CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS \.i
4.0 Introduction 3 )
This chapter outlines the analysed of the collected data he surveys
conducted for this research and the results. The data is summarise presented in the
form of tables and pie-charts. The collected data has bee al%d a?d interpreted in

line with the aim of the study. This chapter explaine roce Wditing and

@
coding, response rate, data screening for missing da@ograp ;Syts’an.\ ysis
of the findings. P
&y

N T
4.1 Demographic Analysis %\, 'W é
F

Among the 342 distributed quesM , only 15 estio@ires were returned
A,

and completed for analysis. Betw: % returne ‘u tidanaires, there were 145
\
e e,

0
(95.49%) male and 7 (4.6%) fe Wﬂbip@w percentage (56.6%) was
e lowest @paﬂon percentage (2%) was

from the age group (34-41 hit
ear I‘u adﬁ&)n, most of the respondents were

from those within the %.; (<25}

. &
those holding a ?Q’Q degr'ee %), and.most employees had 6 to 10 years of
experience (36.8%). The parti
OGQL A
which havesagen gstablishe

Y
’ f T ble 4.1: Education

We@%/ostly (60.3%) working in organisations

|
g'ar(j)

<

A \\" Valid | Cumulative
ENN

Frequency Percent | Percent Percent
Q Valid Diploma 11 7.2 7.2 7.2
Undergraduate 85 55.9 55.9 63.2
\ degree
Postgraduate 56 36.8 36.8 100.0
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Total

152

100.0

100.0

Education

g w
i Diploma Undergraduate degree Postgraduate
v ] _t‘)
Table 4.2: Experie e
‘%\.’ Cumulati
V %ﬂd ve
\%J N rcent | Percent
Valid From1to5 ! 13.2 13.2
years o >’ N
From6to10  §,~ @ .56 @.8 36.8 50.0
years )
From 11 to 15 \ b 27.0 27.0 77.0
years i \‘é
From16t020 | :' J24| 158 15.8 92.8
years (‘,‘/
From21to25 |~ > 11| 7.2 7.2 100.0
ol
<’ 152 | 100.0| 100.0
-
4.3: Gender
Cumulati
Perce Valid ve
Frequency nt Percent | Percent
145 95.4 95.4 95.4
7 4.6 4.6 100.0
152 | 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.4: Position

ti
Perce Valld% e

Frequency nt Per
Valid Director General 6 3.9 % 3.9

Finance 10 6.6 Y’!ﬁ 10.5
Manager

Accountant 39 25.7 36.2
Internal Audit 17 ' 11.2 47.4
Others:

Total

Experieanc

Frequency

1to 5 vyears 6 to 10 years 11to 15 years 16 to 20 years 21to 25 years

‘&\ I - Bar C<h§f
4.2 Descrlptlgxstl J" (_)O

D e statistics )re mpa@rtant to test the difference and distribution in the

-y

sampl W prowdes n |ﬁ‘d| aﬁBﬁ of the existence of outliers that can negatively

the analy3|s It also help?give a quantitative description for the relationships and

0%ﬂons that exist between different items.

4.3 SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS
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In this study, the respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on

a scale ranging from 5 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree) about the internalWl
practices (independent variables) and the accountability dischargi@}ctice

4.3.1 The Control Environment ?

(dependent variable).

Table 4.5 shows that Al-Rahma employees s moderate, us controls.
The respondents graded the following two objectives of the fcont Znﬁggfﬁent
highest: There is an atmosphere of mutual trust i ahma (M=4. , D§0.6158),

and All positions in Al-Rahma have written job
forms of communication. (M=4.1579, SD=0.691

of the employees either agree or stron

: io”&{h man@; or other
re ow@he majority

the staterhent “There is an

atmosphere of mutual trust in Al-Rahma™"§@me 95% of empl@es believe that Al-
Rahma has a consistent and effectiv muni%?th' a&Qﬁaviour and integrity.
Astonishingly, the following jectives e ra@ at the bottom. The
independence of all board M S is iedically &%fewed for affiliations and

a cotflict flinterést (M=3.8158, SD=0.8333) and
ies th‘g rga s‘at'ioh&tructure of Al-Rahma in light of

|03 \N.Q ed pr(cﬁﬁes (M=3.8553, SD=0.8796). The
an

anticipated changinw
finding illustrate&s eni t ber Q‘go spondents “agree”, which suggests that
: ; N : .
the environm NI- hma cohtrQL%di by high ethics and an effective internal
' TDe findings, s g{st @t Al-Rahma has a significant atmosphere of

relationships that could res

management reviews

control sys
N : : o
mutual trust.SLhe average ,£on rol@wnronment practice and implementation in Al-

Rahmaiis 0.

>
wable 4.5: Analysis of the respondents’ perception of control environment
—d = | o | = Std.
| 29 S| 5| 2| Mean | Deviatio
Measure Phrases > | ©3 § T ¢ O] n Rank
< N Al & .
wxz 00 Statistic

[e°]

Al-Rahma top management’s 9 34 1117 |2
commitment to integrity and ethical | e4% | 22% | 7% | 5% | 1% 4.0197 | 0.7761 7
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behaviour is consistently and
effectively communicated

0, 0,
throughout Al-Rahma, both in 87% ™ 6%
words and deeds.
AlRahmah de of cond 97 |39 |11 | 3| 2
-Rahma has a code of conduct
and/or ethics policy. 64% | 26% | 79 | 2% | 196 | 4-1093 0'73
89% 7% 3%
When Al-Rahma hires new staff, 1111 32 | 4 11 4
the person is trained or made aware
of the importance of high ethics and 3% | 2% | % | W | % | 4.09 0.4p34 6
sound internal controls. 94% 3% 3%
Al-Rahma’s culture sets the tone of | 107 | 35 4 4 2
an organisation, influencing the Y . . "
control consciousness of its people. 0% | 2% | % | 3% | . 0'5862 4
It is the foundation for the other 93% 3% 49
components of internal control.
The independence of all board 107117 1 18| 34 7 s \Y'
members is periodically reviewed
for affiliations and relationships 70 | 1% WEERE 2% 3.81 33& --\c?l
that could result in a conflict of 82% 12% 2 Vr-
interest. - A ‘g—- a )
Management reviews and modifies | 96 | 26 | 17 [£8 | 5w \ T
the organisational structure of Al- Y 1 : £
Rahma in light of anticipated 6% | 17| 11% gov % 53 8796 10
changing conditions or revised 8 11% 9% k
priorities.
All positions in Al-Rahma have 92| 44 | 14 | ? _\\
written job descriptions, reference m
manuals or other forms of a "" pﬂ’ 4“@79 0.6915 2
communication. % | S I% 5
Al-Rahma’s structure and tone a 3194 10 } 5\Q§
the top helps enforce individual Qh
accountability for performanc Jo 76 | 2% — 4.0000 | 0.8056 8
internal control responsibilities! 88% % 5@
Vo7 [fa1] 9 |82
Al-Rahma has ah accountig 38 | sl g ow [@r | % | 44316 | 07158 | 3
“K || 9% | % |7 3%
_ & ~ 102434 [ 2]1
There 'iijnsf;mma mutea\\ %) | 28%,] 3% | 1% | 1% | 4.2105 | 0.6158 1
% ' J05% )| s | 2%
AI-Rahma%y sound control 1030\' 151215
envir n safegwr ass 6&0{‘18% 10% | 1% | 3% | 3.9539 | 0.7918 9
aifst abuses. b4 86% 10% 5%
I-Rahma has put in place 206121114 | 4 7
ar of powers/checks and ™
a s in its outfit to control its 70% | 14% | 9% | % | 5% | 3.8553 | 0.8567 10
activities. 84% 9% 7%

7

.3.2 The Risk Assessments
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Table 4.6 displays that Al-Rahma employees had moderate risk assessment. The
respondents graded the following two objectives of the risk assessment
Management establishes a materiality threshold for the purpose of i m
significant accounts and disclosures. This considers risk at each locati re Al-
Rahma conducts activities (M=4.0526, SD=0.5494), and AI-Rahnﬂggn
ensures that risk identification considers internal and external factor e potential
impact on the operations (M=4.0461, SD=0.6645). The result shews that the majority

of the employees either agree or strongly agree with the nt “Management
ing sig rllflcant accounts

agement

establishes a materiality threshold for the purpose of ide

and disclosures”. This considers risk at each loca ere AW conducts
activities. It means that 90% of the employees believe risks to th n@a\fi{l‘are
sufficiently identified. Surprisingly, the followi jectives r&nléq at the
bottom. These are Al-Rahma has in place mec of miti crit'@y‘risks that

may arise during the doing business (%

05) &I-Rahma’s

assessment of fraud risk considers the % ful yiolations of laws,

-Rahma cenducts @vities (M=3.6908,

SD=0.9210). The finding illustrates qdéspondents agree. This
finding suggests that the assessmen

any activities in Al-Rahma. i st'that AﬂRahma management makes

regulations or policy at each location w

sure that the |dent|f|cat|on S of nal factors and the potential
impact on the operatlo verage |sk seé m&t ractice and implementation in

Al-Rahma is 81%.

