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AbstractAbstractAbstractAbstract    

This study determines the perception of consumers to Islamic Credit Cards (henceforth ICCs) in comparative to 
Conventional Credit Cards (henceforth CCCs). The aim is to determine whether the low ownership of ICCs was 
resulted from negative perception of ICCs as compared to CCCs. The data collected via questionnaire survey from 
Malaysian cardholders revealed that the respondents who accepted the existence of ICCs in the market were five 
times higher as opposed to those who disagreed. The finding was contradicted to the credit card ownership which 
revealed that the ownership of CCCs was approximately four times higher than ICCs. Based on the eight variables 
of perception towards the two products; the study revealed that the respondents perceived ICCs at less comparative 
advantage compared to CCCs. Hence, the findings support that the low ownership of ICCs resulted from the 
negative perception on the ICCs compared to CCCs. This paper is useful for banking industry, particularly to the 
issuing financial institutions in measuring customer perception, which of assistance in the expansion of the market 
share.   
Keywords:Keywords:Keywords:Keywords: ICCs, CCCs, Perception, Comparative advantage, Malaysia.  

IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction    

Credit cards, the modern financial innovation 
through which monetary borrowing is made by 
consumers from financial institutions. Money is 
channelled to the borrowers through purchases 
and cash withdrawals. Credit cards are more 
attractive than charge and debit cards as they 
only conditioned the repayment of the monthly 
minimum payment to enjoy the streams of 
cashflows through their revolving credit facilities 
[1]. The minimum payment is only about 1/36 or 
1/48 of the full loan amount [2]. Cardholders are 
also given a grace or interest free period if the full 
loan amount is paid in time [3].     Credit cards 
expanded in Malaysia since the 1970s [4]. The 
market remained monopolised until ICCs entered 
the market through Al-Taslif by AmBank in 1992 
[5]. Hence, ICCs were introduced in the 
Malaysian market after two decades of CCC 
monopoly and about a decade after the first 
Islamic bank, Bank Islam Malaysia Berhad 
(BIMB), commenced operations in 1983. The 
introduction of ICCs is a part of the Islamic 
banking industry development to avoid the 
interest linked financial instruments of the 
conventional banking which Muslims are 
prohibited in dealing. ICCs have become more 
established in 2002 with the launch of BIMB’s 
ICC or Bank Islam Card [6]. Subsequently, 
various other financial institutions such as Bank 
Simpanan Nasional, Maybank, CIMB, and HSBC 

have come up with their own unique ICCs. 
However, despite the availability of ICCs that can 
fulfil the need of Muslims as the Malaysian 
majority population in escaping riba, the market 
of ICCs remain small as compared to the 
conventional counterparts. This is interesting 
that this paper attempts to seek the empirical 
evidence of whether such hindrance to patronising 
the ICCs, especially among the Muslims, is due to 
negative perception of ICCs or their inferiority 
over CCCs. To achieve the objective, this 
introductory section will be followed by Section 2 
that provides the literature to examine the gap in 
the credit card selection factors. Section 3 
describes the methodology taken in realising the 
research aim. Section 4 presents the empirical 
results and discussions. Lastly, Section 5 
concludes the paper by highlighting the main 
findings of the study and provides 
recommendations.   

Literature Review in Credit Card Selection Literature Review in Credit Card Selection Literature Review in Credit Card Selection Literature Review in Credit Card Selection 
FactorsFactorsFactorsFactors    

