CHAPTER 5

As
MODEL EVALUATION *
VT

5.0 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the m valuat'oWed as part

L ]
of this study. Specifically, the discussion of the chapter, focusesion th n’eas&;nt

model's first-order factor by examining the reli b|||t d validity of the mdlqators and

N
constructs. The discussion also covers the sgcond- derﬁa\mdelﬁe structural

model. Finally, the results of the hyp@stmg are.pr entmb‘(he chapter ends
with a summary. c \
(¢

-9
7y

51 Measu reeent

I
Wende & Be 15). This dy %&rﬁlned both the measurement model, which

re b' |t®he measures, and the structural model, which

assessed<9 Idity fn
tested othesized relat&?;:lps To predict the significance of the path

E ients and loadings, a bootstrapplng method was employed using 5000 samples.
u

Id be noted that all constructs in the research model are multi-item constructs

3 .
d conceptualized as reflective and formative.
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51.1 Reliability of Reflective Constructs

Z

The reliability of reflective constructs, as discussed in, Chapter 3

(Research Methodology), can be determined at two stages: the indiv vel and the

construct level. At the individual level, the measure is tested ts factor loadings,

4

while at the construct level, composite reliability is used. Y '

N
| S
51.1.1 Internal Consistency Reliability
s \,Y'

\ Y‘
The first assessment cond%\g thi wltu evaluzte the internal

consistency and reliability of the em TWOQ e m@rmed to measure
% A
reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha and sitﬁ 1ability Inde%&
“« Q-
K\
N

Accordingeto le 5.1,’the onstr of intrinsic motivation, role

perception, religion, moral/équity, an a!r\ép all met the threshold of 0.7 as

suggested by Hai@!mq@ con@s of extrinsic motivation and egoism,

N
the suggestio@/im eteal. (}lb) eé!’ DeVellis (2003) was applied, where a

Cronbach %f 0.6 is still considered acceptable. However, due to low Cronbach
’ 4
Alpha %ﬁs for the ilit’y d'tilitarianism constructs, items with low loadings

@)
wwe ed with caution. Fohhe ability construct, item GK2R was deleted, and the

‘@ch Alpha score later increased to 0.605, which was deemed acceptable. For the

Qﬁtarianism construct, item ES10 was retained due to the conceptualization of the

theory.
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There have been debates on the use of Cronbach’s Alpha as a tool to
measure reliability due to its unrealistic assumptions, as pointed out by HaIY’
(2017). As an alternative, McNeish (2017) recommended using omega r&%ﬁy or
composite reliability. While both measures assess internal consisteﬂwkomposue
reliability takes into account the loadings of the indicators, maklng it'd' more accurate

measure of reliability. A composite reliability scores higher tha,Q % icates adequate

NY.

showed nh@oﬁ

msl\' on, %&h had a
ozm@* i (1988), a

. ‘@&e results suggest

internal consistency, according to Hair et al. (2011).

After some items were deleted, all cons
value of composite reliability of 0.7 except

composite reliability of 0.662. However, w ste

composite reliability score of 0.6 is s\@iered acce

that the measurement model had ac

Ie reliabi
E *j
51.1.2 Indlcato%;

Or@ﬁnter 'tenc Tg‘i'ablllty has been achieved, the indicator
reliability i %easu : d"NnQJ able 5.1, some items had to be deleted due

to Iow verage Varia ract AVE) values or low outer loading values. As

0

}?
é\(//l/

Table 5.2, only m@ achieved the threshold value set by Byrne (2016)

E scores higher than 0.5 were retained.
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51.1.3 Convergent Validity

Convergent Validity refers to the extent to which individu@tors
reflect the constructs in comparison to indicators measuring other corﬁ& (Urbach
& Ahlemann, 2010). To analyse Convergent Validity, the Average Va%nce Extracted

Nch explains 50

(AVE) is measured. The value of AVE should be higher tha

percent of the assigned indicator’s variance (Chin, 2

=
[
=
Y
>
;=3
D
Ro

Sardstedt, 2017). Using the PLS algorithm in Smart .
calculated. Table 5.2 shows the AVE values of a construc l' (@ucts
recorded AVE values higher than 0.5 for ea L

reported is for Religion (0.501), Role P&% insi

Motivation (0.559), Ability (0.596),\ "';'sQ(o.
Moral Equity (0.822), Relativism (C@Sand Uu\hﬁ

6
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Table 5.1: Results Summary for Reflective Models (Before deletion)

