CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS AND RESULT

4.1 Introduction

Previously, Chapter 3 discussed the research methodologWachieve the
research objectives. This chapter will describe the outcomesw data analysis

techniques used to survey the data. The findings of -response bias will be

presented in Section 4.2. The data of response rate a mmo m%as will be
@

discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively. Se$.5 will jprese t,le _r\ch; of
the demographic profile of the respondents. Section'4.6 will’ go over the\/ ‘@escriptive
statistics for each independent variable a@ jable in study. The
validity and reliability analyses will b\&r)d in Secti
of multiple regression analysis willesgown ﬂg4 /Fi‘\ﬁe.lly, Section 4.10 will
recap the main points of the chz’% @ Q‘:}

4.2 Missing Data

<

As this study distrib

no missing data M ;
respondents f@aniw :

4.

w

N
énormal probability}lcc?t of the regression of standardised residuals checks

Aé/iation of the total residual in a straight diagonal line from the bottom left to the

0: right. The findings of this study are depicted in Figure 4.1, where the residual
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points are seen to lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line from the bottom left to the

Normal P-P Plot of Regression of Standardized Residun\

Dependent Variable: Public Acceptance of the Carbo?a*
a .

top right, indicating that there is no major deviation from normality.
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Figure 4.1: Nor t fWon of Standardised Residual
N

C S N
4.4 Non-response Bias \" "C/Q

In this stud@ﬂor@onse @was done to ensure that the sample is
N
not biased (Eh& treet %9&).(}@%4 non-response bias was examined by

comparing%ases before the reminders were sent (early responses) with responses
’
gener the remi der§' w@ent (late responses) using a t-test (Pallant, 2010).

Theynon-response bias was de%fmined by comparing the means of the selected items

%ing to public perceptions of political trust and government's competence

Oween early and late response samples. There were 124 cases in both the early and

late response groups. To determine whether the groups differed significantly from one
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another, the two-tailed p-value was analysed. According to Table 4.1, the entire item
displayed non-significant p-values (all items indicated p-values > 0.05), indica?!vo

significant difference between the early response and late response gr%\hese

Yv

Table 4.1: t-Test Results for Early and Late Re es

outcomes indicate that non-response bias is not a concern.

Response N Mean St v p-value* (two

" tailed)

PT1 Early 124 2.92 ‘\docs
Late 124 2.72 . R

PT2 Early 124 2.31 1.005 1628
Late 124 2.14 1896 ' _\"

PT3 Early 124 2.47 . @

Late 124 2.32

PT4 Early 2.81 388
Late é

PT5 Early 325
Late

GC1 Early .396
Late

GC2 Early .166
Late

GC3 Early .099
Late

Note: * The significance level is - indicates a non-significant difference

45 Respons % g
Y e% : ) ‘?(_,
As st in Chapter 3, t i{fOQTjd ion for this study was gathered through an

S
online tionnaire’” S dlsmbuted over the Internet. The surveys were

Y—v
perhﬁ between 1st Nov@ 2021 to 31st December 2021. The questionnaire
@ributed using social media platforms such as WhatsApp, Facebook, and
stagram to reach out to as many people as possible. The researcher generated a

ailored message and emailed it to the respondents individually, as well as through the
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WhatsApp Group and Facebook Group, to gauge their reactions. Respondents could
take part in the survey by clicking on the link that had been provided. Y~

Based on the suggestion of Krejcie and Morgan (1970), the numbe(g}mles
for this study is 384. As a result, an online survey was sent to F k with a
follower count of 1774 people, as well as to individual Whatsmcounts and
Whatsapp Groups with a combined 726 participants in order to boostithe response rate
of the study. There were a total of 2500 online question Y:ort, but only 566

individuals responded to the survey. Table 4.2 shows th onse ra e internet
L ]

survey conducted over two months. ' _\‘-}

4 b
NV
Table 4.2: Intern Surv; Rﬁfo\ate g

~ 2
Description \95 ~~Quantity

s/

Number of distributed online survey - \J 2500
\ Y 566
>7 S 1934

Number of respondents
) 22.64%

Number of non-response c‘"
Response Rate (%) il —a
\e _ﬁo
The response rate WaT ate1 fro tat;@y dividing the number of the
o
respondents who ansv\% onlin'a sur y;bz(t/ total number of online surveys

sent, which resul'@@zm% re\ﬁe ra@ the online survey. The total number
ANic . _

‘fC)@

v

mmon method bia @ﬁrs when responses vary systematically due to the

a ion of a common scaling strategy to measures derived from a single data

@ e. Common method bias occurs when the method distorts substantively-driven
a

usal effects (Fuller et al., 2016). Harman's exploratory factor analysis suggests that

