CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY A

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an in-depth discussion on t

study including the research design, instruments used, po

approach, data collection and the data an procedu

methodology is defined as a way of coIIec?"Hata, cr

predicting situations by using chosen m@w techni
.2

& Bell 2007; Creswell 2014; Rajaseka 016). Basically, r@arch methodology
AN
déé\hat the researchers are

is the process that guides the res hres@Sa
GLS 6 =,

. . . Y . .
required to recognise an erstands, thei ontolq&al and epistemological

K

orientations within their p?ﬁ par11igm his etermine the entire course of
(

their research project.% s 2 4{/0'

3.2 Researc&i igWQ &%
O ? 1 O
earch, T'[’h t 0’ V@(ZOOO) connotes that research paradigms are

g, ilk%;rza:ing and

Bryman,2012; Bryman

S

Inq icehu
the ba% of pm'lowaZes re&_ d to the nature of the world proposed by the

re r. Thomas (2003) ed that these basic philosophical beliefs of the

re\h?; er reveal his/her perception and understanding of the world’s reality, together

Ul the methods that assist him/her in obtaining the knowledge of that reality. It is

necessary for the researcher to be able to justify and provide an explanation of the
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reality, using the ontological, epistemological and methodological approaches

(Banister et al., 2011). A research paradigm should have four main componewﬂ)

S

what is the nature of the phenomenon under study; (ii) how can the rese@%kno
of this phenomenon; (iii) what methodology can be used to study omenon;

and (iv) what tools or techniques can be employed to study the p &enon (Gringeri

etal., 2013).

The understanding of the said reality or soci study is
dependent on the researcher’s knowledge and peurception” of r ahd 'ques
surrounding it. It is also largely dependent w the resea s this
knowledge and information. However, any p ach he res rthat is

Slmllarly,

explicit in nature will result in a valld(mf d

Hesse-Biber & Leavy, (2010) wewedMe ontologi

nem
plsigoglcal theoretical
and methodological research ;r:oaat oa%n erre!})% Nevertheless, it is

e clarity,andibe abié(o identify the approach that

is best suited for his/her W qulstlo un t al., (2012) noted that most

researchers favour quantitative m sQentlflc approach and robustness.

Quantlgéesear

aimed at d nlng facts estin ct'lﬂeories explaining relationships between

varlabk% pred ‘P“Ddtc m@ he methods used in quantitative research are

adopt m the natural é%uences and are aimed to provide objectivity,
leablllty and rellablllty (Sekaran, 2009). Thus, in this study, the quantitative
Ehod approach has been used for data collection. Figure 3.1 shows the item for the

Qaradigm of the study’s philosophy of research methodology.
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PARADIGM OF THE STUDY
ESEARCHMETHODOLOGY

l

ONTOLOGICAL
(Mature Reality)

Objectivism

EFIETEM'DIDGICAL AXIOLOGICAL
{Mature Knowledge)
|
CQuantitative (Positivist i
Method) Unbiased

The Influencing
Factors of Decision
Makers' Behavioural
into Invelvement in
PPP Toll E:q:llressway |

(The intensify effect
of Trust in the
relationship between
behavioural intention
and involvement
| [actual behaviour)

Establishing the

Knowledge
[Quantitatively)

Knowledge located in

|
ﬂontextual \

i) Attitude;

(i} Subjective Morm;

{iii) Perceived Behavioural
Contral;

Governmental
Influences;

iv) Project Viability;

{vi) Behaviowral Intention of

the decision maker;

{iv)

Observable and
Testable Techniques

]

a) Exploratory Factor [b] Confirmatory Factor]

Analysk (EFA) Analysis [CFA)

1) Measurement Model
(i). Goodness of Fit Criteria;
(i), Validity; and

2)structural Model
- Hypothesis Testing

(jii) Reliability

&
Sekaraﬂd ugi

#
means ofﬁ collecti ,ﬂr\?
uireme

study’stre nts,

"

variables. Conve

with the researcher’s assumptions on the nature of reality, and the

ith
thT

the ontological assumptions of objectivism are

T[S
: The P% of the 's VJ Et!izighy of Research Methodology
I =y O

tates@jeﬁ' surveys and questionnaires are efficient

ﬁ.*ne (e;?archer is able to accurately understand the
N

e
6 temological assumptions with what the researcher constitutes as knowledge and
h

ow this knowledge can be expanded. Thus, another reason for this study adopts the
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quantitative approach for its ease in collecting observable and measurable data on

variables. Y'

Deducing from the theories and models available in the litera r%, thjs, the
researcher developed hypotheses and tested those using empirical data, as
recommended by (Saunders et al. 2012). This study is hence a.gonfirmatory research

study. Creswell (2014), states that quantitative research i?ﬂe appropriate for

understanding how one or more variables can influen er. '
NJ.
The quantitative data for this study was co d using a str ctpre_\ sed-
ended questionnaire based on the Likert scale. This invﬁld st{)ﬁi"ﬁjring of
questions with a fixed selection of respons&:}x.q and tar to a number

of identified respondents. The Like\&as consi

measuring variables (Henard & D@'ni 2010; \nseg

also be used for collecting datq@ suifable for factor analysis, regression analysis
&
R

or structural equation modellih)awr 3 N

z [
3.3  Research Desh 2 Dj P <</0'
Akhtar (@nnm@arch n as the structure that ‘glues’ all the

related elem&}a reSeafch ject. E‘mn & Grove (2009) defined research design
O
as a “comp uepfi ” offarese
WOIA o

@)roj ect which outlines the treatment and control
of variables'to ensure the validity'of the research findings. In other words, it can be

\
Wrised that research design is a framework for a research that provides a detailed
é of

research activities and methodologies to be employed, to ensure the validity the

to @.high validity in

@,The Likert scale can

e

esearch findings.
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For the purpose of this study, the quantitative method is employed for

determining facts, testing theories, explaining relationships between va

predicting outcomes and the major attributes of quantitative method @g to

Creswell (2012) are: A

i.  describing the research problem by explainir\the, rend or need

showing the relationship among variables; Y‘

ii.  acknowledging the major role of exi@ reWmending
[ ]

the questions of research, rational the researc qob@:rand

=\
recognising the need for the dirgction¥purpoge statement {,ﬁa'research
s;

NN

Y;

&

&

questions or hypotheses) o%
iii.  developing the purposmnt and research q ons or hypotheses
AN
that are specific d, le, on;éobservable; collecting
? @
numeric data K large w ﬁe@ssing instruments with pre-
set question esponses; N
% : 0
analysing

iv. in no m& ends‘réﬁv{parisons, or finding the relationship

ng stati
u}gh ompari 'ith(pnsvious predictions and research papers; and

*
. 5 writing wecti@nbiased research report using standardised and

A fixed structure@' well as evaluation criteria, and taking an objective,

\? unbiased approach.

cal analysis, and interpreting findings

l:

<

QD

=
)

D

w

This study aims to establish the significant factors that influence the decision

makers’ behavioural towards involvement in PPP toll expressway projects in
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Malaysia. To study this subject matter, research is conducted through hypothesis
testing using quantitative data. The researcher has thus to employ a questlw

survey which has been designed to comprehensively frame the research@ke

line with the needs of this research. A
3.3.1 Operational Framework \,z

Based on the research design discussed above, t e;tiontl framework of

this study is presented in Figure 3.2 to explain in chron ical orde e'ps which
N

have been taken in conducting this research. E\ I __\L)
A - d ¥

o N

@I FICATIOM OF PRDBD

| LITERATURE REVIEW

|-

-

PHASE 1

| IDEMTIFICATION OF VARIABLES |

-

| DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH PURPOSES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS |

-

| DEVELOPMEMNT OF COMCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AMD HYPOTHESIS |

«

| SAMPLI

2
]

-

| RESEARCH INSTRUMENT |

«
[
PHASE 2

[ Development of Instrument (Validity Test)

—

«

[ Pilot Study [Reliability) ]

¥

| DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTIOMNMNAIRE | =

¥

| DATA AMALYSIS | -

¥

FINDIMG |

PHASE 3

A
Q: Source: Sekaran (2009)
Figure 3.2: Research Operational Framework based on Questionnaire Survey

Research Design
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3.4  Population and Sampling Procedures

A population is the whole group of people from whom the research\xhes
to examine and gather data (Bryman, 2012). Collis & Hussey (2003) 3‘53‘3‘“ itis
b

necessary to have clarity on a study’s target population — that it mlﬁ e identified as

a set of people or collection of items based on certain considera% is study takes

this into consideration and adopts the following five-step an procedures as

introduced by (Churchill & lacobucci, 2005). '
NY.