Constructs | Constructs Items Indicator Convergent | Internal Co cy
Reliability = Validity Reliability :
Outer AVE Compositef bach’s
Loadings Reliabili ha
>0.60 >0.50 >0.70 >0.70
Motivation  Intrinsic IM1 0.345 0.606 0.84 0.753
motivation IM2 0.856 A
IM3 0.899
IM4 0.875
Extrinsic EM1 0.469 0.658
motivation EM2 0.299
EM3 0.835
EM4  0.647 .
Ability GK1 0.537 . 0549
GK2R  -0.068 | \D
LK1 0.662 iy
LK2 0.752
Role 0.723
Perception
Religion 0.802
Ethical  MoralE ’h\ 0.822 0.949 0.027
Sensitivity K
0.939 0.969 0.935
0.754 0.860 0.679
“Utilitarianism 0.541 0.317 -0.400
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Table 5.2: Results Summary for Reflective Models (After deletion)

Constructs | Constructs Items | Indicator | Convergent | Internal Wency
Reliability | Validity Reliabilit
Outer AVE Composife . Crenbach’s
Loadings Reliability Ipha
>0.60 >0.50 >0.70 >0.70
Motivation Intrinsic IM2 0.860 0.782 0.861
Motivation IM3 0.912
IM4 0.881
Extrinsic EM3 0.865 0.559 0.658
Motivation EM4 0.608
Ability LK1 0.749 0.596
LK2 0.819
LK3R  0.747
Role RP1IR  0.794
Perception RP2R | 0.661
RP3R  0.876
RP4R  0.591
Religion 0.702
Ethical Moral Equity
Sensitivity
Relativism 0.969 0.935
_Egoism _ £° 0.860 0.679
Utilitarianism 0.645 0.290

d
N

(:)\&

L.
L7
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51.1.4 Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which indicators @\iate

across constructs or measure distinct concepts by examining the corre between
measures of potentially overlapping constructs. In other words, it refme extent to
which the constructs under investigation are truly distinc Nne another. In
SmartPLS 3.0, there are three criteria to assess discrimi mt)': cross-loading

criterion, Fornell & Larcker’s (1981) criterion, and otrai -M‘ ratio of
hetal (2 )fn@one

ma%a' ity, thi\&dy uses
: R\
to ﬁﬂs critgrion, .éhent variable

should explain the variance of its own Thdi atas better th e v@ e of other latent

variables. The AVE of a latent vari%hould b\lghgt m‘@‘e squared correlation
ﬁy S
between the latent variable am%er va(rtlable rth @are root of AVE on the

diagonal should be higher t%orril on o the@agonal. Based on Table 5.3,

the AVE of all constr% gher ? n th (‘:'o'rr ns between the constructs and

other constructs in odel. ' \ %éj/
SEIK

correlations (HTMT). Following the suggestion of R
method should be adequate for establishing

Fornell & Larcker’s (1981) criterion. Ac in
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Table 5.3: Discriminant Validity

Constructs 1

1. Ability 0.773
2.Egoism 0.291
3.Ethical 0.319
Sensitivity

4 Extrinsic 0.029
Motivation

5.Financial 0.353
Constraints

6.Intrinsic 0.245
motivation

7.Moral Equity 0.296
8.Motivation 0.234
9.Peers 0.328
Influence

10.Relativism 0.258
11.Religion -0.035
12.Role 0.519
Perception

13.Situational

factor 0.411
14.Tax

Compliance 0.5
Behaviour
15.Utilitarianism | 0.291




5.2. Second-Order Factor Model

At this stage, the reliability and validity of measures in t@ement
first order model have been adequately satisfied. Since two structs namely
motivation and ethical sensitivity are developed as a second order factor model, there

is a need to test the second order factor model. In this study, tw approach is used
to assess second order factor test. This is due to the diﬁe@er q@?ﬂrs across
the lower order components and the involvement of formative measur; the rqodel
| | | &
(Henseler & Chin, 2010). In the first stage, the rement modelFof the fh'st-order

s N~
constructs is assessed to ensure the reliabilityw N e con@'cts. In the
onst csis assessed to

se_g(\Q order construct is

i '&TartPLS 3.0. The PLS

o
algorithm tests the significana& outerweighits of ﬁu cond-order construct and

the path coefficients of the s?ﬂ-ordt(? ct §\»er first-order constructs.
é : [

%he first stage o'f the@nalysis involves running a main effect PLS path

>4
mr@btain estimates for theJatent variable scores. The measurement model is then

%d for convergent validity using factor loadings, Cronbach Alpha, Composite

Qﬁability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE), as recommended by Hair et

al. (2017), Hair et al. (2014), and Hair et al. (2006). Internal consistency of the
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constructs is measured using Cronbach Alpha and Composite Reliability. The results,
as shown in Table 5.4, indicate that both constructs pass the Internal Consw
Reliability test, with Cronbach Alpha values of 0.658 and 0.861, meeting th@able
and very good reliability thresholds suggested by Ursachi et al. (2015). itionally,
the Composite Reliability Test shows that both constructs have Wte internal
consistency, with readings above 0.7, as recommended by Hair, Ringle, and Sardstedt
(2011). Convergent validity of the constructs is assess naly,sing the factor
loadings and AVE, with factor loadings between 0. do Mnsidered
. (2017). Si |al|y,_ém\YA~VE
y(&\‘? Olkgggozzi &
in Teple 5y Q\T
O

Subsequently, the disc@jant vali_a_\t)(i:%%e onstructs is assessed. It is
% )

acceptable in social science studies according to Hair

value above 0.5 suggests an adequate converge

measured using Fornell Lackers«@ri arﬁggt of the AVE of each of

@th other latent variables. As

the latent variables should thg '

shown in Table 5.5, t root of the \/*E'Qach of the latent variables was
P 4 ? 4 &

greater than its correlation withla aten'gx-iable.

