CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS \Y~
0
Yv

4.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on reporting the result of data collection. Fhe final data was

analyzed and presented. The method was divided into etermining the

demographic profile and testing the path model (Karim .

| \§
Consolidating all the 403 responses, demogra@kaﬂstic w lie @ed to

determine the characteristics of the sample like age,@ of income (Mohd
Dali, 2014). A demographic profile w 0 byWepo ing t Yauency and
percentage. \) é

Then, the path model of the s ad been\am%ed ath odels are the visual

S
conceptual framework that is by Structural €qu Modeling (SEM) (Hair
Jr. et al., 2022). The path rﬁ_l' ma, po meﬁément model and a structural
model (Hair Jretal., 2 [ 0’
4 ¢ &
@

4.2 Demographic Profile &

!
¢
The onhaire /ho e ué t@ alay term "Zakat al-Fitr" instead of "Zakat

S
al-Fitr" id an }usion'&nong respondents from various educational
bach&ds. Table 4.1 show@ profile of samples based on gender, age, income,

@Iocaﬂon, and the destination of channelling the Zakat al-Fitr. The respondents
w

& ere answering Putrajaya as the destination of channelling the Zakat al-Fitr, need
answer further questions regarding the detail of almsgiving as summarized in Table

4.2. The samples also revealed their basic knowledge and experience with FinTech as
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mentioned in Table 4.3. The term "FinTech" or "financial technology" was employed

to denote "digital payment.” Y~

Table 4.1: Demographic Profiles \CG)
Variables Frequency PWe

Gender
Male 156 8.7%
Female 247 61.3%
Age V

21 to 30 years old 41 10.2%
31 to 40 years old 5 i 43.4%
41 to 50 years old 40.4%
51 to 60 years old 6.0%
Household Income \{
RM2,500 and below 2 7% \Y'
RM2,501 to RM3,170 4 gor.gf-,
RM3,171 to RM3,970 27 )
RM3,971 to RM4,850 258 6.2%
RM4.851 to RM5.880 Y' %R %ﬂ%
RM5,881 to RM7,100 17.6%
RM7,101 to RM8,700 \[ '1 3 {\9.7%
RM8,701 to RM10,970 % 4 <§ 11.4%
RM10,971 to RM15,040 \ O 1%
RM15,041 and above 9.2%
Residing Location %a \1 /‘\-\
Outside of Wilayah Persekut jaw 2 59.8%
Wilayah Persekutuan Putraj o 40.2%
Destination of Channelling the Zakat'al-Fitr % j AQJ
Outside of Wilayah Persekuttian Putraj S 213 52.9%
Wilayah Persekutuan 162 40.2%
Did not contribu \ 28 6.9%
msgiving
Variables Frequency Percentage
Contributor \
0wnse(° 99 61.1%
Fami 63 38.9%
Rate of itr @
P h;erso: (e 107 66.0%
er person X 31 19.1%
21 per person N 16 9.9%

ers \C-) 8 4.9%
of Paid Family Members
1 22 13.6%
2to4 62 38.3%
5to7 60 37.0%
810 10 15 9.3%

more than 10 3 1.9%
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Table 4.3: Knowledge and Experience in FinTech

Variables Frequency Percentage
Any Knowledge? ? '
Yes 186 46.2%

Any Experience?
Yes 156 38.7%

No 247 61.3?

The majority of the respondents are female (61.3%) simHTe finding of Mohd
I

No 217 53.8% (,}

Ghani (2018) and Hassan (2020). Out of 403 respondentSyenly 56 respondents
(38.7%) are male. Most age which represents 43.5% of the'sampl |Mn3 40
years old. The next largest group of age is bet 110 50 arsfold gt m% In

sequence, is followed by 21 to 30 years old (1 ears Q@(G%) The

the B‘Fc‘)}young adults

result of age supports the finding by Ka@ &
(between 19 years old to 39 years oId) es th use o allets.
\ ik
The range of household i as c:)@e threshold household
? @

income under The Key Fink Incomey, _Pov ty",‘lA ality, Expenditure, Basic
Amenities 2019 (Departmegvs yS| 20). In this study, the range
income between RM5% M eda r@g group. The second largest group
is RM10,971 to 40 (14 ollowed=by RM8,701 to RM10,970 (11.4%),

&

RM2,501 to o ( 20 7, 19_1%_9 RMB8,700 (9.7%), RM15,041 and above

J
( 2":§RM2 500 and below and RM3,171 to RM3,970

(6.7% 3, 971 4(850@. %).
: : N
162 samples Iivechc@Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya which also had the

%umber of respondents who paid their Zakat al-Fitr into the Zakat institutions in

otrajaya. 241 respondents (59.8%) stay outside of Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya.