Table 4.My31s 0 onc&@ erception of risk assessments

, & E E =) Mean Std.
2 SH & | 25 Deviation
hrasel Y g\’g 35|51 g — Rank
é hdz|a|H Statistic
Manage tabllshes aWterﬁllty Yr2l 251131 2 | o
4 “Ss.gfr?{f.‘c“aen?‘;?c%?n?i m&;}\ e | 16 | 6 | 190 | o
ures. This considers risk at eac 4.0526 | 0.5494 1
n where Al-Rahma conducts 90% 9% 1%
activities
-Rahma sets entity-wide financial | 105 | 28 | 17 | 1 | 1
prevent material misstatements, errors, 4.0395 | 0.6185 3
or omissions in the financial 88% 11% 1%
statements
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Al-Rahma management ensures that 99 | 32|18 | 2 1

risk identification considers internal
) 65% | 21% | 12% | 1% | 1%
and external factors and the potential ° ° ° ° b | 4.0461 | 0.6645 &

impact on the operations 86% 12% 2% 2 .
Al-Rahma adequately and effectively | 97 | 20 | 24 | 2 9

manages risks to the organisation and . " " "

has designed internal controls that 6% | 13% | 16% | 1% | &% | 3.7697 OS 8

mitigate the identified risk 11%  |18% | 7%
Al-Rahma’s risk 93 | 25 | 18 | 10| 6
|qentlflcatlonlgssgs_sment_ is broqd and 61% | 16% | 12% | 7% | 4%
includes all significant interactions,
both internal and external business

3.7961 | 0.9303 6

partners and outsourced service 8% | 12% | 11%
providers
Al-Rahma’s assessment of fraud risk | 100 | 22 | 16 | 6 '
considers the opportunities for wilful . . o | 0 R
violations of laws, regulations or oov | 14% | 1% | 4% 3. 90& 0.9 11
policy at each location where Al- 80% 11% 9% o
Rahma conducts activities \"a
Al-Rahma’s assessment of fraud risks | 99 | 18 | 17 2 ' (.-5"
consider opportunities for 65% | 12% | 119% Ma% | 8% -\
unauthorised acquisition, use and 4'3, 8 1 OE 4
disposal of assets, altering the =y N ' 0\/
reporting records, or committing other 7% | 11% | 12%, TS X~
inappropriate acts %X N
Al-Rahma identifies risks that affect 23 ‘ 3 ql Q
achievement of the objectives in a 15% | 5% 3.7@ " 0.8343 | 10

timely manner 15%

A
14 N0 J 107 AT
9% % 7%0;»,,7303 1.0009 | 9
o | “13%,
15 | 5.4
10% | 396579 | 3.1579 | 0.9205 | 12

Al-Rahma has a criteria for
ascertainment of the risks that are most
critical to the organisation

Al-Rahma has in place mechanisms o

mitigating critical risks that ma
during the doing business 10% | 510%
Al-Rahma periodically identifigs'both < 14,8 | 4
external and internal%whici‘\ 9% | 5% | 3% | 3.8684 | 0.8193 5
could causef: cial uds\ ED 8%
The organisa% ates the_ 15 | 5 | 10
significance gf the'misk factors,an . .
assesses the i od ofithe ris 10% | % | % | 3.7763 | 0.9574 !
currénce - 10% | 10%
—% ’ "
Lt ¥t §
4.3.3 Centrol Activities .\‘5-

&
\Table 4.7 displays that Al-Rahma employees employed moderate control

Ivities. The respondents graded the following two objectives of control activities

hest: The organisation reviews its operational performance periodically (M=4.1447,
D=0.6751), and Al-Rahma has control over its resources and record (M=4.1118,

SD=0.7052). The result shows that the majority of the employees either strongly agree
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or agree with the statement “Management control activities consider all the relevant
processes, information technology and locations where control activities are :
including outsourced providers”. It means that 93% of the employees beli& tin

order to accomplish the objectives, the organisation must maintain stro:sg!yes and

procedures. Unexpectedly, the following two objectives were ranked a ttom. Al-
Rahma periodically reviews system privileges and access contro e different
applications and databases within the IT infrastructure (M=3.8882,SD=0.8422) and Al-
Rahma verifies and reconciles claims of resource application ( 71, SD=0.8567).

The finding illustrates that a significant number of resp n agrfe. This finding

licies Wedures in
conducting and following up its activities. The findi tAI-Qtha

sugges
management reviews its operational performan iodically fan ke’s .r.*c(f?ective
action to the weaknesses. The average control 3% pr ctit pler\n%tation in

suggests that Al-Rahma is aware of the importanc

Al-Rahma is 90%.

{
A,

Table 4.7: Analysis of the res@ percepti Conélactivities

58 © \&?z &M‘\ean Std.
[l = ~ I

Measure Phrases >4 ©Z é S 3»\ Deviation | Rank
5& z T aald

R Statistic

Management control activities\ 15 27\ 10 \“(/

consider all the relevant processes
. ! ' 76% % | 7% | 0% 0%
information technology and loc of | Too] 1% | 0%:}\0% 41118 | 0.4821
where control activities gé needed, 43% 7% 0, %
including outsourced = 2

Y

Policies, procedurmot r \\ﬁﬁw
hed

safeguards help ensure, objecti\les \7@‘ 16% | 6% | 1% | 0% | 4.0789 | 0.5214

privileges an

J70%, [715% | 8% | 3% | 4% | 3.8882 | 0.8422
% 8% 7% 10

and databas

different applicatio

With@nfrastr ture

Al-Rahmé has pelicies ahd progédures QZ' 21 1] 211
doge oper segregationdf Yo" 1400 | 096 | 19 | 1% | 4.0000 | 0.5868
between the authorisation, NV

y, and recordkeeping )| 89% | 9% 2% 8

.

a
duti

rrective action is taken to address
weaknesses in Al Rahm

78% | 12% | 9% | 1% | 0% | 4.0000 0.5147

Al-Rahma has a well-organised chart
of account

70% | 20% | 6% | 1% | 3% | 4.0329 0.7407

113 26 | 12 | 1 4.0789 | 0.5214 3
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It is impossible for one staff to have | 74% | 17% | 8% | 1% | 0%
access to all valuable information 19 ) o
without consent from the senior staff 91% i 1%

Controls are in place to check on 110 28 | 11| 3
incurring expenditure in excess of 72% | 18% | 7% | 2% | 0% | 4.0526 | 0.6590

allocated fund 91% 70 20 4 4
‘ _ 18 |29|8 |3 |4 —\
AI-Rahmassecurltysy_stem identifies 1% | 19% 5% _ 0.7500
and safeguards its asset
920% 5% 6
o o 99 | 40 | 10
Tr_1e organisation reviews its 5% | 26% C0 06751
operational performance periodically
91% % 1
Al-Rahma has put in place 9 |36 | 9
authorisation and approval procedures | 64% | 24% | 6% 0.8
for resource utilisation 88% 6% ' s |vpb
_ 103|376 N
Al-Rahma has control over its 5% | 2a% 0 184 0.%5‘2\)
resources and record
92% | 4% N 2
7 b
AI-R.ahma verifies and re.con.cnes = 567
claims of resource application
5% 9
) 6
Al-Rahma has supervisory controls of . l » o 0.7502
resource application t
0 4% % 7
-
@
4.3.4 Information and Com i |on
Table 4.8 dls%i Al-Rahma n”lpIQ@s showed recognisable use of
information and communi raded the following two objectives
of control activiti \&est@‘n aj?cesses in place to communicate the
results of repo r |ded Independent Auditor to the Board of Director
(M= 41118, 81 a B're lh process to quickly disseminate critical
informati ghout necessary (M=4.0987, SD=0.6172). The result
shows t majorlt of ¢the apployees either strongly agree or agree with the
Stat “There is a process toc\qulckly disseminate critical information throughout Al-

hen necessary”. It means that 93% of the employees believe that the essential
ormation is communicated instantly and smoothly throughout Al-Rahma.
expectedly, the following two objectives were ranked at the bottom. The reporting
ystem on the organisational structure spells out all the responsibilities of each
department in Al Rahm (M=3.9474, SD=0.7168) and Pertinent information must be
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identified, captured and communicated to enable people to carry out their
responsibilities in timely manner (M=4.0263, SD=0.6505). The finding show%; a
significant number of respondents agree. This finding suggests that there is a rwa\ ble
communication system in Al-Rahma. The findings also suggest that Al- %makes
sure the requisite communication between the board of directors an ement is
he average
ais 91%.

