
2nd AIC 2020
[bookmark: _Hlk80516806][footnoteRef:1]  [1: Manuscript received August 2021. The writers would like to thank Musi Charitas Catholic University, Palembang, South Sumatera, for research funding. 

Author is with the Musi Charitas Catholic University, Indonesia (e-mail: clara@ukmc.ac.id). 
Author is with the Musi Charitas Catholic University, Indonesia (e-mail: ega@ukmc.ac.id).
] 

Behavior Analysis of Using E-Wallet Features in the Covid-19 Pandemic Era by Applying Technology Acceptance Models
Author1, Author 2
Universitas Katolik Musi Charitas 1,2
Correspondence email: clara@ukmc.ac.id1
[bookmark: _Hlk82618593]Abstract—This study aims to analyze and understand consumer behavior in using electronic wallets (e-wallets) including pay later derivative features during the Covid-19 pandemic. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was used to measure the “perceived usefulness” and “perceived ease of using” e-wallet. In addition, perceived risk and user experience effect on the behavior of using digital wallets is also measured. The method used is an online survey to electronic wallet users through direct messages to followers of the official Instagram social media accounts of the top 5 electronic wallet companies in Indonesia. Mean score, multiple linear regression, and moderated regression analysis (MRA) were used to analyze and hypotheses testing. The results showed an increase in the use of e-wallet during the Covid-19 pandemic, but respondents still felt a high risk in using the pay later feature. The ‘perceived usefulness”, “perceived ease of use”, and user experience positively influences e-wallet reuse interest. The user's perceived risk becomes lower with more frequent use, this makes the interest in continuing to use high. Especially for the risk of using the pay later feature, respondents are still hesitant to use it so that it has a negative relationship with the behavior of using the pay later feature in digital wallets. Perceived risk acts as a quasi-moderator in the relationship between post-use evaluation and interest to use continuously. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: PointTmp]Keywords— mobile payment, perceived ease of use, perceived risk, perceived usefulness, post-purchase evaluation.

[bookmark: _Hlk82618783]Introduction
This research is marketing research in e-commerce, especially regarding consumer behavior in the way of payment, namely electronic payments, or known as electronic wallets. E-wallet is an electronic payment application that makes it easy for users because it can be used via a computer or smartphone on an internet network. The use of e-money and e-wallet continues to accelerate throughout the Covid-19 pandemic. Changes in people's habits in conducting transactions can be seen very clearly as one of the impacts of Covid-19. The current use of e-money is a trend for non-cash payments and is increasing in Indonesia at this time [1]. Likewise with e-wallet which can make transactions or shop only from home. The existence of e-wallet and e-money makes it safer to minimize the transmission of Covid-19 because people shop and make transactions of any need without physical contact with other people [2], [3]. The topic of e-wallet payment media has attracted the attention of several recent studies [4]–[6]. Electronic payments are growing following the development of e-commerce.[7]–[9]. 
One of the studies about the use of electronic wallets in Indonesia was conducted by Neurosensum. The sample in the study is 1,000 respondents of active e-commerce users of productive age (19-45 years) simultaneously in 8 big cities in Indonesia, namely the Greater Jakarta area, big cities on the island of Java, and other big cities in Indonesia, for the last 3 months (November 2020 – January 2021). Neurosensum research results found that in the last three months, the digital wallet competition arena has become more dynamic with the presence of a new player, namely Shopee-Pay [10], [11].
This study obtains the behavior pattern of using e-wallet from the supporting and inhibiting factors. From the existing research, not many have examined user perceptions about the additional feature, namely, pay later from the e-wallet. With this research, we can get an idea of ​​what makes consumers more interested in trying and increasing payment transactions using digital wallets during the Covid-19 Pandemic or payment transactions in a cashless way. Second, do consumers feel the benefits and conveniences as well as positive evaluations so that they are interested in continuing to use or even try other digital wallet brands, or new features such as pay later? Third, how perceived risk moderates the effect of the determinant on behavior intention to -use e-wallet.
An online survey was conducted to collect primary data, to a sample of e-wallet users, namely followers of the top 5 e-wallet accounts on Instagram, where social media is becoming a trend in marketing [12]. To analyze consumer behavior for the sustainable use of this e-wallet including the pay-later feature as an online loan, statistical analysis is used to answer research questions. 
literature review
E-money is a digital payment that uses electronic media, namely computer networks, and active internet networks. Electronic money has been present in Indonesia since 2009 which was ratified in Bank Indonesia Regulation Number 11/12/PBI/2009 regarding Electronic Money later updated to PBI Number: 18/17/PBI/2016 [11]. Electronic money is also commonly referred to as digital money, digital cash, electronic cash, and electronic money. An e-wallet is an e-money application used to make online payments using the internet network and compatible smartphone or other gadget devices [4], [13].

Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use
According to TAM, interest in using technology is determined by the benefits and conveniences felt by the user [14], [15], [16]. Perceived usefulness indicators [17] consist of :
1. Increase productivity;
2. Increase effectiveness;
3. Reduce transaction time;
4. Very useful.
This means that the level of user confidence will help improve the performance of the system itself. If someone feels that information technology is useful to simplify processes in everyday life, then he will use the system [16], [18].   
The level of user confidence that the process of using an information technology does not require a lot of effort makes them happy to use something easy. [18]. A system that is often used can prove that the system is easy to understand [17].  The four dimensions of perceived ease of use are:
a. The interaction between the individual and the system in technology is clear and understandable;
b. To interact with the system, people were not required a lot of mental effort;
c. It is easy to use the system in technology;
d. It is easy to do what he/she wants to do by the system.
In this study, “perceived usefulness” is the benefits and utility of e-wallet. Meanwhile “perceived ease of use” indicated it is easy to learn, understand, and using an e-wallet.

Post-use Evaluation 
In the consumer decision-making process, there are 3 stages, namely the input stage, the process stage, and the output stage. The input stage is the factors that influence consumers, both within themselves (e.g. socio-cultural background factors) and from outside (e.g. marketing mix, promotional efforts from marketing). The process stage is the stage where consumers make decisions influenced by their psychological factors. The last stage is the output stage, where purchase decisions are made and evaluated after the purchase[19].
When consumers buy a product (or brand) for the first time and buy in small quantities, then this purchase is a trial purchase. So, in the trying stage, this is an exploratory phase in buying behavior in which consumers try to evaluate the product through direct use [9]. 

Behavior Intention to Use (Repeat-use)
	Repurchase interest arises because of previous post-purchase evaluations. When their expectations are met or exceeded, positive disconfirmation occurs, consumers feel satisfied or very satisfied. Conversely, if their expectations are not met, negative disconfirmation occurs, consumers will feel dissatisfied. Post-purchase evaluation in the form of satisfaction or dissatisfaction is what influences their next purchase decision.
The next purchase decision occurs when the new brand that has been tried is felt to be more satisfying than other brands, consumers are more likely to repeat purchases. Repeat purchase behavior indicates brand loyalty [7]. Unlike the first decision, which is a trial purchase, repeat purchases usually indicate that the product is satisfactory and consumers will use it again and again in greater numbers. 

