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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to evaluate the value derived by the local community from
cultural heritage and natural heritage in Jugra, Kuala Langat, as it has the potential to be a recognized
heritage tourism site. The quantitative approach was used by conducting a survey study. A total of
392 respondents among the local community were selected through a purposive sampling technique.
The collected data were processed with SPSS software and analyzed using cross tabulation analysis.
Then, several hypotheses were tested using AMOS software. The result showed that Jugra’s unique
heritage elements positively influenced the respondent’s willingness to accept and fund its tourism
development. Socioeconomic factors also influenced the respondents’ disposition to preserve heritage.
The findings revealed that there was priceless value when respondents agreed with the development,
although they had never visited the heritage sites. Their physical, economic, and social valuation
made them proud of the heritage, as it is a reflection of their identity. This study also aims to
emphasize the role of local community as one of the stakeholders, as they should also be able to
benefit from tourism development. All these would help boost the tourism industry, particularly
through the archaeo-tourism and eco-tourism perspectives.

Keywords: cultural heritage; natural heritage; heritage tourism; identity; sustainability; willingness
to pay; Jugra

1. Introduction

The United Nations of World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) [1] and Zyl [2] define
tourism as temporary travel by a person not exceeding a year, outside of his usual desti-
nations without any remuneration from the workplace or residence. Maneenetr [3] (2008)
described tourism as the social, economic, and political interactions between organiza-
tions, communities, visitors, and products. Tourism development has gotten worldwide
recognition as an impetus for economic growth, agriculture, and energy development and
poverty alleviation [4–10]. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations, or ASEAN [11],
defines tangible heritage as cultural heritage, including the structures, artefacts, and sites,
whereas oral, folk, and popular cultural heritage, including fashion and costumes and
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human habits, are considered intangible cultural heritage (ICH) [12–16]. Similarly, heritage
tourism also refers to the physical development by the modernization of social structures to
meet tourists’ expectations in history, art, culture, nature, etc. Meanwhile, heritage tourism
development relates to the sustainable tourism that will lead to the maintenance of cultural
integrity, social network, physical environment, and protecting biodiversity, which serve
as the cultural, social, and economic resources [3,17–19]. According to Ramli [20], heritage
tourism can be categorized into cultural heritage (tangible and intangible heritage) and
natural heritage. In addition, he stated that the conservation and preservation of heritage
assets are significant, particularly when used as means of archaeo-tourism [21–26] and
ecotourism [27–29]. Navrud and Ready [30] stated that heritage assets could be analyzed
by conservationists through the economic valuation method. The valuation process would
create heritage values that can be defined as the benefits gained by the users who are
willing to pay for the protection of those assets. The willingness of people to pay is one
of the most important theories used to reflect heritage values given by individuals in a
community [30–32]. Throsby et al. found a significant contribution by the four dimensions
of cultural value—aesthetic value, historical value, social value, and architectural value—to
the formation of conservation preferences and through the public’s willingness to pay [33].
Heritage education is essential in order to create all these cultural values merely among the
younger generations. The implementation of heritage education programs, for example,
by using new technologies achieved an impact on the community. This program enables
pupils to identify and value their heritage, and thereby contribute to the safeguarding of
the local heritage [34].

Gizzi et al. [35] recognized the cultural heritage significance attributed to the identity
of the heritage that belong to the communities, to reunite communities with places and
objects that belong to them, to return the value of the relationship between the site and
its surroundings, to informally learn about the object and its symbolic meaning that
characterizes it within the history of that community, and to identify the methods and tools
capable of repairing that link between the individual and the social value of the cultural
good. These would help an individual from a community to be active and proactive in
preserving the cultural heritage for posterity [35–38].