done easily and efficiently in order to fulfil their responsibili

information and communication practice and implementation in

Table 4.8: Analysis of the respondents’ perception of info amd communication
I

> @ ¥ swd
2 |5 | © |2 Mean |
Measure Phrases S 1S |5 | 2|8 P on | Rank
512 | &)= ‘X
Z % Statigc' [N
Pertinent information must be | 113 | 25 | 9 2 ‘ A’
identified, captured and [ o oo | 6% | 20M| 10 2
communicated to enable people to ~N 4. 0.
carry out their responsibilities in 91% 6% 3%\'\ Vz'
timely manner P T N 6
Communication  exists  between 112‘ @ 5 13 ¢
management and the board of [ ~ 5 ) . o
directors to ensure both have 4% %0 | 3% | 1% 40‘@ 0.6762
information needed to fulfil their
3% 3
responsibilities ’ \\ I &:\ &)
There is a process to quickly 31, ! 1 C}
disseminate  critical  informati 20% | 5% |29 2@'4.0987 0.6172
throughout Al-Rahma when neces 506 3%\/ )
Al-Rahma  management h 33 { 16 .Z.S»\
communication proc ~
reinforcing to all empl \ 66%! 22% | 11% '3.:7' 0% | 4.0855 | 0.6084
roles in internal control responsibility | 882 1% |, 1% 4
Al-Rahma has proces%pl ce Oq@,g\ 34 9 I 2 1
communicate relevant and timely "ooB 00 eos | a3 | 19 | 4.0021 | 0.6647
information to ext arties (N\
donors, governm 91% /™ 6% 3% 3
Al-Rahma has s inlplace to y)‘z 15 | 1
comr_nunlcate U rgults rego s1o6(] 20% | 10% | 1% | 0% 4.1118 0.5817
provided pendent Audito A,
to the Board ofRirector _ﬁ% 0% | 1% 1
All th loyees u de‘gafd,‘the @b 32210l 2172
concepyandwmportance (.Jf. mterna\hﬁ()% 21% | 7% | 1% | 1% | 4.0789 | 0.6664
co cluding the division
nsibilities N1 0w 7% 3% 5
porting system on the | 113 | 21 | 10 5 3
Jeational structure spells out all 74% | 14% | 7% | 3% | 2% | 3.9474 | 0.7168
responsibilities  of  each ' '
epartment in Al Rahm 88% 7% 5% 7
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4.3.5 Monitoring

Table 4.9 displays that Al-Rahma employees employed moderate monit@ring.

The respondents graded the following two objectives of the monitorin :‘% Al-

Rahma audits its accounts periodically to ensure compliance (M:4.177£¥: .5991),

and Al-Rahma periodically evaluates its business processes (e.g., Y,management,
ul

comparison of budget to actual results) (M=4.1382, SD=0.6616), The t shows that

" [t eans that 94% of the

exami e!i by /Al-Rahma
management periodically. Surprisingly, the following two oBjecti esMe the
bottom. There are independent processes, checks %ﬁmion iyolla@es on
an ongoing basis (M=3.9605, SD=0.7624), and an integnal review of i plgi)'igmation of
the internal control practices in departments is c@nduct iodicall scertain its

effectiveness (M=3.9605, SD=0.6894). T ing illugi(at
sag

of respondents strongly agree. This fi ests that

the majority of the employees either strongly agree or agreeﬁm statement “Al-

Rahma audits its accounts periodically to ensure complian

employees believe that policies and procedures are

at a significant number
on@ g procedures are
considered an important step in the ipternal cont c?es f Al-Rahma. The findings
also recommend that Al-Rahma %enwﬁ%v a ﬁ]ecks its policies and
ctive ac‘fior(& the audit findings and
recommendations. The avegﬁ~ nito’i pragtice plementation in Al-Rahma

procedures periodically and ,ta a co

is 91%.

N
4 d . o
Table 4.9%1 1S i)f.h\)wg onder(s_/ erception of monitoring

=

Std.
53 ] 8o 54 Mean o
Meas Mses s 5 ﬁ 2384 24 Deviation | Rank
L@J ' @l=|075 Statistic
Al-Rahma dically evaluateSyitsh 1054..87 | 6 2 2

u
business . sée' F 2!5 &@ 2% | 4% | 1% | 1% | 4.1382 | 0.6616
manag \ parison et "
to actu@l r | \93% 4% 3% 2
Al-Rah management periodicall;z:\ilg 27 | 10 1 1
C’& hether  policies a?ftk 74% | 18% | 7% | 1% | 1% | 4.0789 0.5700

res are being followed and
ing as intended 92% % 1% 3
-Rahma monitors subrecipients to | 107 | 30 | 12 1 2
re that the funds provided are
pended only for allowable
activities, goods, and service 90% 8% 2% 4

70% | 20% | 8% | 1% | 1% | 4.0658 0.6477

3.9605 | 0.7624




There are independent processes,
checks and evaluation of control 88% 7% 5%
activities on an ongoing basis
An internal review of implementation | 113 | 21 | 12 3 3

of the internal co_ntrol practices in [— o1 o . | % §; z

departments is conducted 3.9605 | 0.6
periodically =~ to  ascertain its 88%
effectiveness
Al-Rahma undertakes monitoring to | 119 | 21
ensure that audit findings and
recommendations are adequately and
promptly resolve 92%
Through evaluation and feedback | 109 | 26
processes, and organisation assesses,
tracks and monitors its performance

78% | 14%

2% | 17%

over time 89%

105 | 30

AI—Rah_ma mak(_es _separate 69% | 20%
evaluations of operating projects

89%

) ) 104 | 39

AI-_Rar_lma audits its accounts 6% | 26%
periodically to ensure compliance

94%

4.3.6 Accountability Practices \3
\I n
Table 4.10 shows that thEE yess a mﬁg%wed moderate use of

o
he fﬁo;v‘\—ing two objectives of the

N
control environment hi hes?ﬁ(ahn'a iSS lFMS%iaI annual reports (M=4.2566,

SD=0.5661), and Activities the&&' ive {j@rs increasing gradually (M=4.2237,

SD=1.28481). Su@y, t@show@ the majority of the employees either

accountability practices. The ents

N
agree or stron@&e with the s t}lher@%éd-Rahma published non-financial reports”.
It means t % of thelemployees e that Al-Rahma publishes financial and non-

'
financf wrts. Asto shirrgl)@re following two objectives were ranked at the
m.

-Rahma has appointéd the board of director from the representative of waqgf

bo\
%Iders (M=3.7500, SD=1.0050) and Al-Rahma has information systems that

Oduce reports that contain non-financial and compliance-related information about its

operation (M=3.9408, SD=0.7740). The finding illustrates that a significant number of
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respondents agree. This finding suggests that the accountability in Al-Rahma has been
developed by taking several procedures in order to enhance the practicesw
accountability inside and outside Al-Rahma. The findings suggest that W@/ities
in Al-Rahma have been increasing in the past years as well as the‘Nons. The

average accountability practice and implementation in Al-Rahma is 90%.

