CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS & RESULTS A

4.0 Introduction Y'

This chapter presents the preliminary resultsyfro thM’analysis

. 1 . Y. N
before conducting the model assessment analyses.@hpter is divi |r‘to _@ main

parts: the survey response analysis and the prelinm ana.L\é discusg‘.ns in the

. o
d%raph backg@hd of survey
. .

survey analysis part focus on the respon em
respondents, response representatlven\a

analysis, the explanations center o

results, findings from the soci

finally, the results from the?g

4.1 Sl.ﬂe&%s orM? [
e surfev%mse a%yms discusses the response rate, demographic

pro he respondents, resp,@}é representativeness and non-response bias analysis.

d
N

/C
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411 Response rate

The survey response rate is widely recognized as an importis®re of

data quality, as noted by Biemer and Lyberg (2003). It is defined as the ratio of the
number of usable questionnaires to the total number of qu% ires sent out

(Krishnan & Poulouse, 2016). A high response rate is desira?g; use it results in
eli

larger data samples and greater statistical power, which inc lihood that the
sample is representative of the population (Baruch & m, 2008).~This, in%grn,
- o - L B
enhances the credibility and generalizability of esearch findings. Q@sely,
smaller data samples decrease statistical power, e con.iij nterval;,z;nd limit
T

the statistical techniques that can be useciéw et af’.\ 2010y Rogellerg & Stanton,

2007). \ é

\ ik
N
o \e)
However, even \ igh response faté, p ial errors may still exist,
X
and non-response bias is n@t«inevitable with, law re@nse rates (Cook et al., 2000;

|
Rogelberg & Stanton,% herel:p €, respon (Qfe alone should not be the sole

measure of the poten conﬂ@ a st@'(Campion, 1993; Cook et al., 2000).
Instead, it sho e c ine infor z:%n from the researcher about the efforts
El\: ¢ ' Cg)
rates J' a

@_r,ess non-response bias (Krishnan & Poulouse,

taken to increase kespon
2016). &naﬁ{ i rfnceiﬁttween respondents and non-respondents are
N
ob@he study's findings*@' not be generalizable to the entire population.
N,

ne 2019. Initially, the data was collected through an online survey. The researcher

Data collection for this study was conducted between April 2019 and

emailed 1,000 questionnaires to potential respondents using email addresses from a
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database that was developed by the researcher. The email contained information about
the purpose of the survey and a link to the questionnaire. The database inclum!
names, addresses, and email addresses of professionals. This was necess@ause
there was a lack of information on the list of professionals register@%/lalaysia.
From the database, the researcher used Research Randomizer softwatgé to generate a
random sample of respondents. (Refer 3.6.2). \,

\%

Out of the 1000 survey questionnaire t re\iqdj. to the

Y

professionals, only 91 responded, resulting in a low se rate. | pbn \this,

h\é rate&ﬁcluding
i a tw@:ze.k period to

stio@es were returned

to the researcher. 10 questionnaires@sreturne \ank?v Kﬁ%te indicating that the
N
—_— i

the researcher took additional measures to i

contacting the remaining respondents in QW
43

complete the questionnaire. However, omplete

respective professionals were y, out of t

the questions. The remaini }essil S
attempts to follow up Wi five times. {
L7

The survey respo@ds s@d as f@vs:

Quantity
1000
Number of responses Lech/ed 126
Response rate (%)~ 12.6%

0 The response rate was determined by dividing the number of responses

received by the total number of available questionnaires, resulting in a response rate of
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only 1%. This is disappointing, as response rates for international tax studies are
typically around 25% to 30% (Hijatullah Abdul Jabbar, 2009). However, itw
uncommon for tax studies to have low response rates. Tax researchers ha@ that
tax surveys consistently produce lower response rates (WalschutzKy, £996). For
example, Chattopadhyay and Gupta's (2002) mail survey only achievW%) response

rate, while Evans et al. (2014) obtained response rates ranging@é% t06.7% in a

study of tax compliance costs in four countries. More recen ies by Khadijah Mohd

Isa (2012) and Suhaila Abdul Hamid (2014) recorded re ser ewild 6.2%,
Yw

respectively. Therefore, given the nature of the st@esporyo‘ tr@rent
0 4
%3

study can be considered acceptable.

-

Although the response rawa

is comparable to several tax studies G%cted [

have reported response rates r%om 4% t
Xm 9% inythei

AQ/"'Y‘

In addition, a nu peY of previous studies have recorded a low response

ra n the focus group is among the professionals’ group. A study by Baruch
6 9), who conducted a comparative analysis of response rates in academic studies,
ound that the average response rate for a professional group in the Academy of
Management Journal is 15%. This is supported by the study conducted by Hijatullah
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Abdul Jabar (2009), in which the sample population comprised of professional
accountant registered with the Malaysian Institute of Taxation, the study was onw

to obtain 31 respondents from 300 samples which constitutes a 10.3% res[ﬁm}'te.