3.4.1 Stepl: Define the Target Population ' _\g}

s b 4§
According to Hair et al (2010), data reIQillty \ﬁg ently beyimpacted by

ts t nged to be aware

of, and understand, the cultural backgrotmnd ofth\e p tion to ensure the

reliability of a study. In this s%, ae p}g‘) iop C ns'tsjt)ébf the middle and top
)
toll conges nai&‘é%r—npanies, which have been

management employees fron\%
N

involved in the implEeW of PPP l aI@. The 26 toll concessionaire
e

companies are based on the'humberfo fpreé;way companies in Malaysia which

@,

are currently op@ an@onstr@w, as reported by Malaysian Highway
N
Authority ( Alip this study, h}lﬂidg@?’and top management employees are those
employe e executive up to chairman level in these 26 companies and the pre-
’

requisite e designation £W{/&"the level of the management has been decided and

certain underlying contextual and cultu es.

pn{e y the Human Resolrces Department (HRD) of the companies.
: According to the Wooldrigde, Schmid and Floyd (2008), the middle
anagement team members those who take five essential roles which are strategic
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administrative, leadership, communication and cooperation, and decision-making.
While for top management team members, all those people who have “st%’
responsibilities within firms, such as: CEOs, CFOs, COOs, board chairpersons,other

board members or specific top managers outside board (Abatecola, ﬁ%relli, and

Poggesi, 2013). Q

Based on this criterion, the total population of this s 988 consists of

middle (677) and top (311) management employees.
information on the toll concessionaires companies.
concessionaires because of all these companies%ctly invol
’ b 4§
speci@lly among

expressway in Malaysia and the selection of th%rg'et M
middle and top management employ{sI ch r‘:e\ antieipate <!}:olved in the

decision-making process on the actummuto% PP. O

=9
A
: > .
Tabl@ Coﬁcess? res R ﬁVhte Companies
\ \4(/
No. Toll Name of Expressway Population

Concessionaire (middle & top
management)

1. PLUS Beh{d J A-Soith E{{%@\Nay (NSE) 118

E
& l Secend Lin@\pressway (MSSC)
%\ ¢ o}!l S&m Expressway Central

ink (NSECL/Elite) E6

utterworth-Kulim Expressway
( ) E15

‘Seremban-Port Dickson Highway
A B2

\ Penang Bridge E36
Sultan Abdul Halim Muadzam
Q Shah Bridge (Penang Second

&
o

Bridge) E28
East Coast Expressway Phase 2 E8
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No.

Toll
Concessionaire

Name of Expressway Population

(middle & top
management)

13.

N\

5.

3
N

KESAS Sdn Bhd

Syarikat Mengurus
Air Banjir &
Terowong Sdn Bhd
Sistem Penyuraian

Trafik KL-Barat
Sdn Bhd

Lingkaran Trans
Kota Sdn Bhd

Anih Berhad

Konsortium
Lebuhraya Utara-
Timur (KL) Sdn
Bhd

Lebuhraya Duke
Fasa 3 Sdn. Bhd

Lebuhraya Kajang
Seremban Sdn Bhd

Besraya Sdn Bh

New Pantai
Expressway Sdn

Bhd \
Prqei&@ an
Ko

Shah Alam Expressway (KESAS) Qi
E5 : %

Stormwater Management and Road
Tunnel (SMART) E38

Sprint Expressway (Kerinchi Link,V: 38
Damansara Link and Penchala
Link) E23

Damansara-Puchong Expres 37

(LDP) E11 ;\d
L ] \Y-v

Kuala Lumpur-Karak ‘Highway E8 1)8 (‘)
East Coast Expres hase 1 E8 -\
KL-Seremban I—W E3k" \)T
Duta-Ulu Kelang Expressway 36

(DUKE) Phase 2 E33

angsa.Pa |Tsv\A)y . 28
A

S
Serefiban wayq, 42
AS) 44,
S ai Expressw 39
E YA) 9
New 'B n

tai ‘gre&/ (NPE) E10 43

A ng K éﬁumpur Elevated 26

Bhd EH) E12
’ ")S
P san $Shah ng<Shah Alam Highway 38
dn B LK 13
1 intas & f Guﬂ&e Corridor Expressway E3 34
pressway n X~
Bhd '\/
Sistem Lingkaran- \(ajang Dispersal Link Expressway 31
Lebuhraya Kajang  (SILK) E18
SKVE Holdings South Klang Valley Expressway 34
Sdn Bhd (SKVE) E26
Grand Saga Sdn Cheras Kajang Expressway 24
Bhd (CKE/Grand Saga) E7
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No.

Toll
Concessionaire

Name of Expressway Population

(middle & top
management)

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

g
o
—
('D‘
°
o
B
5.

identi

Grand Sepadu Sdn
Bhd

Senai Desaru
Expressway Bhd

Maju Express Sdn
Bhd

Lingkaran Luar
Butterworth Sdn
Bhd

KL-Kuala Selangor
Expressway Bhd

Projek Lintasan
Sungai Besi-Ulu
Klang Sdn. Bhd

Projek Lintasan
Damansara-Shah
Alam Sdn Bhd

EKVE Sdn Bhd

WCE Holdings
Bhd

New North Klang Straits Bypass
(NNKSB) E30

Senai-Desaru Expressway (SDE)
E22

Kuala Lumpur-Putrajaya q 42
Expressway (MEX) E20 N

Putrajaya-KLIA Expressway (M%_

1)

Butterworth Outer Ring Roa ' 39

(BORR) E17 O\d
®

Y'
£25 rs
XD@ .@C

Kuala Lumpur-Kuala
Expressway (KLS

Sungai Besi-Ul
(SUKE)

Damansa MI
Exprw

ing an appropriate sampling frame for this study, the characteristics of the
i

Nopulation were investigated based on the available sources from the middle and

0 management of 26 toll concessionaire companies in Malaysia.
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3.4.3 Step IlI: Selection of Sampling Method

’;,34

Employing the right sampling technique is crucial to meet the

3y

empirical research. This study uses the probability technique combined with the
stratified random sampling technique due to the having responde different

employee groups — top and middle management — within the sa eswell, 2015).

H

Gay (1987) reported that stratified random sampli ;ethc’j that is suitable

to make proportionate and substantial comparisons be n sub-gr f‘a certain
| o | N4
population. Robson (1995) supported this view sayi t this type sa‘nf_)ﬁng is an

applicable method as it allows the closes

d %' sa@g that is
(1995) similarl Vzt;d that the
"’ﬁ

conclusions that can be made throw ified ran sa@g of the overall

population are able to provide an %nt gene\g'at
a% e

representative of the study population.

noted that there are many oth udies and literatur t have used the stratified

al

§4); Ng’ang et al (2018); and

Yuan et al. (2018). H ,(2010) state ha{ sﬂ@'ﬁed sampling works best when a
F 4 ¢ &
heterogeneous p tion isl \m 0 fzﬁ& homogeneous groups. Under this
condition, stratifica ge Eodu%}%ﬁore precise estimates of the population
¢
percentageﬂ%a(ima S t rf'be ound from a simple random sample.

random sampling techniq ms T
at

&Y

areas to provide}\good representation of the population, taking into

NN
A AN o o
; ata coll t|0r1r exef€ise involved the identified sample in different
tifi

eration cost management and other resources, with emphasis on fair

ogographical distribution (Sekaran, 2009). Similarly, the sampling method for this

study is stratified random sampling of employees (middle and top management) from
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the 26 toll concessionaire companies which require to determine the sample size before

the stratification process being done.

