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Abstract 

Heterogeneity is a pertinent issue in Information Systems (IS) research because human behavior often differs 
across groups. In the context of partial least squares path modeling (PLS-PM), several approaches have been 
proposed to investigate potential group differences due to observed heterogeneity. Despite the availability of 
numerous approaches, literature that compares their efficacy is sparse. Consequently, IS researchers lack guidance 
on which approach is best suited to detect group differences. We address this issue by presenting the results of an 
extensive Monte Carlo simulation study that juxtaposes the various approaches’ behavior under numerous 
conditions such as group differences, no group differences, comparison of a single parameter, comparison of the 
complete structural model, and equally and unequally distributed sample sizes across groups. In doing so, we first 
provide an overview on existing approaches proposed for multigroup analysis (MGA) in the context of PLS-PM. 
Moreover, based on the simulation results, we derive important implications for applied research: Firstly, we show 
that the omnibus test of group differences (OTG) and approaches based on the comparison of confidence intervals 
are not recommendable for MGA. Secondly, we provide detailed information which approaches are suitable for 
comparing one specific path coefficient and which are recommended if the complete structural model is compared 
across groups. Finally, we show that approaches which are designed to compare a single parameter require an 
adjustment for multiple comparisons when used to compare more than two groups.  

Keywords: Partial Least Squares Path Modeling; Multigroup Analysis; Monte Carlo Simulation; Distance-Based 
Permutation Test; OTG; Confidence Interval Comparison; Group Comparison. 

Introduction 

Over the last decades, variance-based estimators for structural equation models have gained increasing attention 
and popularity (Hwang & Takane, 2004; Tenenhaus, 2008). Among these estimators, partial least squares path 
modeling (PLS-PM) (Wold, 1975) is arguably the most wide-spread estimator and has been used for research in 
numerous fields, including marketing (Hair et al., 2012), business research (Hair et al., 2014), tourism (Müller et al., 
2018), and information systems (IS) research (Benitez et al., 2020). PLS-PM was invented by Herman O.A. Wold 
(1975) and can emulate various of Kettengring’s (1971) approaches to generalized canonical correlation analysis. 
Moreover, it is a consistent estimator for structural models in which the abstract concepts are represented by 
composites (Dijkstra, 2017).1 

Many empirical studies in IS research that employ PLS-PM investigate samples collected from different populations 
(e.g., Ahuja & Thatcher, 2005; Dibbern et al., 2012), leading to heterogeneous datasets. In general, two types of 
heterogeneity can be distinguished: (i) unobserved heterogeneity, and (ii) observed heterogeneity. While the source 
of unobserved heterogeneity is unknown to the researcher (Wedel & Kamakura, 2000), observed heterogeneity can 
be traced back to observable characteristics, such as cultural background or gender (Hair et al., 2018). In both 
cases, ignoring heterogeneity can lead to severely biased results and therefore to questionable conclusions (Becker 
et al., 2013; Jedidi et al., 1997; Muthén, 1989). 

Several approaches comprising statistical tests and comparisons of confidence intervals (CIs) have been proposed 
for multigroup analysis (MGA) in the context of PLS-PM to investigate whether observed heterogeneity is an issue 
that needs to be addressed. For example, a modified unpaired samples t-test can be used to compare a single 
parameter across two groups. Similarly, non-parametric tests were introduced to compare one parameter across 
two groups. Furthermore, the comparison of CIs was proposed to examine whether a parameter differs between 
two groups (Sarstedt et al. 2011). Since researchers often deal with more than two groups (e.g., Keil et al., 2000), 
the existing literature also suggests the omnibus test of group differences (OTG) to investigate whether a single 
parameter differs across multiple groups (Sarstedt et al., 2011). Because these approaches focus on a single 
parameter and not on the complete model, Klesel et al. (2019) recently introduced a distance-based permutation 
test, that compares all parameters simultaneously across groups. In doing so, they propose to consider the average 
squared Euclidean distance or the average geodesic distance of the model-implied indicator correlation matrix 
between groups. Hence, all model parameters are taken into account, and thus, the complete model is compared 
across groups.  

Although previous literature has provided important advancements for applying MGA in the context of PLS-PM, 
there is a lack of a systematic comparison regarding existing approaches. To date, PLS-PM studies about MGA 
have primarily focused on proposing recommendations and demonstrating approaches’ efficacy by means of an 
empirical examples (Hair et al., 2018; Matthews, 2017; Sarstedt et al., 2011). Moreover, they are limited to 
approaches that were available at the time of publication. Therefore, more current approaches including the 



distance-based permutation test (Klesel et al., 2019) have not been considered (Qureshi & Compeau, 2009). Hence, 
for IS researchers and applied researchers in general, it remains unclear which approach to favor under which 
condition.  