\ ’ '(?(J

second sta dEtew ights, outer loadings, t-values, and VIF are
Y

assesse tePweigfit results of a multiple regression of a construct on its set

of i\%rs. Weights are the @E:y criterion used to assess each indicator’s relative
‘% ce in formative measurement models. The bootstrapping procedure was
@ fed out using 5000 resamples to assess the significance of weights. Lohmdller
1989) recommended a weight of >0.1 for an indicator. The results reveal that the

weights of the intrinsic motivation indicators are more than 0.1, but the weight of the
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extrinsic motivation indicators is less than 0.1. Looking at the significance levels, it
was found that the extrinsic motivation indicators are non-significant. Based on

5.6, the t-values of the intrinsic motivation indicators are more than (%Xhich
indicates the significance of the outer loading. However, the t-values ﬂkextrinsic
motivation indicators show that they are non-significant. Despit&?weights of
extrinsic motivation being found not significant, prior re Md theories on
motivation provide support and relevance for these i Ys.

ir' capturing the

motivation dimension (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Reiss, 2 Thus, ali z‘itors are

jcant. In ter of’co_{i%arity
) age 'ed.A\cygrdingto

1,'w/hic all be,l@ft{e threshold
cr@ﬁ levels in any of

retained even though one of the outer weights is not si
between formative items, Variance Inflation Fa

Table 5.6, the VIF values for both construc&a@.

value of 5. It can be concluded that ¢ ara does not

the formative constructs, and it is n(@'jsue for S&(&xa onofthe PLS path model.
j y >
6

S
&

Y-
e constructs at the second

Subsequently, rinl tv idit@\
stage is also assessed. 4 sured usin o’nelh'nd Larcker Criterion where the
s F &
square rootof thﬁof ea':
correlation Witw late

late riables should be greater than its
¢

!
AVE of eacﬁh latent vari es{/vae_g eater than its correlation with another latent

A
poty
;
>4
{3

e. A{J%éwn in Table 5.7, the square root of the

B
N
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Table 5.4: Measurement Model for Motivation (Stage One)

Construct Item Loading Cronbach Composite AverW
Alpha Reliability | N

% d
WAV,

Intrinsic IM2 0.860 0.861 0.711

Motivation IM3 0.912

IM4 0.881 Y'
Extrinsic EM3 0.864 0.658 0.91 0.782
Motivation EM4 0.609

\Y

Table 5.5: Fornell Larcker Criterion for Motivation (Stagg}ﬂcd‘
X

Constructs 1 2

1. Extrinsic motivation 0.748
2. Intrinsic motivation 0.288

-

Y ad
&
Table 5.6: Measurerw el for Motivation @ge 2)

: . M A
Construct | Item Weights - WVIF p-values
Motivation = Intrinsic 0.991 0 3. ~1.091 0.000
motivation -
Extrinsic 0.02\ - 0. . 1.091 0.475
Motivation
Y' Note: >2.57*
Ta : Forn'I r Criterion for Motivation (Stage 2)
4 ~ £
\ - 2 {\V 2
1.Motivation 00708 I ¢
2. Tax Complisg 08044 (j) 0.669
Behaviour ) A
¥ \_\\
v $

RN
N
S
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522 Ethical Sensitivity

Yv

At the first stage of the analysis, a main effect PLS path mod%\m to

obtain estimates for the latent variable scores. The measurement mo assessed
for convergent validity, which was examined through factor loadings, Qonbach Alpha,

Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE)(Hair et al., 2017;

Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2006). Internal consistency of ructs was measured
using Cronbach Alpha and Composite Reliability. Table 58 sho swgnstructs

bach Alp a‘.lei%?g;ng

rsa@ 015)\t¥E 0.6-0.7
T

0.8*\0.9 i dicaté\ very good
reliability. To ensure a more rigorous N& Composi i

el ia@y test was carried
out, with all constructs achieving %ding i\g\gyﬁ?ha Q(),‘indicating adequate
9%' 2

