CHAPTER 6

SURVEY RESULTS & ANALYSIS %\

6.1  Overview

The purpose of this chapter is to presents findings X;Sif of the relevant
data collected from the field survey conducted in MalaySia. Thi cwfresented
is followediby/ se_éigvtwo

on% and\&'tegorical
: . .
ir ge@, age, marital

in different distinct sections. The brief introductory s

and three, which describes and analyses sur

background information about the respon

status, education level, formal relmaiucation , r@fmly income and

occupation. Next, section four and {five,shows t%’esgip {;‘halysis responses and
ﬁy S
factor analysis as well as mea%l moﬁ ve,
o

els respectively."Section six presents the
reliability and validity tEStiiCt Ie escribes @tructural model followed by
hypotheses testing sun% sectionteigh Lés@ection nine explains the chapter

4 ¢ &

summary. \ j \ %(J
S
u spon is (J
6.2 Z{i@pf M.A): $

r to conduct seal’Qh', scholars have to depend on the willingness of
N

pe@espond to questionh;'?es. A maximum response is not expected in studies

[72]
@D

‘éparticipation in a survey is voluntary. Survey methods using questionnaires

Ould aim for the maximum response rate possible. Higher response rates lead to

larger data samples and statistical power.
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The overall response rate of the survey was very positive, a total o
respondents participating. The response rate was... However, 56 respo@were
non-muslim and were therefore screened out. In addition, 144 remnts were
deleted because they were already satisfied with their current financigg and therefore
screened out. The total number of usable respondents was th eMOO respondents
(500 user of financing and 500 is non-user). The minimu EY;

enlt of sample size

depends on the function of the ratio of indicator variablestg latent variabl
L ]
X
According to Westland (2010), the r thumb requrres chobsing 10
4
observations per indicator in setting a minimQ nu

N mple Q'\zés. Several
studies have concluded that the rule of % oor.

i
power of the model or the adequacy Mamwi
ff

sample size also depends on the ctia oan%\
i rr

. “«
ejectsthe iste@of the smallest correlation

between latent variables in w mo!::?i e@icance and power levels.
i : !

the fit and explanatory
th &;%r hand, minimum
ect. power and significance

level. This is required to co

While testing various hypaothes mbd%fit, it is important to have adequate

power to identif@a h ‘)othes abo@odel fit is false. Structural equation

. N .
modelling (Slﬂ?@s used to a I}ie Qédéta and the recommended sample size for
SEM prop@ ample size a veé\ for statistical power for data analysis (Hoe,

4
; % . Sharmars

2008; Ho & Sifgh, 2012).
: s \/wh
ugh large samples~have many advantages, they may create potential

‘éms when interpreting statistical significance. Researchers using statistical

Oplication should be aware of the p-value problem related to large samples. P-values

can quickly reach zero when a very large sample is used. There is no commonly
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accepted definition of large but, in general, samples sizes of 50 as viewed

poor, 100 as poor, 200 as fair, 300 as good, 500 as very good and 1000 as @t.

6.3

Respondents and Demographic Profiles

Y-

Before analyzing the data provided by the samples, it is i Mto obtain some

insights into the screening questions provided in question

e first question was

asked about usability of products (user or non-user) o 500 are
N4
users and 500 are non-users. I .\‘-ﬂ)
s b 3
z’ Yb’
Table 6.1: FinancirE:gdy S (Lﬁer: )
~ p
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Home Financing 250 50.0 50.0 50.0
Car Financing 109 21.8 21.8 71.8
Valid Personal Financing 50 10.0 10.0 81.8
Business Financing 91 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 500 100.0 100.0

products that they ww or i)
with accounted@ car fi
3
i late

financing

4

=

10.09

y

’ 4
O

S

Y'

f‘\)

;‘ l
As shown in » for users,
b 4

<

3‘ !e@dents were asked for financing

& _ -
usegualf of them are using home financing

Table 6®hancing Contracts (User=500)

21.&9.§6$business financing 18.2% and personal

)

| \ Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Musharakah 25 5.0 5.0 5.0
Mudharabah 109 21.8 21.8 26.8

\alid ljarah 111 22.2 22.2 49.0
Tawarruq 119 23.8 23.8 72.8
Bai Bithaman Ajil (BBA) 136 27.2 27.2 100.0
Total 500 100.0 100.0
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In terms of types of contracts financing as shown in table 6.2, 27.2% ar

contracts of BBA, 23.8% are using Tawarrug. The remaining 22.2%, 21.@5.0%

are using ljarah, Mudharabah and Musharakah financing.

-\

Table 6.3: Financing Products (Non-user:iob\,z

s
Valid Percent

products preference. It is about ap
accounted 48.0%, home financing

is accumulated 11.0%.

S

Tab!e GWancir#; Co?al t

imately

Frequency | Percent Cumulative Percent
Home Financing 116 23.2 23.2 23.2
Car Financing 89 17.8 17.8 41.0
Valid Personal Financing 55 11.0 11.0 52.0
Business Financing 240 48.0 48.0 100.0
Total 500 100.0 100.0
AR 4

o6
&
&
2\
N
sS@-user:SOO)

1%}

\;(
as@x;r financing

ref@ﬁse with business

personal financing

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Musharakah 185 37.0 37.0 37.0
Mudharabah 231 46.2 46.2 83.2
\alid ljarah 18 3.6 3.6 86.8
Tawarruq 61 12.2 12.2 99.0
Bai Bithaman Ajil 5 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 500 100.0 100.0

r??

N 3
\Aierms of types of c‘ofat“racts financing in table 6.4, 46.2% is preference to

ontracts for Mudharabah, 37.0% is preference to apply for Musharakah. The

omaining 12.2%, 3.6% and 1.0% is preference for Tawarrug, ljarah and BBA

financing.
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Next, the profiles of respondents based on characteristics who took parw
study, with respect to their demographic and socioeconomic profile(js\ is a
standard practice that provides a background for the analysis thﬂ*&ows. The
characteristics that are discussed here include coming of gender, aWrital status,
education (highest level of education and formal religious educatio onthly income
and occupation which are expected to be significant in the tatign of the results.

From this section onwards, the descriptive statistics o thdents is

"aX
presented. It starts with a survey of the overall chara ics of resp et’ts_,@owed
by the specific characteristics of the groups of n% financing.

9\/: | J
Table 6.5: Demographic w r All resp nts@‘iOOO)
- LY

S,

All User Non-User

No. Category Profiles N % N % N %

Male \—\ 25944,25.9 | 198 | 306 [ 61 | 122
1 | Gender Female,, ] 741, "| 74.1 | 302 | 60.4 | 439 | 87.8

Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100

m' s Jro T [29 |7 |14 |22 |84
21-30yearsm o~ Y (7532 532110 | 220 | 422 | 844

3 Oye@s\} G5 |21 | 25121543036 |72
ki -4
2 | Age 150yes , () 129 (1291202580 |0

sileo'yeaq),","‘) 28 |28 |28 |56 |0 |0

/2.