Empirical researches in the determinants of 
credit card selection have been carried out in 
various aspects. Slocum and Mathew [7] and 
Mandell [8] revealed that credit cards are used 
more for convenience factor among the higher 
socio-economic classes compared to the lower 
classes which used for credit feature. While 
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Canner and Cyrnak [9] undertaken a more 
comprehensive study which later showed that the 
financial position, age and income have positive 
relationship with those who use credit cards for 
convenience factor. Furthermore, Barker and 
Sekerkaya [10] revealed that customers used 
credit cards primarily for the factor of 
convenience, followed by safety and access to 
credit.  
Another credit card popular study was produced 
by Meidan and Davos [11]. The study found that 
credit card major selection factors are 
convenience, protection, and economy. The study 
of Meidan and Davos [11] was replicated by 
Maysami and Williams [12], Gan and Maysami 
[13] and Butt et al. [14]. These studies found 
almost similar results in the selection factors 
whereby credit cards are selected primarily for 
convenience, finance and protection. In Malaysia, 
there are several credit card studies that have 
been conducted. One of the earlier studies was of 
Dar-Singh and Othman [15] who revealed the use 
of credit cards are more of among those married, 
having children, older age, better educated and 
higher income. Interestingly, in response to the 
new entry of ICCs into the Malaysian market, 
several studies have been carried out. For 
instance, a study by Mansor and Che-Mat [6] 
found that CCCs were preferably used by 
consumers compared to ICCs. This finding was 
further supported by Choo et al. [16] who revealed 
the limited ownership of ICCs among Malaysians. 
Furthermore, Shahwan and Mohd-Dali [17] 
revealed that there was a low understanding and 
awareness of ICCs among Malaysian academic 
staff. A further exploration was made by 
Shahwan et al. [18] where the relationship of 
religious index was analysed with the ownership 
of credit cards. The study found that the level of 
religious index is not a determinant to the 
ownership of ICCs. Despite all these credit card 
selection studies, there is no study which 
particularly examined the perception of ICCs in 
comparative to CCCs. Hence, this study is 
conducted to extend the literature to examine the 
public perception towards the products, which is 
important to the issuing financial institutions in 
improving their products. In Malaysia, it is 
commonly believed that conventional products are 
better than Islamic products especially in terms of 
pricing and scale of services offered. In this light, 
the main hypothesis established to be explored in 
this study is ‘the respondents perceive CCCs 
better/superior than ICCs.’ 

MethodologyMethodologyMethodologyMethodology    

The primary data was collected via the privately 
funded questionnaire survey in Kuala Lumpur  

and Selangor from January to March 2010. The 
sample comprised of Malaysian cardholders which 
were selected on convenience sampling through 
self-administered handling. More than 1000 
questionnaire were distributed but the usable 
questionnaires were only 507. The descriptive and 
inferential statistics of non-parametric tests were 
used to analyse the data. The questionnaire was 
initially constructed in dual-languages. Each item 
was written in English and followed with Bahasa 
Malaysia. This method was adopted from 
Universiti Teknologi Malaysia of constructing 
final examination for undergraduate students of 
College and Science. Three phases of validation to 
the questionnaire were conducted involving PhD 
students, academia, private sector employees and 
English lecturers. After the validation, the 
English set was separated from the Bahasa, 
producing two questionnaires’ sets. The 
questionnaire comprised of three parts: Part I 
comprises of the demographic profile such as 
gender, age, marital status, ethnicity, religion, 
education, income, employment sector and 
occupation. These information are useful as they 
relate in understanding the perception of 
cardholders; Part II deals with credit card profile 
such as the number of credit cards held, holding 
type and ownership period; and, Part III 
comprises of nine variables: one variable concerns 
the opinion of cardholders on the existence of 
ICCs in the market; while other eight variables 
are comparative statements between CCCs and 
ICCs, which items are mainly constructed to test 
the main hypothesis of the study. The eight 
constructed variables based on the credit card 
structures and issues are as follows: 
 
Variable 1: CCCs provide a higher credit limit 
than ICCs 
Variable 2: CCCs offer better bonus/rewards than 
ICCs 
Variable 3: Charges for CCCs are lower than ICCs 
Variable 4: Requirements for approval of CCCs 
are easier than for ICCs 
Variable 5: Having CCCs is more prestigious than 
ICCs 
Variable 6: CCCs have wider acceptance 
compared to ICCs 
Variable 7: The terms and conditions of CCCs are 
easier to understand than those for ICCs 
Variable 8: ICCs provide religious satisfaction, 
which is not the case with CCCs 
The main variables of the study are shown in 
Fig.1 as follows: 
 
 
 
Fig. 1: The TheoreFig. 1: The TheoreFig. 1: The TheoreFig. 1: The Theoretical framework of the studytical framework of the studytical framework of the studytical framework of the study    

Holding Type Comparative 
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Results aResults aResults aResults and Discussionnd Discussionnd Discussionnd Discussion    

SocioSocioSocioSocio----Demographic Characteristics Demographic Characteristics Demographic Characteristics Demographic Characteristics of of of of 
Respondents  Respondents  Respondents  Respondents      

The demographic analysis of the 507 respondents 
is presented in Table 1, which revealed the 
following findings: 

GenderGenderGenderGender    

As the findings demonstrate, males comprised 
54.5% of the total sample, which is 10% higher 
than females with 45.5%. This result represents 
the reality of the working force in Malaysia, 
where men and women are economically active in 
contributing to the livelihood of the family. 