Perceived Risk
In addition to the perceived benefits and convenience, as well as post-purchase evaluation, the perceived risk also needs to be analyzed to get a more balanced picture of its effect on repeat use interest. Perceived risk harms trust and behavioral intention to use mobile payments [20][21]. It is also found that the perceived risk of behavioral intention to use mobile payments on digital natives is stronger than digital immigrants [22]. A technology adoption model using TAM added with perceived risk which is then measured its effect on trust and finally on behavior intention and actual usage [23]. 
[bookmark: _Hlk78543081][bookmark: _Hlk78542883]The decision to use an e-wallet is influenced significantly by convenience, security, and cost savings [24], [25]. Electronic wallets as a payment medium have a large market potential along with the development of e-commerce [26]. More educated users can experience the benefits and reduce the perceived risks [27]. The risk and trust of early users, because they are not used to using it can hinder the adoption of the use of e-wallet [7], [28]. Another study states that the convenience and benefits lead to an interest in continuing to use it. This interest in turn triggers actual behavior. [29].
In its development, there are many security problems in cashless transactions. Threat security in transactions such as cybercrime is a concern for research today. These problems are the concern of service providers by continuously improving security, convenience, as well as ease of transactions [21]. Consumer privacy is becoming an important issue with more and more data-sharing practices to third parties and beyond. This creates pressure on the government and companies to comply with legal and ethical principles so that consumers’ safety can be properly protected. [28]. 
From empirical research, it can be understood that repurchase intention is positively influenced by perceived benefits and convenience. In addition, privacy and security factors are also highlighted as risks and differences in user generation in the use of products or technology. However, no one has highlighted the risk factors associated with new product features, which require new knowledge to adopt because they are related to online loans. The risk here is not only the risk of transaction security and privacy but rather the risk of not being able to pay so that it will be burdened at a later date. So that this research can deepen the analysis of consumer behavior in product use as well as interest in trying the pay later feature of e-wallet. The research questions are 1. How is the “perceived usefulness”, “perceived ease of use”, “perceived risk”, “post-use evaluation”, and “behavior intention to re-use” e-wallet during the Covid-19 pandemic; 2. How do those determinants affect the interest in e-wallet use; 3. How does perceived risk moderate those effects?
[image: ]
Fig. 1: Research Models
The research hypotheses that need to be tested are as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk80266394]Descriptive hypothesis (H1) is:  “perceived usefulness”, “perceived ease of use”, “post-use evaluation”, and “behavior intention to use e-wallet”, increased positively during the Covid-19 pandemic while perceived risk decreased; Causal hypotheses (H2a-c) are: the higher the “perceived usefulness”, “perceived ease of use”, and “post-use evaluation”, the higher the “interest in e-wallet use”, in other words, the relationship is positive; Causal moderate hypotheses (H3a-c) are: “perceived risk” moderate the effect of “perceived usefulness”, “perceived ease of use”, and  “post-use evaluation” on “behavior intention” to-use e-wallet.
Reference [30] used the MRA to measure the influence of moderator variables on the relationship between variables. We had to compared these regression equations to determine of moderating effect [31], [32]. It used comparison of  	(1)
with 	(2)
 and  	 (3). 
[bookmark: _Hlk80292540]Description: 	BI: “behavior intention” to use
PU: “perceived usefulness”
PE: “perceived ease of use”
PoUEv: “post-use evaluation”
PR: “perceived risk”
research method

The primary data collection method for this research is an online survey through Instagram social media for 2 months. The questionnaire as a research instrument was composed of 5 constructs and the measurement scale used was a Likert Scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree (5-1 scale) with adjustments for negative statements, the scale would be reversed [33]. A purposive sample was used in this research. The sampling frame was e-wallet users who are official account followers of the top 5 e-wallet accounts in Indonesia. Users were sent an online questionnaire via direct message. The sample was selected based on the answers to the preliminary criteria in direct messages. Respondents who have and used e-wallet applications in the last 3 months – 1 year can participate in this study. The sample-to-variable ratio suggests a minimum observation-to-variable ratio of 5:1[34]. Testing the validity and reliability of the data and classic assumptions were carried out to ensure that in Ordinary Least Square (OLS), the Best, Unbiased, Linear, and Estimation (BLUE) data could be analyzed further. Descriptive statistics were used to answer the first research question. Meanwhile, multiple linear regression analysis was used to test hypotheses 2(a-c). MRA were used to test hypotheses 3(a-c) [31], [35]. 
result and discussion

Respondents’ Characteristics
After the data was collected and screened, from the 197 who sent their answers, 178 respondents filled out the data completely and according to the requirements. 
Table 1: Samples' Characteristics
[image: ]

Whereas 19 more results which were not completely, could not be analyzed. From Table 1, women are 68%, the most age group of 65.7% is 17-25 years, 93.3% of respondents have e-wallet accounts more than 1. The most widely owned and used accounts are OVO at 26.49% followed by Shopeepay at 23.33%.

Descriptive Analysis of Research Variables (Descriptive Hypothesis, H1)

Perceived Usefulness
[bookmark: _Hlk80721638]The highest average score in Table 2 is Perceived usefulness (4.375). 
Table 2:Average Score of Variables
[image: ]
This means that with an average score of 4.375 respondents agree that e-wallet provides benefits for them in saving time, eliminating the hassle of carrying cash, facilitating various transactions, helping keep track of their expenses, and get other benefits such as promotions. This results are support [16], [17], [23], [29].