@

internal consistency, accordin ards@}ZOll). The convergent

@tor loadings and AVE, with

validity of the constructs w i
the factor loadings in tw? being accep k}lé bbbéen 0.6 and 0.7, as suggested by
Hair et al. (2017). WSe, thf ue of{&e'study, which is above 0.5, suggests

an adequate cow validi r et t,/&Ol?; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The results
¢

are present h)leS :
G s

A Subsequently, th@'&riminant validity of the constructs is assessed. It is

m md using Fornell Larcker Criterion where the square root of the AVE of each of

passed the Internal Consistency Reliability test, with

between 0.679 and 1.000, meeting the suggesti

indicates an acceptable level of reliabil

eVatent variables should be greater than its correlation with other latent variables. As
own in Table 5.9, the square root of the AVE of each of the latent variables was

greater than its correlation with other latent variables.
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At the second stage, outer weights, outer loadings, t-values and VIF are
assessed. The bootstrapping procedure was carried out using 5000 resamples to?!!
the significance of weights. Lohmdller (1989) recommended >0.1 W@}r an
indicator. The results reveal that all the indicator’s weights are more thﬁ& Looking
at the significance levels, it was found that all indicators are S|gn|f|ca nt\Based on Table
5.10 also, the t-values of all indicators are more than 2 h indicate the

of

significance of the outer loading. In terms of collinearit f')rmative items,

Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was examined. According'te,Tabl 5 IFvaIues
for all constructs are below the threshold value of 5 e for utilitari isfn _\L}

\ N
Subsequently, the dlscrlmlna alidity oﬂthe nstru@kthe second

stage is also assessed. It is measured F eII Larck riter@vhere the square

root of AVE of each of the latent v S sh u ﬂ@n its correlation with

at
N
other latent variables. As show: le 5.11, th quar Q?a of AVE of each of the
latentvariables was greater \lt?torrr on with o‘tg atent variables.
[

WA

Table wsure en el for cal Sensitivity (Stage One)
&)
Construct te i o\fﬁach Composite Average

' a Reliability Variance
(_} Extracted
) (AVE)
Moral ESl 0 91 0.927 0.949 0.822
ESZRC 0.9
ES3RC %T
ES4RC 4
|V|sm ES5RC 0.971 0.935 0.969 0.939
ES6RC 0.967
Egoism ES7RC 0.830 0.679 0.860 0.754
ES8RC 0.905
Utilitarianism ES9RC 0.986 0.290 0.654 0.541

ES10RC 0.332
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Table 5.9: Fornell Larcker Criterion for Ethical Sensitivity

(Stage One)
1
1. Egoism 0.868
2.Moral Equity 0.754
3.Relativism 0.692
4.Utilitarianism 0.756

Construct Item Weights Loadings

Ethical Egoism 0.288 0.909

Sensitivity Moral 0.250 0.894
Sensitivity

X
Relativism _ 0.309 0.86 9,07 406~ 0.000
Utilitarianism _ 0.289 858 8868 5523%  0.000

) S
S A
rcker Cri f%Et |£5ensmvuy

Table 5.11: Fornell

0.686

'&M'v
\A

After the measurement model was established, the analysis continued

ii structural model evaluation. Assessment of the structural model is used to

etermine the model’s capabilities to predict one or more target constructs.
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531 Assessment of the Structural Model
X
The first step in the structural model is to assess colIinearit@ It is
crucial to safeguard against collinearity issues between the co s before
performing a latent variable analysis in the structural model. The Vme is used to
measure the collinearity between the constructs. The threshol Nr assessment is
5, following the suggestion of Hair, Ringle, & Sarste d§)~orl 3.3, following

Diamantopoulos & Siguaw (2006). In this study, as showhyin Talile I the inner

VIF values for the constructs are within 1.029 and 3. which jare Iﬁa&%alr

Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011), indicating collineari QK is s-tjdg/~

5.3.2 Assessment of the St aI Mo %IO sJoIE%
@
&
In order to tes h otOT e st@he bootstrapping procedure
sults f

is utilized to produce \% DEJ alth tionship in the model as shown
in Table 5.12. Boo &ng ml \&a nonrgmetric test which comprises repeated
random sampll withrrepl

sampleandﬁ a sta ard.e r!fo@)/ othesis testing (Hair et al, 2011).

original sample to produce a bootstrap
40 v ¢

In this study, @‘nypotheses were developed for the constructs,

e% g the moderator. To test the significance level, t-statistics for all paths were
r

Q ated using SmartPLS 3.0 bootstrapping function. The bootstrapping was set at a
05 significance level, one-tailed test, and 1000 subsamples, following the suggestion

of Chin (2010). The critical values or a significance level of 1 per cent (a.=0.01), 5 per
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cent (o =0.05), and 10 per cent (a=0.1) are 2.33, 1.645, and 1.28, respectively, for the

one-tailed test (Ramayah et al., 2018). Y’

Based on the assessment of the path coefficient, as showﬂ}ﬁble 5.12,
only two relationships were found to have a t-value > 1.645, thus signifiCant at the 0.05
level of significance. Specifically, the predictors of role perception (=0.674, p<0.01)

and ethical sensitivity (=0.129, p<0.01) are positively ed to 'ax compliance

behavior, which explains 67.6% of variances in tax compltagce be awg, H3 and

T

H5 are supported. The R2 value of 0.676 is abov@ value su teb ﬁohen
P 4
<

(1988), which indicates a substantial model. Y.