While 213 respondents (52.9%) channel their Zakat al-Fitr’s contribution outside of

(9.2%), R
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Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya. The remaining 28 respondents (6.9%) did not give any
contribution to Zakat al-Fitr. Y-
In terms of 162 respondents who channel their Zakat al-Fitr to Putﬁ%& of
the people paid by themselves, and the remaining contribution of 63 ﬁ% (38.9%)
was paid by their family members. Furthermore, 75.3% of the 162 co utors paid for
between 2 to 7 family members. The remaining paid for them IMne (13.6%) and
more than seven family members (11.2%). The mode of gYﬂt‘a Fitr’s rate was
RM7 per person (66%), RM14 per person (19.1%), RM I per and others
P
i tle\l‘gs nts r@l{ﬁer know

i . The.é?:zo.very may a
little bit fallback to the effort of the w;) governm 0 e@le Malaysians in

digital knowledge nationwide (Gon(%o;
4.3 Measurement Mode
4.3.1 Item/Indicato i it

4&;: P4 < Outer loadings

(4.9%).

In the context of FinTech’s background,

what Fintech (53.8%) is nor have experie

4 — Py
I ehavioural Intention(BI) 0.710
%(— Behavioural Intenﬁgﬁ (BI) 0.940
\g  Behavioural Interition (B 0.907
4 — Behavioural Intention (BI) 0.936
E1 « Effort Expectancy (EE) 0.956
EE2 — Effort Expectancy (EE) 0.971
EE3 « Effort Expectancy (EE) 0.957
EE4 — Effort Expectancy (EE) 0.962
FC1 « Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.949
FC2 — Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.967
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Table 4.4, continued

Outer loadings

FC3 « Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.949 i

FC4 « Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.948 \

PE1 — Performance Expectancy (PE) 0.965 cq

PE2 « Performance Expectancy (PE) 0.9}\

PE3 « Performance Expectancy (PE) 0.955

PE4 — Performance Expectancy (PE) 0.

SI1 < Social Influence (SI) 0.9

SI2 « Social Influence (SI) \?8

SI3 < Social Influence (SI) 92

Sl4 < Social Influence (SI) i 0.885

SI5 «— Social Influence (SI) o.8t3

‘ % %

4.3.2 Internal Consistency Reliability and Conv t Validity _\o}

Referring to Table 4.5, internal consistenc re I|ty a nvergent vhdlty are

achieved as Cronbach's alpha and composi reli |I|ty aresmo tha@whlle AVE

_.ﬂ

is more than 0.5.

. Table 4.5: Internal Consi Rel@n C E\’gentValldlty
ron? ¢Composite aMmposite Average

=)

Reliability %enabmty Variance
A (Rho_C) Extracted
\ (AVE)
Behavioural Intention .898 g %‘ 0.930 0.772
Effort Expectancy (E 0.973 0.980 0.924
Facilitating  Conditions 967 -‘OQ@7 0.976 0.909
(FO) 0\ @)
Performance Expectaney | <5\6975 0.982 0.930
(PE)
Social Influer]pe a 936 , O 0.956 0.950 0.793

w :‘ U)
&
433 % nantyValidi ,é\
was applied smc%%t:lgvthe best test for discriminant validity (Henseler,

& Sarstedt, 2015; Halr Jr. et al., 2017). The threshold value was set as 0.9

use of conceptual similarity among constructs as the construct of facilitating

Qnditions in the modified UTAUT model was derived from the construct of effort
expectancy on an earlier model (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Hair Jr. et al., 2017).
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Table 4.6 shows that all criteria below the threshold value of 0.9 except

Performance Expectancy (PE) — Effort Expectancy (EE) measured as?ﬂ

Therefore, the treatment of the problem is done by removing low correlat \m by
trying one by one from the constructs, which are PE1 to EE1 to EE3 ﬂ'&ler et al.,

2015). Y'

Table 4.6: Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTM 2

‘ Heterotrait-
Monotrait Ratio

L (HTMT)
Effort Expectancy (EE) — Behavioural Intention (BI) 1
Facilitating Conditions (FC) — Behavioural Intention ( O 678 \Y'
Facilitating Conditions (FC) — Effort Expectancy (EE) ")

)

)y &
ns (F 3
AN 603

Performance Expectancy (PE) — Behavioural Inten
Performance Expectancy (PE) — Effort Expec
Performance Expectancy (PE) — Facilitating Con
Social Influence (SI) — Behavioural Intentio BI)

Social Influence (SI) — Effort Expectancy Q\ O 660
Social Influence (SI) — Facilitating Co 0.737
Social Influence (SI) — Performance Exp (PE) 0.654
&
As a result, after treatment b ving EE dls@inam validity existed as
reported in Table 4.7. HTMT 0)) ls& ow 0.9 and value 1 is not
within the confidence Cerva bound Betwe 97 5% of the 95%) (Hair Jr. et

al., 2017). The corrected p Q& own | ﬁ‘rgure 4.1.
, i

EE1

=1l

EE4 Effort Expectancy (EE)

S5

Behavioural Intention (BI)

-
<

Performance Expectancy (PE) PE4

Facilitating Conditions (FC)

Figure 4.1: Path Model (Correction)
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Table 4.7: Confidence Intervals Bias Corrected After Treatment