Perceived Ease of Use
[bookmark: _Hlk80624377]The mean score for “perceived ease of use” was 4.316 as seen in Table 2. This means that respondents agree that they feel easy to learn, to understand, to use, dan to check e-wallet balance. If there is an error or transaction cancellation, it is easier and faster to refund an e-wallet than when it occurs in banking, the use of an e-wallet is easier and cheaper than using a credit or debit card from a bank. This results are support [16], [25], [26].

Post-use Evaluation
[bookmark: _Hlk80721391]The post-use evaluation average score was 4.159 as seen in Table 2. The respondents agree with the benefits of e-wallet in the form of promotions in shopping, comfortable in using e-wallet as a payment media, the experience of getting cashback/promotions that make them happy. Some of the e-wallet used to prefer one over the other because it has advantages such as free top-up fees, being able to transfer to other e-wallet users and being suitable for online shopping and taxi online applications that are often used. However, specifically for the pay-later feature, respondents received negative responses, respondents did not agree that the advantages of the e-wallet used were because it had the advantage of having a pay-later feature. This results are support [16], [19], [27], [36].

Perceived Risk
[bookmark: _Hlk80721450]The perceived risk average score was 3.885 as seen in Table 2. In this case, the risk is considered low because the respondent is between neutral and agrees that the data provided to the e-wallet application is safe, confidential, and does not risk leaking to irresponsible parties, the balance is safe in an e-wallet, transactions via e-wallet are always accurate, if there is an error in the transaction, the e-wallet balance must be returned/refunded. Perceived risk is high for the pay-later feature because respondents consider that the pay-later feature is a high-risk loan, making them debt-ridden, although on the other hand respondents also agree that a pay-later feature is a form of loan that helps in an urgent time. This results are support [20], [21], [25], [26], [36], [37].

Behavior Intention to Use
Behavior intention to use average score was 3.635 as seen in Table 2. This means that with an average score of 3.635 respondents are between neutral and agree to have interest in keep using the e-wallet. Intention to use is high for general e-wallet usage, like continuing to use it in daily transactions, continuing to top-up its’ balance, increasing the number of transactions, and the amount of top-up balance. However, specifically for the pay-later feature, the score is low because the average respondent is not interested in trying or continuing to use the pay-later feature. Don't like debt and worry about not being able to control themself and paying bills are factors that make interest in using the pay-later feature low. This results are support [3], [5], [19].
This analysis answers the first research question.

Classic Assumption Test

Normality Test
Table 3: Normality Test
[image: ]
This test is to ensure each variable in the research model and all linear combinations of relationships between variables were distributed normally. From Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test .753 on Table 3, it can be seen that the residuals are normally distributed with a significance value of .622 > .01 [31], [33].

Multicollinearity Test
This test is to test whether among the independent variables orthogonal or there is no correlation.
Table 4: Multicollinearity Test with Coefficient Correlations
[image: ]
The correlation matrix (Table 4, correlation <.95) and the value of VIF <10 and tolerance>.1 (Table 5), it is concluded that there is no multicollinearity or all independent variables orthogonal in the linear model [31].
Table 5: Multicollinearity Test by counting Tolerance and VIF
[image: ]

Heteroscedasticity Test
This test is to ensure the linear model is homoscedasticity [31]. Park Test is one of the heteroscedasticity tests which shows variance is the function of independent variables (Table 6). 
Table 6: Heteroscedasticity Test
[image: ]
There is no heteroscedasticity in the regression model (Sig>.05). 