AgeAgeAgeAge    

About 85% of the respondents are in the age 
group of 21-40, while the lowest age group is those 
below 18 with only 0.4%. The latter is expected as 
18 years old is the minimum age requirement for 
getting a credit card. However, it is also 
important to state that having a majority of the 
respondents coming from the 21-40 age group is 
also an indication that this is the working part of 
the labour force. Further examinations on the age 
group categories show that the highest percentage 
is coming from the group of 21-30 years with 
48.8% of respondents. This implies that the credit 
cards are highly possessed among individuals who 
can be classified as new and young workers.  

Marital statusMarital statusMarital statusMarital status    

 As the results in Table 1 show, the percentage of 
single respondents is only slightly lower than 
married respondents, 47.8% and 49%, 
respectively. The rest of 3.2% are widowers with 
1% and divorcees. Hence, the single participants 
are almost equal in proportion with the married 
participants.           
Ethnicity:  Ethnically, the sample is highly 
concentrated with Malays (90.5%). The rest are 
Chinese (5.5%), Indians (3.2%), and other 
ethnicities (1.0%). This result shows that not 
many non-Malay respondents participated in the 
study, which is also determined by the 
demographic nature of the country.     

ReligionReligionReligionReligion    

The results of religions show a consistency with 
the ethnic results whereby 90.9% of the 
participants are Muslims while others are 
Buddhists with 4%, Hindus with 2.6%, Christians 
with 2.2%, and others with 0.4%.      

IncomeIncomeIncomeIncome    

The income group of RM1,500-RM3,000 shows the 
highest percentage with 48.1%. This is followed by 
RM3, 000-RM5,000 with 23%, RM1,001-RM1,500 

with 11.4%, RM5,000-RM10,000 with 11%, no 
income with 2.8%, and above RM20,000 with 
0.2%. It is interesting to find that there are non-
income earners among the cardholders.  Perhaps, 
they are supplementary cardholders, or those who 
are in jobs when applying for credit cards but 
later experienced job loss. This result indicates 
that many participants have low income as about 
63% earn less than RM3, 000 a month. 

EducationEducationEducationEducation    

Among the participants, those with a 
Diploma/Matriculation/A-Level/Certificate are 
36% of the sample and 35% have Bachelor 
degrees. These two academic qualifications are 
found to be far larger than the other academic 
qualification groups. Specifically, 1.8% 
respondents have Primary school education, 13% 
of the participants have secondary school 
education, 10.5% have a Master’s education, and 
1.2% respondents have a Professional 
qualification. Hence, the majority of participants 
have an average level of education with either 
Diploma/Matriculation/A-Level/Certificate or 
Bachelor, which combined together, totals to 
70.6% of the whole sample population. This would 
imply that the respondents are informed 
knowledgeable. 

EEEEmployment mployment mployment mployment SectorSectorSectorSector    

The findings indicate that most of respondents 
work in the private sector (56.1%), which is about 
20% higher than those working in the 
government/public sector (34.9%), while 5.4% of 
the respondents are in self-employment and 3.6% 
are unemployed. Hence, a larger number of 
respondents are employed in the private sector as 
opposed to the government sector.   

OccupationOccupationOccupationOccupation    

 According to the occupational backgrounds of the 
participants, the largest number of respondents 
work as Manager/Executive/Businessman with 
33.7%, while the second largest occupational 
group is Clerks (24.4%), followed by Professionals 
(15%), schoolteachers or academicians (10.4%), 
technicians (6.6%), shopkeepers (3.4%), students 
(2.8%), others (2.6%), retired (0.6%), and factory 
workers (0.4%). Hence, the results fairly support 
the employment sector, which found that many 
respondents work in the private sector.  

Credit card profileCredit card profileCredit card profileCredit card profile    

Having noted the socio-demographic 
characteristics of the respondents, it is also 
important to investigate the respondents’ credit 
card profile. Table 2 depicts the findings of the 
respondents’ credit card profiles.   
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Table 1: Distribution of demographic backgroundTable 1: Distribution of demographic backgroundTable 1: Distribution of demographic backgroundTable 1: Distribution of demographic background    
FrequencyFrequencyFrequencyFrequency    PercentPercentPercentPercent    

Gender 

Female 230 45.5 
Male 275 54.5 

Total 505 100 

Age (in Year/s) 