There are several possible reasons contributing to the lowfresponse rates.
This study utilized a combination of simple random sampling Mball sampling.
The snowball sampling required the professionals who w my'identified from
the simple random sampling to disseminate the questi ires to\hQLd)‘lleagues.
i e' r@‘g to
e sq\r;.ys were

dﬁoers de thei ‘glleagues to

However, the researcher could not determine if th essionals

distribute the other two survey packages to thei eag% i

disseminated, but the professionals werew et

participate, as this survey is volunt Forinstance,

professionals mentioned that they h%se the\e&_&; pa T}their colleagues, but

N
they could not persuade their %s to participate. A§esult, the actual number
of surveys distributed and r?\/\gbyr ial @dents is unknown, possibly
leading to the low res ] ‘ 0’
’ $ &
A
It w tant that rofessionals’ busy schedules and time

o i

constraints e contribu 5 the Iow response rate. Some professionals may

ng @ollow-up, some

- o

Y
have fe t they di ‘3 the ﬁ& to complete the survey, especially if they were
oveg&nitted with their daugwsks. For example, the researcher may have waited

fox doctors and accountants in their offices for hours, but upon finally meeting

&e , the professionals may have been reluctant to answer the survey questions due to

eir busy schedules. This is a common challenge faced by researchers conducting

surveys among busy professional groups, and may have contributed to the low response
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rate in this study.

The issues explored in the survey could be another reason thﬂ%\) the
low response rate. The respondents may not feel comfortable answeri@%uestions
despite the researcher assuring them that participation is anonymous. There were
instances where respondents were reluctant to open the surve* :ac e upon reading

the survey title. Additionally, some respondents simply lac rest "n participating,

without providing any further explanation for their refus .\d‘
Y
| .S
Nonetheless, the number of usabl sesw y isadequate for
further analysis. The number of responses‘exce thewequ ment LS analysis

based on the ten times rule of thumb s staby Hair e 201@ﬁe ten times rule

of thumb suggests that the minimu@jwple @u
? é

x@\ﬁmes the number of

-59

N
path relationships directed to a r constructinithe ﬁ@:tural model (Hair et al,

r of‘g)\/vs pointing to a construct is

2012). In the current study, mim!

7, therefore, a minimuw bser\? ons Pleeda'to achieve a statistical power of

| & .

80% for detectlng'@ms ofla .25 (@#ﬂ 5% probability of error).
&

N, O

!
rmorg, a ntfsn@j? 3.6.1.2, this study also used the G*Power

N
applicationto Betermih ?inimugsample. With the use of alpha 0.05, a power of

v
0.8 edium effect size o&(.f;— 0.15), the desired sample size is 103.

QE All in all, the useable responses of 123 meet the suggestion of the ten

mesrule by Cohen (1992) and G*Power application.
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4.2 Demographic background
The demographic background of the respondents is tabulated @4.2.

Thesurvey respondents’ profiles consist of information on age, gendef,';qic group,

education level, annual income, profession and experience with tax filing.

4.2.1 Age \d
Ay

Age (years) Percent
25-29 23
30-34 21.4
35-39 27
40-&\ 16.7

6.3
4

and above 1.6

.; I Total 126 100
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422 Gender

Yv

With reference to the gender of survey respondents, the distributien‘of
maleover female respondents is quite balanced. Table 4.3 shows that t?@& 59

male respondents and 67 female respondents who participated in the gdy.

Gender
Male
Female
Total
NV
Cqy
)
423 Ethnicity %% o>\21 §
N

N
With regards t&thnicity,a m r'ty @e respondents are Malays
ed

with 107respondents (84.9 rcent){

respondents. /&\ 0 R
(‘} .} L §
%ble 4Qﬂ o@éy respondents

’
%{y ~ _Frequency Percentage
alay \03” 107 84.9

\Chinese 13 10.3
"é Indian 6 4.8
0 Total 126 100
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424 Education

e

The majority of respondents are at least holders of a Bachelors’ Degree at @ent,

followed by a Masters’ Degree and PhD holders at 22.2 percent an percent

respectively. Q

Table 4.5: Education of survey resp

Education Frequency

Degree 83 . X~
Masters 28 é Y:\C'}
P 4
PhD 15 9~y
2 NN WY
Total 126 (}, '\' 100,

6 P
? o =
“« Q-
Annual Income A(Q
N
G‘“D‘ W&j Y
A majori e res s‘-havoe an annual income bracket of

RM80,000 and aKN.S pelcem ng) an income bracket of RM50,001 to
RM60,000. R Mnts ho havg annualing
% ‘Y2 ?')
t

N
M70,0007ar qud&uhich are 9.8 percent respectively.