common method bias is present if the unrotated solution (with all measured items
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included) produces one factor that accounts for more than 50% of the variance (Fuller
et al., 2016). Confirmatory factor analysis follows the same procedure, testing

a single factor accounts for the majority of measurement variance (Pod@\ al.,
2003). The Total Variance Explained table was used to determine the ents that
meet the criteria for common method bias. The eigenvalues for eaWnponent are
listed in Table 4.3. From the table, only three components recorde envalues above
1 (9.335, 2.264, 1.076). These three components explai Y-of 1.859% of the

variance. This shows that the common method bias in t udy i ngher than

oy
50% and should be considered, but proactive step@sbeen take c'u @ying
4
<

the type of Likert-scale. Y-
N <
ol

Component Rotation
Sums of
% Squared
L Loadings?
Total %yof Cumulative  Total
Varia Variance %
1 9.335 .3'@5 . 51.859 51.859 7.771
2 2.264 % 4 12.579 64.437 4.428
3 1076 5 5.980 70.418 7.000
4 .888
5 .66 :
6 5 :
7 %\ 2.
’ C? >
9 37 2.

1
A 223 1.238 N\ 5.537
\y& 187  1.037 96.574
177 .986 97.560
170 942 98.502
17 147 815 99.317

~\ 18 123 683 100.000

traction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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4.7 Demographic Background

The result of the demographic analysis is presented in this section, in

age, education level, employment status, monthly gross income, gend@ and

location. A
<

471 Age
The results of the respondents' age groups are sh intlable 4.4 and Figure
4.2. Responses from respondents between the ages and, 39, yearsgold is the

L ]
highest (66.6%, or 377 respondents), followed responses fr 'res@)&gnts
Y
Yo (75, res

between the ages of 18 and 20 years old i.e. 13.39 pondents) fThe th’g'd highest
NV

response was from respondents in the age range of 40 to \’ars old #6%13.1% or 74

responses, followed by the respondenti\‘rgvge range-Qf 50 to 58gars old i.e. 6.4%
or 36 responses. The respondents bcween e of zwears old account for
the smallest proportion of the s@ ngyn 0.7%-or 4 respondents.

Table 4.4: Frequeric, Pgentage,

’/alid erce , Cumulative Percentage of

Re

Pe@( Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent

18-20 years ol \ 3 133 133
21-39 years ol C’) 66.6 66.6 79.9
40-49 year O 11 13.1 92.9

ri N\
50-59 yehrs.0 2 V];a é\ 6.4 6.4 99.3
60-69Yea 4 X 07 07 100.0

69 ) .
Tot 100.0 100.0

g
N
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Age

B 18-20 years old
W21-39 years old W
B 40-49 years old
M 50-59 years old
[CI60-69 years old

4.7.2 Education Level T (,}

Table 4.5 and Figure 4 thNt e Q(ndents have a Bachelor's
degree i.e. at 47.9% (2 ents),The hl rr \dents have a STPM/Diploma,
Master's degree, high %dlp oma J&J ion/Pre-Diploma/Certified diploma,

Doctor of Philos Pr@l Cer f%te These groups make up a collective
N
18% (102 respo ts), 12% :llesnggdénts) 9.5% (54 respondents), 5.5% (31
d

responden o (27 ;9 ts) 1.6% (9 respondents) of the total responses,
respe esponde S vﬁth S'Q,’ondary education and no schooling account for

0. pondents) and 0. 2‘7‘(6? respondent) of the total sample, respectively.
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Table 4.5: Frequency, Percentage, Valid Percentage, Cumulative Percentage of

Respondents’ Education Level
Frequency Percent Valid C% ive
P n

Percent t
No schooling completed 1 2 2 2
Primary school 3 5 5 A T
High school 54 9.5 9.5 10.2
Matriculation/ Pre-Diploma/ Certificated 31 55 5. 15.7
STPM/Diploma 102 18.0 18.0 33.7
Professional Certificate 9 1.6 35.3
Bachelor’s degree 271 47.9 83.2
Master’s degree 68 1 95.2
Doctor of Philosophy 27 4. 4.8) 100.0
Total 566 10@{4
®
| ’ . X

Education Level

E Mo schooling completed
W Frimary school

W High school

.r\.|'1atriculatiomr Pre-Diplomal
Certificated

I STPM/ Diploma

B Professional Certificate
[IBachelar's degree

B Master's degree

E Dactor of Philosaphy

—
ke dents’ Education Level

@

Qi

-

idure 4.3

S

4.7.3 yment Status

oY

we employment status af‘lhe respondents is shown in Table 4.6 and Figure 4.4.