Below 18 2 0.4 

18-20 16 3.2 
21-30 246 48.8 

31-40 181 35.9 
41-50 43 8.5 

51-60 16 3.2 
Total 504 100 

Marital Status  

Single 241 47.8 
Married 247 49 

Widowed 5 1 
Divorced 11 2.2 

Total 504 100 

Ethnicity 

Malay 456 90.5 

Chinese 27 5.4 
Indian 16 3.2 

Other 5 1 
Total 504 100 

Religion 

Islam 458 90.9 
Christianity 11 2.2 

Buddhism 20 4 
Hinduism 13 2.6 

Other 2 0.4 

Total 504 100 

Income 

No Income 14 2.8 

Below RM1,000 5 1 
RM1,001-RM1,500 57 11.4 

RM1,501-RM3,000 241 48.1 
RM3,001-RM5,000 114 22.8 

RM5,001-RM10,000 55 11 
RM10,001-RM20,000 14 2.8 

Above RM20,000 1 0.2 
Total 501 100 

Highest Education Level  

Primary School 9 1.8 
Secondary School 66 13.1 

Diploma/Matriculation/A-Level/Certificate 181 36 
Bachelor 174 34.6 

Master 53 10.5 
Doctorate 10 2 

Professional Qualification 6 1.2 
Other 4 0.8 

Total 503 100 

Employment Sector 

Government/Public Sector 175 34.9 

Private Sector 281 56.1 
Self-employment 27 5.4 

Unemployed 18 3.6 
Total 501 100 

Occupation 

Manager/Executive/Businessman 168 33.7 
Shopkeeper 17 3.4 

Professional 75 15 
Schoolteacher or academic 52 10.4 

Technician 33 6.6 
Clerk 122 24.4 

Factory worker 2 0.4 
Retired 3 0.6 

Student 14 2.8 
Other 13 2.6 

Total 499 100 

The Number ofThe Number ofThe Number ofThe Number of    Credit Cards HeldCredit Cards HeldCredit Cards HeldCredit Cards Held    

The majority of cardholders has 1 card with 
47.9%; followed by 2 cards with 30.9%, and 3 
cards with 12.7%. A lower percentage is found for 
those with 4 cards and above. Hence, there is 
slightly less people with single card ownership 
(47.9%) than the multiple owners (52.1%).  

Holding Holding Holding Holding TypeTypeTypeType    

About two-thirds (69.5%) of participants possess 
CCCs, which is far higher than ICC ownerships 
with only 15.5%. This is interesting as Malaysia 
has been very eager in promoting Islamic finance, 
but the credit card taking shows a much greater 
effort is still required.  
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Holding Holding Holding Holding PeriodPeriodPeriodPeriod    

The highest ownership period is 2 years with 24%, 
followed closely by 1 year with 21.5%, and 3 years 
with 13.6%. Generally the percentage of 
ownership decreased from 3 years onwards with 
exceptions at 10-year, 12-year, and 14-year. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that the majority of 
respondents (59.1%) has possessed credit cards for 
3 years and less. This finding can be partially 
explained by age factors as the elderly above 40 
who participated in the study only comprised 
11.7% of the sample. 

The Opinion of the Existence of Islamic The Opinion of the Existence of Islamic The Opinion of the Existence of Islamic The Opinion of the Existence of Islamic 
Credit CardsCredit CardsCredit CardsCredit Cards 

In seeking the knowledge whether participants 
believe that there should be ICCs, Table 3 
indicates the results to the question. It is found 
that 66.5% of participants thought that ICCs 
should be made available. This is about 5 times 
higher than those opposing the existence of ICCs 
with only 13.2%. The rest 20.4% of participants 
responded ‘no opinion’. Hence, the results show 
that there is a strong demand for ICCs. It should 
also be noted that there was a higher percentage 
of individuals who agreed that ICCs should be in 
existence, as compared to those who owned ICCs. 
As can be referred in Table 3, those who 
demanded ICCs to be offered in the market were 
66.5% as opposed to only 15.5% of ICC possessors 
(Table 2).    