Table 4.10: Analysis of the respondents’ perception of acqgunt ility practices
a

Std.
eviati

(5]
Measure Phrases S
<

Strongly
Aaree
Neutral
Disagree

Activities of the previous five years
increasing gradually

ion i i 0 0 0 0 |
The Wagf collection increasing yearly | 74% 12_/& 9% | 1%

107 20 | 1 (g)
The percentage of each wagf is %

growing compared to non-cash wagqf l BN %‘ 10/; 0.6088
13% (=g 1% 40 12
37 1 )

The number o_f beneficiaries >N 7% il% 4.15 0.5650
gradually increasing 79

S

o%e” | ™ | A% 3

99 | 24 | 29 |5
Training incre_ase_s the unde o5 4 160 ST | 0% 3.96 05915
of waqf organisation 71 '

\1 19% V0% 13
Al-Rahma regularl N/e Watf m\ 21 | 29
organisational staff i trainings_to ¢

O‘ 0, 0, 0,
increase the individual¥piety 1A 19% | 0% | 0% 3%3{4 0.5730

awareness of their ccolntapility '81 v 19% 0%

in this world a:%afterllAllah 3 ,% ’ ) 14
104426 | 16 | 3 | 3

68% | 17% | 11% | 2% | 2% 396 | 7317

71
786% | u% | 4% 13
V100 | 38 | 13 1
oo | 256 | o | oo | 16 | 41| 06134
91% 9% 1% 4
ahma has information systems 105 ] 32 | 10 | 1 4 405
t produce reports that contain | 69% | 21% | 7% | 1% | 3% é6 0.7350
perational and financial 90% 7% 3% 8
Al-Rahma has information systems | 115 | 21 | 8 | 2 6 | 394
: 0.7740
that produce reports that contain non- | 76% | 14% | 5% | 1% | 4% 08 15
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financial and compliance-related 0 0
information about its operation 89% > 5%
Al-Rahma always attempted to ensure 109 | 32 I 3 1 410
the fulfillment of government auditing | 72% | 21% | 5% | 2% | 1% 53 0.621
requirement 93% 506 306 6
94 | 36 | 16 6
AI—Rahr_na has appointing external 62% | 24% | 11% | 0% | 4% 4.01 %
auditor in all branches 32
86% | 11% 4% Y~ 10
Al-Rahma has appointed in the board 101] 21 |18 | 5 12
of director from the representative of | 66% | 14% | 9% | 3% | 8% 60 .0050
wagf stakeholders 80% 9% 11% 16
Al-Rahma performs a regular visit to 109 | 28 | 10 | 2 3 l
the wagqif (donor) to inform the | 72% | 18% | 7% | 1% 9 29 | 0.694
progress of wagf programme 90% 7% 3 ) 9
Al-Rahma regularly tries to arrange 110 | 25 | 14 3 401 (\VF
events and ceremonies to gather | 72% | 16% | 9% |_0% % 6J1Q_x')
public to ask their feedback on waqgf 89% 9% % b v i 10
119 24 | 9 P NV
Al-Rahma has Involving beneficiaries - .09
in the waqf programme 76% | 6% 6% 0% ¢ O 87 %jgeg
94%¢" | 6% 0% - 7
iy
10 15 | 1
AI-_Rahrr_la condu_cts beneficiary’s 0% °17 R 1o 4@ 0.6905
satisfaction survey in a regular base y \\3 _‘@
% 10% o0 / 4 11
Al-Rahma has put in place effective 234 4 AN
reporting procedures i q %‘
communicating a balanced [ & % e <2 | 3.98 0.7457
understandable account of th o A 68 '
organisation’s position 92% | 3% é\%
procedures. S 12
_ = MIEREY IE N[
Al-Rahma published Non-financial \25% 7 4.13 0.5525
reports \ ' \930/ % 82
0 3% (] 5
CAES
5 7 3
Al-Rahma issu @i ann C 4.25
reports 5 576 @%U 5% | 0% | 2% | 0.7233
S’ s | 2% 1

g
(AA poty
4.4. r verage o Practi@"i"~

4 M/erall Average Interral‘ Control Practices in Al-Rahma

0‘% Based on Tables (4.5; 5.6; 5.7; 5.8; 5.9) for the internal control practice in Al-

hma, the average agreement of the monitoring practice and implementation,
information and communication practice and implementation in Al-Rahma is 91%. This

is followed by the average control activities practice and implementation by 90%. The
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average control environment practice and implementation in Al-Rahma is 88%. The
lowest average practice and implementation is risk assessment by 81%. The |
average of internal control practice and implementation in Al-Rahma is 88%.%Ihis

descriptive analysis allows us to address the research objective number, (Q‘E)) oring

the internal control practices in Al-Rahma International Wagf Instit in Table
(4.12)
Table 4.11: Overall Average of Internal Control Practices -Rahma
Variables 2 A]verage (%)
Control Environment L'
Risk Assessment Ple o
Control Activities ? 00 ¥
Information and Communication @/ b1\
Monitoring 9%~
Overall average of Internal control practice aVV‘ \ @ﬁ‘
M. %\

(<

implementation in Al-Rahma Internationk,v
\; i mao
\ i
Based on Table (5.10) for ccountabiki a ice{Q\\I-Rahma, the average
| ? . @

agreement of the accountabili 9 aer}hmplementation is 94%.

(@}
D
w
=
>
]
= |

Followed by the average of the a ce rmance and implementation

by 89%. Then the avgage%e aver]Ze a‘:c@bility practice evaluation and

implementation in Al- s 88%. T tal IQ//erage of accountability practice and

implementation in ahm tonal isé%. This descriptive analysis addresses
the research ob}g‘i um
i

ning the accountability practices in Al-
Rahma Intern@&

c
—
%

'y ! L
L 4 4 -
V:im(ﬁ))es Average

bility Practices Evalbation 88
countability Practices Performance 89
untability Practices Reporting 94
erall average of accountability practice and 90

plementation in Al-Rahma International
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4.5 Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is a multivariate statistical technique, and data eagtion

technique. It summarises a large number of variables into a small nugg@factors

(Davis and Cosenza, 1993). More importantly, factor analysis is undertaken in'this study
to explore the relationship between dependent and indepen% iables. Every

variable should be given its due consideration in explor?ﬁese relationships.
L 4

I Examine the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KM r measuring the quac.;@fthe

Therefore, the following tests were undertaken:

c.3
sample. The higher the value of KMO ore eff;ct et fac@‘nalysis.

the KMO value should be higher than .50 to tabl R@'menyl etal.,

1998). q,
t _og‘relatmns among the

ii. Bartlett’s Test suggests that thete s1g i
éa A
variables (i.e., p-value )- & g}

analysis (R

“« Q-
iii. Examine the Eige : |t mu oreﬁéﬁ one to be included in the
\
tal., 19} %

es of Sample Adequacy
KMO Value | Bartlett's Test

0.791 0.000

0.848 0.000

0.848 0.000

0.745 0.000

0.817 0.000

countability Practices Evaluation 0.782 0.000
ccountability Practices Performance 0.782 0.000
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4.5.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Control Environment

The control environment attributes were measured by 12 items. A Mn
Table 4.3.1, only one factor has an Eigen-value greater than one, and (gm')ariance
percentage of (62%). Based on the initial factor analysis, items (ICE‘l,&Z, ICE7,
ICE9, ICE10) were deleted due to failing to meet the EFA critetia andyto improve the
reliability of the outcome. The final result of factor analysis w remaining items,

reported that the remaining items were loaded into two mpo‘ents. The first

component includes (ICE3, ICE4, ICE5, ICE8). By, refereging t tMemths, it

N
could be named general attributes of internal @nviron e ol th{?econd

' 4

components loaded by (ICE6, ICE11, ICE12), w bew ecif'kcz\_§r~ibutes of

internal control environment. It also i Whighjnte | relia'S%ty. Based on

Cronbach's Alpha for all factors, they ore than 0.94 whi excellent internal
reliability. In addition, the findin %e an \ d q@%munalities show good
[} A
item fit of the control environme A(:}—
14: fontr nvir@ent
LS _
s > Factor Loading
A \ (J General Specific
Items C aliti @ -image attribute | P
N atrices SIC attrlbut.es
\ s | (_/ Envir IC Envir.
S\l 7 |
IC I 057 W\ .855a 0.674
IGE i 3 v .798a 0.746
0607 .755a 0.748
E 0572~ .820a 0.824
8 0.584~ .831a 0.764
CEll 0.677 .713a 0.816
CE12 0.716 774a 0.691
Eigenvalues 2.297 | 2.068
% of Variance 62.359
Cronbach's Alpha 0791 | 0.800
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4.5.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Risk Assessment