According to Muganda et al. [39], one of the core elements in sustainable tourism
development is to encourage the participation of the local community. The local community
should be an integral part of the current decision-making process at both the planning
and management levels [40–43], and thus their involvement cannot be neglected [44–46].
The involvement of the local community in the decision-making process pertaining to
development issues is crucial to ensure that planned development policies are always
in the best interests of the community and meet their needs in line with the physical,
economic, and social development impacts [39,44]. Mohd Din [47] also pointed out that the
involvement of the local community can certainly be helpful not just in the form of funding,
but also in promoting and supporting the development efforts of heritage sites, particularly
in the study area. The awareness of the local community of the importance of heritage
conservation is also vital in educating future generations in understanding and appreciating
history. It also can provide the opportunity to experience and enjoy the benefits reaped
from heritage tourism. Additionally, it emphasizes environmental well-being by increasing
heritage conservation awareness, mainly amongst the local community, as heritage assets
reflect the identity of their origins [3,48]. Target 11.4 of Sustainable Development Goal 11
(SDG 11) aims to “strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural heritage
and natural heritage” [15,49–51]. Therefore, the local communities’ evaluation of heritage
protection needs to be identified in order to put emphasis on the significance of heritage
asset preservation in the area, so that proper planning for its long-term protection can be
implemented. This study also aims to emphasize the role of the local community as one of
the stakeholders, as they should also be able to benefit from tourism development. The
study also used a semiotics approach, which has been used effectively in tourism-related
studies over the last two decades.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

Jugra is said to have existed for 2500 years, and historians believe that Langat was
once its original site. Researchers have discovered artefacts from a series of excavations
in 1964 at Kampung Sungai Lang [52]. The locations of Jugra sub-district and Kuala
Langat district are shown in Figure 1. From a linguistic point of view, researchers have
stated that the Jugra dialect indeed represents the ancient Selangor dialect, which was
previously thought to be non-existent [53]. Jugra also became well known as a transit area
during the Malacca Sultanate era, based on its terrains and strategic location, which are
situated along the coast and river mouth [54–56]. Moreover, in 18th century, Jugra was
once the administrative center of Selangor when the fourth Sultan of Selangor, Al Marhum
Sultan Abdul Samad Ibni Sultan Abdullah (SASSA), resided there (1875–1898). SASSA
built several palaces and resided there in 1875. Therefore, Jugra was established as the
development hub of social, economic, and political life in Selangor. During the reign of
SASSA, Jugra witnessed various historical events, such as the civil wars of Klang I and
Klang II (1866–1874) that affected British colonialism in Malaysia. After the demise of
SASSA, his grandson, Sultan Ala’uddin Suleiman Shah Ibni Raja Musa (SASRM), became
the fifth Sultan of Selangor. SASRM resided in Jugra for 35 years and brought about many
physical, economic, and social developments to the state before he moved and passed away
in Klang [57–60]. Accordingly, the remains of its historic evidence still exist as cultural
heritage that bears aesthetic value and unique designs. The population in Jugra is estimated
to be about 8582 out of more than 200,000 people in Kuala Langat, Selangor. Most of the
people in Jugra work as farmers, fishermen, entrepreneurs, construction workers, civil
servants, or in private companies, the banking sector, or utilities sector, [61]. Fortunately,
Jugra also has natural heritage assets that are rich in biodiversity and serve as the habitat
for natural resources. All these assets need to be preserved for future generations, as
they have significant historic, spiritual, and scientific value from previous civilizations
that is irreplaceable. Unfortunately, previous research found that heritage assets in the
study area were recorded and categorized, but these treasures were not systematically
managed. One of the key challenges in management systems is the lack of cooperation
and attitudinal attentions by stakeholders such as local authorities, non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), or the local community themselves, especially the owners of the
inheritance. The study also discussed the financial aspects of managing heritage assets so
that good management systems can be implemented. The integration part of planning,
management, engagement, and cooperation among stakeholders should be strengthened
to ensure consistent development in line with the legal system and conservation guidelines
as provided by the government [52]. Table 1 and Figures 2 and 3 include the lists of cultural
heritage and natural heritage elements in Jugra that have been identified.Sustainability 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 24 
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Table 1. Cultural and natural heritage elements in Jugra [60].

Cultural Heritage Natural Heritage

1. Archaeological site 1. Jugra Reserved Forest
2. Long Puteri Palace 2. Langat River
3. Royal Mausoleum of Al Marhum Sultan Abdul Samad 3. Mangrove Forest
4. The Ammunition Dump 4. Physical terrain—mountain
5. The Old Kuala Langat District Office
6. The Old Jugra Prison
7. Bandar Palace
8. Alaeddin Mosque
9. The Bandar National School Batu Hampar Jetty
10. Jugra Lighthouse
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2.2. Semiotics of the Study