PerceptionPerceptionPerceptionPerception    of Islamic credit cards in of Islamic credit cards in of Islamic credit cards in of Islamic credit cards in 
comparison to conventional credit cards: the comparison to conventional credit cards: the comparison to conventional credit cards: the comparison to conventional credit cards: the 
descriptive and inferential analysisdescriptive and inferential analysisdescriptive and inferential analysisdescriptive and inferential analysis    

This section presents the eight statements that 
explore the perception of ICCs in comparison to 
CCCs in determining whether respondents 
perceive CCCs as superior than ICCs through the 
identified dimensions. The findings of the 
descriptive statistics for the eight variables are 
presented in Table 4.     As for the statement that 
‘CCCs have a higher credit limit than ICCs’, the 
results indicate that 38.5% of cardholders agreed 
that CCCs provide a higher credit limit while only 
16.3% disagreed. It is also important to note that 
the majority of participants (45.2%) are neutral. 
Regarding the statement that ‘CCCs offer better 
bonus/rewards than ICCs’, 34.8% of the 
participants agreed and 15.9% disagreed. The 
majority, 48.2%, of the participants, however, 
preferred not to take any position on any side, 
hence, indicating their scepticism. As to the 
statement that ‘charges for CCCs are lower than 
ICCs’, 21.5% of respondents agreed that the 
charges for CCCs are lower when compared to 
ICCs, while 20.5% disagreed. More than half of 
the participants (57.9%) remained neutral. With 

regards to the statement that ‘requirements for 
approval of CCCs are easier than for ICCs’, the 
results in Table 4 show that 34.4% of the 
participants agreed that CCCs have easier 
requirements while 16.6% disagreed. A large 
percentage of the participants (49%) remained 
neutral.On another dimension concerning 
whether ‘having CCCs is more prestigious than 
ICCs’, the results show that a greater percentage 
of respondents disagreed (34%) than agreed 
(24.5%). It is also important to note that the 
respondents in the neutral group are higher than 
the other groups.In respect of the statement that 
‘CCCs have wider acceptance compared to ICCs’, 
about four times of the participants agreed 
(50.5%) than those who disagreed (14.3%). From 
the perspective of customers, the result signals 
that CCCs have better recognition compared to 
ICCs.In further comparing the various attributes 
and dimensions of both credit cards, the 
participants were asked to express their opinion 
on whether ‘The terms and conditions of CCCs are 
easier to understand than those for ICCs’. The 
results in Table 4 show that 31.9% agreed while 
17.1% of the participants disagreed with the 
statement. The rest of 50.9% participants 
remained undecided.In the last statement, the 
religiosity aspect of credit card holding was 
examined. The respondents were specifically 
asked to state their opinion on whether ‘ICCs 
provide religious satisfaction, which is not the 
case with the CCCs’. The results in Table 4 show 
that 42.9% of the participants agreed that ICCs 
can give them religious satisfaction while only 
14.3% disagreed. However, even in the case of 
such a statement, 42.7% of the participants 
remained neutral. So far, the findings indicated 
the favourability on CCCs than ICCs; as of 
findings on the eight statements, six statements 
relating to ‘credit limit’, ‘charges’, requirements 
for approval’, ‘wider acceptance’ and ‘the easiness 
of credit card terms and conditions’ favour CCCs 
as compared to the rest two statements that 
favour ICCs in terms of ‘prestige’ and ‘religious 
satisfaction’. Hence, the overall results strongly 
suggest that more respondents think that CCCs 
are better than ICCs in the identified dimensions 
and attributes. In addition to the descriptive 
statistics, further exploration on the eight 
variables to determine whether any association 
existed between the two holding types, namely 
CCC holders versus ICC holders, was conducted 
using chi-square tests. The chi-square analysis 
was further substantiated with the Mann-
Whitney U. The chi-square test results indicated 
that four of the eight variables have a significant 
association. Unfortunately, Mann-Whitney U 
tests on the four significant variables based on  
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Table 2: Credit card profileTable 2: Credit card profileTable 2: Credit card profileTable 2: Credit card profile    
 FrequencyFrequencyFrequencyFrequency    PercentPercentPercentPercent    

The Number of Credit Cards Held 

1 242 47.9 
2 156 30.9 
3 64 12.7 
4 25 5 
5 11 2.2 
6 5 1 
7 1 0.2 
13 1 0.2 
Total 505 100 

Holding Type 

CCC 349 69.5 
ICC 78 15.5 
MCC 75 14.9 
Total 502 100 

Ownership period (in year) 

1 98 21.5 

2 109 24 
3 62 13.6 

4 45 9.9 
5 45 9.9 

6 25 5.5 
7 12 2.6 

8 8 1.8 
9 3 0.7 

10 21 4.6 
11 3 0.7 

12 6 1.3 
13 3 0.7 

14 5 1.1 
15 4 0.9 

18 2 0.4 
20 2 0.4 

24 1 0.2 
25 1 0.2 

Total 455 100 

    
Table 3: Opinion of ICCs being made available in the marketTable 3: Opinion of ICCs being made available in the marketTable 3: Opinion of ICCs being made available in the marketTable 3: Opinion of ICCs being made available in the market    