4.2.5

f==-- )

=) o
=

c

ome bracket of RM 40,000 to RM50,000
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Table 4.6: Annual income of survey respondents

Annual Income Frequency Percentage
RM40,001 to RM50,000 12 : \

RM50,001 to RM60,000 31
RM60,001 to RM70,000 12
RM70,001 to RM80,000 8
RM80,000 and above 59
Total 122
Missing 4
Total 126

4.2.6 Profession CV

With reference to p sign, a r%iipondents are doctors
7 &
rs (

q
ﬁéjent)A%ers (22 percent) and
accountants(10 percent). Trw also,resp ntso. \are architects (6 percent) and
I
L ’ s

M4.7’ P%on lof @y respondents

Va

Frequency Percentage

v 22 17.5
45 35.7

6 4.8

32 25.4

17 135

4 3.2

126 100
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4.2.7 Filing Experience

It can be seen in Table 4.8 that most respondents have filed tax return forms @]
five times, at 65.9 percent followed by two to five times 21.4 percent ctmce 5.6
percent. However, there are also respondents who have never file turn forms
which is 7.1 percent. As the majority of the respondents have ew e in filing tax

returns more than five times, it is evident that their views and Wions in this study

come from a solid base.
NY.

N
| .S
Table 4.8: Filing experience of sur espong,en S e
)

TP i
Filing experience Frequency ‘ -\ erczeg

Never 9 N 0"

Once 7 .6
2-5 times X Q A4

More than 5 times 8 i 5.9

Total

&
N
4.3 Respons% entati‘y SJ}I 3
N oy O
A 5 =
OW dto i res@se representativeness is by comparing the

¢
demographi :acaroun of?égorﬁ; with the entire population (Mclnnis, 2006).
S

In this % e resp yrere‘z~ pared on three criteria, gender, annual median
incoﬁ&d ethnicity. Table 4@3 out the comparison between the survey responses

anﬁ\total population of professionals in Malaysia. In terms of average monthly
inc

& e, the average monthly income bracket of RM6666 and above is in comparison
0 RM7238in the population (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2017). In terms of

gender, the survey responses are comparable to the percentage of the population.
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Unfortunately, the latest breakdown of registered professionals according

to ethnicity is not available. The latest data is from the research by Maziah Mo

(2005). Based on this information, it could be suggested that the @ are

overrepresented in the study. ‘\

In general, after reviewing both datasets from three™Selected criteria,
namely average income, gender and ethnicity, there is a th t the observed
sampledoes not truly represent the population by which ethn iw did not
reflectthe population. However, average monthly inco d gender cri r’a r;{-&?t'the

totalpopulation. One possible reason those di thnj@ fferentrlevels of

survey response rate (Lyness & Kropf,ZOON 0\ g
Table 4.9: Comparison betw%opulatiorh'sgve R%ponses Malaysia
": y' o

Average monthly income (MYR Q‘ RM6666

Gender®
Male ‘ 75,6 1 T 59 46.8

Women e 37,359 <Q 44.3 67 53.2

Ethnicity® l \ é’
Malay & 35,013\, 37.2 107 84.9
Chinese 4 50.1 13 10.3

Indian \ l ‘? ‘,' 1&53; 11.2 6 48
Others 5 1.1
D, y @;

opulation L Survey
Criteria x Num% Percgﬁo Number Percent

(N
Total <; ¥ 4, < 126 100
*5;0 e sample of missin

is the average mon alaries and wages off full time paid

Wployees obtained fromthe Department of Statistics Malaysia (Department
?E Statistics, 2017).

This reported number for the population is extracted from Department of Statistics,
2019.
0 ¢ The data is extracted from Malaysia Plan Documents 2000-2002
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4.4 Non-response Bias
In order to examine the existence of non-response bias betwee@who

participated in the study and those who refused to participate, the es were

divided into early and late responses, as explained in 4.8.2. The late r%ondents were

the difference of means of the early and late responses on Wasl then compared

usin M&nt t-test

analysis. % ' _\"}
’ i

N4

etw rly and late
eaé‘éndard deviation,
and the respective two-tailed p-val m‘él"non-response bias is
not a serious threat to the study-si th early a ndents are similar to the

n 0.05, except for UI3 and

survey. A majority of the i Me ]

OES3, which have p-v% than: .05 ‘t'brea'r than 0.01. However, it is not

e & |
completely guara'mat th?r resp bias in the study, given the small

sample size. \ : "' (,)(‘30
O[3 ¢
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Table 4.10: Mean and standard deviation for early and late responses