Semiotics refers to the science of signs or any system that is related to the use of symbol
or marks [62]. In the 19th century, Charles Sanders Pierce (1839–1914), a philosopher from
the United States who authored the Collected Papers (reconstituted in 1931 by Charles
Harthstorne, Paul Wiess, and Arthur W. Burks), stated that semiotics has links to logical
character, which can connect the relationship between signifier (marker) and signified
through the symbol of a sign. It can be considered arbitrary by the three components,
which are icons, symbols, and indexes [62,63]. Semiotics has been used effectively in
tourism-related studies over the last two decades [64,65]. According to MacCannell [63],
he adapted semiotics in tourism as written in a book titled The Tourist. MacCannell used
the Pierce approach, which uses the beauty and uniqueness of a tourist destination as a
means to influence a visitor’s motivation to visit the site. An example given by MacCannell
is the Eiffel Tower, which became a major tourist attraction in Paris, and the Empire State
building is the main tourist attraction in Manhattan. These buildings were built to be a
sign that symbolizes the identity of the place they are located in [64,66]. In addition, this
study adapted Piercean semiotics by using the Piercean triadic model of signs to form a
conceptual framework for the study. The cultural heritage and natural heritage elements in
the study area were used to symbolize local identity by evaluating the locals’ interpretation
of the heritage protection. As illustrated in Figure 4, the semiotic process occurs via
three components—the first component is the signifier (representing the uniqueness of
the heritage elements in Jugra) to interpret the second component of the local community
(signified). Hence, the locals’ evaluation and interpretation on the signifier represents the
attractiveness towards heritage tourism development, which is the third component. The
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interchangeability between the signified and the signifier through heritage evaluation acts
as a link to form the continuation in a triangular relationship. Generally, this process will
create heritage values that are influenced by the local community perceptions, experiences,
and level of awareness towards the importance of heritage protection. These heritage values
represent the dependent variables in the study. The involvement of the local community
signifies both direct and indirect used values. Direct used value refers to the people who
get the benefits of the heritage protection directly because they use the heritage site as a
place of residence, workplace, recreation area, or trip destination, whereas indirect used
value represents the people who have no visiting experience at the heritage site but get
the benefits indirectly because they live in the area. There is an intrinsic value when they
have never visited the heritage site, but they have an internal awareness of protecting the
site so that the treasures can be enjoyed by other users. The goal of the implementation
is to conserve the heritage assets (altruistic value) and decide to make the site become
a recognizable heritage tourism destination for future use and biodiversity well-being
(option value). There is a bequest value when preserving the uniqueness of the heritage site
that can be inherited by future generations. All these dependent variables may influence
the socioeconomic factors such as education, occupation, and income that can affect users’
disposition and consent towards heritage tourism development efforts [30,67].
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2.3. Methodology

A quantitative survey was conducted over eight weeks from 6 November to 28
December 2015 to evaluate the values derived by the local community towards the cultural
heritage and natural heritage in the study area. The purposive sampling technique was
chosen and applied to the target population of the local people in Kuala Langat, who have
been living in the area for over three years. Figure 5 indicates the values created by the
locals through the survey.
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Figure 5. Illustration of the values derived by the locals from the survey.

Based on the pilot survey, despite the fact that all respondents have lived in the area
for more than three years, some still did not recognize the heritage elements and had
never visited the area. Therefore, in the major survey with a total of 392 respondents (from
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the 400 respondents who returned with positive feedback), the distribution technique
used was the face-to-face technique. The technique also included displays of pictorial or
visual information about the heritage elements. This technique can attain 80 percent or
more effectiveness and fast response from the respondents compared to other methods
such as online survey, electronic media, or mail [68]. The questionnaire had 36 total
questions, consisting of two types of close-ended questions. Firstly, the five-point Likert
scale questions were used to estimate the respondents’ perception of or disposition towards
heritage protection in the study area, and secondly, dichotomous questions were used
to ask the respondents to answer either “Yes” or “No.” This type of question was used
to identify the respondents’ willingness to pay for heritage protection, options to choose
the uniqueness of heritage elements in the study area, and then to find out whether the
respondents had or had not visited the study area [59]. The data were processed using IBM
SPSS Statistics version 21. Basic descriptive analyses of percentages and frequencies were
applied to attain the respondents’ demographic data and to calculate the total number of
respondents who accepted heritage tourism development and were willing to contribute to
its funding. Then, inferential analyses were also applied, namely, cross-tabulation analyses
by using the Chi-square test in SPSS software to study the correlation between variables, as
depicted below:

1. Cross-tabulation between respondents’ acceptance of heritage tourism development
in the study area and their visiting experience at the heritage sites.