Should there be ICCs?Should there be ICCs?Should there be ICCs?Should there be ICCs?    
    Frequency Valid Percent 
Valid Yes 333 66.5 
  No 66 13.2 
  No Opinion 102 20.4 
  Total 501 100.0 
Mean 1.54 

Table 4: Comparison between ICCs and CCCsTable 4: Comparison between ICCs and CCCsTable 4: Comparison between ICCs and CCCsTable 4: Comparison between ICCs and CCCs    
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly 
disagreedisagreedisagreedisagree    DisagreeDisagreeDisagreeDisagree    NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral    AgreeAgreeAgreeAgree    

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly 
agreeagreeagreeagree    TotalTotalTotalTotal    

Variable N % N % N % N % N % N Mean 

CCCs provide a higher credit limit 
than ICCs 22 4.4 59 11.9 224 45.2 167 33.7 24 4.8 496 3.23 
CCCs offer better bonus/rewards than 
ICCs 14 2.8 65 13.1 239 48.2 154 31 24 4.8 496 3.22 
Charges for CCCs are lower than 
ICCs 21 4.2 81 16.3 287 57.9 90 18.1 17 3.4 496 3 
Requirements for approval of CCCs 
are easier than for ICCs 12 2.4 70 14.2 242 49 151 30.6 19 3.8 494 3.19 
Having CCCs is more prestigious 
than ICCs 40 8.1 128 25.9 206 41.6 96 19.4 25 5.1 495 2.87 
CCCs have wider acceptance 
compared to ICCs 20 4 51 10.3 174 35.2 221 44.6 29 5.9 495 3.38 
The terms and conditions of CCCs are 
easier to understand than those for 
ICCs 14 2.8 71 14.3 252 50.9 146 29.5 12 2.4 495 3.14 
ICCs provide religious satisfaction, 
which is not the case with CCCs 13 2.6 58 11.7 211 42.7 159 32.2 53 10.7 494 3.37 
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Table 5: CrossTable 5: CrossTable 5: CrossTable 5: Cross----tabulation results between holding type and ‘CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs’tabulation results between holding type and ‘CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs’tabulation results between holding type and ‘CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs’tabulation results between holding type and ‘CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs’    
      CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs  

      
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree Total 

Holding 
type 

CCC Count 11 37 170 107 14 339 
%  3.2% 10.9% 50.1% 31.6% 4.1% 100.0% 

ICC Count 6 10 27 29 6 78 
%  7.7% 12.8% 34.6% 37.2% 7.7% 100.0% 

Total Count 17 47 197 136 20 417 
%  4.1% 11.3% 47.2% 32.6% 4.8% 100.0% 

ChiChiChiChi----Square testsSquare testsSquare testsSquare tests    
  Value Df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.810a 4 .066 
Likelihood Ratio 8.367 4 .079 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.032 1 .858 

N of Valid Cases 417     
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.18. 

 
TaTaTaTable 6: Crossble 6: Crossble 6: Crossble 6: Cross----tabulation results between holding type and ‘charges ftabulation results between holding type and ‘charges ftabulation results between holding type and ‘charges ftabulation results between holding type and ‘charges for cccs are lower than for ICCS.or cccs are lower than for ICCS.or cccs are lower than for ICCS.or cccs are lower than for ICCS.    
      Charges for CCCs are lower than for ICCs 

      
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree Total 

Holding 
type 

CCC Count 13 52 209 58 7 339 
%  3.8% 15.3% 61.7% 17.1% 2.1% 100.0% 

ICC Count 5 15 35 15 8 78 
%  6.4% 19.2% 44.9% 19.2% 10.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 18 67 244 73 15 417 
%  4.3% 16.1% 58.5% 17.5% 3.6% 100.0% 

ChiChiChiChi----Square TestsSquare TestsSquare TestsSquare Tests    

  
Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 16.615a 4 .002 
Likelihood Ratio 13.861 4 .008 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.868 1 .351 

N of Valid Cases 417     
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.81. 