%ing to the survey results, the majority of the respondents are full-time
Oployees (49.6% or 281 respondents). Students make up 29.2% (165 respondents) of

those who answered the survey questions. The rest of them are self-employed (9% or
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51 respondents), unemployed (7.2% or 41 respondents) and part-time employed (4.4%
or 25 respondents). Respondents who are retired account for 0.5% or only threeY'
Table 4.6: Frequency, Percentage, Valid Percentage, Cumulative H%age of
Respondents’ Employment Status

Frequency Percent Valid umulative
Percent V Percent
Full-time employed 281 49.6 49.6 49.6
Part-time employed 25 4.4 i 54.1
Self-employed 51 9.0 9 63.1
Student 165 29.2 . 2
Retired 3 5 ' ' 2.8
Not employed 41 7.2 7.2 ® 10 Q\Y'
Total 566 100.0 00 | | &

' —

Employment status

E Fulktime employed
M Par-time employed
W seltemployed

@ Student

[ Retired

[ Mot employed

J Fl D i T
Q’ P igu .4:$pondents’ Employment Status
% 4 Y-
Doy
4 7\ onthly Gross Income

he monthly gross income of the respondents is presented in Table 4.7 and

Oure 4.5. Most of the respondents have a monthly gross income of less than

RM1,200, accounting for 224 respondents or 39.6%. This is followed by 167
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respondents, or 29.5%, with income ranging from RM1,201 to RM3,000 per month;

96 respondents, or 17%, with income ranging from RM3,001 to RM6,0

respondents, or 7.4%, with income ranging from RM6,001 to R@ 2

respondents, or 3.7%, with income ranging from RM9,001 to R , and 16

|_\

respondents, or 2.8%, with income ranging from RM 12,001 or morev

zve ercentage of

Table 4.7: Frequency, Percentage, Valid Percentage,

Respondents’ Monthly Gross

Frequency  Percent

Less than RM1,200 224

RM1,201 — RM3,000 167 2.

RM3,001 — RM6,000 96 \114

RM$,001 — RM9,000 42 4 935
RM9,001 — RM12,000 21 7 °'\ 7 97.2
RM12,001 or more 1 2.8 . 8 & 100.0
Total 5 100.0 100.@‘

Monthly gross income

[E Less than RM1,200
W RM1 201 - RM3,000
W RV3 001 - RME,000
ERME 001 - RM3,000
CIRm9 001 - RM12,000
B RM12,001 or more

0 Figure 4.5: Respondents’ Monthly Gross Income
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475 Gender

The data of demographic analysis on gender is described in Table 4.8 antTe
otal

4.6. In this study, female respondents account for 71.2% (403 respondents) o
566 respondents, while male respondents account for 28.8% (163 respa%s). As the

number of female respondents exceeded the male respondents in th?'ﬂy, it can be

Yn

said that women are more likely than men to participate.

Table 4.8: Frequency, Percentage, Valid Percenta mulati v ge of
Respondents’ Gend
Frequency Percent ercent | Cumu I vé»E’ércent
Male 163 28.8 28:8 " Y 288
Female 403 71 1.2 “~/  100.0

Total 566 % 008 W%

;("\ \9) éf'

E Male
B Female

Figure 4.6: Respondents’ Gender

@,
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476 Race

The race of the respondents is depicted in Table 4.9 and Figure 4.7,
below. The results reveal that Malay respondents constitute the vast maj ose
who took part in the survey, accounting for 87.6 % or 496 respeﬂ&s. This is
followed by Iban, Others, and Chinese respondents, accountirw 5.1% (29

respondents), 3.7% (21 respondents), and 2.5% (14 respondents) pectively of all
the responses. The number of respondents among Indian e I(]west with only
1.1%, or 6 respondents, taking part.

{,Cu I erceﬁ@ge of

Table 4.9: Frequency, Percentage, Valid Percen 2
Respondents & ‘\\ ‘\Y'

Frequency allduffer Cumulative Percent
Malay 496 6 876
Chinese \ O 90.1

Indian 91.2
Iban 96.3
Others 100.0
Total

Ewalay

W cCina

M india

M iban

Oothers

<
N
Nj

Figure 4.7: Respondents’ Race
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4.7.7 Location

The respondents’ locations are depicted in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.8 belovbs
location reflects the 16 states that constitute Malaysia. The state of Negefi ilan
had the highest number of respondents in this survey, with 103 respm&s (18.2%)

out of the 566 total respondents. This is followed by respondents wh e in Selangor