The risk assessment attributes were measured by 12 items. As show, iWe

4.3.2, only one factor has an Eigen-value greater than one, and total varia %entage

of (61%). Based on the initial factor analysis, items (ICR4, ICR5, ICR&e deleted

due to failing to meet the EFA criteria and to improve the reliability of the outcome.
)

The final result of factor analysis for the remaining items rep the remaining

items were loaded into two components. The first compo i clud‘s (ICR1, ICR2,

ICR3). By looking to the questionnaire, these three statements arg abo ancial.risk
- e
assessment. Therefore, the first extracted comp could be/na nahcial risk

s *
assessment. For the second components Ioaded?('KtRG, R RS,QQRQ, ICR10,

ICR12), it could be named non-financiatMessm%t

high internal reliability. Based on Crom

\ £
0.94 which is excellent internal reli fors addi Q@he findings of the anti-
6 ",
1INg,goo i :

image and communalities shoK dit

4.11 i sess_@t
\‘o' /2 Q’ Factor Loading
Items muralitie /Rimage Financi | o™
Q« atrices al ICR Financi
' O al ICR
ICR1 % 0.6 5 .606a 0.815
IC | 0358 RS .656a 0.784
IGR ’,l 2 Q\‘ .634a 0.765

Ipha for

) 0550 wpe .830a 0.728
R 0.612." .864a 0.782
8 0.567 .857a 0.738
ICR9 0.647 .855a 0.804
CR10 0.698 .825a 0.828
ICR12 0.576 .851a 0.758
Eigenvalues 3611 | 1.922

% of Variance 61.477
Cronbach's Alpha 0.791 | 0.800
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4.5.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Control Activities

The control activities attributes were measured by 14 items. As show@bvle
4.3.3, only one factor has an Eigen-value greater than one, and total varia g@entage
of (59%). Based on the initial factor analysis, items (ICA3, ICA4, ICA?%«S, ICA9)
were deleted due to failing to meet the EFA criteria and to improye trmmlity of the
outcome. The final result of factor analysis for the remainin

reported that the

remaining items were loaded into two components. By lookingyto th4 questionnaire’s

statements, and statements loaded in the first compongent (ICA1, ICA2, ,ICQ&), it
could be named indirect internal control activitiesés the state

N
ts 'oal‘fé? in the
4

Al3; CA]@Ee about

ory trol activities.

second extracted component (ICAL0, ICAlLYﬂlZ,

authorisation, review, verification, segrea and

Therefore, the second extracted compM uld be n dire@mtrol activities. It

\1 Y

ity" Based h' ha for all factors, they
o 5

abil@for scale. In addition, the

X

also indicated high internal reliabi

were more than 0.94 which i\

findings of the anti-imag communalities showing good item fit of control
N
activities. F &

’&\ Tal)le - CorL ctivities
- F 3
'\~ ' (>\’ Factor Loading
Items % Clmr%u ties ( AI\rJIt;-tlnge Indirect | Direct
) &~ ICA ICA
F s ’l' 4.@79 <’ 0.8472 0.750
0%65 0.779° 0.807
A5 0.507 0.8712 0.676
6 0.56%" 0.831° 0.557
NAlO 0.572 0.891% 0.699
ICAlL 0.542 0.884? 0.736
ICA12 0.548 0.889° 0.646
ICA13 0.675 0.785° 0.814
\_y ICAL4 0.677 0.863" 0.709
Eigenvalues 2.946 | 2.380
% of Variance 59.174
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| Cronbach's Alpha | 0.781 | 0.788 |

4.5.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Information and Communication\z

The information and communication attributes were measuredﬁkg t items.

As shown in Table 4.3.4. only one factor has an Eigen-value greater e, and total
variance percentage of (45%). The result of factor analysis report t all items were
loaded into one component. This result supported unidim I|ty ‘t also indicated
high internal reliability. Based on Cronbach's Alpha f actors t more than
0.94 which is excellent internal reliability for scale. ition, the fin gf of@@e anti-
image and communalities showing good item ft rmatrgn nd mmuqrcatron
Table 4.17: Informati d om T
- ) %k‘u ‘cx\
|m act Loadrng
Items Communalrtres atrices OQ
ICI1 0.509 o. 42 \0’636
ICI2 0.518 ; ,(\ 0.654
ICI3 0.512 ) mm‘y I ]S 0685
ICI6 0.57 1 0.705%, ) 0757
ICI7 0. \o. 0 &S 0.607
e i
Eig i - 2.243
b of Variance | &\7 44.867
s Alpha / P, L"’ 0.771

\'U' N
4.5.5 Explorator NA a‘ sisfor Mon.@nng
&
The monitorr@bute is re&%}nrne items. As shown in Table 4.3.5, only

one facto |gen alu gr at Qt%aﬁ one, and total variance percentage of (55%).
%actor analysis rer\,‘l@a that all items were loaded into one component.
Thisyesu supported unrdrmerh)nalrty It also indicated high internal reliability. Based
nbach's Alpha for all factors, they were more than 0.94 which is excellent internal
|ab|I|ty for scale. In addition, the findings of the anti-image and communalities

showing good item fit of monitoring.
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Table 4.18: Monitoring

Items Communalities Anti-image Factor Loading (3) ‘Y'

Matrices
ICM1 0.515 0.8102 0.717
ICM2 0.560 0.8142 0.748 4
ICM3 0.532 0.7728 0.7

ICM4 0.575 0.799° 0.75A8

ICM5 0.533 0.836°

ICM6 0.568 0.875° 0.
ws

Eigenvalues
% of Variance We54.710

Cronbach's Alpha
N«
| S

The accountability practices attributes were sured by 20 items. &'shown in

4.5.6 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Accountabi

Table 4.3.6, only one factor has an Eigenwgw;@{ \ne, ag\\t;ll variance
percentage of (50%). Based on the ini 'a‘@r analysis,_items 8?1, APP2, APP3,
APE3, APE4, APES, APR1, APR2) rl:keete oTxih %ibqneet the EFA criteria
and to improve the reliability of t tcome. T. qresu@factor analysis for the

remaining items reported thatﬂtNem ini s wereMoaded into two components.
Td compan

\
The attributes loaded infthe fig extract nt(APP4, APP6, APP7, APP8) were
= 4 s
all related to accoun@y a(it bs.uQ r the pérformance aspect. Whereas the second
group of statement ded 'N@ond a@ted component (APE1, APE2, APES5,

i
APES, APE@, PE10 gre (rgﬂted to accountability practices under the

evaluati %ect. ‘J' b.re)

re, t@rirst component was named performance
b4
accoun&ill practice, and th Vii:)nd component named evaluation accountability

N It also indicated high internal reliability. Based on Cronbach's Alpha for all

rs, they were more than 0.94 which is excellent internal reliability for scale. In

Qdition, the findings of the anti-image and communalities showing good item fit of
accountability practices.
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The above findings of EFA for the accountability practices attributes showed
that only accountability performance practices (APP) and accountability evw
practices (APE), while the attributes of accountability reporting practice@, the
findings do not load any of the attributes in separate extracted factof*efore, the
accountability reporting practices (ARP) is excluded from the next amalysis. In other
words, the regression model and the hypotheses testing a?\;&fs based on the

accountability performance practices (APP) and accountabilit evaIlJation practices

\d

L
&
Table 4.19: Accountabili ctices ' =
b 4

(APE).

b, i

ctopCoading™

Items Communalities e anc | E tion
' PE
APP4 0.650 : £ 0.772
APP6 0.579 \ 10.746
APP7 0502 ! A | 0610
APP8 0.508 A 0683