Response N Mean Std ac 2
Deviation d
Uil Early 47 4.85 2.146 .\ 619
Late 76 4.65 1.99QY.
uI2 Early 46 4.69 5 0.530
Late 75 4.45
uI3 Early 47 4.48 : | 0.087*
Late 76 3.90 . 25\d
[ 2 v-r
OE1 Early 46 5.6 1617 ' 38
Late 75 : 78 —
OE2 Early 47 85 W ~I573 - 0342
Late 6 N5 % 1.6354\
OE3 Early 47\) 523 1602 0.098*
Late 1 &;541
P

4.5 Preliminarya

'@ili nafy?a

screenin %s commo e
%sua

S

' 4
lysis and -tes(a

&

211

Ived several analyses namely a data
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451 Data Screening Process
.9
The data screening process is a crucial stage to consider i@} and
management science research studies (Hair et al., 2013). Sever ies have
emphasized the importance of data screening, including those condum/ Badara &
Zabedah (2014), Maiyaki & Mouktar (2011), and Gorond Milman (2014).
%

Therefore, it is essential to identify and correct any possi S irl data entry and

other potential mistakes during the screening process. ‘\d‘

N\
45.1.1 Blank Response \/T v\ é
S

The first step in data o%g is to hk% a®esponses among the
f-}

collected questionnaires, and M Ex((‘:el w use%‘Q;-conduct this procedure.

Cases with more than 25%?& spo’ on the in@dent variables or any blank
response on the depen% ables;l e de tJe'& ﬂlh the sample. Using the formula

&
COUNTBLANK@O it@m fou%Qhﬁt there were no blank responses in
the data, confir all i i Wercﬁfwered by the respondents.
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451.2 Data Entry Error

In verifying the data errors, two methods were used: sampli@ing

and random case checking. For sampling checking, using SPSS 23,%*Ids were
sorted in ascending or descending order to check for entry errors or'any entries that
were outside of the range of correct responses. In most cases, the incorrect value could
be replaced with the correct value by rechecking the origi &e-y

r'asponses. Next,

the researcher conducted random case checking by randomily,sele ian‘ the total

cases. é J ' -\b}
’ N~

N AN N\
45.1.3 Missing Values %V ? é

\ k
&
€
The next stage in ning Is to identify @missing part of the data

&
set and missing data. Accn?}b H[i ta (ZO@Wissing data occurs when a
one

respondent does not% P r re' q&tions, either intentionally or

unintentionally (H \NQI., 201l :
&J

statistical powe dy

fect ssing data is that it can diminish the
ene@b&ﬁiased estimates that result in worthless
conclusions (Kangy 2013). 'It e raﬁt@c?nissing data hinges on the configuration of
missingdata, the quaiiti ?issin‘gg\ata, and the reason why it is missing.

A\ S

\ Missing data is considered as a common problem in research. A check on

Q ata revealed that all 126 responses received have less than 10 percent missing data.
a

ir et al., (2010) suggest that any remedies of missing data could be applied if the

missing data is less than 10 percent. Following the recommendation of Hair et al
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(2010), the Expectation Maximisation (EM) method was used to treat the missing

data problem.

\3
A0

4514 Outliers T
NV

Outliers are extreme responses to partic TSII S or extreme
responses to all questions (Hair et al., 2017). Outliers oc qurrors in
participants' responses, errors in data entry, poor@w survey i \y
specification of the population or sample V‘, inh\‘:&
assessment of outliers is crucial in a PLN@ analyfis ause@ can have a

significant effect on data analysis (H al)2014). In SEI\é%hnique, extreme

data points can hurt the estimate of Gﬁsrameter . %ut Q@ere diagnosed based
@ S

on univariate and multivariate v 9
\ So
1 >

It's impor ;e that the cri |cai z@re value of 3.29 is typically used
s ¢ &
to identify potenwme Or \for a snédrd normal distribution. However, if

the distributio notr nor

¢
necessary t %@iﬁe nt
j:n

s
sidér Pntexé?f the data and the research question when

ther, \gle extreme outliers present, it may be

oafh Qj’?entify univariate outliers. Additionally, it's

ining the threshold for ﬂzg'ér designation.

QE For multivariate outliers, the Mahalanobis Distance (D2) was employed
0 analyze outliers. The Mahalanobis distance allows for significant testing at 0.05 and

0.01 levels (Hair et al., 2010). Both the univariate Z-value (3.29) outliers and the
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multivariate Mahalanobis distance outliers detected only 3 cases, which were

subsequently removed.