A’oveal y)ars k\\J 11 11 |11 (22 |0 0

Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100

S, o

Single A 671 | 67.1 | 200 | 40.0 | 471 | 94.2

Married “~_” 314 | 314|285 |57.0 |29 |58
3 Marital -

Separated/ Divorced 15 15 |15 (30 |0 0

Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100

Primary 2 02 |2 04 |0 0
A Level of | Secondary 10 10 |10 (20 |O 0

Education Certificate/Diploma 133 [133 |91 | 182 |42 |84
Degree 715 | 715|271 | 54.2 | 444 | 88.8
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Master 75 |75 |61 | 122 14 \2
PhD 65 |65 |65 |130)
Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100
No formal Religious Education 49 49 |22 HNZ; 5.4
Primary 23 23 |8 ‘% 15 | 3.0
5 Religious Sec.ondeTry 9% |96 |96 [fg92|0 |0
Education University 758 | 75.8 63.2 | 442 | 88.4
?;ﬁ?:g Education  (Ma'ahad | 7, | 7 /\lf5g 11616 |32
Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100
< RM3860 532W,53.2 | B1 “f162]] 451 | 90.2
. Monthly RM3861-RM8319 3 | 203 [f160 [88.8 | 34 J(68
Income > RM8320 57| 26.5 | 2509450.6 .15 3.0
Total 1000 | 100 F5oo 100 | 500 | 100
Government 202222 /188 | 3%6- 34 | 68
Private \! 350, | 359 | 3094618 |41 |82
7 Occupation Housewife/Retire U%yed : ;ﬁg 06 |39 |78
Student \ 386 0\38.6 [0/ [0 [386 772
Total 1000 | 100 | 500 | 100 | 500 | 100

b
- T s
% 7 a (,}
“« Q-
Table 6.5 showed the& of the nder&(‘cﬁ the survey. In short, the

=~
response to this surve WasQery pos}ive |.ng § consideration the four month
duration of the survey. ) \" "C-}Q

A total oj&%!O.O0 of resp@nts were users of financing and 500

N
(500%) were@s r of fina g.'ZSQ&’of the respondents were male and 74.1%

were f% tr;: niti h$(6}f respondents, approximately 49% of the

respm e below age 26 y,@@f 21-39 years are 53.2%, 31-40 years are 25.1%,

4§§Qears are 12.9%, 51-60}@ars are 2.8%, and followed by the smallest numbers

ondents are above 61 years old at 1.1%.
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In terms of marital status, the highest numbers of respondents was sin
accumulated 67.1%, followed by married was 31.4% and least was under@d or
divorced only 1.5%. *

Approximately the majority of respondents have Degree 71.5%, followed by
13.3% with Certificate or diploma. 7.5% and 6.5% of the re CM have a Master
degree and PhD. The least are secondary and primary sc mc ounted 1.0 and

0.2 respectively. \d
"X
ents,

In terms the formal religious education, t ajority) of lesﬁ\)

a% y 9.6§End 7.4%
. N

can,@categorized as
im Qﬁucation.

Turning to the monthly i@ﬁe, man \%) x@eyed, approximately
N

53.2%, indicated that they %omeﬂ less Sthan 860 per month. Other

&
respondents indicated that e\’ave i mejymore @h RM8320 per month with
3

approximately 75.8% was from university, foll

accounting for 26.5%. ining

7, D))S
&) i
6.3.Aer’s Background , (Y
g S
pproximately 60.4% and 39.6% of the respondents are female and male
espectively. A total of 43.0% and 25.8% are 31-40 years old and 41-50 years

espectively. Respondents under the range age 51-60 years old have percentage of

5.6%. The rest are above 61 and below 20 years old 2.2 and 1.4 respectively.
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In terms of marital status, the highest numbers of respondents was w
with accumulated 57.0%, followed by single was 40.0% and least was under ated
or divorced only 3.0%. A

Approximately the majority of respondents have Degree 54.2%, followed by
18.2% with Certificate or diploma. 13.0% and 12.2% of the ants have a PhD
and Master. The least are secondary and primary school %u ted 2.0 and 0.4

respectively. ‘\d

e i g
If we now turn to the formal religious tion, fthe Jdrlt the
ty,% y aQQY)'ximately
19.2% and 11.6% was from secondary schéel an Maal‘ad fiz. T@?e:naining can

be categorized as no formal religious %:31 was 4. d S@re from primary
AN

education. 03 \Y
S
Turning to the monthlygsi e, ﬁuany uthose.surveyed, approximately
N@' re

50.0%, indicated that the* Ea mT m t@RM%ZO per month. Other
respondents indicated% y have inc r‘rlé @861-RM8319 per month with

4
accounting for 33.8%{he remf\ i
%

Lastly, i of

respondents, approximately 63.2% was from

2% @come less than RM3860.

on, Gé% of the respondents were working in
B

private sectors. roximatel t(falef} .6% and 0.6% are working in government

S
sectors aswhousewi ‘Ured/-&mployed respectively. There is no respondent
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6.3.2 Non-user’s Background YV

Approximately 87.8% and 12.2% of the respondents are fema&}male
respectively. A total of 84.4% and 8.4% are 21-30 years old and 20 years
respectively. Respondents under the range age 31-40 years oId have percentage of
7.2%.

In terms of marital status, the highest numbers of Ye-nts'was single with
accumulated 94.2%, followed by single was 5.8%. .\d

Degree 88 ,fol_@\‘ezt; by

ntsh\aﬂe er. \Y
theéa:'gity of the

respondents, approximately 88.4% w\auniversit Iow@%y approximately

5.4% and 3.2% was from no for I|g|ous on/and aahad Tahfiz. The
N\,
d .

Approximately the majority of respondents
8.4% with Certificate or diploma. 2.8% of the r

If we now turn to the formal

Q
=

remaining was 3.0% fromp oIa 0.0% are fr(o econdary

Turning to the m co Y many of @e surveyed, approximately
90.2%, indicated tha% ave mLm IES RM3860 per month. Other
respondents indic that thf |nco M3861 RM8319 per month with
accounting for %. The re '0% mcome more than RM8320.

Last erm o; atle_n}c')ﬁ 2% of the respondents are students.