APE1 0.498 4 0815° | "0.551
APE2 05 0787° ¢ [ 0%88
APE5 . 0798 } .
APE6 . :
APE7

APE9
APE10

e . 2.219
% ofariance ~ 50.029
“ Cronbach' a NS 0790 | 0.800
[

AL,

\There are several normality indicators tests. In this study, Skewness and

G 0sis measures were undertaken to measure the normality of the data for each
a

riable. Table 4.6.1 presents the result of the normality tests. The result shows that data

for all variables are normally distributed because all of them were within the value of
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+2 and -2 which indicated that the normality of the data is not a significant issue to run
the regression. This finding was confirmed by the Histogram of the regressed v?&s

and the Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residual.® (’}

Table 4.20: Normality

Variables Kurtosis
General internal control environment ICE.G -2.6173
Specific internal control environment ICE.S
| 19148
Financial risk assessment ICR.Fin 1.9478
Non-Financial risk assessment ICR.Nfi
n PNy
Indirect internal control activities ICA.Ind -1.6753 1.97187)
Direct internal control activities ICA.Dir 1.0492 1.2545
Information and communication ICI J. 1:8156
Monitoring ICM V | =w13860 |, 16792
Performance accountability practice A V [% -mm (ﬁ}fgm
Evaluation accountability practice DV | 95 e 0.6312
4.6.2 Multicollinearity Test T /Q\
n S

One of the regression & tions at&ig‘f.ee from multicollinearity

to avoid unreliable regresswn'lcom's T
IS
must exist, but not h%lgniflc i r.!:QQ(;a ion. According to Cooper and

N O

Schindler, (2003) th rrela'[ ions are abo 7, the multicollinearity exists among

the variables , ghi tudy é)ﬁcarlate Pearson Correlation analysis was
conducted@ nﬁltlc i ean{%By looking to the result in Table 4.4.2, the
4

multic a ty does eXist a@ong the variables. Besides, all the correlations

orr among regressed variables

were below 0.5 w‘!‘ra indicated that there are no inter-correlations among

ed variables.

3 Appendix 1, Appendix 111
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Table 4.21: The Multicollinearity Test — Bivariate Pearso &Frelation

ICEG | ICES 'Cﬁ'Fi 'CF;'Nﬁ 'C'g‘"” ICABI ICI ICM APP APE

ICE.G 1 N

ICE.S 0.108 1 |
ICR.Fin 0223" | 0.147 1 l}l.;f. -
ICR.Nfin 0106 | 0.442" 0.102 1 ‘é\ 7/ y g}
ICA.Ind 0184~ | 0184 | 0.217" 0.254™ T Q\{'F _S\Y\./
ICA.Dir 0217 | 0268" | 0178 0.360™ (}747 3 &

ICI 0240 | 0.245" | 0.256™ 0.299" *o. ? %S'Zg** 1

ICM 02277 | 0204" | 0.222" o.i§ 0.358 "ja:_—}o.aom* 0.432" 1

APP 0.066 | 0.302 0.286 Q210 ,%ﬁg § 0.274 0.246 0.282 1

APE 0.172" 0.268™ 0.137 (,Séﬁgi*'_lvjb.lzs@ 0.288™ 0.297" | 0.398™ 0.106 1
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4.7 FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

In this section, regression analysis was performed by regressing the o?ﬂ(e
components of exploratory factor analysis. The following two regression ere
tested:
APP* = o+ B1 ICE.G5 + B2 ICE.S® + B3 ICR.Fin’ + g4 ICR.Nfin8 Wmndg +

PBs ICA.DIrl® + g7 ICI + g ICM2 + ¢ 13 \,

APE = o+ B1 ICE.G + B2 ICE.S + #5 ICR.Fin + 2 ICR.Nfin # g5 nd +

Bs ICA.Dir + 7 ICl + fs ICM +¢ 15 ,_\c.}

4.7.1 Internal control and Performance W abi

In the first regression model, the4 era control ¢

with performance accountability ice (AP .\I‘hl peé%fon analysis aims to
SN

explore the role of internal co pone‘r\ns ongthe ac ability practice in terms

the egr@ analysis using enter method

of the performance. Table S ma’i

for all independent v% interrlg con (}I lcO@bnents) and dependent variable

(performance acco ility pia ice)~By Icgug to the model fit indicators, F-test
indicates that allthe indepen ?bles@E.G, ICE.S, ICR.Fin, ICR.Nfin, ICA.Ind,

¢
ICA.Dir, IC h signific p‘red' tt?the good fit and dependent variable (PPA)
N
Q‘ ’ >
4 APP ountability Practices Perfo Yc.e.
5ICE. eral Internal Control Eﬂﬁinnment

: Specific Internal Control Environment.
* Financial Risk Assessment.
in: Non-financial Risk Assessment.

Y .Ind: Indirect Internal Control Activities.
A.Dir: Direct Internal Control Activities.
ICI: Information and Communication.
2 |ICM: Monitoring.

13 Appendix |
14 APE: Accountability Practices Evaluation.
15 Appendix 11
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(F = 7.987, p<.05). Second is the coefficient of determination the adjusted R-square
(R?), which indicates the model’s explanatory power. In this model the adjust?ﬁs
27%, which means that the independent variables explained 27% of va@f the
dependent variable. A

In addition, Table 4.5.1 shows that at significance level 0.10, Wvo independent
variables were statistically significant. First IV is the indirect %1. ontrol activities

(ICA.Ind) (#=0.207, p=0.061) and non-financial risk asses t CR.‘\Ifin) (p=0.181,

p=0.055) had significant impact on performance accountability practi ). Second
X
at 0.05 significance level, the specific internal contro i S') @.131,

|fica@ﬁnpact on
performance accountability practice (AP% ere at 0.01
significance level, only monitoring (

accountability practice (APP) (5=0 =0.002): T

Based on the enter m ression a general internal control

environment (ICE.G), fini\:iaisk'a ssment @Fin), and information and

communication (ICI)% statistical “'sig@cant impact on performance
’ &
accountability prac &%PP).. \ é./
5 4

blew.22: on sis using Enter Method

' [ ' Ca\
APP = fo + G ;I;z |CE§+ 3 IE}R.‘f:in + B ICR.Nfin + f5 ICA.Ind +
ICA.Di +‘@\¢CI + B ICM +&
Y' Standardised
: NV Std.

Variables \C-) Coefficients orror | tvalue | Sig.vale

Beta ()
nt) 0.001 0.069 | 0.119 0.330
General internal control environment (ICE.G)° 0.169 .085 .015 0.988
pecific internal control environment (ICE.S)® 0.131 078 | 2172 | 0.031**
Financial risk assessment (ICR.Fin)® 0.183 .080 | 1.651 0.101
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Non-Financial risk assessment (ICR.Nfin)® 0.181 .095 | 1938 | 0.055**
Indirect internal control activities (ICA.Ind)® 0.207 .096 | 1.887 *
Direct internal control activities (ICA.Dir)? 0.079 095 | 2171 i 032r*
Information and communication (ICI)° 0.329 .090 | -.87 383
Monitoring (ICM)° 0.001 107 | 3. .002%**

R? 0.309 Adjusted RZ 0.270 ’T
F 7.987 Sig. F 0.000° \,

a. Dependent Variable: Performance Accountability Practice (APT

b. Predictors for all independent variables
*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-taild)

** Significant at 0.05 level (2-taild)

* Significant at 0.10 level (2-taild)

The study also applied stepwise regression method to improvesthe fihdi
the regression analysis. The findings of stepwise r sion an‘e’lly is far the SY_ model
are presented in Table 4.5.2. Only three intern¥o~ntr HMQ ents sl@(f statistical
impact. First, monitoring (ICM) has a sig@\%wfmp C é\accountability

practice (APP) (f=0.352, p=0.000) at 0.00Msignifican I I_n\Qition,the financial

risk assessment (ICR.Fin) (6=0.1 %)142 a%?if C ir@al control environment
i

o
(ICE.S) (5= 0.181, p=0.015) gniﬁa%_li/el. T Q?her independent variables
(ICE.G, ICR.Nfin, IC InW.Dir,'ICI) lege?xexcluded from the regression
come

model in order to over e over i

N, @
Ta}% ; Reg‘essio Anal@sing Stepwise Method

~
le \Rih + g4 ICR.Nfin + g5 ICA.Ind +

APP = fio+ k&p+ ) ICE.
BLICA.DIF 5 ICM +¢
Q, ) Standardis
Q/ Variadls ¢ X Coefficient | Std. | )6 Sig. vale
: S error

S
4\ ed
Beta (f§)
ant) 0.021 0.069 | 0.119 0.630
itoring (ICM)°® 0.352 0.075 | 4.663 | 0.000***