45.1.5 Normality

Yv
O
O
<

The first assumption in multivariate analySISui COr Ilty, which is

embodied by the normal distribution assumption i \lel Imear

utlonj?ilr et al.
SS anc@)r osis can be

measured using software available on ista i sit e results can be

(2017) and Cain et al. (2016) suggest that

viewed at the following URL addre

https://webpower.psychstat. om%kurtoﬂsw re

0Ob4b26a 13f5881c2ce6ab. %}J

The results show that t mw of t* da fe,ll the acceptable range of +/- 2
&5

for skewness and +/- 3 for t03|sT\1‘| orﬁﬁot with the suggestion of Hair et al.,

(2017) where val&fs !s ra betwgg% 2 to 2 and for kurtosis ranges between

N
_3to3isnorr%\ / .?:l C-)b
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https://webpower.psychstat.org/models/kurtosis/results.php?url=ed734a6632b

45.1.6 Common Method Variance
.9
As the data collected in the study is from a single source, com hod
bias is a potential concern. Common method bias is defined as a Qévtic error
variance that is shared among variables measured from the same soufCes or methods
(Richardson et al., 2009). It is essential to test for the presence mon method bias
¥

when the data is collected via self-administered questi a'ticularly when

predictor and criterion variables are obtained from amej pe gdsakoff,

| o NS
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2016). CMV can threaten lidity jof t oﬁst_récj and
create systematic bias in a study (Tehseen, Ra Saj@ . N~

Y

(\/E QT
Apart from following W' ns by PO offéal., (2003) and
od bt{s\in the study using

Conway and Lance (2010) to re%comrﬁl
a >)

procedural remedies, statistica s were alsp adoptéd-in the study. Harmon’s

single factor test was also %ed t sessithe @ of common method bias in
the study by forcing all indicators to load i a‘si@ factor (Podsakoff et al, 2003).
’ F &
\‘l item

The Harmon sina{gr tem i éﬁn'the EFA including the dependent
variable and cmﬁ r th led 15t(‘5%for to ensure that the value is less than
¢
50% (Pods Q@Orga 1 r‘reswC?n 40% (Babin & Zikmund, 2016: Guide &
% N

Ketokiv% Al }er thg;&O% on all the observed indicators including

the @ent variables indic{a}ﬁere are no issues with the common method bias.

% raction sum of squared loadings of the unrotated factor in this research is
.831

% which is less than 50% and more conservative 40% indicating that the

-y /_R

ommon method bias is not an issue in the questionnaire.
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45.1.7 Social desirability bias

Social desirability bias may exist in self-report studies esp@ the

study involves sensitive issues (Bryman & Bell, 2011), such as in t y. Social

desirability bias refers to the tendency of research subjects to give Wy desirable

responses instead of choosing responses that are reflectiv mr true feelings
Y.

(Grimm, 2010). This kind of response bias may lead to e 'elf-reports and

erroneous study conclusions. ‘\d
L
¥
| S
In order to determine the existench al %. : iasilQ,Yﬁe study,

the respondents were asked the possibilit W y
action as described in the overstatingwanses scenari and@‘érstating income
scenario.All responses were record%ng seve\"m‘sc ee-:fully anchored with a
% ‘: y N
[\

High/Low,with higher scales indi a lower probabilj perform the described

behaviour in the scenariosﬁg\_‘udirr romythe ‘lig'%d t-test are presented in the

following sub- section% y ;:' 0’
NQliley

uggest that social desirability bias exists

%
Y,
N "

¢
in the stud %h the unde ep‘;rt@c?ncome scenario (t=4.362, p<0.01) and the

>
under-repogting inco ?enario:‘(?: -4.707, p<0.01), as well as the over-claiming

expm&cenario (t=2.397, p@. The findings indicate that the survey respondents

\!d themselves as more ethical compared to their peers. The findings are

p%l
@ arized in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11: Measures of social desirability bias

Peero/Peeru? Selfo/Selfu® _\z

Scenarios N Mean Std.Dev . Mean  Std.Dev t-value alue

(two

tailed)

Understating 123 4.13 1.828 4.73 2.044 362 0.000
income

Overstating = 121 4.942 1.577 5.39 1.734 2.397 0.018
expenses

Notes: 21f my friend is dealing with the same situation;
BIf | face with the same si

All responses were rated with seven-p@i u i
. . : o
High/Low with higher scores indicating low p ility to perform the_described

¥ 4 \,\Z‘

behaviour. T \ é\w;(-

NS
45.1.8 Descriptive Analysi N
[ )
“« Q-
Ry
. . N .
Descriptiv. an?ﬂs frequen i s%t}mterpret basic features of the
escriave nall/sis«ivas dquucted to present the minimum,

data. In this study, d
@

maximum, mean'@kand rli deviation G&ach item in the questionnaire. The

N
measures forchite were I}d tded as per the outlined codes in the
questionn&. \(/
& v >
) s

Compliance Behaviour

Table 4.12 provides an overview of taxpayers' compliance responses. The
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respondents were asked to express their opinion on a non-compliant hypothetical
scenario related to understating income and overclaiming expenditure.

understating income scenario, the lower means reflect a greater possibi of
complying with the tax law by not underreporting income of RM50,0ﬁ¥erall, the
respondents in the study were undecided about whether to WVolved in

underreporting income. The overall mean for underreporting i*N‘gmASZ.