NN
Approximatelyra toﬂl# % 78% are working in private sectors and as

houg&# retired/ unemploy@pectlvely Only 6.8% accounted from governments

N

mployees.
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6.4  Descriptive Analysis Responses Y*

After identifying the demographic characteristics of the survey @ents,
attention turns to how they answered the survey questions related 9 latent
dimensions in the conceptual model towards attitudes and their intenti@n.

The reports in tables below show the percentage frequencies/for all the items

and their central tendency (mean) and dispersion (stand '). The findings

represent all respondents’ responses, including the users non S(‘ﬂb\d
L ]
| §
6.4.1 Descriptive Analysis of Attitudes tow rrenti ng T1)

o
N
Table 6.6: DesM%\ﬂ,alysis? T1 {%‘

Study Response Scale (%)

(2) 3) (4) () User
IS
&a — [ — — =
- & & 3 3 3 o
- D D D s @

9.8 44.4 271.2 18.6 3.55 | .904
7.8 44.8 29.8 17.6 3.57 | .869
AT3 8.2 38.4 32.4 21.0 3.66 | .900
AT4 7.6 44.8 30.0 17.6 3.58 | .866

Indicators: |\l B 4
(1)= Strongly disagree, (2@ 7 (3) = Neutral, (4)= Agree, @rongly agree
\ O
e X RS %

L
&

N
N

AT1
AT2

/oooo User =
N
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6.4.2 Descriptive Analysis of Normative Beliefs

Table 6.7: Descriptive Analysis of NB

Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) User Non-user
= 5 5 5 5 5
— —_ [72) — [72) — [72) — n — [72) c c
- i 3 7 3 3 3 7 3 3 3 o 3 a
S| (3| s5|2|58|2|5|[2|5|=2|2|2|°
4 4 P P4 2z
NBl1 | O 0 |10.0|10.2 |39.8 414|306 |27.2 | 19.6 | 21.2 | 3.60 | .913 | 3.59 | .933
NB2 | 0 0 |[102| 80 | 352|436 |332|288|214 | 19.6| 3.66 |.935 | 3.60 | .891
NB3 | 0 0O | 80 | 6.8 |47.0| 406 | 278 | 28.8 | 17.2 | 23.8 | 3.54 | .873 | 3.70 | .908
NB4 | 0 0 | 86 | 7.2 | 442 | 410|298 | 282 | 17.4 | 23.6 | 3.56 | .876 | 3.68 | .914
Indicators: >

—X

&

|
(1)= Strongly disagree, (2) = Disagree, (3) = Neutral, (4)= Agree, (5)= @mree \"

N
S

6.4.3 Descriptive Analysis of E Beliefs\T ,<\
N
6 4 <£.'7
Tabl escripti lysis B
Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) User Non-user
- S| 2 & 7 & 2 3 2 & 7 3 ) 3 a
| §|>2|&§|~>2|&§|>2|§&8§|>2|&8|=|?2]|]=]|°
p P p p4 z
EB1 | 02| O | 80 | 108|432 | 436|328 | 276|158 | 18.0 | 3.56 | .858 | 3.53 | .909
EB2 | 0 0 | 80 | 74 | 446|448 | 250 | 298|224 |18.0 | 3.62 | .920 | 3.58 | .867
EB3 | 0 0 | 74 | 86 |444 (376|310 316|172 | 222 | 3.58 | .859 | 3.67 | .915
EB4 |12 ]| 0 |112] 9.6 |31.0| 426 | 316|306 | 250|172 | 3.68 | 1.01 | 3.55 | .886

Indicators: D.J : N,
(1)= Strongly e, (2) = Disagree, (3) = NeutreMZ)z Agree, (5)= Strongly agree
N

N S
N
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6.4.4 Descriptive Analysis of Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2)

Table 6.9: Descriptive Analysis of ATT2

Study Response Scale (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) User Non-user

£ 5 5 5 5 5
21525252 |3|2|3|2|8|alflo
S|s|5|8|>5|&8|>3|&8|>|8|=]°|=2|°

p p p pd pd
AT1 |02 | O |38 |98 |51.2|418 |304 | 27.0|14.4| 214 | 355 |.790 | 3.60 | .930
AT2 | 04 | O |54 | 72 |424 | 422|348 | 30.6 | 17.0 | 20.0 | 3.63 | .841 | 3.63 | .882
AT3 | 20| 0 | 6.0 | 84 | 50.6 | 40.0 | 26.8 | 30.0 | 14.6 | 21.6 | 3.46 | .884 | 3.65 | .911
AT4 | 0 0 | 32|88 |40.4 | 39.6 | 34.0 | 28.8 227.4 22.2 3.76 | .835 | 3.66 | .927

Indicators: A
()= Not important at all, (2) = Not so important, (3) = Neutral, (4)= mww %"

6.4.5 Descriptive Analysis o@&tyg S
“ &
Table 6.10: cripti ysis Q%thlOSlty
7~ ! S

.

Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) User Non-user
E 0.l &8 . |&8|.|8|.|8/|.|%8]|-:3 c
= 3 = 3 e 3 = 3 = 3 7 g o) S o)
S| 5|5 |83 |s|>2|8|3|s|=|"|=2]|°
pd pd pd p pd

RB1 0 0 5.4 7.6 | 422 | 416 | 246 | 264 | 278 | 244 | 3.75 | .924 | 3.68 | .928
RB2 0 0 6.8 7.8 | 438 | 432 | 296 | 308 | 296 | 182 | 3.62 | .876 | 3.59 | .873
RB3 0 0 6.6 | 58 | 384 | 39.2 | 324 | 324 | 226 | 22.6 | 3.71 | .890 | 3.72 | .879
RB4 0 0 74 | 76 | 422 | 432 | 310 | 300 | 194 | 19.2 | 3.62 | .879 | 3.61 | .881
RB5 0 0 8.8 72 | 418 ] 396 | 276 | 30.0 | 218 | 23.2 | 3.62 | .921 | 3.69 | .907
RB6 0 0 5.0 6.0 | 46.2 | 440 | 308 | 29.6 | 180 | 204 | 3.62 | .835 | 3.64 | .871

Indi

- ~
Q)= % Rarely, (3) = Sometimes, (&?ery Often, (5) = Always
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6.4.6 Descriptive Analysis of Knowledge Y*
Table 6.11: Descriptive Analysis of KW 3 :' ’
Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) User Non-user
5 2 3 2 2 2 | < c
= |lg| 2| g|?| 8| ?|8| 2 |8|z|&8|a| s|o
S5|s|3|s5|32|s|2|s5|3|s5|=|@|=z|°
p pd p pd pd
KW1 | 0 0 | 68|42 388|500 (308|308 |236]| 15.0 | 3.71 | .903 | 3.57 | .794
KW2 | 0 0 | 56|68 394|404 |31.2|338|238]|19.0| 3.73 | .886 | 3.65 | .863
KW3 | 0 |04 |66 |54 |382]|500|348|26.2| 204 |18.0 | 3.69 | .869 | 3.56 | .860
KW4 | 0.2 0 58 | 28 | 414 | 40.2 | 27.6 | 34.0 | 25.0 | 23.0 | 3.71 | .913 | 3.77 | .833
Indicators: N |
(2)= I know nothing about it, (2) = Unfamiliar, (3) = Not Sure/Neutral, (4 iar, (5) = Very Familiar ‘\
’ b
Y

