation (+ve 0.81). R2 was 0.66,
therefore, 66% of the cases will be correctly predicted by the regression equation and
34% not. R2 is also called as multiple correlation or the coefficient of multiple
determination. It is the percent of the variance in the dependent that explained uniquely
or jointly by the independents. R-squared can also be interpreted as the proportionate
reduction in error in estimating the dependent when knowing the independents.

Table 13. Correlations between E-Business and E-Agribusiness Performance.

Table 14. E-Business Model Summary.
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Simple regression was conducted to investigate how e-business can influence eagribusiness performance. The results (Table 15 and Table 16) were statistically
significant F (1, 48) = 94.73, p< 0.000. The identified equation in table 33 to understand
the relationship was: e-Agribusiness Performance = 1.06 + 0.73 e-Business. The
adjusted R squared value was 0.66. This indicates that 66 % of the variance in e-business
performance was explained by the e-business variable. Therefore, the hypothesis tested in
this study was accepted. According to Cohen (1988) this is a large effect.

Table 15. E-Business ANOVA Table.

Table 16. E-Business Coefficients Table.

6.2.2. Hypothesis 2: Relationship between e-negotiation and e-agribusiness
performance
The Table 17 reveals that a statistically significant positive correlation between enegotiation and e-agribusiness performance. The positive moderate correlation (0.473)
means that, e-agribusiness performance has a relationship with e-negotiation. Adjusted RSquare value (0.22) is an adjustment for the fact that when one has a large number of
independents, it is possible that R2 will become artificially low simply because some enegotiation chance variations "explain" small parts of the variance of the e-agribusiness
performance.
The Table 19 shows that F (1, 48) = 13.850 and it is significant. This indicates that the
combination of the predictors significantly predict e-agribusiness performance. Linear
regression (Table 20) was conducted to investigate how e-Negotiation can influence eAgribusiness performance. The identified equation in table 5.5 to understand the
relationship was: e-Agribusiness Performance = 2.26 + 0.45e-Negotiation. The adjusted
R squared value was 0.22. This indicates that 22 % of the variance in e-Business
Performance was explained by the e-Negotiation. Therefore, the second hypothesis tested
in this study was accepted.
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Table 17. Correlations between E-Negotiation and E-Agribusiness Performance.

Table 18. E-Negotiation Model Summary.

Table 19. E-negotiation ANOVA.

Table 20. Trust Building Coefficients Table.

6.2.3. Hypothesis 3: Relationship between trust building and e-agribusiness
performance.
Table 21 shows that trust building and e-agribusiness performance variables were
significantly correlated in the strongest positive correlation (0.91). Table 22 shows that
R2 is 0.833. Therefore, 83% of the cases will be correctly predicted by the regression
equation. Coefficient of multiple determinations is the percent of the variance in the
dependent. This explained that uniquely or jointly by the independents.
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Table 21. Correlations between Trust Building and E-Agribusiness Performance.

Table 22. Trust Building Model Summary.

Linear regression was conducted to investigate how trust building can influence eagribusiness performance. The results (Table 23 and Table 24) were statistically
significant F (1, 48) = 239.301, p< 0.000. The identified equation in table 41 to
understand the relationship was: e-Agribusiness Performance = 1.09 + 0.72Trust
Building. The adjusted R squared value was 0.83. This indicates that 83 % of the
variance in e-business performance was explained by the trust building variable.
Therefore, the third hypothesis tested in this study was accepted. According to Cohen
(1988) this is a large effect.

Table 23. Trust Building ANOVA Table.

Table 24. Trust Building Coefficients Table.
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6.2.4. Hypothesis 4: Relationship between all independent variables (e-business, enegotiation, and trust building) and e-agribusiness performance.
Power terms can be added as independent variables to explore curvilinear effects. Crossproduct terms can be added as independent variables to explore interaction effects. One
can test the significance of difference of two R2's to determine if adding an independent
variable to the model helps significantly. Based on multiple regression (Table 25),
clearly indicated that how most variance in the dependent can be explained by one or a
set of new independent variables, over and above that explained by an earlier set. Of
course, the estimates (b coefficients and constant) can be used to construct a prediction
equation and generate predicted scores on a variable for further analysis.

Table 25. Model Summary of Variables.

Multiple regressions (Table 26) were conducted to determine the best linier combination
of e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building for predicting e-agribusiness performance.
The third combination of independent variables significantly predicted e-agribusiness
performance, F (3, 46) = 92.426, p< 0.001, with all three independent variables
significantly contributing to the prediction.

Table 26. ANOVA Table of Variables Model.