In terms of overstating tax expenses, the on nw‘asked to
Y'

ario relati tdo@ting

. 'Kﬁt the@‘ﬁ higher

ult s@gs;s that the

ens@ complying with

express their opinion on a non-compliant hypothetic

businessexpenses 10% more than the actual

mean values indicate higher compliancw

respondents in the study were less ”N rstate tax

the tax law. Overstating tax expen@scorded \Né_&%al
[

m%n of attitude of 5.34
N
implying that the respondents 4 tudy have nfavzigb,le perceptions towards

overstating taxexpenses. \

$
coz «m}‘ S
Table 4.12: Dewi sta is&z{\ omﬁﬁéﬁce behaviour (Scenario 1)

e

l
N d

AN "
Measures

\ } e N Min Max Mean @ Std.
| » ) Dev
Understatin 'n% UI0 126 1 7 452 1971
If face Witl%!me sit atioa I i@J UILIR 126 1 7 477  2.043

d

declare ide‘incomel’*
The pr. ity that I wi nol"declé@'the UI2R 126 1 7 461 2.023
side incope | earn is high* N

\sl\?same UIBR 126 1 7 4.19 1.849

ide income. *

stating tax expenses OEO 126 1 7 5.34 1.649
ace with similar situation, I will claimmy OE1R 126 1 7 5.37 1.765
ravelling expenses more than 10% of the

actual expense. *
The probability that | will make travel OE2R 126 1 7 5.69 1.601

If d is dealing with
s%’ % my friend will not even declare
O
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claims more than the actual travelling
expenses is high. *
If face with the same situation my friends OE3R 126 1 7 4.97 ?‘

will claim their travelling expenses more

than the actual travelling expenses. *

*Scores for the items were reverse coded. :
45182  Motivation Y}’

As mentioned in sub section 3.6.2.2, t oti atM.truct IS
4

ic motivati ehd_én'insic

otiv@ espo%\ts were

narRﬂ on trust@hiness of the
on moti n t@nply with the tax

law among professionals in Malays erall, the\*asv @\f’each item suggested

. : N
that the respondents generally %&lve motivation m@(:n)cally. It implies that the
respondents believed that stworthiness of N\authorities influences the
ly

operationalized by two main components which ar
motivation. With regards to the construct of intri
asked to express their opinion on a hypot

tax authorities. Table 4.13 provides an owervi

respondent intrinsicall with'the :I[a%
Ow erh Qding@%ﬁnsic motivation, the respondents were
* 2 9

asked to ex§sst ir views.on \/{ra@ectquestions about the influence of rewards
lianc

S
on tax e. OV res@ents agreed that rewards play an important role
in ivating them to complyg@’( the tax law. They were of the opinion that rewards

do\E\/ate them to comply with the tax law.
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Table 4.13: Descriptive statistics on measures of motivation

Measures Code N Min
Intrinsic motivation IMO 126 3
| feel that the authority in the described | IM1 126 1
scenario is trustworthy.
| would certainly declare tax money to the . IM2 = 126 1
tax office
Trust in tax authorities influences me to IM3 126

comply with the tax law

Trust in tax authorities intrinsically
motivates me to comply with the tax law

Extrinsic motivation

| expect to receive monetary rewards as an
incentive for complying with tax law

| expect to receive an honour such as
certificates that can be used as a credit for
job promotion each time I successfully file
a tax return

| believe that more focus on positive
approaches encourage me to comply with
tax law

| believe reward system is effecti
increasing tax compliance (e.g
rewards, holiday C

7§

1.510

acknowledgement in the Workilace
45.1.8.3 /& ?

S

commts

%kdiscyss d |;:su s@n 3.6.2.2.3, ability is operationalized by three
Y-

hich are genera@ewledge, legal knowledge and technical knowledge.