2. Cross-tabulation between respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP) for the heritage
conservation and their acceptance of tourism development in study area.

In addition, the study also applied structural equation modelling (SEM) using regres-
sion and moderation tests in AMOS software to test the hypotheses as listed below:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). There is a significant statistical correlation between the uniqueness of heritage
elements in Jugra and respondents’ willingness to pay for heritage conservation and tourism
development purposes.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). There is a significant statistical correlation between the uniqueness heritage
elements in Jugra and respondents’ consent to heritage tourism development.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Socioeconomic factors act as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions
towards heritage preservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area.

3. Results

Based on the analysis of the demographic data of 392 respondents, there was a
slight difference by gender, the number of male and female respondents, of 4%. In
terms of age, the survey consisted of the highest total of number respondents as be-
tween 16 and 34 years old (61.0%), followed by 20.9% of respondents aged between 35
and 44 years old. In terms of educational background, the majority of the respondents
had completed secondary school, whereas only 7.2% of them had no formal education
or had only completed primary education. In terms of occupation, the highest number
of respondents (31.4%) was comprised of technicians or officers. Then, by monthly gross
income, the majority of the respondents earned no more than RM 900 monthly (29.3%).
Most of the respondents had visited the heritage area (77.3%). Less than half of the total
respondents were willing to pay for heritage tourism development (46.7%). Nevertheless,
the majority of them accepted the study area as a choice heritage tourism site (96.9%). A
summary of the respondents’ demographic data is indicated in Table 2.
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Table 2. Summary of the respondents’ demographic data [60].

Demographic Variables Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
- Male 203 52
- Female 189 48

Total 392 100
Age

- 16–24 119 30.4
- 25–34 120 30.6
- 35–44 82 20.9
- 45–54 47 12
- 55–64 15 3.8
- >65 9 2.3

Total 392 100
Education level

- No formal education 4 1.3
- Primary school 23 5.9
- Secondary school 222 56.6
- Diploma 96 24.5
- First degree 42 10.5
- Masters/PhD 5 1.3

Total 392 100
Occupation

- Professional/Managerial 58 14.8
- Technician/Officer 123 31.4
- Freelance/Own business 110 28.1
- Student 70 17.9
- Not

working/Housewife/Retired 31 7.9

Total 392 100
Monthly gross income

- <RM 900 115 29.3
- RM 901–RM 1500 102 26.0
- RM 1501–RM 2000 54 13.8
- RM 2001–RM 3000 58 14.8
- RM 3001–RM 4000 37 9.4
- RM 4001–RM 5000 15 3.8
- RM 5001–RM 6000 5 1.3
- >RM 6001 6 1.5

Total 392 100
Have visited the heritage area

- Yes 303 77.3
- No 89 22.7

Total 392 100
Willingness to pay (WTP)

- WTP 183 46.7
- Not WTP 209 53.3

Total 392 100
Acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism
site

- Yes 379 96.9
- No 13 3.1

Total 392 100

3.1. Cross Analysis
3.1.1. Cross Tabulation between Respondents’ Acceptance of Heritage Tourism
Development in Jugra and Their Visiting Experience at the Heritage Sites

According to Seok et al. [69] and Garczynski [70], the significant value (alpha value)
for the Pearson chi square should be less than (<) 0.05. As shown in Table 3, the X2 value
at continuity correction (must refer if any) was 0.000 at an asymptotic significant level
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(alpha value) of 1.000. As the significant value exceeded 0.05, it shows that the respondents’
acceptance of the heritage tourism development in the study area was not correlated with
their visiting experience at the heritage sites (X2 = 0.000, df = 1, k > 0.05).

Table 3. Chi-square test results for correlation between the respondents’ acceptance of Jugra as a
heritage tourism site and visiting experience at the heritage sites.

Parameter Value
(X2) df Asymptotic Sig.

(2-Sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-Sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-Sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 0.001 a 1 0.974
Continuity Correction b 0.000 1 1.000

Likelihood Ratio 0.001 1 0.974
Fisher’s Exact Test 1.000 0.597
Linear-by-Linear

Association 0.001 1 0.974

N of Valid Cases 392
a. 1 cell (25.0%) has an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.95. b. Computed only for
a 2 × 2 table.