6.4.7 Descriptive Analysis of Awaren

Table 6.12: %e

.

f}/‘?‘
N §

RN
.
N

186

Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) (3) (4 (5) User Non-user
- [ 3 () 3 g 3 [<5) D [« 3 [55] o) [35] o)
S| 5| 3|s5|3|5|3|s5|3|s5|s|2]|s3|°
Z zZ Z Z Z
AW1 | 02| O 6.6 | 64 | 426 | 40.2 | 27.0 | 31.6 | 23.6 | 21.8 | 3.67 | .915 | 3.69 | .883
AW2 | 0 | 02| 74 | 104 |40.6 | 39.0 | 29.0 | 30.2 | 23.0 | 20.2 | 3.68 | .910 | 3.60 | .931
AW3 | 0 0 | 6.8 | 106 |38.0| 350|308 |326 |244|21.0 | 3.73 | .908 | 3.66 | .951
AW4 | 0 0 | 56 | 96 |41.0 | 448 | 344|282 |19.0 | 17.2 | 3.67 | .846 | 3.54 | .893
AWS5 | 0 0 | 134 | 90 | 394|418 | 28.4 | 30.2 | 18.8 | 19.0 | 3.53 | .946 | 3.59 | .896
Indicators: v 1: "?
(1)= I know nothing about ity (2) = Unfamiliar, (8) ="Not Sure/Neutral, (4) = Familiar, (5) = Very Familiar
E\
v ¢
N
S



6.4.8 Descriptive Analysis of Understanding

Table 6.13: Descriptive Analysis of UD : : ,

Study Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) User Non-user
£ 5 5 5 5 5
21z 3|8 3|28 3|/2|3|/2|/8|a|8lo
S|s|5| 8|3 |5|3|s8|2|s|=|“|=]|°
2 4 2 P4 P4
ubl | O 0 | 76| 86 | 438|420 | 27.2|28.0 (214|214 | 3.62 | .903 | 3.62 | .915
ub2 | 0 0 |82 | 7.2 | 434 | 446 | 26.8 | 272|216 | 210 | 3.62 | .913 | 3.62 | .895
ub3 | 0 0 | 72| 64 | 388|418 |304 | 274|236 244 | 3.70 | .909 | 3.70 | .910
ub4 | 0 0 |80 | 82 |41.2 | 398|304 |28.0 204|240 | 3.63|.896 | 3.68 | .930
Ubs | 0 0 | 80| 110|430 | 372|294 |28.0|19.6 | 23.8 | 3.61 | .890 | 3.65 | .963
ubé | 0 0 | 70| 98 | 428 | 414 | 28.0 | 26.8 | 22.2 | 22.0 | 3.65 | .901 | 3.61 | .936
ub7 | 0 0 | 72| 96 | 436|410 | 322|310 | 170 | 184 | 3.59 | .853 | 3.58 | .897
ub8 | 0 0 | 42| 42 | 438 | 43.8 | 31.0 | 30. 8 21.0 | 21.2 | 3.69 | .849 | 3.69 | .850
Indicators: ~ A}
(2)= I know nothing about it, (2) = Unfamiliar, (3) = Not Sure/ M: Famil = Very Famili
6.4.9 Descriptive Analysis of In t n -\
) 4 4§?
Table 6. Desrql'rve naly f INT
- . ? L
Stud/ Response Scale (%)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) User Non-user
5 8 2 2 2 2 | < =
=l g| 22| g8| 2| 8| 2|8 2|&g| 2| 8|al| g]|o
>OD| 5| D 5 > 5 D 5 D 5 S @ S @
P4 P4 z pd pd
INTL| O 0 [13.4|12.0 | 40.0 | 40.0 | 24.2 | 23.6 | 22.4 | 24.4 | 3.56 | .982 | 3.60 | .984
INT2 | O 0 |156 | 7.2 | 36.0| 358 |23.0258|226 228|350 | 103|356 |1.01
INT3 | O 0 | 94 | 118|382 |36.2|246 250|278 |27.0| 3.71 | .976 | 3.67 | .999
INT4 | O 0 | 150|112 |38.0 | 420|252 |24.0|21.8 | 228 | 3.54 | .993 | 3.58 | .962
INT5 | O 0 |146|13.8 | 36.0 | 37.4 | 246 | 246 | 24.8 | 24.2 | 3.60 | 1.01 | 3.59 | 1.00
INT6 | O 0 |132 118 |36.2|40.4 | 256|220 |25.0| 25.8 | 3.62 | 1.00 | 3.62 | .995

Indigators:

N
( -My disagree, (2) = Disagree, (3) = Neutral, (4)= Agree, (5)= Strongly agree
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6.5  Factor Analysis and Measurement Model

This study constructs two standard confirmatory factor analysis (C@dels,
the original and final measurement model. In creating two CFA models; first step
needed to include the scale items as the “measured variables” and th?;n groups as
the “latent variables”. If there is adequate fit, then the next st Mds to create the
second model, in which the item groups are the “measu &a.bl ” and the sub-
scales are the “latent variables”. .\d‘

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) appro as used to tth&ﬁfgc:rial

fore €v UJ\‘,T tructural

rouskle, 2500 Ba@zu 1994; Falk
& Miller, 1992; Fornell & Yi, 1992; \‘@; 1993) iglre 6 (‘nd 6.3 shows the

original measurement model, inclu all |tem§§ 5@ construct. The full-

scale model, including all 45 wdeﬂ intogthe 9 cales was tested in the

validity of the hypothesized measurement

(theoretical) model (Anderson & Gerbing,

=

&
whole sample. Based on at e f|tQ}‘thls model by inspecting

i %
standardized residual% mo {;mj’ih (MI), the study specified the
oadi

model by remo ws w't ﬁn more than one factor, and re-
estimated the fi &

I|k I|hoo mgth@‘?as been used to examine the covariance
matrix (%%ns In jampls‘,}he chi-square statistic, used as an overall index
of rmﬁlt, is very powerful ao}z;y produce significant differences, even when the