\chgtive statistics with regards to perceptions of the professional group of taxpayers,

as'ypresented in Table 4.14, generally indicate that respondents perceived themselves as

aving good knowledge of tax, except in terms of the technical knowledge indicator,

which had mean values below 4.0, indicating that respondents have a low level of
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technical tax knowledge. However, considering these items as one construct (technical

knowledge) with a mean value of 4.10 showed slightly improved perceptions. Y‘

N\

Table 4.14: Descriptive statistics on measures of abili

Measures Code N Min  Max % Mean  Std.
A Dev

General knowledge GKO 123 1 x’ 459 1.619
The income tax system is a way for the GK1 123 1 565 1.364
government to collect revenue to manage
an economy. '
Individuals are subject to a single flat rate  GK2R 12 7‘\? 1.874
of income tax under the current tax Y

system.*

1.649
1.586

Legal knowledge

As far as | am aware, non-compliant
taxpayers can be imprisoned, if found

guilty of evading tax. \(

Similar to other criminal offences, 2 % : 1.491
individuals can also be prosecuted fi %{) ? \&

complying with the Malaysian in@ @ % Q(:)

law 4(/

I do not have to abide by the_dea fo NH:’.\A 1 7 445  1.870
the submission of tax return s) (i %

case of having other incaome as rent ( 0.

and business income), as“the eadline'a' y <</

only as a guideline a snot r. N b

penalties.* rwe |
N
N )OO, O

Technical kﬁw ?" (JC’)TKO 123

1 7 412  1.627
Everyone sinc ou TK1 123 1 7 546  1.500
is taxabl ardless o gthe erson
is resident t.

>

I t all personal experﬁgp in TK2R 123 1 7 3.34 1679
c %g my personal liability. *

ve little idea about the deductions that TK3R 123 1 7 356 1.704
an claim as a taxpayer in the computation
my tax liability. *

*Scores for the items were reverse coded.
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45.1.8.4  Role perception

As mentioned in sub-section 3.6.2.2.4, role perception i@ired

through a hypothetical scenario. Table 4.15 summarizes the perceptionAspondents

on their feelings of guilt over a scenario of overstating busin&;penses and

understating income. Overall, respondents evaluated quite hi mr on the act of
\a

overstating business expenses or the act of understating i e ')verall mean of

role perception of 5.40 demonstrates that respondents guilty rle act of
- | N4

understating income of RM50,000 and overstating b S expense % @ than

the actual expenses. In addition, the responden el % ve at moral

T
responsibility to the country to file taxes hoﬁgtlw 0\ é
D &
Table 4.15: Descr%statistic\mw?as e{%f role perception

\ Dev

o>
Measures i
Role perception

&n’ Max Mean Std.
~y 7 5.40 1.643
If | face with the same situatio 1

7 5.11 1.847

If | face with the sa 1 7 5.75 1.598
feel guilty of addi
expenses. * NG N
If | face with the 123 1 7 5.00 1.835
feel guilty for Wni
...... declare the side income. * |« '
i 123 1 7 5.69 1.444

122 1 7 5.48 1.495

great

m% nsibility for the country to file
tly

t
0 *Scores for the items were reverse coded.
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45185 Situational factor

As discussed in sub-section 3.6.2.2.5, situational factor is fo@two

constructs which are financial strain and peer influence. In other financial
strain and peer influence formed the situational factor construct{ which is the
moderating variable of the framework. The respondents were asked'to express their
opinion on the influence of financial problems towards c ?g.

th the tax law.

On the other hand, in terms of peer influence, the respondents M.on their

Y
perceptions on the influence of friends and familyo@on-co ye ‘ce_@%.
' 4

Y-
N %*
t respo.@ﬂ s agree that

oce@hen it comes to

e respondents reported

With regards to financial conw oV

their financial position does affect t%' ion-maki

filing their tax returns. However, de%inancia!\s&_‘cggi

N
that they would still file their ta ratel{/t. Additional e respondents expressed
a level of satisfaction with theli ifancial pos o~

%@G“T 5

’ &
It sewthew sint (ewdy do not perceive that their friends
and relatives haw ificant. ce oe}%éir tax decision, with an overall mean of
' S
3.00. Additj &Dthe resp ts"dO@t agree with the possibility of reducing their
% N
e in

Z.
5

s

>

e ddeto.i Penc om friends and relatives, with a mean of 2.81
\,‘Z'
D
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Table 4.16: Descriptive statistics on measures of situational factors

*Scores for the items WerK code
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Measures Code N ' Min Max @ Mean .
v
Financial Constraints FCO 123 1 .687
Based on the scenario above, financial | FC1R : 123 1 2 1.912
position affects my decision to complete
the tax return
The probability that | would file taxes 1.512
accurately is high
I am satisfied with the financial situation 1.638
of my household
Peers Influence 3 \_f768
® ]
Based on the scenario above, | think friends v 1.775
and relatives influence my decisionon not
declaring my side income.
My friends and relatives strongly 1.859
influence my life decision
The probability that | would reduce my\B 1.672
chargeable income because of peers
relative influence is high
e




45.1.8.6  Religiosity
X
Table 4.17 summarizes the perceptions of respondents on reli@ tax
compliance behaviour. The respondents were asked to express their ﬂ!&ion on5
direct questions on the influence of religion towards tax compliance¥behaviour. The
overall results indicate that respondents agree that the religiosity variable does
X

influence them in their tax decision. Respondents also t individuals who

Measures \ Se, )\I

behaviour,including tax evasion

Religion "RO
Religiosity appears to prevent devia; 0

I believe that, if an individual posse
a strong emotional connectiorN\

religious institution (e.g e,
church), the likelihood invalve in
delinquent behaviour tax

evasion is low

5.12 1.516

| believe that, if a p has clear
motivationand Iife&1
likelihood to engage | i

behaviour like

Individuals 123 | 1 7 4.17 1.738
religious a

protect i S fro?

