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Theoretical Rationale

Border Theory (Clark, 2000)
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# Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA): 24
“Lx) o] o] A kAL 7 o)

= 4 Structural Equation Model (SEM)
(LISREL 8.50 At =)




Indices for Goodness of Fit for
the CFA

Index Model Tested
Five Factor
X2 365.48*(df=142)
CFlI 0.96
NNFI 0.95
RMSEA 0.040(0.035-0.045)a

*p<0.001
a 90% population confidence interval. x2, Chi—square; CFl, Comparative Fit Index; NNFI, Non
Normed Fit Index; RMSEA, Root mean squared error of approximation.




= & Indices for Goodness of Fit for

the SEM

Index Values

Hypothesized Modified

90% for RMSEA (0.050-0.058) (0.039-
0:047)

Standardized RMR 0.085 0.040

NFI 0.87 0.91

NNFI 0.88 0.93

CFI 0.90 0.94

g 1= 0.90 0.94
A GEI 0.93 0.95
H AGE 0.92 0.94

0
:
!
;

E%h 4 * Note: RMSEA is root—-mean—-square of approximation, RMR is root mean residual, NFl is non—normed fit index,
g;ﬁ@ NNFI is non—normed fit index, CFl is comparative fit index, IFl is incremental fit index, GFl is goodness—of—fit
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Direct Effects of Construct
Variables

From to coefficient t-value
Culture Flexibility 0.31 4.83
Support Flexibility 0.44 6.92
Flexibility Balance 0.68 10.71
Balance Well-being 0.55 11.82
Marital Flexibility 0.25 2.91
Gender Well-being  -0.35 -5.00
Income Well-being 0.10 2.51

Note: If t> 2.00, the path is significant
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