3.4.4 Step IV: Determination of Sample Size : :' )

As this study intends to test the proposed research model and hypotheses using
structural equation modelling (SEM), determining the right ize is a critical
factor to achieve reliable findings. Creswell (2012) propo %u’ntitative survey
should have a minimum sample size of 300 to 500 resp ts |I.\sgﬁjmg to the

ccumulated fotdl p@aﬂon

asd\frl rom\K; 26 toll
concessionaire companies, the optimum sample size |§>?nly 8 resp@dents.

table developed by Krecjie and Morgan (1970) from

of 988 employees (middle and top mana

(<

However, as the hypotheses of th d w{rs Qquatlon modelling
0

(SEM), it is more approprlate 0 amR e rq;;%\ 300 Creswell (2015).

This was supported by Sav ent@%(ijstatﬁ(hat in SEM, the the robust
adjustments with full information M# l ik h@od (ML) appear to work well
when data are Missing At Band aﬁ désample sizes are 400 or above. Thus,

in order to achl C|ent powe for Si cance tests, overall fit and likelihood

/

ratio tests, itgwa Cld d 400 as a sample size for this study (Lee et al

2012; H 1 ;

47\?‘ .
O=
:

¢'

he respondents of thi

T

els of management (middle and top), and the stratified random sampling

Q nique was used. According to Creswell (2015), there are two options of calculating
h

e sample size stratification; proportionate stratification and disproportionate

%4

y were also limited as they were sampled from only

122



stratification. He added that if costs and variances are about equal across the strata,

then either could be chosen. However, for this study, since there are varian?‘!m

A0

According to Creswell (2015), there are several steps under disproportionate

differ across the strata, disproportionate stratification was selected.

stratification; Firstly, determine the number of elements to w ed from each

stratum: Y-
|

Sample size (n) . 400 = \d
Number of strata (k) : 2 @ \e

g
gk,
=

Secondly, the required number of elements
%. \ NV
simple random sampling technique, for instance, totaj,fu of 20 m each level
of management taken at random in or@wieve n=

stratification for both (middle ande%manag \st\w

S S
sample size is shown in Table “« Q

Table C%.é:ﬂkatio’ Table for Le@of Management
L

tion of this stratified

>

No. Level Population Stratification Sample Size
1. Midd \ | Y& %‘-’ 677/3.34 200
2. K \ '11 Q 311/1.56 200
% |’ 988 400
% | -
Qe? e 3.3:’8 i€d Ra@n Sampling - Calculation for Sample Size
>
AN S
4 No. Toll Name of Population Sample Sample
Concessionaire Expressway Middle(M)  Calculation Size
: & Top(T)
1. PLUS Berhad North-South Middle: 70 70/3.34 21
Expressway (NSE) Top: 48 48/1.56 31
E1/E2
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No. Toll Name of Population Sample Sample
Concessionaire Expressway Middle(M)  Calculation Size
& Top(T)
Second Link \\
Expressway (MSSC)
E3
North South
Expressway Central
Link (NSECL/Elite)
E6
Butterworth-Kulim V
Expressway (BKE)
E15
Seremban-Port '
Dickson Highway
E29 ®
Penang Bridge E36 , C}Y.
Sultan Abdul Halim —\
Muadzam Shah Y~
Bridge (Penang Y,
Second Bridge) E28 \ X
East Coast é
Expressway Ph é
2. KESAS Sdn Bhd ~16/3.34 5
&13/1 56 8
3. Syarikat 18/3.34 5
Mengurus Air 12/1.56 )
Banjir &
Terowong Sdn (
Bhd
4.  Sistem ri 27/3.34 8
Penyuraia 11/1.56 7
Trafik rat
Sdn B)’\
5. Ling% ans Middle: 26 26/3.34 8
SdnBhd Top: 11 11/1.56 7
6. i erhad" la ur- Middle: 31 31/3.34 9
‘\. Karak.Highway E8 Top: 17 17/1.56 11
Eaé'b%?ast
\ Expressway Phase 1
E8
KL-Seremban
Highway E37
7. Konsortium Duta-Ulu Kelang Middle: 25 25/3.34 7
Lebuhraya Expressway Top:11 11/1.56 7



No. Toll Name of Population Sample Sample

Concessionaire Expressway Middle(M) Calculation Size
& Top(T)
Utara-Timur (DUKE) Phase 2
(KL) Sdn Bhd E33
8. Lebuhraya Duke  Setiawangsa-Pantai Middle: 19 19/3.34 J6
Fasa 3 Sdn. Bhd  Expressway (SPE) Top: 9 9/1.56 6
9. Lebuhraya Kajang-Seremban Middle: 30 30/3? 9
Kajang Highway (LEKAS) Top: 12 15 8
Seremban Sdn E21 w
Bhd
10. Besraya Sdn Bhd  Sungai Besi Middle: 2 8
Expressway
(BESRAYA) E9
11.  New Pantai New Pantai
Expressway Sdn  Expressway (NPE)
Bhd E10
12. Projek Lintasan ~ Ampang-Kuala iddle:
Kota Sdn Bhd Lumpur Elevated op:
Highway (AKLE
E12
13. Pro Lintasan Kemuning- h Middle:
Shah Alam Sdn Alam Highway .
Bhd (LKSA) E43
14.  Prolintas GuthtrieaCorridor
Expressway Sdn  Expr, 3 @
Bhd
15.  Sistem ajang Dispets . .
Lingkaran- I pressway o% .
Lebuhraya SILK) E18 | b.
Kajang s > 4{/
16. SKVE Holdﬁgs\ ouT Qang.Valley (Middie:22  22/3.34 6
Exptesswayy(SKVE}<= Top: 12 12/1.56 8

Sdn Bhd &
O
17.  Grang-SagaSdn § Chera \Kihn% Middle: 16 16/3.34 5
Expréessway
ra

Top: 8 8/1.56 5
Q’ ( (Saig)
'3 ¢ 4 _
1 Sepadu W Nngrr Klang Middle: 18 18/3.34 5
Sdn Bhd Straie%Bypass Top: 9 9/1.56 6
(NNKSB) E30

\ Senai Desaru Senai-Desaru Middle: 24 24/3.34 7
Expressway Bhd  Expressway (SDE) Top: 14 14/1.56 9

E22
20. Maju Express Kuala Lumpur- Middle: 32 32/3.34 10
Sdn Bhd Putrajaya Top: 10 10/1.56 6
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No. Toll Name of Population Sample Sample

Concessionaire Expressway Middle(M)  Calculation Size
& Top(T) y
Expressway (MEX) \$
E20 %
Putrajaya-KLIA
Expressway (MEX
)]
21. Lingkaran Luar Butterworth Outer Middle: 27 27/3.32 8
Butterworth Sdn  Ring Road (BORR) Top: 12 ﬁ.@ 8
Bhd E17
22.  KL-Kuala Kuala Lumpur-
Selangor Kuala Selangor

Expressway Bhd  Expressway
(KLS/LATAR) E25

23. Projek Lintasan ~ Sungai Besi-Ulu
Sungai Besi-Ulu  Klang Expressway
Klang Sdn. Bhd  (SUKE)

24. Projek Lintasan ~ Damansara-Shah
Damansara-Shah ~ Alam Elevated
Alam Sdn Bhd Expressway

(DASH)

25. EKVE SdnBhd  East Klang

26. WCE Holdings
Bhd

0 N o1 ©

:

F &
345 StepV&Mlec@ hegﬁé
Data%e stu v&?
tt

!

a l&ct cL'J?ing a structured questionnaire on the google

form s%katforp ‘;// oc@ogle.com/fcrms/u/OI). The questionnaires were

distributed by email to the sareglgt; respondents with the assistance of the respective
N

;-';Nations’ human resources personnel. Based on the sample size calculation as

ulated in Table: 3.3, 400 questionnaires were distributed to middle and top

anagement employees according to the disproportionate stratification technique. All
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potential respondents were assured of the confidentiality and anonymity of their

responses. Yv

The data collection exercise was conducted over a period of si sﬂonths,
from 15 April to 15 August 2019. The long duration was due to a OW response
rate in the first two months after the survey was sent out. Ho ver ith consistent

reminders sent via email and through phone calls, the re po?‘!om a total of 352

were collected. The cooperation of the respective sa ganisations wa: sought in

the follow-up process, to ensure sufficient responses from*their: repr \ Swere

received. é ' ‘{‘)
<

3.5  Development of Measurement \} 0\ E\T

&

The researcher adopted selec easurlng [ trume@ for every latent

(.)