Furthermore, Table 4 and Figure 6 illustrate that 22.7% (86 frequencies) of respondents
had never visited the heritage sites but accepted heritage tourism development in the study
area. Thus, the study found that there was an intrinsic value among respondents who were
aware on the importance of the preservation and conservation of heritage elements, despite
having never seen the treasures. Nonetheless, they still wanted to protect it for the benefit
of others and future generations (bequest value—refer to the explanation in the subtopic of
“semiotics” in the study).

Table 4. Cross-tabulation between acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism site and visiting experi-
ence at the heritage sites.

Acceptance of Jugra as a
Heritage Tourism Site Total

Yes No

Have visited the
heritage area

Yes

Count 293 10 303
Expected Count 293.0 10.0 303.0

% have visited the heritage area 96.7% 3.3% 100.0%
% acceptance of Jugra as a heritage

tourism site 77.3% 76.9% 77.3%

% total 74.7% 2.6% 77.3%

No

Count 86 3 89
Expected Count 86.0 3.0 89.0

% have visited the heritage area 96.6% 3.4% 100.0%
% acceptance of Jugra as a heritage

tourism site 22.7% 23.1% 22.7%

% total 21.9% 0.8% 22.7%

Total

Count 379 13 392
Expected Count 379.0 13.0 392.0

% have visited the heritage area 96.7% 3.3% 100.0%
% acceptance of Jugra as a heritage

tourism site 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% total 96.7% 3.3% 100.0%
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Figure 6. Bar chart of respondents’ acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism site and their visiting
experience at the heritage area in Jugra.

3.1.2. Cross-Tabulation between Respondents’ Willingness to Pay (WTP) for Heritage
Conservation and Their Acceptance of Tourism Development in Jugra

As illustrated in Table 5, the Pearson chi-square value X2 at continuity correction is
0.103, and at asymptotic significance, the alpha value is 0.748. The alpha value exceeded
0.05. Thus, the result showed that the correlation between respondents’ willingness to pay
(WTP) for heritage conservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study
area was not significant (X2 = 16.975, df = 1, k > 0.05).

Table 5. Chi-square test result on the relationship between respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP)
and their acceptance of heritage tourism development in the study area.

Value (X2) df Asymp. Sig.
(2-Sided)

Exact Sig.
(2-Sided)

Exact Sig.
(1-Sided)

Pearson
Chi-Square 0.365 a 1 0.546

Continuity
Correction b 0.103 1 0.748

Likelihood
Ratio 0.369 1 0.543

Fisher’s
Exact Test 0.586 0.377

Linear-by-
Linear

Association
0.364 1 0.546

N of Valid
Cases b 392

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.07. b. Computed only for
a 2 × 2 table.
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In addition, as illustrated in Table 6 and Figure 7, an interesting finding showed
that majority of respondents (96.2%, 201 frequencies) were not willing to pay for heritage
conservation but accepted the choice of heritage tourism development in the study area.
Besides, the results showed that respondents’ acceptance of heritage tourism development
in the study area was not influenced by their willingness to pay for the cost of funding for
heritage tourism development purposes.

Table 6. Cross-tabulation between respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP) for the heritage conserva-
tion and their acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism site.

WTP
Total

Yes No

Acceptance
of heritage

tourism
development
at the study

area

Yes

Count 178 201 379
Expected Count 176.9 202.1 379.0

% acceptance of heritage
tourism development at

the study area
47.0% 53.0% 100.0%

% WTP 97.3% 96.2% 96.7%
% total 45.4% 51.3% 96.7%

No

Count 5 8 13
Expected Count 6.1 6.9 13.0

% acceptance of heritage
tourism development at

the study area
38.5% 61.5% 100.0%

% WTP 2.7% 3.8% 3.3%
% total 1.3% 2.0% 3.3%

Total

Count 183 209 392
Expected Count 183.0 209.0 392.0

% acceptance of heritage
tourism development at

the study area
46.7% 53.3% 100.0%

% WTP 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% total 46.7% 53.3% 100.0%
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3.2. Inference Analysis–Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
3.2.1. Index Category and Parameter (Level of Acceptance) for Each Index

Table 7 indicates the list of indexes that are involved in the structural equation model
by their category. Each index has its own parameter based on the level of acceptance to
determine the significance value.

Table 7. Index category and parameter or level of acceptance for each index.