\Nlt is quite good (Byrne, 2001). Based on the rule of thumb, the root mean

Q re of error approximation (RMSEA) should be less than 0.08 (Browne & Cudeck,
99

3), goodness of fit index (GFI) and comparative fit index (CFI) should be more

than 0.9 (Joreskog & Surbom, 1984; Bentler, 1990) and chi-square/degrees of freedom
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(Chisg/df) should be less than 3.0 (Marsh and Hocevar, 1985). According to
et al. (1977), since the P-value should be more than 0.05, the discrepanc Nuare,

however, not applicable for large sample size which more than 200. -\

R

V4
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@ »{ AT5 g < % > 7 T4
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Figure G@al @ent M@(él/for Confirmatory Factor
N
\ .?}a]ysts'%u'sers)

4

%6.1 abovéhowed Qe-original measurement for users of financing and
m— o
th&

indexes was not aéhcia/ed. Then, this study conduct final measurment test
‘%Nn in following:
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ChiSq/df= 1.455
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Figure 6.2: Final

i Analysis
: , S

0 V' S

“« Q-
ement for Q@(ﬂrmatory Factor

As show@e &!@ns wa@%eted (EB1, RB4, RB5, AW3, AWS,

A
UD3, UD6 a@).lhe‘fi ?ﬂwd&&} was achieved then based on the rules of

Fl=

thumb (@@03} ;
Yv
o)

&

O

| CRI=.977, ChiSq/df=1.455).
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Figure 6.3 above showed t@ [ alﬁ@urement for users of financing and

the fitness indexg@ot r‘ieve Then/\‘ﬁs study conduct final measurment test
T
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6.6  Reliability and Validity Test YV
It is essential to test reliability and validity to standardize the r(e%hment

scales, and to establish whether they truly measure what they afexoposed to

measure. In SEM, some statistical outputs can be used to measg the construct

validity and reliability (Al-Hawari, Hartley, & Ward, ZQQSE. th validity and

reliability tests were conducted using CFA (Confirm

acto’ Analysis). In

. ow Validity,

rdjc@(;lo;

construct validity, four categories of validity have been
Variance Extracted, Construct Reliability, and Discri

Dimitrov, 2003; Hair, et al., 1998; Hwang, Ch?&
Willoughby, & Logossah, 2010).

6.6.1 Convergent and Discrimir@jalidity\

Convergent Validity rel%ow much ap indic
aéf

single construct. An indicator is s
value estimate great% 0.
standardized loadi or all thf

In the nw reli i]l vaI@'of the measures were tested calculating
the composi e%Dbilit (C:R) f{hee‘(.)?structs and the average variance extracted

NN
(AVE) (Fo & Lar '981). 7ﬁé}construct validity is determined by the average

vahg&f (Average Varianc@(racted). The AVE by a construct is a measure that

r \the overall amount of variance in the indicators accounted for by the latent

G truct (Hair et. al., 1998, p. 612). Guidelines suggest that the AVE value should
X

ceed .50 for a construct. The average variance extracted for the different measures

used in this study are greater than 0.5 for most constructs, except 0.4 and 0.46 for
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Knowledge and Experience, respectively (see Table 5.2). Although the VTUE
Extracted statistic for these two constructs falls slightly short of the 50 ark,
the other test (such as convergent validity, construct reliability aﬂA@crlmmant
validity) presented provide enough evidence to suggest that this q ere exhibits
adequate reliability. AVE values got hold of the formula : \/
N,

Sum of Standardized Loading Square

AVE =
Sum of Standardized Loading Square + Measurement Error
] -
Where, < Y:\
hV Y

Measurement Error =1 - (Standar

oading) 2"
&7

Construct Reliability (CR) 4 |nte e

\
dL

ine the consistency of the

A

construct validity indicator. Constr iability (shawn in ¢\gble 5.2), being above or

o
close to the generally used thrN of N & \{Ajl uny, 2005), is satisfactory.
Construct Rellabllltyvf cal glated byithe f uI %

/é

CR Square of Standardlzed Loading

Square of Total Standardized Loading + Measurement Error

S5 S
@—4)&
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Table 6.15: Internal Consistency and Discriminant Validity between the La

Constructs (Users)

Y

assess discriminan

N

@red (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Discriminant validity information should be
Uorted to show that constructs adequately discriminate from each other. According

to Fornell and Larcker (1981), average variance extracted (AVE) should be more than

-

Convergent | Discriminant
-8 Validity Validity
c
%E ~Nw=| > ATT1 | NB | EB | ATT2 | RB D N | UDT | INT
= x ~ T?) >
- © - > wn )
> 108 |q2)| = <
ATT1| 8 | 59 | 53 | 11 847 .
NB | 8 | 62 | 66 | .20 728 | 857 i
EB 77 | 50 | 51 .09 277 | 814 b’
ATT2| 93 | 77 | 50 | a7 265 | 414
RB | .78 | 54 | 01 [ 004 | 185 | 31 * O~
KwD [ 90 | 71 | 30 | .05 111 | 122 899 ? 1 e\
AWN | 86 | 67 | 13 | .06 445 | 324 6 Y IKNe.
UDT | 91 | 63 | 71 71 | -012 | -06 -051 [7.097 | 904
INT | 91 | 66 | 50 [ .08 276 | 204 . 0254 249 |0 .71 | 903
\V Y‘:/
Table 6.16: Internal Consistencyyand iscri§ t\_/@tybetween the
LatentCons uctg, (-;ye s) $
2 d 6-
Convergent Discriminant j
.8 Validity validity |V N\
G2 .:\2
e — — ATIT2 EB_JWRB | KWD | AWN | UDT | INT
< T < | W@ 2 > %
- © . > %) %) |
S|os|za| 2| 2 1)
gt &
ATT2 | .85 59 53 11 |."s 7
NB 84 58 .008 05 |71 | .83/
EB 91 72 50 .08 12 906
RB 91 .66 .01 .006 208|288 | .046 | .902
KWD | .90 69 23 05 | 139 (| M28 | 112 | .027 | .892
AWN | .84 65 50 15 |p" 328 455 | 135 | 251 | .165 | .831
UDT | .90 61 50 .08 Q_y 004 | oag | 073 | -047 | 089 | .899
INT | 82 53 50 .07 5 | 185 | 706 | .08 | .027 | 137 | 021 | 811
¥ b4

N
idity, AVE and shared variance estimates should be

the correlation squared of two constructs to support discriminant validity. All variance
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extracted (AVE) estimates in table 6.14 and table 6.15 are larger th?me
corresponding squared inter construct correlation estimates (SIC).