Original Sample Bias 25%  97:5%
Sample Mean
©) (M) Pu

Effort Expectancy (EE) — 0.772 0.771 -0.001 0.692 %
Behavioural Intention (BI) ;
Facilitating Conditions (FC) — 0.678 0.678 0.000 0.59 748
Behavioural Intention (BI)
Facilitating Conditions (FC) — 0.780 0.779 -0.001 0.25 0.829
Effort Expectancy (EE)
Performance Expectancy (PE) — 0.824 0.824 0. .7150  0.875
Behavioural Intention (BI)
Performance Expectancy (PE) — 0.893 0.892 : 0.849 0.925
Effort Expectancy (EE)
Performance Expectancy (PE) — 0.743 . 01/ 0.6 9.7%_
Facilitating Conditions (FC) ' N
Social Influence (SI) —  0.603 3¢ .0.686
Behavioural Intention (BI) \T
Social Influence (SI) — Effort  0.655 0.56%(}/ 0.731
Expectancy (EE) g
Social  Influence (SI) — 0.737, 656  0.803
Facilitating Conditions (FC) % &
Social Influence (SI) — 0.6}\ 003.573 0.725

4.4 Structural Model

N

441 Collinearity (V F)wmen’ ?
is |

The VIF values reported in Tablé

among effort expgCtan fa@condi
influence as t Nc

ictoncanstr

J\Ne{}han five indicating that collinearity

O

tens, performance expectancy and social

t} are &%}btable.

Behavioural Intention (BI)

o4
Q’ !T bl9. .Cigtpearlty (VIF) Assessment
T <«
ehavioural Intentioh«(BI)

Effort Expectancy«EE)
Facilitating Conditions (FC)
Performance Expectancy (PE)
Social Influence (SI)

4.685
2.966
4.308
2.186

N
N
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4.4.2 Path Coefficients

Table 4.9 shows exogenous variables correlate with the endogenous var?ﬂs
the path coefficient is not zero. Based on significance values of 1% and \/ the
hypothesis of the correlation between PE and Bl is accepted. However %N besides
PE, variables of EE and Sl are also accepted. Applying the coin- fllpmudy takes a
significant value of 0.05.

Therefore, only PE is significant and correlates with m E, FC and Sl is
insignificant. As there is correlation between PE and Blathe sampl ccepted to

use digital payment for Zakat al-Fitr. Therefore, all t otheses ar n’g &@ered

Table 4.9: Path C

\z
e
p<0. ,®3<0 .05 p<0.01

Path
Coefﬁcnen
Effort Expectancy (EE) — @ No
Behavioural Intention (BI)
Facilitating Conditions (FC) — 84 -\No No No
Behavioural Intention (BI)
Performance Expectancy (PE) — [ 6 .0 Yes Yes Yes
Behavioural Intention (BI)
Social Influence (SI) — .082 32 Q\ 3  Yes No No
Behavioural Intention (BI) I N

4.4.3 The Coefficient of

te r
The R? val@3 v@ cate oderate model’s explanatory power. It

means that 6 ° the vari ?Lf Gigﬁgenous can be explained by exogenous

consistin :% EE, SI, d C laeman & Ninglasari, 2020). Therefore, the

modif uT mode can e@édlctor

C.)

Effect Size 2
Q Only performance expectancy has a medium effect size on behavioural intention

as shown in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10: Effect Size 2

Behavioural Intention (BI)
Behavioural Intention (BI) Q

Effort Expectancy (EE) 0.013 \
Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.006 : cﬁ

Performance Expectancy (PE) 0.172
Social Influence (SI) 0.008

4.45 Predictive Relevance Q?
Predictive Relevance Q2 is 0.612 which represents ahigh'predictive accuracy of
the model toward behavioural intention as the endoge/& e.
L 4 \Y
> [
4.4.6 PLSpredict 5 4 \/\T

Table 4.11 shows that the mean absol%z ( he mﬁﬁas an equal
amount of higher value compared to t?%\\% the linear res&'ﬁtmodel (LM), the
AN
A

model has medium predictive powet :\Y

S
P
-SEMAMAE LM_MAE
BI1 i 0.484
BI2 0.398
BI3 co 0.524
Bl4 0.408

K

45 Conclusi
_ N d . . . .
The ings of this research h consists of demographic profile and path
vﬂere-rz

model sments rte this chapter. A total of 403 sets of data were

= =
an\ y using PLS-SEM.
es a result, this study showed most of the respondents are female, the group age

Obetween 31 to 40 years, group household income is between RM5,881 to RM7,100.

Only 61.1% contribute their Zakat al-Fitr to zakat institutions in Putrajaya with many
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of them paid RM7 per person. Ironically, most of the respondents neither know nor

experience Fintech. Yv

This research also revealed that performance expectancy is the only t@l that

significant and correlates to the endogenous behavioural intention lim civil

servants in Putrajaya to use digital transactions to pay their Zakat al=Fitr. It indicates

that government servants in Putrajaya accept to pay digitally kMitr as it helps to
Ny

ease their daily routine. Furthermore, in the context of the nfdified UTAUT

can be a predictor. \d
L ]

é\ l@“"
? N
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