(16.4% or 93 respondents), Sarawak (13.6% or 77 respondents)\'ak (9.9% or 56

respondents) and Kedah (9.9% or 54 respondents). Pulalféccc?mts for 69% of

the responses or 39 respondents. Kelantan accounts fo % of the | Bonses or
38 respondents. There were 30 respondents from Wi Persekutua K'aliﬂgm‘rpur
or 5.3%. Melaka accounts for 4.1% of the tot respehdents¢ Pahang accounts

eo\ohbr 3.2‘)@§¢me total, or
18 respondents. Perlis, Wilayah Pers@Putrajay , Laéh all account for

less than one percent of the total, @50.9% e s){‘ﬁ-.?% (4 respondents),

a S
and 0.2% (1 respondent), corre ly. “« Q-
N &
Table 4.10: Frequety, Pezentage,IVali

for 3.5% of the total, or 20 respondents. T

4

X

N
Re'n

% {gﬁqﬁon
Percent Percent

erc e, Cumulative Percentage of
- - -
\ | ?requ(z@y Percent Valid  Cumulative
L

Johor \ | L Q 37 37 37
Kedah ¢ ) o 9 6.9 6.9 10.6
Kelantan (J 30 5.3 5.3 15.9
Melaka N 23 4.1 4.1 20.0
Negeri il b g ¢ 103 18.2 18.2 38.2
Pahan 4 o2 35 35 41.7
Per > 56 9.9 9.9 51.6
Perlis N 5 9 9 52.5
inang 38 6.7 6.7 59.2

9 1.6 1.6 60.8

wak 77 13.6 13.6 74.4
langor 93 16.4 16.4 90.8
erengganu 18 3.2 3.2 94.0
Wilayah Persekutuan Kuala Lumpur 29 51 51 99.1
Wilayah Persekutuan Labuan 1 2 2 99.3
Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya 4 N N 100.0
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Total 566 100.0 100.0

Location

EJohor
M Kedah

M Kelantan

Emelaka

O negeri Sembilan

B Fahang

ClPerak

M Ferlis

B Pulau Pinang

Wl Sabah

[ Sarawak

Ol selangar

ETerengganu

.Wilayah Persekutuan Kuala
Lumpur

[Owvilayah Persekutuan Labuan

.Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya

4.8 Descriptive Statistics Aj : 487
In this part, the descri \anal sis of the stu An the independent variables
and dependent variab%’g:ted., t fﬁh
variables include Ntrust' go
government’s unt b'Iit¥,
carbon tax$
& ° v-):
4.8.4itical Trust \0}'

ble 4.11 presents the descriptive analysis of political trust in the government.
This variable consists of 5 items and used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
trongly Distrust) to 5 (Strongly Trust). Based on the result, the range of mean values

is between 2.32 and 3.07. The item coded as PT5 acquired the highest mean value,
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which is 3.07 compared to the other items. This means that most of the respondents

g
g

have trust in the government to introduce a carbon tax.

Table 4.11: Descriptive Analysis for Political Trust

Items Code N Minimum Maximum Standard
Deviation
In personal, to what PT1 566 1 5 V 2 0.970
extent do you trust the
government?

How much do you PT2
personally trust
politicians?

How much do you PT3
personally trust political
parties?

How much do you PT4 566 V °'} Q‘? 0.938
personally  trust the
parliament? \

h Y 4
Do you trust the PT5 \T )5&'*- 3.07 0.915
government that made

NS
the decision to introduce @ 4 Qi:)
the carbon tax? &)

7
X~ [ S

(
4.8.2 Government’s%ity ¥ g J § 2 4‘/0'

e an s for government’s integrity. This

Table 4.12 Nthe (le
variable has f nggm at iive-;@ﬁ'rtQLikert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) @ngly gree). @;I?/sis resulted in a range of mean values from
28310 % e higﬁesp-ze of mean is 3.36, which refers to the item coded as GI1.

ThIA that the respondem&agree that the government is an institution that should

act e public's best interest.
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Table 4.12: Descriptive Analysis for Government’s Integrity

ltems Code N Minimum  Maximum  Mean St
eviation

The government intends GI1 566
to act in the best interest
of the public.

The government intends GIl2 566
to act fairly.

The government is open GI3 566
and honest with the

public, even if it is not in

their favor.

The government avoids Gl4 566
being overly influenced
by interest groups.

4.8.3 Government’s Competence

variables consist of 3 items th % @v i & cale ranging from 1
@

(Strongly Not Confident) to 5 gly Confident). fhe(@'ge of mean values for this

X

variable is from 2.91 to 3.?‘% item co as has the highest mean value,

[
which is 3.23. This nwat the Jres gn@se that the government has the
necessary skilled @No carry Ou\ job @gr'{iing climate change.