_behavigdMife fax evasion

Most of'the religious belief encou RS 123 1 7 5.08 1.526
pe mbrace the tenets e

with proscriptions against
t behaviour liketax evasion
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45.1.8.7  Ethical sensitivity

Table 4.18 presents the perceptions of respondents on @}hical
sensitivity based on four moral philosophies of MES in relation td';genario of
understating income and overstating business expenses. Overall, themdents rated
moderately on each moral dimension, with most of the means_ranging between 4.04

and 4.50. The mean value of 4.39 for the equity dimens hows Tat respondents

perceived overstating business expenses 10% more than ctu egmwga‘s leaning
ra t‘bl&‘f}their

more towards injustice and unfairness, and not@

mo right
family. Y. 4 N
N S ol
Regarding relativism, the\hnts indica that@%ct of overstating

tax expense inclined more towards tﬁ%radition 10 tu@\rly unacceptable, with

an overall mean value of 4.45%1
suggests that respondents %d 1 %nse as unethical because it
promotes the WeII-bei% self over o E-rg ?@itionally, the act of overstating

N
u4.%§$¢3 the egoism dimension

s &)
business expense%pur@rceiv@s’not ethical since it does not produce
the greatest utilw eqgr | bereﬁ‘éople or maximize benefits over harm to
¢

all parties | &’) This i 'dént @c?l the overall mean value of 4.15 for the
{h: >

ensio f 'é\
0},‘?
N

$
S
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Table 4.18: Descriptive statistics on measures of ethical

sensitivity
Measures Code N  Min Max

Based on the above scenario, the action of not declaring the side income and o r;‘ai’in
expenses are: i
Moral Equity MEO 123 1 Pnce 2.074
Justice ES1 123 1 2.060
Fair ES2 123 1 2.091
Morally right ES3 1 2.186
Acceptable to my family ES4 1.962
Relativism REO 1.878
Traditionally acceptable ES5 1.887
Culturally acceptable ES6 .1¥869

q"
Egoism EGO 2015
Not self-promoting for me* ES7 2.057
Personally, satisfies me ES8 1.973
Utilitarianism JTC 1.944
Produce greatest utility 1.945
Minimizing benefits and maximizing 0 “q 1.944

harms*
*Scores for the items were rev oded.
é o
4.6 Conclusi% > J

NEI
Itwhap er,‘t e :ults E}@ the preliminary analysis were discussed

n parts, ‘whieh v@survey response analysis and preliminary
seft

analé::overed findings on response rate, demographic

involving

R

analysis. rvey res

NV
, response reprege&ﬁtiveness and nonresponse bias. The preliminary
is part focused on data screening, common method bias, social desirability bias

descriptive statistics
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It is important to note that the current study only obtained low response
rates. However, the low response rates did not hinder further statistical analysi?ﬂe

performed given that the number of samples fulfilled the requirement of ﬁ%\vam

statistical tests employed in the study. A

As a result of low response rates and lack of rq2Mtiveness of the

sample, compared to total population, generalization of t INgs [rom this study

needs tobe treated with caution. Notwithstanding that, theflim dy on tax
®

compliance among professional groups in Malay%inding fr tws@y are
still beneficial in understanding the tax com;vg e% ng @Fessional

T
groups of taxpayers. V u\ é
\3 &)
t

A test of nonresponselbias was as\on c d@tween early and late

N
respondents. The results indicaﬁ%onre ons oy t a serious threat in the

las w
study. The treatment for missing data usi M [@d, checking for outliers and
testing for normality v\qtd i}l[he t; Ec@ing section.
T

T % fro mm@ﬁethod bias in the study suggest that

!
¢
common me S was not seﬁo@ue. The results from the social desirability

bias tes(i{, te that soci tdesiraﬁ\ty bias exists in the survey response which is
conmn ethics-based studi\e%‘dm thus generalization has to be performed with
p lon. The descriptive statistics provide some overview of the perceptions of
espondents on the selected factors analysed in this study. The next chapter explains

e model assessment results using PLS analysis.
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