To assess the discriminant validity between constructs, it
follow the chi square difference test (Segars, 1997). This test assesses e discriminant
eI in which all

validity of constructs by estimating the standard measure nt

factors are allowed to covary, creating a new measure deI dentlcal to the

previous one, except that the correlation between the ctors f s fixed at
_ _ N X
1 and computing the chi-square statistics for the two ‘-)
The model created as a result of this ion is'c a un@%’ensmnal

C—; T &
Tabl hi- S&Jare sﬂ(U e
...k
Model 1 ' _.‘\.\ Model 2
Chi-Square={154 4& ' ﬁ\ Chi-Square= 862.613
Degree of Free 9 Degree of Freedom= 593
Probablllt level=-000 (<</ Probability level=".000

e lefe =678.33

d qu
‘\& \ Dlﬁe@}es— 316
v J'TL) })C}%\Square Test (Non-User)

Model 1
-

\C-?’

Model 2

Chi-Square= 1559.609
Degree of Freedom= 909
Probability level=.000

Chi-Square= 907.417
Degree of Freedom= 593
Probability level=.000

Chi-Square Difference= 652.192

N/

Df Differences= 316
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To determine whether this value is statistically significant (see table ﬁw
table 6.18), the study must find the critical value of the chi-square for t \es of
freedom associated with the test. The observed chi-square dlfferencf;\dlfference
between the two models, was clearly significant at p= .000. On the ‘gther words, the
standard measurement model in which the factors were viewed" as distinct but
correlated constructs provided a fit that was significantly betterythan 'the fit provided
by the unidimensional model. In short, this test suppo e di ri.ﬁﬁqqd/alidity of
@
iabl | & \Y'
variables.
Y
Discriminant validity is confirmed if chi e |% icantly @r for the

first model, as this recommends that that better del S the |n which the

two constructs were viewed as dlstlnNarrelated rs (@érson & Gerbing,
1988; Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982). Q) ,‘\'\
S
e,
&
R

6.6.2 Final Measuremen%. ' ¥$
) 4

Tabl : Final ent@ltems Loadings and
flcarg\ alues

——9

@

#
) E&n‘wate Non-user Estimate
J {‘N
EB2 4 EJE s& V" 660 EB1 |<--- EBELIEFS 964
(1\'
E - EBELIEFS “\_ 649 EB2 |<--- EBELIEFS 797
E <--- EBELIEFS .886 EB3 | <--- EBELIEFS 876
1 | <-- NBELIEFS .985 EB4 | <--- EBELIEFS 729
NB2 | <--- NBELIEFS 826 NB1 | <--- NBELIEFS 791
NB3 | <--- NBELIEFS 661 NB2 | <--- NBELIEFS 855
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User Estimate Non-user Estimate

NB4 | < NBELIEFS 621 NB3 | <--- NBELlEF\aj.essg
AT1 | < ATT1 801 NB4 |<-—| NBELIEFS ¥ .734

AT2 | < ATT1 868 AT5 | <--- ATTZ 969

AT3 | < ATT1 651 AT6 | <--- ?é.
AT4 | < ATT1L 740 AT7 | <- ATT2 650
¥
RB3 | < RBELIEFS 654 ATS 602
RB2 | <- RBELIEFS 676 698
AT8 | <- ATT2 720 875
AT7 | < ATT2 872 718
AT6 | <-— ATT2 .8(% 826
ATS | <-- ATT2 } 850
KW4 | <--- KWD }9 - 641
6 yJ
4]
KW3 | < KWD 843 1|&4)  KwD 980
\“
KW2 | < KWD '664 9 | AWghR-- AWN 914
AR
KW1 | <--- K 29874 2 ,AW2 | < AWN 613
V' 7
AW4 | < % | [™vo20 %. D5 |<-- UDT 689
AW2 | <--- N %"/. .eszif{,Q UD4 | <--- uDT 787
i P, 01‘,"’
UD5 | <-- uD d (70 INTL | <—-| INTENTION 631
N
uD4 |- i é\.soz INT2 | <~ | INTENTION 669
INTENTION ¢V 873 INT3 | <—-| INTENTION 658
~N
INTENTION 718 INT6 | <--| INTENTION 925
INTENTION 876 RB1 |<-—| RBELIEFS 873
INTENTION 698 RB6 |<--| RBELIEFS 876
INTENTION 875 AWL | <--- AWN 860
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User Estimate Non-user Lgsgate

RBl1 | <--- RBELIEFS .628 UD1 | <--- UDT 4 .995

RB6 | <--- RBELIEFS .932 ubD2 | <--- DT v 614

AWL1 | <--- AWN .869 uD8 | <--- UIY 74
ubl | <--- ubT 997 UD7 | <---
ub2 | <--- ubT .629 ?‘ '
ubg | <--- ubT .786 ‘\d'

Y-

ub7 | <- uDT 780 ? | _\c}
4 i i

The loadings for the fully assessed mme \no{ are sh@ﬁ in Table
6.19. All item loadings are greater than@ith tr?é jority ﬁns exceeding

0.70), are significant at the p<.001 levelsand demon ad_@e convergent and

discriminant validity. This meas %33 mgc%a n @_s)g%sed to move into the
q
structural model (theoretical) @le résearc ypo&&.

Cc
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6.7  Structural Model T

The structural model evaluation may begin once an acceptable measurem \el 5
available. The initial structural model was constructed based on the &A&Jiterature,
conceptualization and theory. Each linked path between the constra€ts represents a

specific research hypothesis to be tested. In this case there qrmypotheses to be

examined } '
L V

Fitness Indexes:

.
=]
0| |00

NEZ) RMSEA= .033
’ GFI=.910
1 CFI=.969

!

ChiSq/df= 1.558

A
lex!

“J
=
<]

g
~
=]
=
b,

R pEREOBOGBAGR G
N

= ~
=]
=
™

i 6.5: tural Model for U
fl!;ur S@cura oael Tor users
.\)
'\)
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Table 6.20: Path Analysis of Structural Model for Users

(Direct Effect)

Hypothesis Path Estimate P Supported
1(a) ATT1 < NB .581 Hxx Yes
2 (a) ATTL | « EB 521 Fecse Yes
3(a) ATTL | « RB 351 Fecse Yes
4 (a) ATTL | « KW 351 ek Yes
5 (a) ATT1 < AW 182 .002 No
6 (a) ATT1 < ubD -.022 716 No
1 (b) ATT2 | « NB 632 ek Yes
2 (b) ATT2 | « EB 636 ek Yes
3 (b) ATT2 < RB 449 Fxk Yes
4 (b) ATT2 < KW .003 .957 No
5(b) ATT2 < AW 275 FxE Yes
6 (b) ATT2 < ub .369 FxE Yes
7 (a) INT < NB .228 FxE Yes
8 (a) INT < EB 190 FxE Yes
9 (a) INT < RB 274 FxE Yes
10 (a) INT €« KW 143 Lai Yes
11 (a) INT €« AW 191 Lai Yes
12 (a) INT €« uD 250 Lai Yes
13 (a) INT < ATT1 .701 i Yes
13 (b) INT &« | ATT2 695 Lai Yes
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Table 6.21: Mediating Effects for Users (Indirect Effect)
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Fitness Indexes:
RMSEA= .034
GFI=.910
ChiSq/df= 1.579