N
Ql afl. : i Analysis for G t’s C t
(5] eSC? e :rlg_ySlS or Government’'s Competence

3
'Co% = N{"’Minimum Maximum Mean Standard
’ : v~

Deviation

ent is GCl ,“566 1 5 3.02 0.917
d job with O
rega to climate
cha

e’ government is GC2 566 1 5 291 0.950
petent enough to

eal with climate

change.
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The government has GC3 566 1 5 3.23 0.879
the necessary skilled

climate change.

people to carry out its
job with regards to ;

4.8.4 Government’s Accountability z
Muntablllty. This

Table 4.14 shows the descriptive analysis for governm

variable has three items and used a five-point Likert sca

Not Believe) to 5 (Strongly Believe). The range of mea ues s fr 9 t0 2.91.

The highest value of mean is 2.91 referring @ S3. [Thi e‘ng\ﬁhht the

respondents have low trust in the government g| tﬁ'e ue fs&proving

public welfare. %N "'\ é‘r
IS for

Table 4.14: Descrlptlve n s,@tountability
N

Items Code |rlmum ax@ Mean Standard

23 Deviation
In general, do you trust GAL XY 2.75 0.980
the  government in ’ ‘é\

spending the national i
revenue collection?
, '3 .“'40
How much do you GA2 | 10 5 2.69 0.978

that the government
would spend the réve iﬁl

wisely? | o
5 A
How much rust I G 566\L/ 1 5 2.91 1.003

wel

gp])indl %venue ‘0-2 é
mpro@ public (..}'Y.
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4.8.5 Public Acceptance of Carbon Tax
Table 4.15 presents the descriptive analysis for public acceptance of car?:.

The variable consists of 3 items and used a five-point Likert scale ran@m 1
(Strongly Not support) to 5 (Strongly Support). The range of mea s for this

variable is from 3.29 to 3.39. The items coded as PA2 acquired the highest mean value

of 3.39. This result shows that the respondents support the goMnt‘s decision to

Ihehg'@‘"

implement a carbon tax and are willing to accept this deci

an _Standard

Table 4.15: Descriptive Analysis for Public A ance of
Items Code N  Minimum aximt‘un }

«. Deviation
Do you support this PAl 566 1 5 3.34Y3’ 913
government decision to &
implement carbon tax? V W
A&

0 what extent do you ‘ :
To wh d PA2 566 \.8.39 898
support the \ AN
implementation of % >y \’\
carbon tax policy? & &

-, q 1%
Are you willing to PA3 3.29 .892

RN
accept this government’s N
decision to implement a Q %
carbon tax? % [ 0’
49 Validity Ahalysi 0

1 O

In this %n, the res of te-ej alidity analysis are presented in the sub-

: %- ; N _
section % at explainssthe str@re of the data for each of the variables namely

4

politicaly, trust, government’s c%tbgrity, government’s competence, government’s

2

\
a Nbility and public acceptance of carbon tax.

S
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49.1 Political Trust
The variable of political trust was measured using five items. The result
is presented in Table 4.16 and Table 4.17 below. In Table 4.16, it was fqoun Y:
KMO value is 0.829, which is above the appropriate value for KV\A‘ anwhile,
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for this variable is 0.000, which shows m variable of
trust to government is significant for this study.
Furthermore, Table 4.17 shows the result of fact Xg'f r political trust.

For this variable, the factor loading for all the items ar re th wch means
@

that these items are significant for this study. ' _\b}
4'
<
Table 4.16: KMO and Bartlett’s T, tof‘ her Ity~for ohtBLSFust

.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Samplin A%c \ Q 0.829
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity AM hi- Squar O 1664.378

df AN 10
$ 0.000
Q
é &
Table h&

tor'. |n for P al Trust
i

l/

NV )
nalysis for the varm&ll of government’s integrity was measured using four

i able 4.18 and Table 4.19 below show the result of EFA. The value for KMO

00 .793, which is above the appropriate value, while Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for

this variable is 0.000 which shows that the variable of government’s integrity is

significant for this study.
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Furthermore, Table 4.19 shows the result of the factor loading for
government’s integrity. For this variable, the factor loading for all the items aw

than 0.40, which means that these items are significant for this study. %\

Table 4.18: KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for Governm ntegrity

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. \) 0.793
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square Yb 980.879
df

Sig. N 0.000
\d‘ <

Table 4.19: Factor Loadings for G@nt’s Iy ! _\q
Items Factor Loadings »
¥

Gl1

Gl2 & ;

g:i \O;) 0.7;
(f) .

#
/.
"2

4.9.3 Government’s Compet A Q::}

For the variable of gowen 'S nce,.\lt('\fvas measured using three
items. The result of E ixs.entedln Table 4 nd Table 4.21 below. In Table
4.20, it was found t th WJJ"Q .Gg@hich is above the appropriate value

for KMO. Mean&Ba 's Test of S&e icity for this variable is 0.000, which
1 O |
shows the varéujz goyerim ﬁomﬁ@ence is significant for this study.