Category Index Index and
Parameter Notes

Absolute fit

Probability (p-Value) p < 0.05 Value must be less than
0.05 or ***

Discrepancy Chi Square Chisq > 0.05 Sensitive to a size sample
over 200

Root Mean Square of
Error Approximation RMSEA < 0.08 Range of value 0.05 to 1.0

acceptable
Goodness of Fit Index GFI > 0.90 GFI = 0.95 is ideal

Incremental fit

Adjusted Goodness of Fit AGFI > 0.90 AGFI = 0.95 is ideal
Comparative Fit Index CFI > 0.90 CFI = 0.95 is ideal

Tucker–Lewis Index TLI > 0.90 TLI = 0.95 is ideal
Normed Fit Index NFI > 0.90 NFI = 0.95 is ideal

Parsimonious fit Chi square/Degree of
Freedom Chisq/df < 5.0 Value must be less than 5.0

Note: *** = < 0.05.

3.2.2. Statistical Test for Correlation between the Uniqueness of the Heritage Elements and
Respondents’ WTP for Heritage Conservation and Tourism Development

Table 8 illustrates the results from the structural equation model in Figure 8. The
regression test result shows that the relationship between the uniqueness of the heritage
elements and respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP) for the cost of funding in heritage
tourism development purposes was significant by obtaining a p-value (WTP← HU) of less
than 0.05.

Table 8. Regression weights for the correlation between the uniqueness of heritage elements in
the study area and respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP) for heritage conservation and tourism
development.

Statement Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p Result

Sc6i—The remains of the
monuments or old

buildings
Sc6i← HU 1.000

Sc6ii—History Sc6ii←
HU 0.526 0.157 3.344 *** Significant

Sc6iii—The beauty of
nature

Sc6iii←
HU 0.756 0.198 3.828 *** Significant

Sc9i—Physical features or
landforms Sc9i← HU 1.286 0.321 4.007 *** Significant

Question:
Are you willing to pay for

the funding of heritage
conservation and

protection in Jugra?

WTP←
HU 0.496 0.175 2.833 0.005 Significant

Hypothesis:
There is a significant statistical correlation between the uniqueness of heritage

elements in Jugra and respondents’ willingness to pay for heritage conservation and
tourism development purposes.

p < 0.05
Acceptable

Note: *** = < 0.05.
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Figure 8. Structural equation model for correlation between the uniqueness of heritage elements in the study area and
respondents’ willingness to pay (WTP) for heritage conservation and tourism development.

The result showed that the uniqueness of the heritage elements in the study area
remained the key factor in encouraging the respondents to contribute to the cost of funding
heritage tourism development. Thus, the statement of hypothesis (H 1) is supported.

3.2.3. Statistical Test for Correlation between the Uniqueness of the Heritage Elements in
the Study Area and Respondents’ Acceptance of Heritage Tourism Development

Table 9 represents the results from the structural equation model in Figure 9. As
depicted in the table, the p-value attained (Acceptance← HU) was less than 0.005. The
result showed that the uniqueness of heritage elements in the study area had a significant
relationship with their acceptance of heritage tourism development. The findings revealed
that the remains of old building and monuments, the history, and the beauty of nature in
the study area were the core factors influencing the respondents in making the decision
to protect the heritage area (option value and bequest value—refer to the subtopic of
“semiotics” in the study). Based on the findings, the study revealed that the respondents’
positive valuation and awareness of the protection of the heritage proved that there is
an appreciation for preserving the inherited treasures that reflect their identity (legacy
value—refer to subtopic of “semiotics” in the study). These legacies are considered a
symbol that replicates the history related to the local people and their surroundings. The
finding matched with the use of the semiotics theory in the study, as explained in the
previous paragraph. Thus, hypothesis H 2 is supported.

3.2.4. Statistical Test on Socioeconomic Factors as a Moderator between Respondents’
Dispositions towards Heritage Preservation and Their Acceptance of Tourism
Development in the Study Area

Table 10 represents the result of the regression test from the structural equation model
in Figure 10, where the p-value for the path from respondents’ dispositions in preserving
heritage to respondents’ acceptance of the study area as a heritage tourism site as 0.089 is
deemed insignificant.
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Table 9. Regression weights for the correlation between the uniqueness of the heritage elements in
the study area and respondents’ consent to heritage tourism development.

Statement Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p Result

The remains of
monuments or old

buildings
Sc6i← HU 1.000

History Sc6ii←
HU 0.523 0.155 3.376 *** Significant

The beauty of nature Sc6iii←
HU 0.689 0.189 3.649 *** Significant

Physical features or
landforms Sc9i← HU 1.180 0.307 3.839 *** Significant

Question:
Do you agree with
heritage tourism

development in Jugra?