S
Y/

5.3.3 The Coefficient of D

The next stage?o_
coefficient of determir% )T
the value ranges b en 0 t(i Wi

predictive accu% air, |'ngle(§$€arstedt, 2017). Using the SmartPLS
algorithm, t % calc Iat:‘.‘%s ﬂle@_;?a various sets of rules on the acceptable R?
this stu$ thefguli ?e by .; 1998. By referring to Table 5.12, motivation,
abili e perception, religi(\ Yr:d ethical sensitivity explain 67.6% of variance in

ta?\pliance behaviour, which indicate a substantial level of predictive accuracy.
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534 Assessment of the Effect Size (f2)

T

In this stage, the effect sizes (f2) are analyzed. As stated by @ and

Fein (2012), while p-values can inform the reader whether an effect e ,they do not

reveal the size of the effect. The f2 measure computes the rel tiY?npact of an

exogenous construct on an endogenous construct. Specifically, Mes how strongly
-

an exogenous construct contributes to explaining a certa enius construct in

terms of R2. To measure the effect size, the guideline ohe (w zollowed.

Y
5 represe ‘II,_@ium,
ical % ity/has &55" effect
T

le r@l‘e pe ption@?a substantial

effect in producing R2 for tax comp e behavior. O tl@hand, motivation,
AN

ability, and religiosity do not predioﬁasompliarh)e_bs%vi AL

e
535 Assessm% d@gygg@?)

'relev@ of the model is assessed through the
¢
inndfoIdinﬁ%jure 5 s

h

indicati

According to Cohen (1988), values of 0.02, 0.15, an
and large effects, respectively. From Table 5.1

on producing R2 for tax compliance beh

o}]

W,

st&j %Caair et al (2017). The Q? is larger than 0,
N

e ndo sufficient predictive relevance. The Q? or predictive

rele analysis was conduq@ﬁl using a distance value of 7. Based on blindfolding

a nt, the predictive relevance Q? values for motivation, ethical sensitivity and

& ompliance behaviour are 0.479,0.671 and 0.305 respectively.
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Table 5.12: Structural Model Assessment

Relationship Path Std BCI BCI = t-value @ p-value Decision R2 f2 Effect Size VIF
Coefficient Error  LL UL
p N

M—TCB -0.082 0.063 -0.187 0.016 1.306 0.096 N yported 0.018 None 1.029
AB—TCB 0.037 0.066 -0.063 0.145 0.564 0.286 gtzpsﬁrted 0.003 None 1.515
RP—TCB 0.674 0.073 0538 0.779 9.173** 0.000 0 0.676  0.887 Substantial ~ 1.661
RLG—TCB  -0.019 0.074 -0.123 0.121 0.261 0.397 t M S 0.001 None 1.067
ES—TCB 0.129 0.057 0.050 0.230 2.245** 0.013 Supported | & 0.045 Small 1.202

=

4 Y

)

NN




5.4. Moderation Analysis

After testing the direct effect, the moderation hypothesii ‘ﬂ;ed. A

moderator can be visualized as a third variable that changes the relationship between

the independent variable and dependent variable (Yong et al., 2019)}As situational

factor variable which is the moderator of the study is develop ond order factor

model,there is a need to analyze the second order factor b e in‘eraction effects

can be analyzed. In this study, atwo-stage approach is usedte analyze t qndeler
factor. This is due to the different number of indi across Io er Lomg nents
and the involvement of formative measures in t el ( nse ChlhsgalO)

°\

At the first stage, the malw LS path medel is rt@) obtain estimates

for the latent variable scores. ‘F)we @XW nédel was assessed for
(]

convergent validity. This wa ined throug fa‘éto@dmgs Cronbach Alpha,
Composite Reliability (CR) vera ceE ted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2017,
Hair etal., 2014; Ha|r In? nal QE’E of the constructs was measured
using Cronbach Con’lpos ellabl ased on Table 5.13, both constructs
pass Internal ste C Th@alues of Cronbach Alpha are 0.888 and
0.878 wh| he thres Id f 0. 7(_,9 suggested by Hair et al. (2010). In order to
ensure rlgo&J U‘mat e Composite Reliability Test is carried out.

to Halr Ringle &&@rdstedt (2011), a value of more than 0.7 indicates

e internal consistency; therefore, this study fulfills this. Furthermore, the
dvergent validity of the constructs was assessed by analyzing the factor loadings and
the AVE. According to Hair et al. (2017), factor loadings are acceptable between 0.6

and 0.7 in social science studies; therefore, the factor loadings in this study are
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acceptable. Likewise, the AVE value of the study above 0.5 suggests adequate

convergent validity (Hair et al., 2017; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Y*