F Wre, ; le 4:21 shows' the result of factor loading for government’s
% v’
competenc

e."For this variable, actor loading for all the items are more than 0.40,

\
:Means that these items are significant for this study.

S
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Table 4.20: KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for Government’s Competence

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square % 11
df 3

o

Table 4.21: Factor Loadings for Government’s Competeze

Items Factor Loadings
GC1 0.912
GC2 0.925
GC3 0.822 '
O
|
4.9.4 Government’s Accountability “\

The analysis for the variable of gove n

(?csu\ ility @' measured
he res @of EFA. The

" 529
<

Sphericity for this variable is 0.0Q0. vari

@
significant for this study. \ # AQ?:
Furthermore, Tablevhowi the result o tor loading for government’s
(
accountability. For thi%ble, thgiﬁlj loading for all the items are more than

@
0.40, which mear@ﬁese |t‘ms a agm@t for this study.

anl I%O

artlett Test@Spherlcny for Government’s Accountability

Table 4. Z%A'
Kalser-% kin M'e o}Sam_gi‘ng Adequacy. 0.749
T

tle est of Spher|CIty c'}:(—Approx Chi-Square 1149.277
df 3
Sig. 0.000

S
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Table 4.23: Factor Loadings for Government’s Accountability

Items Factor Loadings
GAl 0.926

GA2 0.931 %\T
GA3 0.902 A
Yv

4.9.5 Public Acceptance of Carbon Tax

For the variable of public acceptance of carbon tax, it ured using three

items. The result of EFA is presented in Table 4.24 and .25 ')elow. In Table

4.24, it was found that the KMO value is 0.767, which is‘above the ap

doa
for KMO. Meanwhile, Bartlett’s Test of Spherici r this variab .000, “which

shows that the variable of government’s compew!ﬁs sigw',@
Furthermore, Table 4.25 showtwsult

acceptance of carbon tax. For this VM

more than 0.40, which means that ?%ems g&gﬁi
? @
7]

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin easuraf SMg equapﬁ? 0.767

Bartlett's Test of Spher | \f)prox..éh‘;J-Square 1518.051
3
i 0.000

_\_“"‘b e o
Items s’ Factor Loadings

PAINY 0.949

\ PA2 0.951
‘é PA3 0.935
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4.10 Reliability Analysis

In this part, the result of the reliability analysis is presented to deter
consistency of the items. Table 4.26 shows the result of reliability for all @ables
namely political trust, government’s integrity, govemment’f&mpetence,
government’s accountability and public acceptance of carbon tax.?ﬁs table, the
analysis of Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted included in detwﬂng whether to

delete the item or maintain it according to its value. z '
N,
e

Table 4.26: Summary of the Reliability Analysis fo Independent d'D_\@qx;nt
Variables
bl b bangT f
Variables No. Items achs on No. 0
zphai ‘h\ A@s Items

Political trust 1 In personal, to w t(‘}' 40,884 5
do you trus t

government?

2 How much % you \}8?4
)

personally tr ians”
3 How m you 1

personall
parties? \ A
4  How T @2
sonal t
{ S8 N
5 ,Do ou 0.893
Nrnmer‘(tJ t
%ﬁ:l ion [
\ bon
K
Government’ The gove inte 0.808 0.838 4
Integrity actiin the'be iﬁ[‘
(Q » .
2 Th gmgrnmagt'mtends to 0.756
: act fairly. ([
3 The gov'escﬁ%ent is open 0.760
\ and honest with the public,
even if it is not in their
favour.
4 The government avoids 0.851
being overly influenced by

interest groups.
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Government’s 1 The government is doing a 0.769 0.865 3
Competence good job with regards to
climate change. Yw
2 The government is 0.744
competent enough to deal \
with climate change. (q
3 The government has the 0.898 *
necessary skilled people to

carry out its job with
regards to climate change.

Government’s 1 In general, do you trust the 0.859 \%9 3
accountability government in spending the Y'
national revenue collection?
2 Do you trust that the 0. '
government will use the ‘\d
revenue from carbon taxes ® Y.
N

in a good way? ' Q)
3 How much do you trust the 9 Y
government in spending the 2 Y~
N

revenue for  improving
public welfare? i \\j X~
ha é\

r .