customisation, the researchersentthe questionnaires tOA ected panel of experts for
pre-testing and pilot stud quetlon re as @ole data collection tool was
developed based on a%)tual frg%v_\jg in“divided into six sections: Section
A — Responden grap|1 |Ie, S n B — Attitude, Subjective Norms,

Perceived B% ural Cont qhatg}al Intention; Section C - Governmental
Influence% D /- ject V.|\ ity; Section E — Trust; and Section F -
Invol he |€I| ity of é\questlonnalre was tested for Cronbach's alpha

t, in which the itemb(.é?e required to be recognized at a value of not less than

construct from literature and cu: d t uXe tﬁo suit this study. Upon

c
\Hair et al, 2012). In addition, the construct validity was tested using

ounfirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
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3.6 The Survey Questionnaire

Among the methods for quantitative data collection, the survey is e{%nly

used for its convenience in collecting large amounts of data. Hair et al ( &annotes

that much literature has used the quantitative approach in measuring behaviour and

performance. The survey also allows the researcher to obtain quantitative, numerical

data through responses to questionnaires or interviews, w ictVSWe then statistically
analyses to describe trends or perceptions on the re sti nl or hypotheses.
oll

Similarly, this study applies the quantitative approach an St eStioWraire
| &
design as suggested by Sekaran & Bougie, (201 A
’ % 5

Creswell (2015) defined survey research design qua@i've research

process where the researcher adm@ survey

population of people to obtain dea on thei \'mq S géons, behaviours, and
characteristics. For this study,%earcrkr emplays a Q@e)stionnaire survey design

that frames the whole spectrumyof r tiviti@The questionnaire is a data

collection instrument% mpasses a Series ob%uestions in an attempt to gather
‘S ’ 2
information from rwd tsl( : 016).%(5Q
A <
In thi , the qu nair @ adopted, adapted and integrated from
gt PR
r y

a enf@ZOO?), Brewer and Strahorn (2012), Ceric

various I@' namel
(201 %}m et . @03y Li$ (2005), Meidute et al (2011), Osei Kyei et al
(

V -
»\Warson (2018), Wu,*t’et al (2016), Ye & Tiong (2003), Zhang, X., (2005),

, Y., etal. (2018), and Zhao, W., et al (2010). The questionnaire was also refined

0 suit the nature of this study’s research questions and hypotheses. It is also believed
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that this is the first questionnaire that has been integrated and developed in PPP

literature that focuses specifically on toll expressway issues in Malaysia. T

The survey questionnaire was bilingual — in English and Malay Sn u es —to

facilitate greater understanding from the sample group of on ents. The
questionnaire uses a five-point Likert scale, where 5 = Strongly. Agree 3=
Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and 1= Strongly Disagree. The om uestionnaire was
eight pages in length (including covers), and wa by background
information and an explanatory cover letter assuringgrespondents of th flﬂemza»hty
of their responses as suggested by Smith & Dan% 91). j -{ﬂ
<
3.6.1 Section A: Demographic Profile ,1

‘<

This section developed bythe re che%i da_g\ two demographic
characteristics of respondents%wo&e:%yb ck %d and (ii) working
experience. These items are n the W Tzﬂ& 3.
“ le I De ogfa roflle
P

Items Detalls

Professmnalwu
e Management in Private Sector

Wor &ﬂerle ce (W \
‘é, P ¢ é?/I ore than 11 years

\c}’ Between 6 — 10 years

;~§ Less than 5 years
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3.6.2 Section B: Attitude, Subjective Norms, Perceived Behavioural Control,

Behavioural Intention Y.

This Section B consists of 24 items that derived from Attit items),
Subjective Norms (5 items), Perceived Behavioural Control (7 items) and Behavioural

Intention (5 items) which adapted from Zhang Y et al. (2018). \,

Attitude (ATT) 2 '
Table 3.5 Attitude (AT ‘\d
| %%

|

Items Details

v [
ATT1 Participation in PPP projects is p@ﬂle \D ‘?/
ATT2  Participation in PPP projecﬁwutes t

infrastructure and publix arket
ATT3 cts con bu@

ATT4

ATTS ) jects can'establish,company’s reputation

'S
ATT6 in'PPP._proj sﬁlépy to be advocated
ATT7 Invc@in PFIP is s staina@or business

\ P ' Co(}‘
Subjectiv@m ; &
% ’vaz‘ﬁ.ﬁ: #}active Norms (SN)

&Y

4 ;
' Items Details

Q< SN1 Most of the competitors participate in PPP projects actively

SN2 Industry Associations support the company to participate in PPP
projects
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SN3 Financial Institutions support the company to participate in PPP
projects

towards PPP

SN4 Private sectors with PPP experiences have a positive attitudec\z

SN5 Local society give support on the infrastructure developme ough
PPP Y.

Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC)

Table 3.7: Perceived Behawoura Con (P . Y.

Items Details

v i
PBC1 My company has adequate funds to partici \PPP p@&

PBC2 My company has the tech c%ngt
PPP projects \

PBC3 My company has ade P pr e ri r@
PBC4 My company has or |ng a re‘latlﬁh?)ip with the
government agen ponsib mple& ing PPP
N
PBC5 My compapy uccessdlly 0 ip @rom financial institutions
when par PP
£
PBC6 ny can irer ﬁyant information on the PPP
pI‘Oj initi ted é
PBC7 an hq,s a udte tlse in managing PPP projects
\0
: /s >
Behatio ntention \3"
(.)
\ Table 3.8: Behavioural Intention (BI)
Items  Details
BI1 | intend to carry out PPP business
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Items  Details

BI2 I am willing to increase the proportion of PPP in business portfolio Y'
BI3 I will participate in bidding for PPP projects with high proba bl%\
Bl4 | prefer to be involved in PPP projects compared to convemﬂéwrmects

BI5 I am willing to recommend partner companies to participate/in PPP

projects \'

3.6.3 Section C: Governmental Influence (GI) '
\d.
Governmental influence is measured us@uen 11 i k ) of
which are adapted from Zhang Y. et al (2018 aini ee (Q, rom Li et
4\“'

al. (2005), Osei Kyei et al (2017) and Zha X.Q(20

Table3.9:Govce:1r)n Hi%c? ) ,<\

\ I\

.@

Items Details

.

GI1  Government h eat mﬁrﬁ c@mve market in PPP
Gl2 Governm% es pro r legis Ibthﬁ' policies and guidelines in

PPP
GI3 Gove &\J&I‘I‘IJS out RPP co ts with integrity
Gl4 ent ro qlr aglpetltlon in PPP procurement
GI5 men pr id f|n aI assistance to private companies
|C|pz3;| P
Gl overnmen prowd levant tax incentives and waiver some fees for
PPP projects

Government assists private companies raise funds for PPP projects
with financial institutions

\ Government intends to transfer all the project risks to the private
Q sectors
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Items Details

GI9 The risks of PPP projects can be allocated fairly between the ? ’
government and private sector \

GI10  Government will not unreasonably interfere with the impl wg n of
the PPP projects

Gl11  Government agrees to provide termination compensation Q

3.6.4 Section D: Project Viability (PV)

"lz

Project viability consists of 14 items which,were ed oelho?t' al.
' N
(2013), Ye & Tiong (2003), Wu et al (2016), Zh 2006) nd“Zhao er&t?ZOlO).
<

Table 3.10: Prole Viab ty .Sz.
; \ X
Items Details
\ 7

PV1  The construction cost o*e z)geagand under control
PV2 A continuous inco flt is reeeived y‘t‘heA pany during project

operation

P &

PV3 Lower life cc % is real ed which @ces the project’s value money
PV4  Technical and ¢ atf’ ‘§<a re already taken into

conside & befor1 p atln P projects
PV5 Reve&st ams jec @ sustainable throughout the concession