Subsequently, the discriminant validity of the constructs S&ssed. Itis
measured using Fornell Larcker Criterion where the square root of the?VE of each of

the latent variables should be greater than its correlation wit Wlatent variable.
As shown in Table 5.14, the square root of the AVE of eac hme t variables was
greater than its correlation with other latent variables. .\d‘ T
{\ | &
At the second stage, the outer wei terlo\ﬁi -valu@%nd VIF
are assessed. Outer weights are the results o&: gression of Y;truct on its
set of indicators. Weights are the prir@rion t
importance in formative measure@)models.\ﬁ'e\$o

N
carried out using 5000 resam%ssessﬂ nifiaﬁ of weights. Lohmdoller
AN
\ K

. The results reveal that the

(1989) recommended a we?o' >0.l ran indl%
weights of the intrinsi% ion indicato gr@ m@ than 0.1, but the weight of the

ea@ icator's relative

trap ing procedure was

’ &
\a\t.han Oékboking at the significance levels, it

extrinsic motivatio icatoili:?
was found that &Q insic ' mativation inef-cfét'ors are non-significant. Based on Table
@

5.15, the t-v. hr both cans cé aejcr?ore than 2.57, indicating the significance of

//

the outef lpading. Id" ‘pf coi%arity between formative items, the Variance

v

n actor was ex . ACCor |ngt0 able 5.15, the values for bot
Inflati (VIF) ifed. According to Table 5.15, the VIF values for both

c%\r&ts are 1.038, which is below the threshold value of 5. It can be concluded that

d inearity does not reach critical levels in any of the formative constructs, and it is
ot an issue for the estimation of the PLS path model.

The discriminant validity of the constructs at the second stage is also
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assessed. It is measured using Fornell Larcker Criterion where the square root of the
AVE of each of the latent variables should be greater than its correlatiow
other latent variables. As shown in Table 5.16, the square root of the A%\each

of the latent variables was greater than its correlation with other Iatenlﬂ;Qles.

Table 5.13: Measurement Model for Situational Factor (@e)

Construct Item Loading Cronbach osite ' Average
Alpha eliabilit riance

xtrac
VR

Financial FC2 0.944 0.88
Constraints FC3 0.953

Peers PI1RC 0.877 0.8
Influence PI2RC 0.894

PI3RC 0.920 (%} °\ éé\
\’Iatl ¢

Table 5.14: Fornell L i n' i Factor (Stage One)

Constructs

1.Financial Constraints 0.94 ! _
0.1 v}l O

2.Peers Influence )
3

(
~leadings T-Values VIF p-values

Construct

Situatio lp Yo, < 0.560 4.238**  1.038 0.000
factor X
.\. eers 0.844 )" 0.921 18.784**  1.038 0.000
Influence \c')
Note: >2.57*

N
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Table 5.16: Fornell Larcker Criterion for Motivation (Stage 2) Y’

1 2 3
1. Situational factor 0.762 %
2. Tax compliance 0.554 &76
behavior

Once the assessment of second order factor is s i ; the'n the interaction

effects of the moderator variable can be analyzed. In or 0 assess gderatlon

effects, a Two- Stage Approach is used. The idea @bstag pr. ‘ve&fﬁtlally
s

proposed by Chin et al. (2003) and elaborated

(2016) as well as Henseler & Fassott (20 rmaﬂ\/e in 'cator e'not assumed

to reflect the same underlying construct; duct indicator aph is not suitable

to be used. Instead, a two-stage a is more}il
(¢
effects. Q—
N So
X3S
This stud)% test ;j}t ituational factor which acts as

moderator toward eIaU@Meen ividual behaviour construct and tax
compliance. Th a efive h e's pr d for the moderator.

@nate the moderating
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54.1. Motivation

Yv

This study tests the influence of situational factor (moderator)@&s the

relationship between motivation (independent variable) and tax compl ehaviour

(dependent variable). i
This study hypothesized that: z '

H6: The positive relationship between motivation tax OM behavior

"X
among professionals in Malaysia will be str@en situatio fakt@ﬂgh.
’ N~

NV
_ N\
The moderation assessmeni: a e ap@ch (Chin et

al,2003). This approach takes advantagesef RES path m ing'@lity to explicitly
@or the latent variable

Ly
scores, which is done by using @th Beforg'proce c?] with the algorithm, the

assessment of collinearity i \ thi
ble

Sincetheindicatorsar% chang.g 4@
them in formative Wrer@ Is. Hié&véorrelations between the formative
%« N

i (i To es}ess collinearity issues, Variance Inflation

estimate latent variable scores. The pisto hh%ti

tive m rement model is carried out.