Public 1 Do vyou support( _thi 06 Q@ZO 3
acceptance  of government  de O

the carbon tax implement carbon tax
2 To what extent _do you \9\5‘2 /‘\'\
support the i mentatio
of carbon t

Are you gwilh

this govern% ’s‘i isi

to imp arbon tax? N
DS

Based on the FS{IE th aboveg, it'was found that all of the variables

have a CronbacMha value t exce@).m, namely political trust at 0.884,

. !
government’s \ty .838; gbvelq'fment’s competence at 0.865, government’s

account &09(39 nd public @ptance of carbon tax at 0.940. Thus, the factor

b
of pubs accteptance of carbo ~t§~ has the highest value of alpha. This means that

N
t Mriables' items are consistent and have the same underlying construct compared
e

S

g

w

Q

other items with their factors.
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4.11 Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple regression analysis was used in this study to analyze the relat

between the independent variables and the dependent variable of the st this

v
%

study, the multiple regression analysis was conducted to explore lationship
between political trust, governments’ integrity, govemmenR competence,

governments’ accountability with public acceptance of carbon ta plementation in

Malaysia. T '
4. .

4.11.1 Preliminary Analysis on Multiple Regres%enalysis ' _\g}

Multiple regression is one of the fussier of'the statistical chniqqes. Thus,
N

eral assumptions

several practical matters must be attended Kby,Cndu

of the preliminary analysis of the n% regressi

homoscedasticity and multicollineat' y (Pallant
@

)

First Assumption: Lmeaw d Hom stic

N
The first assumpti nsWe checked fro @siduals scatterplots, which are
%ﬂp

generated to see the re B ach éf)ohe independent variables (political

trust, governmen %ity, Lve ent’s gg}petence, governments’ accountability)

N
and dependecx%' ble' (publi i&cem%'lfe of carbon tax) of this study. The
lin

scatterplot%\-/e chegking'the li y of the data, which means that the outcome
L s

shouldyha straight-line (ela@Ehip with the scores of the dependent variables.
& <,
Ad&'@]a ly, the scatterplot rﬁy detect the presence of outliers when the cases fall

of the range of standardised residual values above 3.0 and below -3.0 on each

Oe of the line. The scatterplot in Figure 4.9 below demonstrates that the dots are

evenly scattered throughout the table, with the majority of them located in the centre

115



(along the 0 point), confirming that the data is normally distributed and

¥
Scatterplot *

Dependent Variable: Public Acceptance of the Carbov?
a .

homoscedastic.

3

Regression Standardized Residual

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.9: Scatterplot of 'ﬁ@tiogship-b??\‘/ebn f@]dependent Variables

]

ﬂ ependent Va abIeA(é%

X~ <
(
i. Second Assum%Multicgl ineaity 0’

N &
h ween independent variables is one that
bes gsﬁ'yignificantly correlated with one another
4

A muIticoI@latiorls
exists when the‘t@p ndent vari
St, @tolerance and the VIF measures were used to

(Pallant, Zwacarr ou
determi‘(hi er the gfof tlﬁ" lerance value are less than 0.10 and the value of
VIFAr than 10. In this s \,,all the independent variables have tolerance values

@han 0.10 and VIF values less than 10. Table 4.27 presents the tolerance value

d political trust i.e. 0.301, government’s integrity i.e. 0.425, government’s

competence i.e. 0.406, and government’s accountability i.e. 0.291. Meanwhile, the

[1°]

VIF value for political trust is 3.326, government’s integrity is 2.351, government’s
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competence is 2.461, and government’s accountability is 3.439. It can be concluded

that, there is no multicollinearity problem in this study and all of the und?‘mg

assumptions for multiple regressions were not violated. ('}

Table 4.27: Tolerance and Variance-Inflation Factor (VIF) S
Independent Variables Tolerance Value VIF Value
Political trust 0.301 3.326
Government’s integrity 0.425 '
Government’s competence 0.4

Government’s accountability 0.291

LS
Yv

4.11.2 Standard Multiple Regression Analysi 4 N
For this study, examining the indepem@; sa epen@s ariable will
help the researcher to achieve the&ar objecti d 6&/& the research

questions. Therefore, standard muI@Segresm \ves?use jq\avaluate the power of
_ _ >
each of the independent vari hdw m qvan@ it has in a dependent

variable. There are four research st] nstrate@n this study:

RQ1: Does political% sitively infl enbe@blic acceptance on carbon tax

4 2
implementation in I\Na\ysia. | \ %(f,"
RQ2: Does gO\m&ﬂ’s i it osit@/ influence public acceptance on carbon
!
¢
tax implemen%in laysia? ¢ (J(—)

\ ., . . .
RQ3: % vernghent’ ?ompe@ce positively influence public acceptance on
carbg&implementation in ME;aysia?
N

“WDoes government’s accountability positively influence public acceptance on

n

caron tax implementation in Malaysia?