Vinancial risk assessment (ICR.Fin)® 0.183 0.073 | 2.499 | 0.014**
Specific internal control environment (ICE.S)?  0.181 0.074 | 2.464 | 0.015**

orm

(@]

=
o
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R? 0.273 Adjusted RZ  0.258
F 18.484 Sig. F 0.000°

a. Dependent Variable: Performance Accountability Practice (APP) \z
b. Predictors for all independent variables

¢. Excluded variable, ICE.G, ICR.Nfin, ICA.Ind, ICA.Dir, ICI

*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-taild) A

** Significant at 0.05 level (2-taild)

* Significant at 0.10 level (2-taild)
By looking to the findings of both methods, it is worth % at monitoring

internal control (ICM) and specific internal control environm S) were having

statistically significant roles in performance accountabil cticel (APP) in both
d

methods (enter and stepwise). Furthermore, using step metho

I«ene%.and
! N
excluded the role non-financial risk assessment ‘Nfin) and direé¥‘internal_control

' 4
activities (ICA.Dir). Financial risk assessment w.'ﬂn) shawedSignificant impact on

performance accountability practices (APEN
4.7.2 Internal Control and Eval WCCO JP aéree
6 ",
nterpal

In this regression model, the\ ccﬁ%cipgne&t@ﬁave been regressed with

evaluation accountability practi (AP1). Thi gre@h analysis explores the role of
(

internal control compo%)n the aecou t@li% actice in terms of the evaluation.

Table 4.5.3 sumn@ﬂwe redesm analy(s.(/@sing enter method for all independent

variables (in Nco tro‘l\iﬁ pne&)@ and dependent variable (evaluation
% '

accountab@ ice). By leoking u&be model fit indicators, F-test indicates that all
the in Wt varigb CE.GwICE.S, ICR.Fin, ICR.Nfin, ICA.Ind, ICA.Dir, ICI,

IC icted a good fit and*@éndent variable (PPE) (F = 7.176, p<.05). Second is
icient of determination the adjusted R-square (R2), which indicates the model’s

anatory power. This model’s adjusted R? is 24.7%, which means that the
independent variables explained 24.7% of variance of the dependent variable. In

addition, Table 4.5.3 shows that at significance level 0.01, one independent variable

76



was shown a significant value, the Information and communication (ICI) ($=0.239,
p=0.009) significant impact on evaluation accountability practice (APE). Wherevm
significance level, only information and communication (ICI) has a sigm@]pact
on evaluation accountability practice (APE) (= 0.239, p=0.009). Ba the enter
method regression analysis, the independent variables had no statistieally significant

impact on evaluation accountability practice (APE).

Table 4.24: Regression Analysis using E

]
APE = o+ $1ICE.G + §, ICE.S + #; ICR.Fin + g, ICR.Nfiin + 85 ngd
]
Ps ICA.DIr + g7 1Cl + g5 IC \T
| &
rdis | =~
,td'D' \y
. | Ie } .
Variables &mr t-vgluq~ Sig. vale
Beta
N &
(Constant) @Y 0'5037 0.000 | 1.000
. . "':-o.&s' 0,08 | -0.262 | 0.793
General internal control environ .G)'ﬂ q ‘35—0)6
Specific internal control enV|ron Sﬁ- 0.10&4 0.07 | 1.295 0.197
S|
0407 | 008 | 1319 | 0.189
& 1
—
0.110 0.09 | 1.144 0.254
6
-0.053 0.09 | 0.546 0.586
7
0.140 0.09 | 1.445 0.151
7
0.239 0.09 | 2.699 | 0.009***
2
itoring (ICM)°® 0.176 0.10 | 1.618 0.108
9
0.286 Adjusted R?  0.247
F 7.176 Sig. F 0.000°
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a. Dependent Variable: Evaluation Accountability Practice (APE)
b. Predictors for all independent variables
*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-taild)

** Significant at 0.05 level (2-taild) i
* Significant at 0.10 level (2-taild)
The study also applied stepwise regression to improve the fi of the

regression analysis. The findings of stepwise regression analysis for the same'model are

presented in Table 4.5.4. Only three internal control components ;ow statistical

impact. First, information and communication (ICI) has a sl?’nent impact on the

at 0.(‘01 significance

level. In addition, the direct internal control activities (I ir (p= 0. ,¢p=%Q24)
| N

and non-financial risk assessment (ICR.Nfin) (p= 1, p=0.041) at0.05"significance

level. The other independent variables (ICE.G,

excluded from the regression model in orcMercom th
the independent variables. \

Table 4.25: Regre 'walysi;b’
A
% |

evaluation accountability practice (APE) (= 0.352, p=0.

APE = f,+ 1 ICE.G + §; ICE

iient | S\ ole Sig. vale

%s error
\Bleta(,b’)
v 8.101 0.88 1.149 1.000
0.352 0.07 | 3.325 | 0.001***
5
0.183 0.07 | 2.283 | 0.024**
3
0.181 0.07 | 2.058 | 0.041**
4

0.257 Adjusted R?  0.242
17.033 Sig. F 0.000°

a. Dependent Variable: Evaluation Accountability Practice (APE)
b. Predictors for all independent variables
c. Excluded variable, ICE.G, ICE.S, ICR.Fin, ICA.Ind, ICM
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*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-taild)
** Significant at 0.05 level (2-taild)
* Significant at 0.10 level (2-taild) ey

By looking to the findings of the enter and stepwise methods abov: ,morth
noting that information and communication internal control (ICI) and-%t internal

control activities (ICA.Dir) were having statistically significant rm evaluation

accountability practice (APE) in both methods (enter and stepW|s thermore, using
stepwise method had weakened and excluded the role |aI I‘ISk assessment
(ICR.Fin) and indirect internal control activities nd). wlmal risk

assessment (ICR.Nfin) showed a significant i égﬂ evaluation ageo ility
practices (APE). % X
4.8 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS \:' ,

This study has five hypotheses ing to

,@ntrol components. In

\
according to the findings of %orat y factor an (EFA), two extracted
\m <o
: na

variables represent the ac ity performance accountability
practices (APP) and % acco y lp ces (APE). Therefore, the sub-
hypotheses are bas Nkhe twi) d dep nt variables (APP; APE).

The firstymai rdln role of internal control environment on

ma I ter atlonal (H1: there is a significant impact at

(00.0 % conft jron t on the accountability practice in Al-Rahma
The sub- hypothe%d are (H1a: there is a significant impact at (a<0.05)

accountabili actice i

A]

Inte
% ntrol environment on the performance accountability practice in Al-Rahma
national) and (H1b: there is a significant impact at (¢<0.05) of the control

Qvironment on the evaluation accountability practice in Al-Rahma International).
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The internal control environment (ICE) represented in the regression analysis
above by two variables according to the exploratory factor analysis findings,?ﬂll
internal control environment (ICE.G) and specific internal control environ .S),
this finding is consistent with (Effah, 2011; Hermanson et al, 2012). Eykking back
to the above regression analysis in Tables 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3, 4.5W Figure 4.1
below, it can be seen that the general internal control environment*has no significant
impact on both dimensions of accountability practice m

n':e; evaluation),

whereas the specific internal control environment demo ted a igWimpact on
@

accountability performance practice but not om a tabilit eVEISat’on_@ctice.

Therefore, hypothesis 1a could be accepted par |Im\y'p S 1bJQ,Y5jected.

4 ACC.APP
9

N ACC.APE
H1b (bé) ______ q'—'of?
\ A“’
re4J:H
The second i othes'i‘ re
\m .

accountability prj@Al-Rf
ri

(0<0.05) of tl\s ass
¢ | (,)
Internation reas the yﬁot@es are as follows (H2a: there is a significant
NS
impact <0N05) of t asse‘z..ﬁent on the performance accountability practice

in a International) an{%‘bb: there is a significant impact at (0<0.05) of the

on @SQ accountability practice in Al-Rahma

n? ssment on the evaluation accountability practice in Al-Rahma International).

Q The risk assessment (ICR) is represented in the regression analysis above by two
ariables according to the exploratory factor analysis findings, the financial risk

assessment (ICR.Fin) and non-financial risk assessment (ICR.Nfin), this finding is
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consistent with (Petrovits et al. 2009; Hermanson et al, 2012; Johari et al. 2016). By
looking back to the above regression analysis in Tables 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 45.3, 4.