PV6

%ﬁte concession perigd.to recoup investment
’
PVY:% accuracyin erecang traffic volume is vital for PPP toll

expressways 2V
S
Reasonable toll rate charges
The proposed road alignment should be free from any encumbrances

The design of the mainline expressway and cost of land acquisition should
be borne by the Government
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Items  Details

PV11 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is evaluated during the rola ’

feasibility study
PV12 PPP projects should take into consideration its social impact )

PV13 Interfacing issues with the other authorities such as local il etc. will
distort the projects

PV14  Appropriate allocation of risks between government an vate sectors

are vital
3.6.5 Section E: Trust (TRU) '
t.,
Trust was measured using ten (10) |t Il o ere dbveloped by

Badenfelt (2007), Brewer and Strahorn QEMd CeqF e (2016{\
Table \ustﬂ‘\l\ _\

Items Details

TRU1 I believe in PPPp%g?fn ;,}\} \S"
PPP is a fai gbetwee %

TRU2 all '[IFS 0
TRU3  The pro curem Pﬂ' sparent and fair
TRU4 | beI P is l ecure’deal @

g
TRUS T%&rn ent pro (Ft a te and relevant information on PPP
N _ .
TRU6 gov nment will mé?m and provide explanation on any changes of

The government Hhcahe competence to represent community interest

The government has the expert people to manage PPP effectively
U9  The government is doing a good job in facilitating PPP projects

TRU10  All parties will uphold/abide by the PPP concession agreement
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3.6.6 Section F: Involvement Behaviour (INV)

The involvement behaviour was measured using of six (6) items aENZom

Meidute et al (2011) and Warson (2018). s

Table 3.12: Involvement Behaviour (INV) q

Items Details

INV1 My involvement in PPP is increasing {‘

INV2  PPP is less risky for private companiesggompared t th.e\g‘ﬁqq?l'
procurement contract é | _{')

INV3  In PPP, my company generates s d Iongﬂaj‘e@g

INV4 | have vast opportunity to explere advanc
innovation through PPP c

INV5 | have the opportunity tom igger m
through PPP

& 18
INV6 | create a good co@ age for qom@ through PPP
projects &)
A Y
Table 3.13: Sum%;eseaifﬁn{enénd Relevant Sources
o

:
Lo
Parts & Variables Constructs No of Original
Items

A. Demog %rTIé’ ggféss&ill Background (PB1 — 2
B2

Q- \O
ing Experience (WE1 —
& o
N
%vioural Intention\% 24

Xg Y etal, (2018) Attitude (ATTL - ATT7)

Q‘é Subjective Norms (SN1 — SN5)

Perceived Behavioural Control
(PBC1 - PBC7)

Behavioural Intention (BI1 — BI5)
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Parts & Variables

Constructs No of Original

Items

C. Governmental
Influence (GI)

Li et al., (2005);

Osei Kyei et al., (2017)
Zhang X. (2005); and
Zhang Y. et al, (2018)

D. Project Viability
Coelho et al., (2013);
Wu et al., (2016);

Ye & Tiong, (2003);
Zhang X (2006); and
Zhao et al., (2010)

Governmental Influence (GI1 —
GI11)

\X -
S
Project Viability (PV1 — Pv1yy

E. Trust Trust (TRU1 —

Badenfelt (2007) {\

Brewer & Strahorn \l W\ <§

(2012); and \ ®)

Ceric et al (2016) A

\ A

F. Involvement In Qnem ehaviour (Il\l%t— 6

Behaviour " <2~'

Meidute et al., (2011); and\ ~\

Warsen (2018) V. , ,é\

/ - y LN

TOTAL 67 items

3.7 Adml ey O
!
2.9
S ere a ony 0 Q\\S‘ﬁre and were individually sent to the potential

resp %emall ad ess‘rTheEmall addresses of the potential respondents of toll

\/

C

0«

eSSI naire companies We\eobtalned through email lists provided by their human

rces department. Due to the geographical locations of respondents, an online

estionnaire was sent to their individual email addresses.
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The respondents were required to answer the questionnaire online on the
Google form platform, and responses were submitted online. This format allow
researcher to control the conditions under which the questionnaires wer(c}sﬁeted,

and to ensure that they were completed by the actual respondent. *

There were three steps in collecting the questionnaire% respondents.

The first step involved distributing the online ques

iorwa to the targeted
i | witll\a?cated link
ng t espon of
g the Tesponses

er {o‘gg non-
b 4§

respondents. 400 online questionnaires were distribute
to the Google form platform. The second step i

potential respondents. The Google platform

responsive respondents where their email add?s w. @ respond”.
ose oiEreSpondentS to

The third step involved resending the on@tio
follow-up on the questionnaire anm pe&@ to submit their
A

responses.
P % o 7 Q‘?
. ™ &
Overall, this data colleetion ook @r six (6) months to get a
satisfactory response éteI TZ questilnnai V\Ia@tored on a weekly basis to see
er wi

' 2
the total responsesq\ k. | \f'mg\ e moe(tﬁ'f/ monitoring, the researcher sent a
reminder to thé@wond \swz;ad >ée§ﬂ respond and answer the questionnaire.
Basically, th%rcise e}%eﬁns's‘f&cy in following-up and sending reminders
until tr@a or ga sfagtor r@se rate is achieved.

4
% 4
3 lidity of Measurem(é'ht

e A selection of an effective survey measurement tools should demonstrate good

sychometric properties in terms of reliability and validity. Churchill et al, (2005)

reiterated that reliability and validity is the key in the accuracy of the measurement
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model and the theoretical constructs of any scientific study of social sciences.
However, he also argued that although reliability is important, the reliabilitwm
instrument does not automatically deem the instrument as valid. On the @!ﬂd, a
valid instrument is normally a reliable instrument. This study will coxﬂ&measures
undertaken to ensure the reliability and validity of the survey inWtS. For the
overall measurement for testing goodness of data, this stud fM the framework

introduced by Sekaran (2009), which clearly states a ste ')cess for testing

reliability and validity. This is illustrated in Figure 3.3. I I\d
oy
N DR

Testing Goodness of Measures: Forms of Reliability and Validity.
Test-retest reliability
Stability <
Reliability Parallel-form reliability
— (accuracy in
measurement) Interitem consistency reliability
Goodness Consistency <
of data Split-half reliability
Validity
(are we
| measuring
the right
thing?)
I
I | I
Logical validity Criterion-related Congruent validity
(content) validity (construct)
Face validity Predictive Concurrent Convergent Discriminant

VAR

N Source: Sekaran (2009)
S

‘%\ Figure 3.3: Testing Goodness of Data
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For this study, the researcher has decided to start with the logical measure of
validity (content validity). This is a subjective measurement, and has been arw
some researchers as a non-reliable validity test, the researcher is of t@} that
conducting both the logical and statistical tests of validity will be ablé'&oduce the
most reliable validity result. The researcher will also perform the censtruct validity

test, which includes convergent and discriminant validity, up nwing actual data.
; b

Unidimensional validity is an optional validity test that s ted by ’Sefen, Straub &
Boudreau (2000) to show how each measurement item cts one al gne latent
variable (construct). J _\‘—}

’ b 4§

This can be achieved only if the factor m 0 M ureme@fem for the
respective latent construct is acceptable. %}%cto loadingshoul E&!\deleted for the

a&@ conducted in this

model to be unidimensional. This unidi siow

study as according to Churchill ;:a| 21002),%95 unidimensional tests are for

Y
studies using SEM analysis.
X~ [ >

3.8.1 The Pre-Test !
C—) \’bj’(y\}

A pre-testiof th ur@onna@wong a small sample of respondents is
N
important toeh&tha respon r}[! aréb!e to understand the instrument, as well as

to identi eliminate potentia blems (Hunt, Sparkman, & Wilcox, 1982;
’ é
malf’ &

Para.sq.%sa, Zeithmal§ éer%‘zrg%). Singleton & Straits (1999) cautioned that a
c

S Id fail as a result ofﬁadequate pre-testing, as the effort spent on the planning