To address this issue, we conduct an extensive Monte Carlo simulation to systematically investigate the 
performance of existing approaches. Since measurement invariance needs to be established before conducting 
MGA, the focus of our simulation study is on the structural model where, in principle, all parameters can vary across 
groups. To limit the scope of our simulation, we focus on the two most important scenarios: (i) only a specific 
parameter is compared across groups, and (ii) the complete structural model is compared across groups. The 
former is commonly applied in IS studies and is particularly relevant for IS researchers who have prior expectations 
about which effects in the model differ. For example, Sia et al. (2009) compare the effect of portal affiliation and 
peer endorsement on trusting beliefs across different cultures, i.e., individualist and collectivist. The comparison of 
the complete structural model is advantageous if researchers either have no prior expectations about which parts 
of the model differ or if they are interested in whether a complete postulated theory/model functions differently 
across groups. The latter might be a relevant research question itself. For example researcher might investigate 
whether the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003) functions 
differently for different cultural backgrounds. Against this background, we examine the approaches’ behavior when 
a single parameter and the complete structural model, respectively, is compared across groups. 

This study contributes to extant literature in four ways. Firstly, we provide an overview of existing approaches to 
detect group differences in the context of PLS-PM. Secondly, we systematically investigate the performance of 
these approaches by means of an extensive Monte Carlo simulation. The results can be used to guide the selection 
of a specific test in empirical research. Thirdly, we show that the use of the OTG and the comparison of CIs are not 
recommendable as the former is misdesigned and the latter presents a misuse of CIs. Consequently, they either 
detect too often or too rarely group differences that do not exist. Fourthly, we show that approaches that are 
designed to compare a single parameter across groups require an adjustment for multiple comparisons if the 
complete structural model is compared. Otherwise, the family-wise error rate is inflated.  

The remainder of this study is organized as follows: In Section 2, we give a brief overview of existing approaches 
that can be used to compare groups in the context of PLS-PM. Section 3 describes the design of our Monte Carlo 
simulation conducted to assess the approaches' performance. In Section 4, we present the results of our simulation. 
The paper closes with a discussion of the results, a recommendation which approach should be used in which 
situation, and an outlook on future research in Section 5. 

Multigroup Analysis using PLS-PM 

Generally, two types of heterogeneity are distinguished in the context of PLS-PM: (i) unobserved heterogeneity, and 
(ii) observed heterogeneity. As implied by its name, unobserved heterogeneity cannot be directly observed, and its 
source is often unknown to the researcher (Wedel & Kamakura, 2000). To uncover unobserved heterogeneity, 
several approaches have been proposed, such as the response based unit segmentation partial least squares 
(REBUS-PLS)(Esposito Vinzi et al., 2008), finite-mixture partial least squares (FIMIX-PLS) (Hahn et al., 2002), 
prediction-oriented segmentation (PLS-POS) (Becker et al., 2013), partial least squares genetic algorithm 
segmentation (PLS-GAS) (Ringle et al., 2010), and the Pathmox approach for PLS-PM (Lamberti et al., 2017). For 
an overview on approaches to reveal unobserved heterogeneity, we refer to Sarstedt et al. (2017). In contrast to 
unobserved heterogeneity, observed heterogeneity implies that heterogeneity stems from observable 
characteristics, such as cultural background (Srite & Karahanna, 2006), gender (Ahuja & Thatcher, 2005), or age 
(Lee & Kim, 2014). Usually, there are two ways to deal with observed heterogeneity. On the one hand, heterogeneity 
can be directly modeled, e.g., by including interaction terms (Henseler & Fassott, 2010). On the other hand, the 
observable characteristics can be used to partition the original dataset into groups (Henseler et al., 2009). 
Subsequently, the model is estimated for each group separately. Finally, to examine whether group differences due 
to observed characteristics exist in the population, MGA can be used. 

To conduct a MGA in the context of PLS-PM various approaches have been proposed. An overview is given in Table 
1 and a brief description is provided in the following. For a detailed discussion on the technical details of each 
approach, we refer to existing literature (Klesel et al., 2019; Matthews, 2017; Sarstedt et al., 2011) and the 
references mentioned in Table 1. 

 

 



----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

To compare a single model parameter across two groups, parametric and non-parametric tests have been proposed. 
The former comprises the t-test based on bootstrap standard errors for two independent samples assuming equal 
variances across groups (Parametric Test Equal variances) (Keil et al., 2000). Likewise, a modification of this test 
can be applied allowing for unequal variances across groups (Parametric Test Unequal variances)(Nitzl, 2010; 
Sarstedt et al., 2011). In both cases, the p-value to draw conclusions about the parameter difference is based on 
the Student’s t-distribution. Examples in IS literature can be found in Hsieh et al. (2008), Ahuja and Thatcher (2005), 
and Keil et al. (2000).  