Validity Test
Construct validity shows that all questions for each construct show significance at 1% so that it can be used for further analysis. Or in other words, it can be said that all variables show good construct validity (Table 7).
Table 7: Validity Test[image: ]
Reliability Test
Reliability testing (Table 8) shows that all variables show a Cronbach alpha score > .7. Where the score >.7 indicates good reliability [31].
Table 8: Reliability Statistics, Cronbach
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk80300681]
[bookmark: _Hlk80517508]Multiple Linear Regression (Hypothesis 2a, 2b, 2c Testing) for The Relationship between Determinant “Perceived Usefulness”, “Perceived Ease of Use”, and “Post-use Evaluation” on “Behavior Intention to Use”. 
						(1)

Table 9. Hypothesis Testing (H2a,2b,2c)
(t statistic test and F statistic test)
[image: ]
The output of Equation “(1)” is

It means that perceived usefulness and post-use evaluation have a positive significant effect (sig <.5) towards behavior intention to use. This result means that we cannot reject hypotheses 2a and 2c. The results support [5], [8], [26]. Meanwhile, “perceived ease of use” has also a positive effect although not significant (sig. .220>.1) than hypothesis 2b rejected (Table 9). 

[bookmark: _Hlk80302057][bookmark: _Hlk80302096]MRA (Hypothesis 3a, 3b, and 3c Testing) for The Moderator Effect “PR” Towards the Relation between “PU”, “PE”, and “PoUEv” on “BI” 
[bookmark: _Hlk80302432]To measure the moderating effect of perceived risk, it is compared to the three equations below:
                                               (1)			(1)								(1)	(1)
[bookmark: _Hlk80302598]                                 (2)															(	(2)
[bookmark: _Hlk80302710]                                                                          (3)		(3)
Table 10: Equation "(2)" is

[image: ]
Equation “(2)” result (Table 10), the linear regression output is:
 
Table 11: Equation "3"is 
[image: ]
Equation “(3)” result (Table 11), the linear regression output is: 
 

Table 12: Comparison of Significance Difference
[image: ]

From the equation "(2)" and "(3)" above, the significance of the regression coefficient is compared to determine whether “PR” is a moderating variable [31], [35]. PR is a pure moderator if “(1)” and “(2)” are not different, but must be different from “(3)”. 
[bookmark: _Hlk82456710][bookmark: _Hlk80533574][bookmark: _Hlk82456808]Hypothesis 3a which states that PR is a moderator in the relationship between “PU” and “BI” cannot be accepted because (β4≠0; β5=0) indicates that PR is not a moderator but an independent variable. Similarly, the same applies to hypothesis 3b which states that PR is a moderator in the relationship between “PE” and “BI” cannot be accepted (β4≠0; β6=0) so that “PR” is an independent variable. For hypothesis 3c, “PR” is a quasi-moderator because (β4≠0; β7≠0), so hypothesis 3c states that PR is a moderator in the relationship between “PoUEv” and “BI” can be accepted. This answers the third research question (Table 13).
[bookmark: _Hlk80773883]Table 13:Hypothesis Testing (H3a,3b,3c)
[image: ]
conclusions
This study analyzes consumer behavior in the use of digital wallets as payment media using internet technology. The use of technology according to the TAM, is determined by the benefits and convenience felt by its users. To continue to reuse it, according to the consumer decision process, consumers base it on evaluation after the use of digital wallets. The perceived risk of using a digital wallet is also considered as a determining factor of interest in continuing to use it because it relates to the security of transactions and consumer personal data.
The results showed that during the Covid-19 pandemic, respondents felt an increase in the benefits and ease of using digital wallets. The post-use evaluation and re-use interest are very positive considering that the increasingly varied use of various e-commerce platforms can meet their needs. The perceived risk of using digital wallets decreases as transactions become more secure due to improvements made by digital wallet providers and the more experienced users are. This matter is accepted since the more experienced someone in using this payment media will feel the benefits, convenience, and positive evaluations such as getting additional benefits in using an e-wallet, for example getting benefits from promotions and cost savings. This is support several research [16], [27], [36]. Perceived risk decreased for using e-wallet as payment media, but only on risk about pay later as a new feature of e-wallet still high. The majority feel that it is a high risk to use the pay-later feature although they also agree that this feature can help them in a desperate situation when they need funds. Promotions that are intensified by e-wallet so that consumers use this feature are considered less attractive because they are only given at the beginning as attractiveness. This can be understood by the existence of an e-wallet that temporarily withdraws this feature. This is support several studies [20], [21], [25], [26], [36], [37]. 
This study also found that perceived usefulness and post-use evaluation were the determinants of interest in using an e-wallet. Meanwhile, perceived ease of use also affects interest but not significantly. The diverse benefits of using an e-wallet also support interest in continuing to use it. The increasing utilities of e-wallet like can be used on various e-commerce platforms and offline stores, make users feel the greater benefits. In addition, the interest in repeat using the e-wallet or continuously is also supported by the ease of operation, such as payment validation that only uses fingerprints or short and uncomplicated codes such as the m-banking application which is less user friendly. These results support the relationship between variable in several research [16], [17], [23], [25], [29]. 
Finally, perceived risk was found to play a role as a determinant of interest in reuse. The lower risk makes the user more comfortable to use it again. However, for the pay later feature of this e-wallet, respondents still view it as a high-risk product so they tend not to be interested in using it. These results are support several studies [20], [21], [25], [26], [36], [37] where perceived risk acts as a determinant of interest in repurchasing behavior. As for the relationship between post-use evaluation and behavior intention to use, perceived risk acts as a quasi-moderator.  These findings can be re-examined with further research by focusing a more in-depth analysis on the factors that make consumers willing to adopt new features of a product, which in this study is paying later features or a kind of online loan.
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image3.emf
Variable  Average score  Std. Deviation  