Acceptance
← HU 0.114 0.057 1.995 0.046 Significant

Hypothesis:
There is a significant statistical correlation between the uniqueness of the heritage

elements in Jugra and respondents’ consent to heritage tourism development.

p < 0.05
Accept-

able
Note: *** = < 0.05.
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tourism development.
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Table 10. Regression weights to test the socioeconomic factors as a moderator between respondents’
dispositions towards heritage preservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study
area (unconstraint).

Statement/Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p Result

Sb4viii—It is important to protect
the heritage area even though we

have never visited the area←
Dispositions

1.000

Sb4iv—Cultural and natural
heritage in Jugra are valuable assets

← Dispositions
0.989 0.070 14.110 *** Significant

Sb4i—Jugra historical sites should
be preserved← Dispositions 1.161 0.070 16.597 *** Significant

Sb4x—Heritage assets can provide
benefit to the economy, especially in
the tourism sector← Dispositions

0.961 0.067 14.325 *** Significant

Sb4ii—Maintaining the features
and originality of building design is

important← Dispositions
1.120 0.065 17.230 *** Significant

Respondents’ acceptance of Jugra
as a heritage tourism site←

Dispositions
−0.027 0.016 −1.700 0.089 Not Sig-

nificant

Sa6—Education← Socioeconomic 1.000
Sa7—Occupation← Socioeconomic −1.812 0.158 −11.444 *** Significant

Sa8—Income← Socioeconomic 2.568 0.223 11.512 *** Significant
Respondents’ acceptance of Jugra

as a heritage tourism site←
Socioeconomic

0.039 0.019 2.070 0.038 Significant

Note: *** = < 0.05.
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Figure 10. Structural equation model to test socioeconomic factors as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions
towards heritage preservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area (unconstraint).

Table 11 represents the result of the regression test from the structural equation model.
The p-value for the path from respondents’ dispositions towards preserving the heritage
to respondents’ acceptance of the study area as a heritage tourism site after it had been
constrained was 0.044. This resulted in a change from “not significant” to “significant.”
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Table 11. Regression weights to test socioeconomic factors as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions towards
heritage preservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area (constraint).

Statement/Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p Result

Sb4viii—It is important to protect the heritage area even
though we have never visited the area← Dispositions 1.000

Sb4iv—Cultural and natural heritage in Jugra are
valuable assets← Dispositions 0.989 0.070 14.126 *** Significant

Sb4i—Jugra’s historical sites should be preserved←
Dispositions 1.160 0.070 16.602 *** Significant

Sb4x—Heritage assets as a benefit to the economy,
especially in the tourism sector← Dispositions 0.961 0.067 14.329 *** Significant

Sb4ii—Maintaining the features and originality of
building design is important← Dispositions 1.119 0.065 17.233 *** Significant

Respondents’ acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism
site← Dispositions −0.032 0.016 −2.009 0.044 Significant

Sa6—Education← Socioeconomic 1.000
Sa7—Occupation← Socioeconomic −18.993 4.184 −4.539 *** Significant

Sa8—Income← Socioeconomic 32.701 8.226 3.975 *** Significant
Respondents’ acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism

site← Socioeconomic 1.000

Note: *** = < 0.05.

The result of the fitness indexes in Figure 11 displays the constraint model of the struc-
tural equation, where the parameter value of the path from socioeconomic to acceptance is
converted to 1 (in the red dropline), as indicated.
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Figure 11. Structural equation model to test socioeconomic factors as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions
towards heritage preservation and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area (unconstraint).

As indicated in Table 12, the difference in chi-square values in between the constraint
and unconstraint model was 132.48, with a degree of freedom (DF) of 1. According to
Awang [71], the correlation between two variables is significant when the difference of
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the chi-square value is more than 3.84 by a difference of DF equal to 1. Besides that, the
p-value between the path of respondents’ acceptance of Jugra as a heritage tourism site and
respondents’ disposition towards preserving heritage changed from 0.089 (unconstraint)
to 0.044 (constraint). This resulted in the equation for constraint model being significant
(<0.05). Thus, the findings showed that the socioeconomic factors of education, professions,
and monthly gross income influenced respondents’ dispositions towards preserving the
heritage and that they agreed with heritage tourism development in Jugra. The hypothesis
(H 3) is acceptable. This study revealed that educating children about the valuable of
heritage preservation is very important (bequest value—refer to the subtopic of “semiotics”
in the study). There is a need to educate the young in order to heighten awareness of
heritage preservation and conservation so that it can be sustained for future generations
and the ecosystem’s well-being. Figure 12 illustrates the combination of all the structural
equation models that were involved in the study. Concisely, all the fitness indexes reached
the standard value, which demonstrated their significant correlations.