‘%de planning and pre-testing the measurement instrument has a direct impact on

Qe quality of data collected, the ease with which data may be analysed, and ultimately

the quality of findings. Alreck & Settle (1994) mentioned that pre-testing of
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questionnaires may reveal serious errors, inconsistencies, oversights, or problems that

had they not been detected and corrected, could have grave consequences for th ]

\

Hunt, Sparkman and Wilcox (1982) suggested that pre-tests ﬂo d_include

three items that should be pretested namely; (i) features of the questionnaire itself —

length, layout, question format, space allocation for responses order of questions;

(if) items about specific questions — ambiguity, co fuswﬂ‘wd familiarity of
terminologies used; and (iii) items about data anal@ur of coding and
tabulating procedures to be pre-tested with dummy data. g X
N
| S
Galtung (1969) suggests that it is pot neeessary”to have a\/ﬁtistically
in Chl

sophisticated probability sample for pre-testi \ and%&?)orn (1962)
indicated 12, and Backstom & Hur\%ga) indic ; aﬁﬁsfactory pre-test

sample sizes. Along the same Iines%rne, B. cl)@snends 20 as adequate.
N
However, Lynn (1986) advise%murﬁ' of t expetts’as permissible, but also

indicates that more than 10 Mrob] essar@

z | %
Various exper%d be invalve ryth{s(?e'-testing stage — content expert to
N\ O

assess content v& ngudge expert to d%ormine face validity, and measurement
expert to eva Nstru ent Criterign v&)@y (Zainudin, 2010). Accordingly, the pre-
¢
: '
is

dy i vo,e the .@i&ial questionnaire being assessed by four (4)

exper w (2) frd'm

testing f
pfactitiofters and professionals in PPP and another two (2)

N >4 .
fr ng academicians m‘p(.EBJect management field.

Overall, there was no major criticism of the draft questionnaire and all
Qﬁsessors agreed that all variables of behavioural intention are able to measure the
influence towards actual behaviour (involvement) in PPP, and the use of trust as a
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moderator would give added-value towards the findings of this study. However,
although it was generally agreed that the questionnaire was clear and understavk,
one of the academicians suggested that some words needed to be refine@litate

better understanding of the survey. Based on this feedback, some mmons were

made to the questionnaire. ?

One method to evaluate content validity is base or?!t rating using the

Average Congruency Percentage (ACP) proposed by P 7&'%35 process,
experts were asked to rate the questionnaire using agrating tool. The s used kv-the
12
experts was 1 = Not Valid, 2 = Less Valid, 3=N essary, 4 id, %Essential.
4
The results showed that the average (mean) of totalrating Si54.20 (E@ntial), with
o~

ot Necessary.

a breakdown of 97% for Essential and 9356% al

Table 3.14: Average Congru%%nt g/@ACP)
Experts Rati gfomont tValidi A

F \ Q s
Scale Interpretation Percentage

5 ssew , N < 97%
4 2 “l 0 93.5%
3 NotNec }s\ %(f}’ 3%

0%
&

O 0%

@,

%kin objetM this \ise was to address issues related to biasness and
ambiguity

and ensures the qu%fogare of high quality, have a high degree of reliability

igh standard of construct validity. The feedbacks received from the pre-tests were

structive and useful in improving the overall design and effectiveness of the
Questionnaire. An enhanced revised version of the questionnaire was produced and

developed for after the pre-testing stage, ready for conducting a pilot survey.
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3.8.2 Pilot Test

Piaw (2012) connotes that a pilot test is used to identify the reli @&

internal consistency of a survey instrument. As the pre-testing has alrea red the
scale of the instrument, clarity of questions and instructions (Pallanr?u, a pilot test
can then provide a reliability value of the measurement where er Cronbach's

alpha result will show greater reliability. The minimum vmefﬂment alpha is

0.70 as recommended by Hair et al. (2007). \\d
[ ]

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) literatur gests that irﬁrr@\ls in
absolute numbers like 100 - 250 (Cattell, 1978; , 98§ 1 iciqu/?his study

uses the judgmental sampling method on te sar‘nple f 150.®ondents from

private companies involved in PPP N cted, who*would @%een used as the
=\

sample for the distribution of the f rvey qu x

A web-based survey Ed toc ta fo Q—pllot study. An invitation

e-mail was sent with a nkWeb b%ed S ly mber of potential participants
0 Jf

:
Rs/2

working in PPP related eas (exC essway) from private sectors in

I
Malaysia. l %

iv
A fa alys was on‘uc&%ﬁer obtaining the pilot test data. The eight

constr |s stu }tl ude%ﬂbjectlve norm, perceived behavioural control,

@n al influence, pr@cﬁ viability, behavioural intention, involvement

ur and trust — were individually analysed based on the three EFA steps

Q gested by Pallant (2011).
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The first step is an assessment on the suitability of the data for EFA. Before
conducting an EFA, data suitability was measured based on the Kaiser-MeerKm
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericit \ The
minimum value 0.5 for KMO (Kaiser, 1974) and a significant va <0.05) for
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity justified the adequacy of this study’s%$ample size for

proceeding with the factor analysis (Hair et al., 2010). \,

N

The second step is factor extraction. This study. S pr@omponent

analysis technique where the degree of eigenvalue avas used toidenti eﬂracg-the
| . | &
number of underlying factors. Only factors wit igenvalue of 1.0 or ‘r‘éﬁxe were
4
- it - N
retained for further investigation (Hair et al. 2010). \ \&
The third step is factor ro@i interp n. @ﬁwing the factor

extraction process, the identifiedffactors we i@lhe varimax rotation

N
approach to assess the Ioading%of edch ite th@ors. The loading pattern
~ ; &/
e

refers to the correlation betwe heij fa@ The cut-off points for item

loading significance appli Zthis study was (].!SQ‘.é
4 ¢ &

Scholars &?N Hairlet>2010) aé-gf the view that for a sample of 150
respondents, Emoad'ngis 0
Iph

an @ve required for significance. Furthermore,

'
IS US to71e ure@extent to which the multiple items for a latent

Cronbacl@'
const elong tog’et 5 é\
- - N
0\ int (Hair et al. 201‘Bbl'able 3.15 shows a summary of the EFA results for

il this-ease, a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.70 is used as the
‘%qht constructs in this study.
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Table 3.15: Summary of Results for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Behavioural Intention

BI1 I intend to carry out .745
PPP business

BI2 | am willing to 187
increase the
proportion of PPP in V

business portfolio

BI3 | will participate in .807
bidding for PPP
projects with high

probability kl

Bl4 | prefer involved in 737

\ .
PPP projects \3-
compare to ' C.-)
conventional -\
projects ? T
B5 | lamwilingto 823 v \ Y

recommend partner

companies to V W
participate in PPP % ~
projects \

h
Attitude N
d

ATT1 | Participation in PP : a J c,}‘
projects is profitable & I%
ATT2 | Participation in PPP . S‘/
projects contributes N,
to access to the =N

A Y

infrastructure and
public service
market

'. . c.an 3 ( »
p prise \
k ntand & | é
X

projects can
establish company’s
reputation and
social image

T6 Participation in PPP .788
projects is worthy to
be advocated

ATT3

ATT4
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Involvement in PPP
is sustainable for
business

Subjective Norm

SN1

Most of the
competitors
participate in PPP
projects actively

654

SN2

Industry
associations
support the
company to
participate in PPP
projects

797

SN3

Financial institutions
support the
company to
participate in PPP
projects

791

SN4

Private sectors with
PPP experiences
have a positive
attitude towards
PPP

SNb

Local society give
support on the
infrastructure
development
through PPP

Perceived Behavioural Control

PBC1

My company has
adequate funds to
participate in PPP
projects

PBC2

capaci \
P

My company s\
the technic
strength a

PBC3

828

My company has
good networking
and relationship
with the government
agencies
responsible for
implementing PPP

PBC5

My company can
successfully obtain

132
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funds from financial
institutions when
participating in PPP

PBC6

My company can
easily acquire
relevant information
on the PPP projects
to be initiated