Perceived Usefulness  4 . 375  .5583  

Perceived Ease of Use  4 . 316  .5260  

Post - use Evaluation  4 . 159  .4551  

Perceived Risk  3 . 885  .493  

Behavior Intention to Use  3 . 635  .5249  

Source: the primary data were processed    
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One - Sample Kolmogorov - Smirnov Test  

Kolmogorov - Smirnov Z  .753  

Asymp. Sig.  (2 - tailed)  .622  

a. Test distribution is Normal.    

c. Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 299883525.   

Source: the  primary data were processed   
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Coefficient Correlations a  

Model  PoUEv  PE  PU  

1  Correlations  PoUEv  1.000  - .283  - .285  

PE  - .283  1.000  - .536  

PU  - .285  - .536  1.000  

Covariances  PoUEv  .007  - .002  - .002  

PE  - .002  .007  - .004  

PU  - .002  - .004  .006  

Source: the primary data were processed  
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Coefficients a  

Model  Unstandardized Coefficients  Standardized  Coefficients  t  Sig.  Collinearity Statistics  

B  Std. Error  Beta   Tolerance  VIF  

1  (Constant)  .504  .321   1.569  .118    

PU  .254  .080  .271  3.187  .002  .506  1.974  

PE  .104  .085  .104  1.231  .220  .507  1.973  

PoUEv  .377  .086  .327  4.370  .000  .653  1.531  

a. Dependent Variable: BI        

Source: the primary data were processed  
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Coefficients a  

Model  Unstandardized Coefficients  Standardized  Coefficients  t  Sig.  

B  Std. Error  Beta  

1  (Constant)  - 1.384  4.173   - .332  .740  

PU  - .154  1.038  - .016  - .148  .882  

PE  - .474  1.101  - .046  - .430  .667  

PoUEv  .187  1.121  .016  .167  .867  

a. Dependent Variable: LnRES1     

Source: the primary data were processed     
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Question No.  Perceived  Usefulness  Perceived     Ease of Use  P ost - use  Evaluation  Perceived  Risk  Behavior  Intention to  Use  

1  .769 **  .720**  .516**  .629**  .618**  

2  .776 **  .731**  .573**  .512**  .677**  

3  .861 **  .699**  .616**  .681**  .707**  

4  .760 **  .738**  .732**  .555**  .695**  

5  .655 **  .708**  .752**  .603**  .614**  

6    .586**  .575**  .684**  

7    .323**  .370**  .523**  

8    .718**   .427**  

9      .222**  

10      .415**  

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 - tailed)   Source: the primary data were processed    
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No.  Variable  Cronbach Alpha  N of item  

1  Perceived Usefulness  0,869  5  

2  Perceived Ease of Use  0,834  5  

3  Post - use Evaluation  0,780  8  

4  Perceived Risk  0,701  7  

5  Behavior Intention to Use  0,764  1 0  

Source: the primary data were processed   
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Coefficients a     

Model  Unstandardized  Coefficients  Standardized  Coefficients  t  Sig.    Hyp othesis   Testing  

B  Std. Error  Beta   F  Sig.   