Table 12. Result of the moderation test on socioeconomic factors as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions towards
preserving heritage and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area.

Index Unconstraint
Model

Constraint
Model

Chi-Square
Difference

Moderation
Outcome Hypothesis Result

Chi-Square 46.499 178.979 132.48 Significant
DF 25 26
GFI 0.974 0.916

AGFI 0.954 0.855
CFI 0.985 0.893

RMSEA 0.047 0.123
Chisq/df 1.860 6.884
p value of

Respondents’ acceptance of Jugra
as a heritage tourism site←

Respondents’ dispositions towards
preserving heritage

0.089 0.044 <0.05 Significant

Hypothesis:
Socioeconomic factors act as a moderator between respondents’ dispositions towards heritage preservation

and their acceptance of tourism development in the study area.

Chi-square
difference > 3.84

Acceptable

Note: The moderation test result is significant when the difference in chi-square value between the constraint and unconstraint model is
not less than 3.84 (Awang, 2014, p. 164).
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4. Conclusions

Overall, the study found that the majority of the 392 total respondents support cultural
heritage and natural heritage protection for tourism development in Jugra. Based on the
survey data, there is an interesting finding showed that the majority of respondents were
not willing to pay for the heritage conservation but accepted the choice of heritage tourism
development in the study area. In addition, the results showed that respondents’ acceptance
of heritage tourism development in the study area was not influenced by their willingness
to pay for the cost of funding for heritage tourism development purposes. However, the
correlation test through cross-tabulation analysis proved that the respondents’ acceptance
of heritage tourism development in the study area did not affect their willingness to
pay for heritage tourism development efforts. An outstanding result showed that there
was an intrinsic value among respondents who were aware of the importance of the
preservation and conservation of heritage elements, despite having never seen the treasures.
Nonetheless, they still wanted to protect it for the benefit of others and future generations.
The study also supports the hypothesis statements of the cultural and natural heritage
elements’ uniqueness in Jugra, which had an influence on respondents’ acceptance of
heritage tourism development in the area and their willingness to contribute to the funding
costs (legacy value, option value). The statistical result was well suited to the findings that
discovered that the main factor in respondents’ willingness to pay for heritage protection
was in the attractiveness and uniqueness of the heritage elements in the area. The findings
also revealed that the remains of old buildings and monuments, the history, and the beauty
of nature in the study area were the core factors in influencing the respondents to make
the decision to protect the heritage area. Based on the findings, the study revealed that
respondents’ positive valuation and awareness of the protection of heritage proved that
there is an appreciation for preserving the inherited treasures that reflect their identity
or legacy value. These legacies are considered a symbol that replicates the history of the
local people and their surroundings. The findings matched with the use of the semiotics
theory in the study. The socioeconomic factors of education, professions, and monthly
gross income influenced respondents’ disposition towards preserving the heritage and
supported heritage tourism development in Jugra. This study revealed that educating
children about the value of heritage preservation is very important (bequest value—refer
to the subtopic of “semiotics” in the study). There is a need to educate the young in order
to heighten awareness of heritage preservation and conservation so that it can be sustained
for future generation and the ecosystem’s well-being.

Rationally, this study encouraged the involvement of the local community, who should
be an integral part of the stakeholders in the decision-making throughout the planning
and management processes in tourism development. The locals’ involvement is important
not only financially, but also in terms of support and promotion. Their awareness of her-
itage protection significance is important for educating younger generations’ dispositions
towards preserving heritage assets. The limitation of this study is mainly the focus on the
reflection of the local community and their willingness to pay for heritage protection of
historic buildings, monuments, and archaeological sites in Jugra, Selangor, Malaysia. A
suggestion for further studies in Jugra can be to focus on heritagization, which refers to
the transformation of objects, places, and practices into cultural heritage as value attached
to them, essentially describing heritage as a process. Another fundamental concept of
validating heritage within conservation practice is based on aspects of heritage values,
authenticity, and integrity.
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