 
Table 7: CrossTable 7: CrossTable 7: CrossTable 7: Cross----tabulation results between htabulation results between htabulation results between htabulation results between holding type and ‘requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for olding type and ‘requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for olding type and ‘requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for olding type and ‘requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for 
ICCs’ICCs’ICCs’ICCs’    
      Requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for ICCs  

      
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree Total 

Holding 
type 

CCC Count 6 42 180 99 12 339 
%  1.8% 12.4% 53.1% 29.2% 3.5% 100.0% 

ICC Count 5 10 30 27 5 77 
%  6.5% 13.0% 39.0% 35.1% 6.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 11 52 210 126 17 416 
%  2.6% 12.5% 50.5% 30.3% 4.1% 100.0% 

ChiChiChiChi----Square TestsSquare TestsSquare TestsSquare Tests    
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 9.848a 4 .043 
Likelihood Ratio 8.704 4 .069 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.028 1 .866 

N of Valid Cases 416     
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.04. 
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Table 8: CrossTable 8: CrossTable 8: CrossTable 8: Cross----tabulation results between tabulation results between tabulation results between tabulation results between holding type and ‘having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs’holding type and ‘having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs’holding type and ‘having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs’holding type and ‘having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs’    

      Having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs 

      
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree Total 

Holding 
type 

CCC Count 16 96 146 65 15 338 
%  4.7% 28.4% 43.2% 19.2% 4.4% 100.0% 

ICC Count 15 11 26 19 7 78 
%  19.2% 14.1% 33.3% 24.4% 9.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 31 107 172 84 22 416 
%  7.5% 25.7% 41.3% 20.2% 5.3% 100.0% 

ChiChiChiChi----Square TestsSquare TestsSquare TestsSquare Tests    

  
Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 27.694a 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 24.241 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.002 1 .968 

N of Valid Cases 416     
a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.13. 

 
Table 9: MannTable 9: MannTable 9: MannTable 9: Mann----Whitney U test results between holding type and perception varWhitney U test results between holding type and perception varWhitney U test results between holding type and perception varWhitney U test results between holding type and perception variables of ICCs in comparison to iables of ICCs in comparison to iables of ICCs in comparison to iables of ICCs in comparison to 
CCCsCCCsCCCsCCCs    

VariableVariableVariableVariable        NNNN    Mean Mean Mean Mean 
rankrankrankrank    

ZZZZ    Asymp. sig. Asymp. sig. Asymp. sig. Asymp. sig. 
(2(2(2(2----tailed)tailed)tailed)tailed)    

1. CCCs provide a higher credit limit than ICCs* CCC 339 207.34 
ICC 78 216.22 
Total 417 -0.634 0.526 

2. Charges for CCCs are lower than ICCs*** CCC 339 207.35 
ICC 78 216.15 
Total 417 -0.654 0.513 

3. Requirements for approval of CCCs are easier than for 
ICCs** 

CCC 339 206.93 
ICC 77 215.4 
Total 416 -0.608 0.543 

4. Having CCCs are more prestigious than ICCs# CCC 338 207.66 
ICC 78 212.15 
Total 416 -0.313 0.754 

Notes: #, ***, **, * stands for results that are based on chi-square cross-tabulation denoting significance at 0%, 1%, 5%, 10% level, respectively. N 
denotes the number of observations. The four variables that have no significant association are ‘CCCs offer better bonus/rewards than ICCs’, 
‘CCCs have wider acceptance compared to ICCs’, ‘the terms and conditions of CCCs are easier to understand than those for ICCs’ and ‘ICCs 
provide religious satisfaction, which is not the case with CCCs’. 

 
 
chi-square revealed no significant differences. 
However, the results are still being reported in 
Table 9 as the Mann-Whitney U results are only 
used to check the direction of the agreements in 
complementing the chi-square with the cross-
tabulation results. The discussions of the 
variables that have significant associations on 
chi-square tests together with the complementary 
test of the Mann-Whitney U are presented as 
follows: The chi-square finding in Table 5 shows a 
statistically significant association between 
holding type and the statement that ‘CCCs 
provide a higher credit limit than ICCs’ at the 
10% level with p-value .066.  It is found that the 
accepting groups from both CCCs and ICCs are 
greater than their rejecting group (35.5% than 
14.1% and 44.9% than 20.5%, respectively).  An 
inspection on the Mann-Whitney U Test results in 
Table 9 show a statistically insignificant 
difference between the holding of CCCs and ICCs 

