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Appendix: Structural Equation Modelling

Model specification

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to explain
the structural relationships between the factors of
interest. Figure A1l illustrates the structural paths based
on the hypotheses posited in the section on structural
framework.

Figure Al: Theoretical model

NR PART

Table A1: Model fit statistics

RPART, NRPART, PILA, PILO and SUPPORT are
latent variables, which were measured with respective
sets of observed variables. RPART and NRPART are the
self-reported frequencies of residents’ remunerative and
non-remunerative participation in CBET. The observed
variables of PILA and PILO were created based on the
Sustainable Livelihoods Guidance Sheet of the UK’s
Department for International Development (DFID 1999).
Support for CBET was adopted from Woosnam’s (2012)
modified Tourism Impact Attitude Scale. The questions
were rated on the seven-point Likert scale, where one
designates never (for RPART and NRPART), extremely
negative (for PILA and PILO) and strongly disagree (for
SUPPORT), while seven represents extremely often (for
RPART and NRPART), or extremely positive (for PILA
and PILO) and strongly agree (for SUPPORT).

HI10 Model selection

Table A1 presents the model fit statistics for the measurement
model, theoretical structural model and verified structural

. model.

SUPPORT
. Measurement model

Table Al shows that the measurement model has a

HY significant chi square (y2 = 202, df = 122, p-value <

0.001), suggesting that it was a poor fit for the data.
However, chi square is likely to be significant when the
sample is large, so it is recommended that researchers
use alternative fit indices in addition to chi square. One
of them is the ratio of y2/df, for which the cut-off value

Model Fit Index Measurement Model Structural Model
Theoretical Verified
Absolute fit indices
Chi square 201.64 201.64 204.42
df 122.00 122.00 125.00
P-Value 0.00 0.00 0.00
x/df 1.65 1.65 1.64
CFA 0.95 0.95 0.95
TLI 0.94 0.94 0.94
SRMR 0.05 0.05 0.05
RMSEA 0.06 0.06 0.06
Relative fit indices
Satarro-Bentler chi square difference test
chi square difference (df=3) 1.229
p-value 0.746

Source: Result of the authors’ analysis, 2014
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for a good fit model is < 3. The measurement model had
a y2/df ratio of 1.65, indicating that the measurement
model indeed had a good fit.

The comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI) were also used to examine the model fit.
A model with CFI and TLI > 0.95 has a good fit. The
measurement model had an acceptable fit because its CFI
was 0.95 and TLI was 0.94. Moreover, standardised root
mean square residual (SRMR) and root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) were used to measure the
misfit of the target model. The recommended cut-off values
of SRMR and RMSEA are <0.05. The measurement model
also had a good fit according to the misfit indices, with
SRMR of 0.05 and RMSEA of 0.06. RMSEA was slightly
higher than the cut-off value. Nonetheless, RMSEA < 0.08
is considered an acceptable fit.

The full CFA and measurement model results' cannot
be shown here because of limited space. Based on the CFA
results, all the latent variables had a high level of internal
consistency because their composite reliability (CR) was
greater than 0.70. They also had convergent validity because
the standardised factor loadings of all the observed variables
were statistically significant at the 1 percent level. Also,
most standardised factor loadings were higher than 0.70,
which is considered ideal. Only one standardised loading
was less than 0.70 but higher than 0.50, and three of them
were less than 0.50, but these observed variables were kept
to retain the content validity of their latent variables.

Theoretical structural model

The theoretical structural model had the following fit
indices: y*/df = 1.65, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, SRMR =
0.05, RMSEA = 0.06. Hence, it had an acceptable fit, but
several path coefficients were not statistically significant.
The non-significant pathcoefficients were deleted to seek a
simple model that fits the data well.

1 The full CFA and measurement model results can be found in Ven (2017).

Table A2: Significant indirect effects

Verified structural model

The verified model also had a good fit (y*/df = 1.64, CFI
= 0.95, TLI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.06). The
Satorra-Bentler scaled chi square difference test was
implemented to compare the theoretical model with the
verified model. As presented in Table A1, Satarro-Bentler
chi square difference was not significant, indicating that
the verified model fits the sample data better than the
theoretical model does. The verified model was selected as
the final model.

The results of analysis

Figure A2 illustrates the structural paths of the verified
model. The numbers in the parentheses are the statistically
significant standardised coefficients of the direct effects.
The statistically significant standardised coefficients of the
indirect effects are shown in Table A2.

Figure A2: The verified model
H6 (0.23%%)

NRPART
HI10 (0.32%%%)

H7 (0.15%%*)

HI (0.80%%%)

9 (0.28%%%)

H2 (0.21%%%)

Source: Result of the authors’ analysis, 2014
Note: () denotes standardised coefficients; significant at p-value
<0.01*%** and <0.05%*,

Path
H Sc
From Via To
Hlla RPART NRPART PILO 0.18**
HI11b RPART NRPART SUPPORT 0.12**
Hllc RPART NRPART PILO SUPPORT 0.06**
H13a NRPART PILO SUPPORT 0.07**
H13b PILA PILO SUPPORT 0.13**

Source: Result of authors’ analysis, 2014
Note: ** significant at p-value < 0.05.