|9r{ cbalations are not expected between

Inea

indicators indic
& @ C.)
Factor (VIE)sis examined. A iﬁ'g tQ_'I;abIe 5.17, the VIF values for both constructs
% N
are 1.0% is %@NJ} thr%z~ Id of 5 suggested by Hair, Ringle & Sardstedt
(ZOAerefore, coIIinearity@s do not reach critical levels in any of the formative

coxts. Then, the significance and relevance of the indicators are assessed using
Q r weights. The bootstrapping procedure is carried out using 5000 resamples to
ssess the significance of weights. Lohmdéller (1989) recommended a weight of >0.1
for an indicator. It was found that the indicator's weights for both constructs are more
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than 0.1, indicating that both indicators are significant and relevant.
Once the measurement model scores are satisfied, the nex%\s to

calculate the interaction term. The R? for the main model without t}ﬁ*action is

0.336 and with the interaction effect model, the R? is 0.337. i

Based on Kenny's (2016) guidelines, effect C 0.105, 0.001, and

0.025 indicate small, medium, and large effects, respecti Thergefo e‘f2 effect
T

size in this study is 0.0015, it is considered none%ﬂ determine,the ‘ig&ﬁ}tance
of the relationship, bootstrapping procedures nd% i cutaﬁx;.alues of
1.645 (0= 0.05) and 2.33 (a= 0.01). AS&J: ble 5,18, 1\@3\1.*81: is not
significant (t-value= 0.342), leading t@tion of h esi@%

NN

(s

-9
7y

Py N
Table 5. urement el for<Situational Factor
N D
Construct  Item WTH adings | t-values  VIF p-values
Situational - 0.26 645 1.038 0.053
factor ints™
| 1.441 1.038 0.000

tion Model Assessment for Motivation

b 3

]

Relationship. " Std. Beta Std. Error t-value
Motivation  0.023 0.105 0.342
(MTVN) *

Situational

Factor (SF)
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5.4.2. Ability

T

This study tests the influence of situational factor (moderator)@ the

relationship between ability (independent variable) and tax compli ehaviour

(dependent variable). i

This study hypothesized that: z

H7: The positive relationship between ahility and prll nce

behavior among professionals in@ia wiyrdng_ei')\when
4
<

situational factor is high. \
(\JE 1 N
An interaction effect Ww between abiI@onstruct and tax

compliance behavior construct. Th@or thﬁm \m‘\&rout the interaction is
% %

D

—=9

=
D

N\,
0.375, and with the interaction s 0.789-The R2 change of 0.384

&
indicates that adding one i m te anges t@by about 38.4%. The effect

size was calculated ar% to be: 593 ‘\'/\hotbs considered large according to

Kenny's (2016) su tion thzit \1‘2\ reatgban 0.025 is a large effect size. To

determine the gsignifieanc rel hip, bootstrapping procedures were

!

e

conducted, butof value“of {.6@‘?= 0.05) and 2.33 (o= 0.01). As shown in
NS

Table 5% *SF iS Pnificm&(t-value: 0.570). Therefore, hypothesis H7 is
R 5
S

reje
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Table 5.19: Moderation Model Assessment for Ability

Hypothesis Relationship Std. Beta Std. Error t-vallg S

H7 Ability (AB) *  0.048 0.076 0.
Situational

Factor (SF) .&

5.4.3. Role Perception z '

This study examines the influence of si

towards the relationship between ability a%
compliance behaviour as the dependent var

e X
o0

This study hypothesized that: Co

9 A

r tper% n and tax compliance
behavior among pr@ls i’ alaysia v@ stronger when situational
factor is high. % vj ( 0’

etw he role perception construct and tax

|
compliance b%r cofstructivas cr&%éﬁ. The R2 for the main model without the
A

interacti 'shGG, Mt e i@action effect model, the R2 is 0.675. The R2
cham&O. 09 indicates that\a§§n-g one interaction term changes the R2 by about

\Na effect size was calculated and found to be small with a value of 0.0277,

:fo wing the suggestion by Kenny (2016) that an f2 greater than 0.005 is considered a

all effect size. To determine the significance of the relationship, bootstrapping

procedures were conducted, with cutoff values of 1.645 (a= 0.05) and 2.33 (o= 0.01).
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As shown in Table 5.20, RP*SF is significant as the t-value is 11.121. Therefore,

X
N

hypothesis H8 is accepted.

Table 5.20: Moderation Model Assessment for Role Perce

Hypothesis Relationship Std. Beta Std. Error t-value

H8 Role Perception | 0.093 0.063 \, 1.121%

(RP) *
Situational ? ’
Factor (SF) % |
1
N,
Next, as suggested by Dawson (2014), to furt te sﬁrthe

her el oia._{')

moderating interaction effect of the situational fac he pager of i teraern effect

and tax compliance behaviour. As @ure
t whe

situational factor has a steeper gradif co e W,i[uational factor. This

indicates that the positive relationsE is"indged stronger Wm}the situational factor is
“« Q-

high. Therefore, based on thew esis, i e coﬁﬁﬂed that higher situational

N
factors will strengthethe %sitive bﬂhip een role perception and tax

compliance behaviour. s "CQ

SG¢
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Figure 5.1: Interagtion Plot .,\ §
IS
\