Figure 4.2 below, it can be seen that the financial risk assessment and non-@l risk
assessment have significant impact on of performance accountability p while the
non-financial risk assessment indicates a significant and no signifi€ant impact on

evaluation accountability practices. Therefore, we can acqesmothesis 2a and

H2a (P=0.014) '

partially accept hypothesis 2b.

ICR.Fin

ICR.Nfin

Figure 4.2: othesis H?
The third main hypothesi @ing of i
0
e I

accountability practice in Al-Ra ntegajH%:&q&is a significant impact at

(0=<0.05) of the internal coTtivitfs ongthi acq@iability practice in Al-Rahma
ol

International). Wherea%i -hypysﬁs.ezp % lows (H3a: there is a significant

N

impact at (o0=<0. 05&%’”@’ al congrol acti (')s on the performance accountability

practice in Al- M Int rn;:ltl and @ there is a significant impact at (0<0.05)
&? s

of the inte@ ol activities th\@aluation accountability practice in Al-Rahma

Intern @ ‘v’ Yg\

N4
éﬂ internal control a ies (ICA) are represented in the regression analysis

@y two variables according to the exploratory factor analysis findings, the direct

oérnal control activities (ICA.Dir) and indirect internal control activities (ICA.Ind),

this finding is consistent with (Mahadeen et al. 2016; Jamaliah et al, 2013). By looking

| control activities on

back to the above regression analysis in Tables 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3, 4.5.4. and Figure 4.3
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below, it can be seen that the direct internal control activities (ICA.Dir) has a significant
impact on the performance and evaluation accountability practices, while t
internal control activities (ICA.Ind) has a significant role in th@tion
accountability practice only. Therefore, we can accept hypothesis ﬁ partially

accept hypothesis 3b.

H3a (P=0.061)
ICA.Ind

4

Figure 4.3: Hypothesis H3

The fourth hypothesis regarding tttw the i

&
ion ar@mmunication

Rahma International). Wher& sub-hypotheses
significant impact at (aév of Lte i ati \and communication on the
!

performance accountwractice'q’ A ajn@ernational) and (H4b: there is a
significant impac@ 05) df the ormat@and communication on the evaluation

accountabilit ice i A‘I-

By Jdooki bacrwy oV fegression analysis in Tables 4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3,

45.4. Wre 4.4£e ,itlcan en that the information and communication (ICI)

gnificant impact oh&ﬂ?e performance accountability practices but it has a
icant impact on the evaluation accountability practices. This this finding is
sistent with (Jamaliah et al, 2013; Sanusi et al. 2015; Henri, 2006). Therefore, we

reject hypothesis 4a and accept hypothesis 4b.
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Hd4a (P=0.383)

ACC.APP

’ ACC.APE

% ability practice

(0<0.05) of the

Figure 4.4: Hypothesis H4
The fifth hypothesis regarding the role of monitoring on

in Al-Rahma International (HS: there is a significant im

monitoring on the accountability practice in Al-Rahma Inte al). Whereas the sub-

hypotheses are as follows (H5a: there is a significant

monitoring on the performance accountability praetiee in'Al-Ra

(HS5b: there is a significant impact at (0.=0. OWe monitoring on @evaluation

accountability practice in Al-Rahma Inte w). 0\ «é

By looking back to the abovem on analysi Tab 5.1,45.2,45.3,

AN
4.5.4. and Figure 4.5 below, it ca n thab\vrmo IC—) CM) has a significant
(]
impact on the performance acK bility practic nd h§$significam impact on the

is,@ﬁistent with (Michino, 2011;

evaluation accountability fees, this fi

[ qv
Jamaliah et al, 2013; %t al. 20} : eyefgs, e can accept hypothesis 5a and

reject hypothesis ;K\ @ 42?()
Ny

@

I
-------- .

Y;ﬁb e
\A G P10, 4 ACCAPE
0& Figure 4.5: Hypothesis H5

In summary, from the above discussion of the hypotheses, both hypotheses
(H3a, H3b) with regards the impact of internal control activities on accountabilities

practices in terms of performance and evaluation were accepted. Additionally,
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hypotheses (H2a, H2b) regarding the risk assessment and the performance and
evaluation accountability practices were accepted. Furthermore, the hypothesesw
to performance accountability practices have more acceptance than th tlon
accountability practices. These might be because the accountabllﬂykformance
policies and procedures are continuous and more visible to the AI Rahma International,
while the accountability evaluation policies and procedures e Ies oticeable by the
employees. Table 4.5.5 illustrates the overall summary of the s results.

By referring to the accountability theory which, state th mutawalli
O

their responsibility by following the best practi

inform and explain the action (performan

e staTeh ers, tb@&?ﬂmgs above

illustrate that accountability theory ex@ Al-Rah ern@ al accountability
practices in terms of (i.e., performa d evaluati Vt n t)@\erms of the informing
and reporting to the stakehol International’s internal
control practices focus mor

holistic accountability %

Tablf Summary

control practices rather the

P )
H1: There 1s%ulca$ impz 9}(a<m) of the control environment

typ ctlcs a International.

sigm)%aﬁ./?zct at{O 05) of the control environment on Accgpted
ity

ce accountabil praR'ce in Al-Rahma International. partially

IS a significant lmp&éi)tt (a=0.05) of the control environment on | Rejected
luation accountability practice in Al-Rahma International.

here is a significant impact at (64<0.05) of the risk assessment on the
ountability practice in Al-Rahma International.

2a: there is a significant impact at (0<0.05) of the risk assessment on the

performance accountability practice in Al-Rahma International. Accepted

H2b: there is a significant impact at (a=0.05) of the risk assessment on the | Accepted
evaluation accountability practice in Al-Rahma International. partially
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H3: There is a significant impact at (0¢<0.05) of the control activities on
the accountability practice in Al-Rahma International.

H3a: there is a significant impact at («a<0.05) of the internal control activities g:
- L . A t
on the performance accountability practice in Al-Rahma International.

H3b: there is a significant impact at (0<0.05) of the internal control activities 4, ACcepted
on the evaluation accountability practice in AL-Rahma International. rtially

H4: There is a significant impact at (¢<0.05) of the information #

communication on the accountability practice in Al-Rah

International. N
H4a: there is a significant impact at (a<0.05) of the inf and
communication on the performance accountability practic AlzRah Rejected
H4b: there is a significant impact at (a<0.05) of the in

communication on the evaluation accountability praetice in Al

International.
International.

HS: There is a significant impact at (0<0.05) Tuon' rin the \jr
on XN~

accountability practice in Al-Rahma Internati

Hj5a: there is a significant impact at i f% of the m Accepted

performance accountability practice in a Inte

b ™
H5b: there is a significant impact <0.09) of th’
evaluation accountability practi - ahr\lrLtej‘
4.9 CONCLUSION %: : 0

4 ’ &
This study, Wd @I con@&foractices in Al-Rahma International
Wagf Institutio @hined i ntab@/ practices and the role of these internal
control practci}y i e%w' itscfibcountability. A survey questionnaire was
distributeo%g the ay‘r?)y S I-Rahma International, and a total of 152
respon %e receiv analysed. Analysis of the respondents revealed that
majm&SA% of the 152 p rﬁ@}ﬁants were male and most of the respondents were
a Bachelor’s degree (55.9%). Moreover, the most of employee had experience

n 6 to 10 years (36.8%).

The respondents ranked the control environment as the most important factor at

o
—%

Rejected

s3]

2% followed by risk assessment at 61%. Control activities was ranked third at 59%,



monitoring was ranked fourth at 55%. Where the accountability practice was ranked

fifth at 50% and finally Information and Communication at 45%.

The findings show that both hypotheses with regards to the impact o rnal
control activities on accountabilities practices in terms of performance (d(&uation
were accepted. Where the hypotheses were accepted such as risk assesSment and
performance and evaluation accountability practices, the hypotheéses related to
performance accountability practices have more acceptancewthe evaluation
accountability practices. This is probably because of the p icw procedures of the

loyegs in Al-Rahma

noticea 'terms of

- : N4
accountability evaluation. N
{\ j =
’ %)
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