Besides parametric tests, two non-parametric tests have been suggested to compare a parameter across two 
groups. Firstly, a one-sided bootstrap-based test that compares the absolute size order of the parameter estimates 
from the bootstrap runs across the two groups to draw conclusion about the parameter difference in the population 
(Non-parametric Bootstrap-based Test) (Henseler, 2007; Henseler et al., 2009). Secondly, a permutation test was 
proposed for comparing a single parameter across two groups (Non-parametric Permutation-based Test) (Chin, 
2003; Dibbern & Chin, 2005; Keil et al., 2000). As the name suggests, it builds on permutation to obtain the reference 
distribution of the parameter difference from which the critical values are drawn that are used to make the decision 
whether a parameter difference is statistically significant. An IS example for the NBT are given in Hew et al. (2017), 
and for the NPT, IS examples can be found in Wolf et al. (2012); Dibbern et al. (2012); Srite and Karahanna (2006). 

Moreover, although not a statistical test, the comparison of CIs has been proposed to investigate for a parameter 
difference between two groups (Sarstedt et al, 2011). It comes with two flavors: Firstly, it is proposed to investigate 
whether the CIs constructed around a specific parameter estimate of the two groups overlap (Confidence Interval 
Overlap); if not, it is concluded that the parameter differs between the two groups. Secondly, it is suggested to 
examine whether the CI constructed around a specific parameter estimate of one group covers the corresponding 
parameter estimate of the other group, and vice versa (Confidence Intervals Covers Parameter); if not, it is 
concluded that, the parameter differs between the two groups. To the best of our knowledge, so far no IS study has 
applied this approach. 

To compare a single parameter across more than two groups, the Omnibus Test of Group Differences (OTG) was 
introduced, which, in principle, mimics the F-test known from analysis of variance (ANOVA) (ANOVA, Sarstedt et 
al., 2011). It calculates the mean of the bootstrap parameter estimates for each group and uses these means to 
compute the F-test statistic known from ANOVA. Subsequently, permutation is used to obtain reference distribution 
of the F-test statistic. An IS example is given in Papagiannidis et al. (2017).  

Only recently, a new permutation test was introduced (Non-parametric Distance-based Test) (Klesel et al., 2019), 
which opens new research avenues, namely, that researchers can investigate whether their postulated 
theories/models function differently across groups. In doing so, the average distance between the model-implied 
indicator correlation matrices is investigated to draw conclusions about whether the complete model is different 
across two or more groups. Specifically, the test examines either the average squared Euclidean distance or the 
average geodesic distance of the model-implied indicator correlation matrix between groups. Similar to the NPT, it 
builds on permutation to obtain the reference distribution of the distances. If there are no group difference of the 
model-implied indicator correlation matrix in the population, both distances should be closely distributed around 
zero within the limits of sampling variation. In contrast, if the model-implied correlation matrix differs across groups, 
the differences should substantially exceed zero and the test should turn to be significant. As the test has been 
proposed only recently, to the best of our knowledge, it has not been applied in IS research yet.  

Although the performance of some of these approaches has already been assessed by simulation studies, e.g., the 
efficacy of the PTE (Qureshi & Compeau, 2009), the NPT (Chin & Dibbern, 2010), and the NDT (Klesel et al., 2019), 
this has mainly been done in isolation, i.e., only a very limited selection of approaches was considered in the 
simulation. Moreover, numerous approaches remain unassessed. Hence, there is a lack of research that juxtapose 
the approaches’ performance systematically. Therefore, it remains unclear which approach is most suited when it 
comes to MGA in the context of PLS-PM. 

 

 