% %} ., ‘8"
enc sit al factor as the moderator

This study te infl
L

towards the relationshw/een ligi Js@e independent variable and tax

compliance beha\@the del)en t varizzégj

), S

I
2 .9
This study; sized/that N\
A A | |
. positive atﬁnshig'between religiosity and tax compliance behavior
N

@,
\a g professionals in N;’aysia will be stronger when situational factor is high.

behaviour construct was created. The R? for the main model without the interaction is

54.4. Religion

e

ko]

/

:.‘/

The interaction effect between religiosity construct and tax compliance
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0.308 and with the interaction effect model, the R?is 0. 310. The R? changes of 0.002
indicates that with the addition of one interaction term, the R? changes about 2%. :
the effect size is calculated, and it is found out that the effect size is of O.@h is
considered as none. This is following the suggestion by Kenny (2016 an f2 of
more than 0.005 is considered as small effect size. Next, in order@ermine the
significant relationship, the bootstrapping procedures are con Me cut off value
for this test is 1.645 (0= 0.05) and 2.33 (a= 0.01). As showiig, Table '5.21 RLGN*SF

is not significant as the t-value=0.316. Due to this, hypothesis Ho IS rej .

s
£, i

Table 5.21: Moderation MWSESK eligiag]
.o

Hypothesis Relationship Std. Béta
H9 Religiosity 0.

(RLGN) *

'y
S N
Situational
Factor (SF) >
(]
\ $
545 Ethical Serelti%'!tg ( Q.

’
This s Nminds the\'fluerkv situational factor as the moderator
towards the r Mhlp etw

tnic@sitivity as the independent variable and
d
tax compli behaviour asthe dep t variable.
& v <>
Y-

T@ hypothesized that: s,

10: The positive relationship between ethical sensitivity and tax compliance

0 behavior among professionals in Malaysia will be stronger when situational

factor is high.

4
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The interaction effect between the ethical sensitivity construct and tax
compliance behaviour construct was created. The R2 for the main model with
interaction is 0.367, and with the interaction effect model, the R2 is O.@ R2
change of 0.006 indicates that with the addition of one interaction term,ﬂk changes
by about 6%. Next, the effect size is calculated, and it is found to We (0.0096),

following the suggestion by Kenny (2016) that an f2 of more QENS is considered

NY.
Next, to determine the significant re@g, bootstra dp@ures
are conducted. The cutoff value for this particuv S 1< =.0.05) @.33 (o=
0.01). As shown in Table 5.22, ES*SF iw gnifi the.@agre is 0.929.

Therefore, hypothesis H10 is rejected.

Table 5.22: M Moﬁel A ssmeio r Ethical Sensitivity
N D

to have no effect size.

Hypothesis Relations Std/Betagy |  .Std: Error t-value
(

H10 Ethi z -0.064 \j.’osz 0.929
Sensi b b 4
-,

S o
5.4 mmary o Hypot@gs Testing
'~ S
Based on the previous evaluation of the structural model, the assessment
che path coefficient and the t-value are used to assess the hypotheses of the
study. Table 5.23 summarizes all the hypotheses tested in this study.
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Table 5.23: Summary of Hypotheses Testing

No. Hypothesis Statement Decisio
Hi Motivation has a positive effect on tax compliance  Not supported
behaviour
H Ability has a positive effect on tax compliance | Not support
Behavior Yw
Hs Role perception has a positive effect on tax Supp%
compliance behaviour
Ha Religiosity has a positive effect on tax compliance ported
Behavior '
Hs Ethical sensitivity has positive effect on tax pported o
compliance behavior ' “}‘r
He The positive relationship between motivati Not supported "\
tax compliance behavior among professi Si b 4 Y*
Malaysia will be stronger when situationalfactor is‘\ N
high. X
H7 The positive relationship between abi '1 Notisuppo
compliance behavior among professi \ (<
Malaysia will be stronger Whew oris O
high. \ d
Hs The positive relationship nirole pﬂ%? héported
and tax compliance behavio ng professionals (')
in Malaysia will be str when situation fa‘étor,:Q'
is high. AQ
" : N
Ho The positive relation etwe sity X Not supported
compliance behavi ong prafessio aliir§
Malaysia will gerwhe'b ituatiopal factor is
high. \en
Hao The positi WOnshi b ethic sitivity = Not supported
and tax liance behavior among ssionals
in Malaysia Will be en si onal factor
is high. ) o

o
')
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5.6. Conclusion

This chapter explains in detail all the analyses that have b3®cted
truct

both on the measurement and structural models. Firstly, the s | model

demonstrates the reliability and validity of the measures. Constructs that demonstrate
low cut off value are treated with precaution. Secondly, the va@)f the structural
model is tested using R values. Based on the findings,th& hese‘s are supported.
Thenext chapter provides the discussion of the findings and'the oyerall ibl{iQn of
this study. é ' -{‘)

s ¥

\,Y'\ i\s
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