The beta weights, as presented in Table 26 suggest that the combination of e-business, enegotiation, and trust building contribute most predicting e-agribusiness performance.
The adjusted /r squared value was 0.86, this indicates that 86% of the variance in eagribusiness performance was explained by the model. As result this indicates that fourth
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hypothesis tested in this study was accepted. According to Cohen (1988), this is a large
effect.
Table 27 shows that multiple regression was conducted to investigate how e-business, enegotiation, and trust building can influence e-agribusiness performance. The results
(Table 28) were statistically significant F (3, 46) = 92.426, p< 0.000. The identified
equation in table 44 to understand the relationship was: E-agribusiness performance =
0.70 + 0.14e-Business + 0.098e-Negotiation + 0.58Trust Building. The adjusted R
squared value was 0.86. This indicates that 86 % of the variance in e-business
performance was explained by the combination of e-business, e-negotiation, and trust
building variable. Therefore, this indicates that hypothesis was accepted. According to
Cohen (1988) this is a large effect.

Table 27. Coefficients Table of Variable Model.

6.3 The Impact of the Combination IV on E-Agribusiness Performance
The findings of this thesis may require confirmation through the e-business, e-negotiation
and trust building on e-agribusiness performance. There was 66 % of the variance in eagribusiness performance was explained by the e-business variable (hypothesis accepted),
22 % of the variance in e-business performance was explained by the e-negotiation
(hypothesis accepted), and 83 % of the variance in e-business performance was explained
by the trust building variable (hypothesis accepted). (See Figure 2).
Furthermore, multiple regressions were conducted to determine the best linier
combination of e-business, e-negotiation and trust building for predicting e-agribusiness
performance. The third combination of independent variables significantly predicted eagribusiness performance. The beta weights suggest that the combination of e-business,
e-negotiation, and trust building contribute most predicting e-agribusiness performance.
The adjusted /r squared value was 0.86, this indicates that 86% of the variance in eagribusiness performance was explained by the model (hypothesis accepted) (See Figure
3). According to Cohen (1988), this is a large effect.
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Figure 2.The percentage effect of e-business, e-negotiation and
trust building in e- agribusiness performance model.

Figure 3. The Combination of E-Business, E-Negotiation, and
Trust Building in E-Agribusiness Performance Model.

The research model shows the use of electronic information to manage the business
operations of a firm, its suppliers, and a customer is increasing through the combination
of e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building. Yet the most appropriate role of Ebusiness has not been firmly established within the management processes. E-business is
driven at such a rapid pace by technology innovations that many of the early applications
have been haphazard – and have failed to consider the role of technology in business
models or to promote the use of integrated strategies.
7.0
Future Research
Since the e-agribusiness is become the important part in business industry recently,
therefore, this study is hope to be able to provide new knowledge in agribusiness
industry. The result of correlation, linear regression and multiple regressions in assessing
the variables or the empirical relationship between e-business, e-negotiation, and trust
building were positively related to e-agribusiness performance as hypothesized. The
positive association between combination among all independent variables (e-business, enegotiation, and trust building) was indicated to maximize the e-agribusiness
performance. Thus, by better understanding of the e-business, e-negotiation, and trust
building variable, researcher can provide benchmarks to help agribusinesses improve
their overall management and understanding of profitability. Furthermore, the result of
this study can be used as a guideline to improve e-agribusiness performance.
Internet-based with the combination of e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building will
be able to transform the agribusiness sector to become e-agribusiness. Furthermore, all
the activities in supply chain may become more efficient. The stronger connection
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between producers and consumers may result customized products or services that meet
consumers’ needs. Moreover, markets may become more transparent because the Internet
transcends geography that make globalization of the sector may increase. Based on result
of correlation, linear regression and multiple regressions in assessing the variables or the
empirical relationship between e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building were
positively related to e-agribusiness performance. Therefore, the research confirmed that
the e-business, e-negotiation, and trust building have the interaction in e-agribusiness
performance. In sum, all the four hypotheses tested in this study were accepted. In
particular, future research can investigates what are the appropriate programs that can be
used to encourage or educate farmers to adapt e-agribusiness performance. This is maybe
because there are lacks of farmers that cope with the technology.
In sum, e- agribusiness provides lot of opportunities in business world recently and the
potential for profound change because of the differences between Internet applications.
Internet based e-commerce is interactive, that allows for spontaneous interactions or
transactions to occur. As a result, there are many potential users such as seller, and end
users to do business activities in virtual environment. The interaction of market potential
and growth, market power, and benefits will determine whether a firm will participate in
e-business and how they will decide to do so.
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