&

The regression analysis results for these research questions were analysed by

presenting them in three tables of analysis results as below. The Model Summary of
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the variables show that the value of R? is 15.6% which means the variance of public
trust to the government in accepting carbon tax implementation (Table 4.28). T

X
O

Table 4.28: Model Summary of Variables

Model Summary®

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square . Error of the
stimate

1 .395° 156 1 .78464

a. Dependent Variable: Public acceptance of the carbon tax Y‘

b. Predictors (Constant): '

1. Political trust \d
. : ®
- \‘Z'

Government’s integrity

2
3. Government’s competence '
4. Government’s accountability T \4’ \3"

Furthermore, Table 4.29 shows thech 'av hich<2{ents the result
for each factor (political trust, govem% 1ntw rnzé:-t)s competence and

government’s accountability), de E;str’tmg %&t ca %q ificance of F=25.946.

les aréssigni can@O) at p<0.05. This means

The result for the independe

that all the variables S|gE|f|0?9'tontr'oute e g@uon at the significance level.

&\ahle b2 OV?@alyms Result

\ b 2 ANMa
Model Sum o C ?f Mean Square F Sig.
H I Squa% ¢
1 6 N 15.974 25.946 .000°
% P | 3 7 é\ 561 616
od' 283w~ 565

a. Depe ent ariable: Public acc@)taﬁce of the carbon tax
dictors (Constant): N

olitical trust
. Government’s integrity

3. Government’s competence

4. Government’s accountability
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In Table 4.30, the result of the multiple regression analysis shows that only two
variables have a significant effect on the public acceptance of carbon tax w
government’s competence and government’s accountability. The bet@ for
government’s accountability is f=0.165 and p-value=0.022 which sh ignificant
effect on public acceptance of carbon tax implementation in Malaysid. The value of
the beta for government’s accountability showed the stronges thor (0.165) and
most significant in explaining the dependent variables Y; 'he independent
variables. Next, the value of beta for government’s competence is“B= 6‘2 and p-
it has alsigni caht_éggon
alaysid, eta \aﬁg for this

withga valu&o.mz. The

other independent variables namely political )ust and g m@sintegrity did not

show any influence on public accepﬁgsof carb %p mer ation.
o S
-

o
| &
Table 4.30: ultlrl smn@aly&s Results
\ 4

value=0.008. The p value of this variable shows t
public acceptance of carbon tax implementati

variable shows that it is the second-best predict

Variables  Standardized t] SﬁgQT' Correlations
Coefficient b o ? <</
% \ O Zero- Partial Part
\ order

Government’s%\.Ol ¢ 293 -.009 -.008

| %
(Constant) & '\yﬁ 00
Political trust 117 ’.953 &099 .357 .070 .064
.836
Integrity
Governme% 16 2. .008 .357 A11 103
compet% 4 f
Gowv . 16 ¥295 .022 .365 .096 .089

Cr: )
ac@hty \'(_%/

rom the analysis in Table 4.31, it can be concluded that government’s

Onpetence and government’s accountability significantly influence public perception

in accepting carbon tax implementation in Malaysia. Thus, hypothesis 3 and
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hypothesis 4 are accepted since the p-values for all the independent variables are less

than 0.05. The results of the hypotheses testing are displayed in Table 4.29. Yv

“

Table 4.31: Summary of Results on Hypotheses Te

Hypotheses sults

Hypothesis 1: Public perceptions of political trust positively |nfluen tsupported
the public acceptance of carbon tax implementation in Malaysia.

Hypothesis 2: Public perceptions of the governrnent ] Not supported

positively influence the public acceptance carb
implementation in Malaysia.

Hypothesis 3: Public perceptions of the government’ compete p8 E('
positively influence the public acceptance of i)
implementation in Malaysia.

Hypothesis 4: Public perceptions of the governm ccoun

positively influence the public acceptance b E\
implementation in Malaysia. a\/ Caﬁ

—'Q

4.12 Conclusion

q
This chapter presented ing and alysesgf the present study. The
analyses covered finding e re-test Y anal Ademographlc background,
descriptive statistics, v% eI|ab|I ,an m It@'regressmn
Pre-test ana Nas cqn by c for missing data, normality test,

encompass the ge, employment status, monthly gross income,

response rate, n res nse om@ method bias. The demographic analysis
¢ C—)
& feve,
gen der nd 1o ion gof t,Qé\respondents Descriptive statistics were also
|n th|s chapter to d@nbe the analysis for each item of the independent
s and the dependent variable. Validity and reliability tests were also conducted
is study to measure the extent of the accuracy of data collection as well as to

ensure that all items were measured in the same underlying construct. For validity

analysis, the study used EFA by using SPSS software version 26. Meanwhile, to
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confirm the reliability of the scale, reliability analysis was performed to maximise the

Cronbach’s alpha values of the constructs. T

Finally, this study used multiple regression analysis to answer all @arch

questions and achieve the research objectives. Preliminary analysis w&ucted on

the regressions to ensure that the assumptions of a IinR relationship,

homoscedasticity, and no or little multicollinearity are met.
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