1  (Constant)  .504  .321   1.569  .118     

PU  .254  .080  .271  3.187  .002    2a   accepted  

PE  .104  .085  .104  1.231  .220    2b   rejected  

PoUEv  .377  .086  .327  4.370  .000    2c   ac cepted  

 Regression       32.924  .000 a   

a. Dependent Variable: BI         

Source: the primary data were  processed       
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Model  Unstandardized  Coefficients  Standardized  Coefficients  t  Sig.    

B  Std. Error  Beta   F  Sig.  

1  (Constant)  .286  .320   .895  .372    

PU  .175  .081  .186  2.149  .033    

PE  .072  .0 83  .072  .861  .390    

PoUEv  .301  .087  .261  3.448  .001    

PR  .263  .0 81  .248  3.256  .001    

a. D ependent Variable: BI      28.697  .000 a  

Source: the primary data were processed     
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Model  Unstandardized  Coefficients  Standardized  Coefficients  t  Sig.    

B  Std. Error  Beta   F  Sig.  

1  (Constant)  6.299  2.296   2.743  .007    

PU  1.149  .591  1.222  1.945  .053    

PE  .904  .618  .906  1.461  .146    

PoUEv  - 2.889  .707  - 2.504  - 4.084  .000    

PR  - 1.402  .642  - 1.318  - 2.182  .030    

PU*PR  - .229  .152  - 1.639  - 1.509  .133    

PE*PR  - .206  .157  - 1.409  - 1.311  .192    

PoUEv*PR  .816  .179  5.232  4.552  .000    

a. Dependent  Variable: BI  21.270  .000 a  

Source: the primary data were   processed    
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 Coefficient  Significanc y  

Equation  β1  β2  β3  β4  β5  β6  β7  

(1)  . 02  . 220  . 000      

(2)  . 033  . 390  . 001  . 001     

(3)  . 053  . 146  . 000  . 030  . 133  . 192  . 000  

Source:  primary data  processed  
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Hypothesis Pure  M oderator  Quasi  M oderator  Independent/  Predi c tor  Coefficient  Significancy  Conclusion  

3a ( β4=0; β5≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β5≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β5=0 )  ( β4≠0; β5=0 )  Rejected ,   PR as independent  

3b ( β4=0; β6≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β6≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β 6 =0 )  ( β4≠0; β6=0 )  Rejected ,   PR as independent  

3c ( β4=0; β7≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β 7 ≠0 )  ( β4≠0; β7=0 )  ( β4≠0; β7≠0 )  Accepted,   PR as  q uasi - moderator  

Source: primary data processed 
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H 2 c    

H 2 b    

H 2 a    

H 3 a     H 3 c    

H 3 b    

Perceived Usefulness  

Perceived Ease of Use  

Post - use Evaluation  

Perceived Risk  

Behavior  Intention to  U se  

H1:   Descriptive Hypothes es;            H2a - c: Causal Hypotheses   (primary  relationships) ;                                    H3a - c:  Perceived Risk as moderator  variable  at primary rela t ionships    
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No.  Characteristics  Options  Total  Percentage  

1.  Gender  Female   Male   To tal  121       57   178  68   32   100  

2.  Age  17 - 25   26 - 35   36 - 45   Age over   45   Total  117       27       17       17   178  65 . 7   15 . 2      9 . 6      9 . 6   100  

3  Have more than 1 e - wallet account     Yes, have more than 1          No, only have 1   Total  166       12   178  93 . 3      6 . 7   100  

4.  E - wallet account owned and used  (answer can be more than 1)    OVO   Shopeepay   Gopay   Dana   Linkaja   i - saku   T otal  151   133   125   109      44       8   570  26 . 49   23 . 33   21 . 9   19 . 1      7 . 7      1 . 4   100  

5.  Screening Question:   Have an  e - wallet account   Using e - wallet in the last 3   months - 1  year        Y es     Y es    178     178    100     100  

 Source: the primary data were processed       

 