across the agreement levels of the statement. 
However, the results show that the mean ranking 
value of ICCs is 216.22, which is higher than that 
of CCCs with 207.34. Although insignificant, the 
findings imply that ICC holders believe that 
CCCs offer a higher credit limit to customers than 
ICCs. This can be positively interpreted to ICCs 
as lower credit limit may mean a lower debt 
impact. From another perspective, it also signals 
a more limited access to credit offered by ICCs 
than CCCs.            
The chi-square finding in Table 6 shows 
significant associations between holding type and 
the statement that ‘charges for CCCs are lower 
than ICCs’ at the 1% level with p-value .002. 
Regarding CCCs, its accepting group is almost no 
different to the rejecting group (19.2% and 19.1%, 
respectively), while for ICCs, the accepting group 
(29.5%) is much larger than its rejecting group 
(25.6%). The Mann-Whitney U Test results in 
Table 9 reveal the mean ranking value for ICCs 
(216.15) is higher than that of CCCs (207.35). 
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Hence, there is a higher acceptance level among 
ICC holders than CCC holders towards the 
statement of ‘CCCs having lower charges than 
ICCs’. This may offer a positive perspective to 
ICCs as the ICC holders may hold ICCs for 
religious factors.    
The chi-square finding in Table 7 shows a 
significant association between holding type and 
‘requirements for approval of CCCs are easier 
than for ICCs’ at the 5% level with p-value .043.  
For both CCCs and ICCs, the accepting groups 
were greater than the rejecting groups (32.7% 
than 14.2% and 41.6% than 19.5%, respectively). 
In addition, the Mann-Whitney U Test in Table 9 
indicates a higher mean ranking value for ICCs 
(215.40) than CCCs (206.93). This means that 
ICC holders have a greater tendency to believe 
that CCCs have much easier requirements to be 
approved for a credit card than ICCs than those of 
CCC holders.   
The chi-square finding in Table 8 shows a full 
statistically significant association between the 
holding type and the statement that ‘having CCCs 
are more prestigious than ICCs’ at p-value .000. 
For CCC holders, there are more respondents who 
disagreed with the statement than those who 
agreed (33.1% than 23.6%). However, for ICC 
holders, there are equal distribution among the 
disagreeing, neutral, and agreeing groups with 
33.3% for each.  Further observation of the Mann-
Whitney U Test results in Table 9 found the mean 
ranking value of ICCs with 212.15 to be higher 
than CCCs with 207.66. Hence, the mean ranking 
value findings summarise that ICC holders have a 
greater tendency to believe that ‘CCCs are more 
prestigious than ICCs’.   
Overall, as the four significant variables showed 
that ICC holders perceive CCCs as superior than 
ICCs as compared to CCC holders, it is concluded 
that CCCs are superior to ICCs. Hence, the 
established hypothesis in this study is accepted. 

ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion    

The aim of the paper is to determine the 
perception of Malaysian cardholders towards 
ICCs in comparative to CCCs. The descriptive 

statistics revealed that CCCs are superior in 
terms of six aspects, namely higher credit limit, 
better bonus/rewards, low charges, easier 
requirement for approval, wider acceptance and 
the easiness in understanding the stipulated 
credit card terms and conditions, as compared to 
only two aspects of prestige and religious 
satisfaction that favour ICCs. Further tests of chi-
square show that four statements show 
significant difference with the holding type, 
namely ‘CCCs provide a higher credit limit than 
ICCs’, ‘Charges for CCCs are lower than ICCs’, 
‘Requirements for approval of CCCs are easier 
than for ICCs’ and ‘Having CCCs are more 
prestigious than ICCs’, which revealed that ICC 
holders had a higher agreement level over the 
superiority of CCCs than the CCC holders. 
Further tests of the Mann-Whitney U have 
complemented the findings of the agreement 
directions of the chi-square tests.In general, the 
results suggest that the respondents perceive 
CCCs are superior to ICCs. However, the fact that 
ICC holder agreed more than the CCC holders 
over the superiority of CCCs, offers a marginal 
advantage to Islamic banking as the loyalists may 
be of those religious adherence, which explained 
why the respondents still hold ICCs despite their 
expressions on ICC inferiority. From another 
perspective, as the market of ICCs is still small 
compared to CCCs, this should trigger the Islamic 
banking to further improve the perception of the 
customers on the Islamic banking products. 
Perhaps there is still high suspicion exists over 
the level of religiosity of Islamic financial 
products, especially among Muslims who possess 
CCCs instead of ICCs. Therefore, aligning ICC 
structures to the Islamic moral aspiration to 
reduce the negative perception is necessary.     
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