EEEEEEMRL

D
D

2 KW1
19! KWA
2p-K\W4
428 AW
:ﬂl: AW
d2m-AV4
d3-{UD 1|
a3 UD2
d3m-UD4
2a-UDY
dZ-{UD/]
d2»=1UD§
Figure'6/6" Structural Model for-Non-Users
Table 6.22: Path Analysisjof Struetatal Model for Non-User
(Direct Effect)

Hypothesis Path Estimate P Supported
1(c) ATT2 €« NB 398 ok Yes
2(c) ATT2 < EB 832 ok Yes
3(c) ATT2 €« RB 457 ok Yes
4 (c) ATT2 < KW 678 ko Yes
5(c) ATT2 < AW 251 ok Yes
6 (c) ATT2 < uD 291 ko Yes
7 (b) INT < NB 173 ok Yes
8 (b) INT < EB 274 ok Yes
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9 (b) INT < RB .049 315 No
10 (b) INT €« KW 223 R Yes
11 (b) INT < AW .091 .030 No
12 (b) INT < uD -.010 815 No
13 (¢) INT < ATT2 722 R Yes
Table 6.23: Mediating Effects for Non-User (Indirect Effect)
Hypothesis Path Estimate Supported

14 (c) INT < | ATT2 3 NB 287 Yes
15 (c) INT &« | ATT2 3 EB .600 Yes
16 (c) INT < | ATT2 3 RB 330 Yes
17 (c) INT &« | ATT2 €« KW 490 Yes
18 (c) INT < | ATT2 < AW 181 Yes
19 (c) INT &« | ATT2 & uD 210 Yes

In the structural model presented in figure 6.5 and6-6, attitudes are treated as
the mediating factor and the,\B, EB, RB, KW} AW and UD are exogenous variables
and the endogenous vasiables include intention. The.terms “exogenous variables” and
“endogenous variablés? are synonhynious with smdependent and dependent variables,
respectively .

The _gxogenous variablg, is’ located on the left side of Figure 6.5 and 6.6.
Structurél gequation ¢ parameters Tepresent paths from exogenous, mediates to
endegenous variables (Koufteres,”1999). The initial structural model including path
coefficients, p-values, and variance explained for each endogenous (dependent
variable) construct.

The results of fitting the structural model to the data indicate that the models
had a good fit as indicated by RMSEA= .033, CFI= .969, GFI=.910 and CMIN/ df=
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1.558 for figure 6.5. Figure 6.6 then also showed the results of fitting the st I
model to the data indicate that the models had a good fit as indicated @EA:
.034, CFI= .968, GFI= .910 and CMIN/ df= 1.579. Some of th show a
significant relationship between the constructs (see table 6.20, 6.21, 6:22 and 6.23).

The causal paths can be estimated in terms of statistical¥Significance and

en 4 and +1 (Hoe,

reti g\h@ect sizes,
L 2

suggesting that a correlation of |.1| represents a 's ffect Size |fe nts a

REVAN
NN
O W
6.8  Hypotheses Testing Sumrr@j >\y? ,<\
Hypothesis testing is a;%e wh%n th urpozgcs}t'o test the probability of
assumption about populati }met[%z é les from such populations.

strength using a standardized path coefficient that range

2008). Cohen (1988) provided rules of thumb for

'medium’ effect size and |.5| represents a 'large’

Hypotheses cannot be recisely, b statisti Ily can be accepted or rejected
4 ¢ &

based on levels of, Wcanor nﬁdeﬁJntervals. Therefore, to “accept” or

“reject” the h %repr at th enough statistical evidence to actually

¢
accept or rej %hypo eses: 4 (j')

N
hypothesés P stuos&cus on the relationship between NB, EB, RB,
X

KW. and UD (exogenou@ables), ATT dimensions (moderating variable) and

t%’ 7T (endogenous variable).
Q All these variables were measured by the Malaysian Muslim customers’
esponses. Each structural path in the model represents a possible relationship between

the variables and can be analyzed for significance. The path coefficient may be
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considered equivalent to a regression coefficient (f) and measures the unidireetiofal

relationship between constructs (Fornell, 1982; Pedhazur, 1982).

Table 6.24: Summary of Hypotheses Testing for User (Dikect

Effect) — Model 1

Hypothesis Statement Supported

1 (a) Normative Beliefs (NB) positively affects attitudes towards current Yes
financing among users.

2 (a) Efficacy Beliefs (EB) positively affects attitudes towards current Yes
financing among users.

3 (a) Religiosity Beliefs (RB) positively affects attitudes towards current Yes
financing among users.

4 (a) Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives of IB positively Yes
affects attitudes towards current financing among users.

5 (a) Awareness (AW) on financial instruments of IB positively affects No
attitudes towards current financing among users.
6 (a) Understanding (UD) on EBF positively affects attitudes towards EBF No

among Users.

1 (b) Normative Beliefs (NB) positively affects attitudes towards EBF among Yes
users.

2 (b) Efficacy Beliefs (EB) positively affects attitudes towards EBF among Yes
users.

3 (b) Religiosity Beliefs (RB) positively affects attitudes towards EBF among Yes
users.

4 (b) Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives of IB positively No
affects attitudes towards EBF among users.

5 (b) Awareness (AW) on financial instruments of IB positively affects Yes
attitudes towards EBF among users.

6 (b) Understanding (UD) on EBF positively affects attitudes towards EBF Yes
among USers.

7 (a) Normative Beliefs (NB) positively affects Intention (INT) to purchase Yes
EBF among users.

8 (a) Efficacy Beliefs (EB) positively affects Intention (INT) to purchase EBF Yes
among USers.

9 (a) Religiosity Beliefs (RB) positively affects Intention (INT) to purchase Yes
EBF among users.

10 (a) Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives of IB positively Yes
affects Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among users.

11 (a) Awareness (AW) on financial instruments of IB positively affects Yes
Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among users.
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12 (a) Understanding (UD) on EBF positively affects Intention (INT) to Yes
purchase EBF among users.

13 (a) Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) positively affect Intention Yes
(INT) to purchase EBF among users.