PBC7

My company has
adequate expertise
in managing PPP
projects

Governmental Influence

GI1

Government helps
create a fair and
competitive market
in PPP

G2

Government
provides proper
legislations, policies
and guidelines in
PPP

GI3

Government carries
out PPP contracts
with integrity

Gl4

Government
promotes fair
competition in PPP
procurement

Gl5

Government
provides financial
assistance to

private companies
participating in PPP
projects

Gl6

Government \
provides releval

tax incentives.and
waiver e
for PP

.706

GI7

pri ectors

G intends ’
tra Il the
ct risks to the” |

*
r
]

633

Gl

private companies
to raise funds for
PPP projects with
financial institutions

749

The risks of PPP
projects can be
allocated fairly
between the

.710
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government and
private sector

GI10

Government will not
unreasonably
interfere with the
implementation of
the PPP projects

750

GI11

Government agrees
to provide
termination
compensation

Project Viability

PV1

The construction
cost of PPP project
is manageable and
under control

pv2

A continuous
income/profit is
received by
company during
project operation

PV3

Lower life cycle cost
is realised which
enhances the
project’s value
money

PV4

Technical and
commercial
evaluations are
already taken into
consideration before
participating in PPP
projects

PV5

Revenue streams of
project are
sustainable
throughout

concession perio

Ny

//~

783

PV6

Adequi
conces

expressway

718

P

662

Reasonable toll rate
charges

648

The proposed road
alignment should be
free from any
encumbrances

Removed
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PV10

The design of the
mainline
expressway and
cost of land
acquisition should
be borne by the
Government

Removed

PV11

Environmental
Impact Assessment
(EIA) evaluation
during the project
feasibility study

pPv12

PPP projects should
take into
consideration on the
social impact

1N\

PV13

Interfacing issues
with the other
authorities such as
local council etc. will
distort the projects

—

L

PV14

Appropriate
allocation of risks
between
government and
private sectors are
vital

A

m
m

hj
R<aq€~

Trust

TRU1

| believe in PPP
programmes

TRU2

PPP is a fair deal

134

182

TRU3

between all parties
Procurement
process in PPP is

transparent and

822

TRU4

| believe PPP.

.765

TRUS

u7

secure de
The go‘nm
vant

changes of PPP
policy

793

e,

174

The government
has the competence
to represent
community interest

128

TRU8

The government has
the expert people to

.796




manage PPP
effectively

TRU9 | The govemmentis
doing a good job in
facilitating PPP
projects

TRU10 | All parties will 761
uphold/abide the
PPP concession
agreement

Involvement Behaviour

INV1 My involvement in
PPP is increasing

INV2 PPP is less risky for
private companies
compared with
conventional
procurement
contract

INV3 In PPP, my
company generates
secure and long-
lasting revenues

INV4 I have vast
opportunity to explore
advanced technology
and innovation
through PPP

INV5 | have the
opportunity to create
bigger market share
in the industry
through PPP

INV6 | create a good

corporate image
the company 1
PPP projects

184

.803

.856

783

3.700
6&540{ 56.780 | 62.943 | 50.014 51.719 | 60.632 | 61.666

.wg’ 821 | 897 870 888 935 | 895

641.98 ‘;W.O 501.17 | 1340.7 | 1270.1 1069.5 | 2141.1 | 940.19
Si .000 c'3“’7000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

Eigenvalue

Percentage of Vari

The pilot test data involving 150 sample questionnaires answered by
espondents were keyed into the software. The pilot study for EFA result showed that

a few items were removed due to low loading (below than 0.50), five of which were
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related to governmental influence (G1, G2, G3, G4, G5) and six items related to project
viability (PV9, PV10, PV11, PV12, PV13, PV14). The Cronbach’s alpha?ﬂ!s
consistently exceeded the cut-off point of 0.70, ranging from 0.798 to 0.@& of
the pilot test sample respondents agreed that the questionnaire was r and easy
to understand. Overall, no problems were detected with the questRaTre, and after
the items with low factor loading were excluded, the su@sﬁonnaire was

finalised.

Table 3.16: The Reliabi core' .\d
[ o *. X

Constructs Total Total Total Cronbach's
Original Items Item alpha
Items Removed Retained
Behavioural Intention 5 0 N T‘BSB
Attitude 7 é\ 890

VAN
Subjective Norms 5% 5 & 798
Perceived Behavioural Control \ 7 O .902

Governmental Influence 11 \E\T A .888
Project Viability % é& .888
Trust 10 @ 4 Q‘?lo 928
Involvement Behaviour 6 0 \<(/ 6 .874
?"\ oy
3.9 Data Analysi ures ' l 0’
v

A Data &\e u!stion ire v@inalysed using two mains statistical
N
software, th@&PS Versio }3!0 m&-AMOS Version 23.0.

3.9.1 Qé%ﬂveﬂb%% é\&}

A &
escriptive analysis i%’sed to review, organise, and describe a set of scores or

‘@s. Descriptive analysis is to summarise the sets of individual measurements from
ois study’s survey questionnaire (e.g. professional background and working
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experience) to clearly present and interpret them. The analysis includes the reporting

of the frequencies and percentages of this data.

3.9.2 Hypothesis Testing !:' ’

Structure Equation Modelling (SEM) intends to maximise aRt.eZt the degree
of consistency between the model and data (Ringle et al., 20 NI lets researcher
model relationships among and between independent and %crnstructs (Gefen
etal., 2011). It is also used to confirm a research model; oy, runn ng.}(adgnd path-

model analysis simultaneously in Analysis of Mom ructures ( d)_\‘-}

s b ¥
Table 3.17: Description ofWic \ﬂI\S\ A alqs\ié
Fit Indices Description
-
Factor Loading The correlation between @ new-yaria dt elp‘%viously developed
variable of the st%known a%m%ad g‘\&hir, Bush, and Ortinau,
2002). N
& ?‘ )
CFlI The goodness odel between posedq&ﬂel and independence model
can be determined‘throu parative Fit Index (CFI) (Moss, 2009),
Howeve value must be more 0.90 (Byrne, 2010).

tl‘at@t Mean Square of Approximation
Il a model fits a population, not just a

. RMSEA with lower values indicate a better fit
indic%a good value for most acceptable models.
GQ}I that can be constructed giving the range of

RMSEA Ha 006) e
(R A)is deter

lain

ncein
giv(rb!evel of confidence. Thus, RMSEA is between

(;203 d0.0 e an(plg, shows 95% confidence.
Normed% Moss (2009) state '(&(chi-square index is less sensitive to sample size.

squar% Nermed J-squa is'x2/df to make the x2 less dependent on sample size.
The desir valu?for Normed Chi-square is less than 3.
? N
re Hair et al. (2@) stated that a chi-square test can provide a statistical test of
the resulting difference. SEM estimation procedures such as maximum
likelihood produce parameter estimates that mathematically maximise this

% difference for a specified model
Q‘é

egree of The total mathematical information which is used to approximate the model
reedom (DF) parameter is known as degree of freedom (Hair et al., 2010).

Sources: Shi et al. (2018)
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Table 3.17 shows that an analysis of the fit indices produced by AMOS for the

structural model that indicates a significant chi-square in turn implies that the?&l

does not have a good fit. However, scholars generally agree that the chi \ends

to be significant where assumptions of the structural equation modeAyolated or

where the sample size is large (N>250). From this perspective, thégSignificant chi-

square value for this study could be due to the large sample si
and its degrees of freedom (DF), the alternative test of t
the study’s model has a good fit. Table 3.18 sho

acceptance to test the fitness for each individual con

N

e re om

s the chi-square

ciexes shows that

b &

Table 3.18: Level of Acceptance Fitnesg'o th n | al Con@cts

& u
Name of Name of Index  Level of Comments Literature
Category Acceptance Support
1. Absolute fit  Chisquare \a Wheaton et.al
(Discrepancy C pl s&> 00 (1977)
Square) Browne &
Root Mea “Ran %5 t Cudeck
RMSEA 0
Square o N 0. ceptable (1993)
ApprOX|mat|
(RMS N
F|t GFI> 000 =09 isa Joreskog &
In ) ood fit Sorbom
CO (1984)
2. Increment Nted l %9 AGFI=0.95isa Tanaka &
fit odn Fit good fit Huba (1985)
AN\ nd [ (J
% Co paratl if” 1>0.90 CFI=095isa Bentler
Index ( .S_, good fit (1990)
% ‘irr ckerfLewis TLI>090 TLI=0.95isa Bentler &
In Ttl) T good fit Bonett (1980)
A Normed FIL}/ NF1>0.90 NFI-0.95isa Bollen (1989)
\P index (NF good fit
arsimonio  Chisg/df Chi-Square/  The value should Marsh &
us fit df<5.0 be less than 5.0 Hocevar
(1985)

N3
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SEM can be likened to a combination of multiple regression and factor
analysis. Using SEM allows the researcher to address multi-collinearity iss
look at way to manage the unreliability of collected data in a more effecti(e)}(Shi,
D., etal 2018). This research uses SEM and AMOS as tools from the SPA@C. AMOS

is especially designed to complement SEM and has a unique graphical interface.