13 (b) Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) positively affect Intention (INT) to Yes
purchase EBF among users.

As shown in Table 6.24, all the hypotheses are accepied,except hypothesis 5
(a), 6 (a) and 4 (b). These results mean that the users’ WBgEB, RB and KW has
positive and significantly affects the attitudes towardsy, their curreat” financing.
Meanwhile, users’ NB, EB, RB, AW and UD haspositive and significantly affects
their attitudes towards EBF. Then, all independént=wariables (NB+EB, RB,'KW, AW
and UD) has positive and significantly affeCts,their inténtion to purehase EBF. Based
on the analysis of the influence of usersgattitudes (ATLY and ATI?2), it is obtained

significant of t .000 <.05 as the H13%a)"and (b) all’is accepted:

Table 6.25: Summany=ef Hypotheses Testing forUser (Indirect Effect)

— Model ¥

Hypothesis Statement Estimate | Supported

Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the
14 (a) relationship between Normative Beliefs (NB) and Intention 407 Yes
(INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the
15 (a) relationship between Efficacy Beliefs (EB) and Intention .365 Yes
(INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the
16 (a) relationship between Religiosity Beliefs (RB) and Intention .246 Yes
(INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the
relationship between Knowledge (KW) on basic principles

7@ and objectives of IB and Intention (INT) to purchase EBF -246 Yes
among users.
18 (a) Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the 128 .

relationship  between Awareness (AW) on financial
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instruments of IB and Intention (INT) to purchase EBF
among Uusers.

Attitudes towards current financing (ATT1) mediates the
19 (a) relationship between Understanding (UD) on EBF and -.015 No
Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
14 (b) between Normative Beliefs (NB) and Intention (INT) to 439 Yes
purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
15 (b) between Efficacy Beliefs (EB) and Intention (INT) to 442 Yes
purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
16 (b) between Religiosity Beliefs (RB) and Intention (INT) to 312 Yes
purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
17 (b) between Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives .002 No
of IB and Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
18 (b) between Awareness (AW) on financial instruments of IB and 191 Yes
Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
19 (b) between Understanding (UD) on EBF and Intention (INT) to .256 Yes
purchase EBF among users.

As shown in Table 625, hypatheseS 18 (a)=19 (a) and 17 (b) are rejected.
Hence, the results of hypotheses testingrindicatedsthat users’ attitudes towards current
financing (ATT1)~Adoes ediate the relationShip between NB, EB, RB and KW and
their INT to piitchase EBF. Also,jthe'results’of hypotheses testing specified that users’
attitudes towards-EBF (ATT2) do mediate the relationship between NB, EB, RB, AW
and UD and’INT to purchase EBF. Thus the types of mediation here is partial

mediation since the direct effectys still significant after the mediator enters the model.
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Table 6.26: Summary of Hypotheses Testing for Non-User (Direct

Effect) - Model 2

Hypothesis Statement Estimate | Supported

1(c) Normative Beliefs (NB) positively affects attitudes towards 308 Yes
EBF among non-users.

2 (©) Efficacy Beliefs (EB) positively affects attitudes towards EBF 832 Yes
among non-users.

3(0) Religiosity Beliefs (RB) positively affects attitudes towards 457 Yes
EBF among non-users.

4(c) Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives of IB 678 Yes
positively affects attitudes towards EBF among non-users. ‘

5 (¢) Awareness (AW) on financial instruments on IB positively 251 Yes
affects attitudes towards EBF among non-users. ‘

6 (C) Understanding (UD) on EBF positively affects attitudes 201 Yes
towards EBF among non-users.

7 (b) Normative Beliefs (NB) positively affects Intention (INT) to 173 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

8 (b) Efficacy Beliefs (EB) positively affects Intention (INT) to 974 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

9 (b) Religiosity Beliefs (RB) positively affects Intention (INT) to 049 No
purchase EBF among non-users.
Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives of IB

10 (b) positively affects Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among 223 Yes
non-users.

11 (b) Awareness (AW) on financial instrument of IB positively 091 No
affects Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among non-users. :

12 (b) Understanding (UD) on EBF positively affects Intention (INT) -010 No
to purchase EBF among non-users.

13 (0) Attitudes (ATT2) towards EBF positively affect Intention 299 Yes

(INT) to purchase EBF among non-users.

As shiown in Table 6.26,.all the hypotheses are accepted except hypothesis 9

(h),*1 (b), and 12 (b). These results mean that the all independent variables (NB, EB,

RB, KW, AW and UD) has positive and significantly affects the attitudes towards

EBF (ATT2). Meanwhile, non-users’ NB, EB and KW has positive and significantly

affects their INT to purchase EBF. Based on the analysis of the influence of non-
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users’ attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) it is obtained significant of t .000 <.05%s"the

H13 (c) is accepted.

Table 6.27: Summary of Hypotheses Testing for Non-Useg

(Indirect Effect) — Model 2

Hypothesis Statement Estimate | Supported

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
14 (c) between Normative Beliefs (NB) and Intention (INT) to .287 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
15 (c) between Efficacy Beliefs (EB) and Intention (INT) to .600 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
16 (c) between Religiosity Beliefs (RB) and Intention (INT) to .330 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
17 (c) between Knowledge (KW) on basic principles and objectives 490 Yes
of IB and Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among non-users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
18 (c) between Awareness (AW) on financial instruments of IB and 181 Yes
Intention (INT) to purchase EBF among non-users.

Attitudes towards EBF (ATT2) mediate the relationship
19 (c) between Understanding (UD) on EBF and Intention (INT) to 210 Yes
purchase EBF among non-users.

As shown in Table 6:.27w.all hypotheéSes are accepted. Hence, the results of
hypotheses _testing indicated ‘that’ nen-users’ attitudes towards current financing
(ATT1)does mediate'the refationship between all independent variables (NB, EB, RB,
KWRAW and UD) and their jatention to purchase EBF. However, all hypotheses as
shewnin table resulted in partial mediation since the direct effect is still significant
after the mediator enters the model, except for RB, AW and UD are complete

mediation since the direct effect is not significant after the mediator enters the model.
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6.9  Chapter Summary Y'

This chapter is achieved the aim as to presented findings and analysis of@kvam
data collected from the field survey conducted in Malaysia. This chapﬂkpresented
in different distinct sections. The brief introductory section is foIIostection two

and three, which described and analyzed survey responses inhw and categorical

background information about the respondents in terms I genier, age, marital

status, education level, formal religious education l, nwome and
L 4

occupation. Next, section four and five showed the ipti i reﬁw&ﬁsy and

factor analysis as well as measurement model

reliability and validity test. Section seven descri

hypotheses testing summary in sectionei lét)
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