Q)

3.10 Measurement Model Y'
SEM also uses the CFA approach to analyse @ I t’ﬂ%a specific
@
event through the linking of regression analysis w ctor analysis B'/rnqﬁ_lO).
Y
le towi

SEM consists of statistical models that are towinterprét. rel onsf{b}é‘between

\he t@of multiple
ing 6$oth measurement

variables (Hair et al., 2007). Its uniquen% at i

equations involving relationships, a@oncurre

properties and relationships. Ther@re SiX sta&g%
(i)  define individu ucts{CFA);

5
“ &
&
(i)  develop me \entTOde _éé
10 S

: 4 3

o
=
o
c
=
n

(iii)  design studyto

A
(iv) &@aevalb’% eas@ent model;
\Qﬁscribbs-tyku m\ﬁt and
{O ‘v ¢

Ai) measure valit@df structural model. Validity is an indicator of the

%\ ability of an instrument to accurately measure what it is supposed to
0 measure (Hair et al., 2007).
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In short, validity refers to the precision of the measurement tool (Cooper &
Schindler, 2006). Construct validity on the other hand, measures theories. This?ls
that there is a need to have evidence — either conceptual or theoretitﬁl'}l the
measurement tool. The construct validity of this study was accounten‘Aw deriving

the determinants of involvement behaviour from existing literaturé¢ There are two

types of construct validity — convergent validity and discrirqirm\nMIidity, and both

can be tested by deducing CFA results (Straub et al., 200

CFA is commonly in hypothesis testing where a factor structure with ‘(@etor
>
loading at zero when testing the factor with the ndependent variable (1V). CFA
4

is used to test reliability for independent varia%s. 0 ing Cl@’this study
also uses the measurement model to Weg ee rrel ﬁhips and co-

variation between latent constructs. MA oduc oanof fit measures to

evaluate the model as shown in gq@lah >y

attitude, governmental i nce, proje \ha@y, behavioural intention, and

involvement beha\b&r— re| \rysg nd teSted for model fit through the Pooled-

CFA method @din, 5)§ This hod assesses the latent construct’s

!
unidimensio% validity and felfabi |‘@

Qv N
:%\easurgm nﬁdelé: maps the measures into theoretical constructs

- - - V - -
im to identify speen&?atlon errors, and approximate a structural model or

W\
‘éximate a CFA model (no causation, just correlations between the latent

driables). The measurement model is required to fit for the structural model to be

interpreted (Hair et al, 2012).
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3.11 Structural Model

A structural model provides the study’s definition and explanat\ the
relationships between the identified factors. The model includes a set F@enous
and endogenous latent variables as well as possible direct effects, r variances and
relationships between variables. As such, any variable whichyis not measured, or

measured with an error, will be reflected as an error varia ceY‘

|
ar

Exogenous latent variables are present to give ectonth e of other
L ]
latent variables in the model. However, changes in values are n t'xg\ das

they are considered to be influenced by externalwfactors™ qutsi of\f)ﬂ@ model.
Similarly, endogenous latent variables cangalso be dir \mdirect fluenced by
exogenous variables. Variances in th@f endo var@(@s are explainable

as the latent variables effecting thg"change ar W% i tpémodel. Based on Hair
) Ny
et al. (2010), the proposed frq@ of this st s c@ered valid to the extent

that the parameter estimates staI |gn|f®t, and are in the predicted
i

direction. These two(fac rgplus b
'3
| mode

ing Qdow model allows this study to be
F 2
considered astructﬂ A &
l %%'
N
O

312 Maod M&ge t |
¢ ? (.)
) O
arcg, estion”of study addresses the effect of a moderating
_ b4
mS S

a5

var t) in the relatio between an independent variable (behavioural

\
:M)n) and a dependent variable (involvement behaviour) in the model. According
Z

ainudin (2015), the task of analysing the moderating effects in a model with latent

Omstructs is very complicated.
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The commonly used modelling procedure using interaction is not a viable
option for latent constructs as it would give rise to model convergence issw
misrepresentation of standard errors. These will usually result a prematu@ the
test, due to a model misfit (Zainudin, 2015). The multi-group CFA Iternative
method that can be employed to assess the effect of a moderator Varthhis study’s
model. In a multi-group CFA, the researcher is required to detefmine the path of
interest where the moderator variable is to be assessed. T yv:o Id be controlled

by the parameter = 1, and as such, the model is terme e co stwodel.

| &
The procedure will estimate two models ately: (i) the strairTé&model;

4 b %
and (ii) the unconstrained model, upon which t \ENQ obtainthe difference
in the Chi-Square value between the MC%&( e in<t<h value by more
than 3.84 indicates that moderationmcur pa& r path (Zainudin,

2015). ” >y

% &
Table 3.‘19;§nm1y%ifgch <{r{odology

P
Methods used by the Supported and Applied
Rsrearcher by Previous Researchers
Research Paradig PoSitivi NQuWnatK/ v Aziz et al (2011);
I\ | QJ Babatunde et al (2012);

§ Zhang Y et al (2018);

A

Sampling P Nes 5 | @
1. Target tﬁt on [ Middlg"and to %ﬁnagementin Ghauri et al (2005);
tolleoncessi Eajke companies Li.et al (2005);
2. S ram} 264oll org:aﬁionaire private Zhang et al (2005).
ngpani Ng et al. (2018);
3. mpling Method Stratifi@gmpling Technique Yuan, et al. (2018);
Anyaehie et al (2014)
Sample Size - h@ determined by Savalei &  Yuan, et al. (2018)
Bentler (2005); Creswell,
2015))
. Data Collection - Survey Coelho et al., (2013); Zhao
et al., (2010); and Wu et al.,
(2016);
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Methods used by the Supported and Applied

Researcher by Previous Researchers
Data Collection Procedures
1. Measures - Questionnaire Abawi (2013); Suhaiz
- Online Survey (2013); Sarvari gta 4);
- Likert Scale Zhang Y et al %
Smith & Da'ﬂ& )
2. Administration of Turk et al (2018
Survey
3. Validity of
Measurement
a) Pre-Test - 2 practitioners and 2

academicians
b) Pilot Test 150 experts in PPP from toll r
concessionaire companies
Data Analysis Procedures
1. IBM SPSS Descriptive statistics uhai
Version 23.0
2. SEM AMOS
Version 23.0 \@i\

Pooled-CFA - Factors that influencq :
involvement behavio
ct

Moderation test using

—X

Moderator e
Multi-Group CFA \

) a S
3.13  Conclusion " 6
N A
This chapter oclinezhe research tll‘nod

are used in this thesis. lathe sué ns’,'é}é/research design model, including

elements such &\Fseam@igm, p@lation and sampling, development of

N

measuremen@ta nalysi rr&edﬁfg{according to each research objective, are

elabora %ﬂirecti n of elaéﬁgﬂ'éhips among variables in this study is depicted
Kl T
the r

thro explanations égﬁ:h questions and methodological design. This is
\

ed by a description of the reliability measures for all scales used in the study
elaboration on their findings, the measures taken to ensure non-biased response
0@ analysis as well as the common methods for analysing variances in a quantitative

study.

y and quantitative designs that

@,
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