Monte Carlo Simulation 

To address this shortcoming, we conducted an extensive Monte Carlo simulation to assess the performance of the 
approaches shown in Table 1 for comparing the complete model and only a single parameter, respectively, across 
groups. In comparing the complete model, only the structural model is compared, as measurement invariance must 
be established before conducting MGA (Henseler et al., 2016; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998; Vandenberg & 
Lance, 2000), see Henseler et al. (2016) on how to assess measurement invariance in the context of PLS-PM. 
Hence, all path coefficients and the correlations among the exogenous constructs are compared jointly across 
groups. Thus, we test the following null hypothesis: H0: Σ1 = Σ2=…= ΣG, where 𝚺𝑖 is the model-implied construct 
correlation matrix of group i and G is the total number of groups. This reflects a situation in applied research in 
which a researcher has established measurement invariance and wants to investigate whether a postulated theory 
functions differently across groups. Against this background, in case of the NDT, the model-implied construct 
correlation matrix instead of the model-implied indicator correlation matrix, as originally proposed, is compared 
across groups. For the approaches that are designed to compare only a single parameter across groups, the null 
hypothesis that the complete structural model is equal across groups is rejected if at least one difference of the path 
coefficient or the correlation among exogenous constructs is significantly different from zero. Since the NBT is a 
one-sided test, it requires a-priori expectations about the direction of the population parameter difference. As it is 
not clear how to compare several parameters across groups without such expectations, it was not taken into account 
for the case where the complete structural model is compared. Considering the comparison of CIs, the literature 
provides various types of CIs such as the normal CI and the percentile bootstrap CI (Davison & Hinkley, 1997; Efron 
& Tibshirani, 1993). In our simulation, we followed the advice of Sarstedt et al. (2011) and employed the bias-
corrected and accelerated (BCa) bootstrap CI (Efron, 1987).  Finally, the NDT was also employed for the scenarios 
where only a single path coefficient is compared across groups to examine its performance when only a single 
population path coefficient varies across groups. It is noted that the NDT has not been designed to compare a single 
path coefficient. Hence, as in the case of the complete model comparison, the model-implied construct correlation 
matrix is compared across groups in these scenarios. This represents a situation where a researcher expects the 
complete model to differ, but in fact only a single path coefficient is different across groups.  

To examine the tests’ performance, we investigated their type I error rates and power. The type I error refers to the 
rejection of the null hypothesis of no group differences when indeed no group differences exist in the population. In 
specific, we investigated whether the considered approaches yield rejection rate close to the predefined significance 
levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively. In contrast, the power of a test refers to a test’s ability to reject the null 
hypothesis of no group differences when it is indeed false. Hence, large rejection rates are desired in the case of 
group differences in the population. According to Cohen (1988), the power of a test should be at least 80%. Although 
CIs are no statistical tests, they are often employed for statistical inference (Wood, 2005). This is also true for MGA 
in the context of PLS-PM, in which the comparison of CIs was proposed (Sarstedt et al., 2011). Hence, they were 
included in the following and the same criteria as for statistical test, namely type I error rate and power, were applied 
to judge their performance. 

To examine different types and magnitudes of group differences, we considered various population models. Since 
measurement invariance must be established before conducting MGA, we only varied the magnitude of the path 
coefficients in the structural model. In designing the structural model, we used a model comprising two exogenous 
and five endogenous constructs. This reflects a model complexity that IS researchers employing PLS-PM typically 
encounter in their studies (Ringle et al., 2012). Figure 1 displays the structural model containing seven constructs. 
All constructs were specified as composites and, following Grace and Bollen (2008), are displayed as hexagons in 
the structural model to distinguish composites from latent variables.  

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

As illustrated in Figure 1, the correlation between the two exogenous composites η1 and η2 was set to zero. 
Moreover, the structural error terms (ζ) were assumed to be mutually independent and independent of the 
corresponding explanatory variables. 

To investigate the approaches’ performance in case of comparing the complete structural model across groups, we 
employed the path coefficients as displayed in Table 2. Group 1 represents the reference group. Compared to Group 
1, for Groups 2, 3, 4, and 5, all path coefficients, except of β43 and β53, were either increased or decreased 
by .05, .1, .15, and .2, respectively. 



----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Similarly, in case of comparing only a single parameter across groups, we used the population parameters from 
Group 1, shown in Table 2, and only varied β31 from .2 to .6 by .1. Consequently, in case of the comparison of a 
single parameter, β31 was chosen as follows: β31 = .2 for Group 1, β31 = .3 for Group 2, β31 = .4 for Group 3, β31 =
 .5 for Group 4, and β31 = .6 for Group 5.   

Since the path coefficients were varied systematically, the explained variance of the endogenous constructs (R²) 
was not fixed. As a consequence, the R² values varied across the groups. As shown in Table 3, the R² values range 
from 0.13 to 0.71, which are common observed R² values in the IS literature (e.g., Venkatesh et al., 2003). 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

The population weights to form the corresponding composites were chosen as follows: 𝒘1
′ = (0.6 0.4 0.2), 𝒘2

′ =
(03. 0.5 0.6), 𝒘3

′ = (0.4 0.5 0.5), and 𝒘4
′ = (0.4 0.5 0.5), 𝒘5

′ = (0.6 0.4 0.2), 𝒘6
′ = (0.3 0.5 0.6), and 

𝒘7
′ = (0.4 0.5 0.5).  

Moreover, we varied the following aspects including those that already proved to be relevant in the context of MGA 
(e.g., Qureshi & Compeau, 2009): number of groups in the comparison; adjustment for multiple comparisons; total 
sample size; sample size distribution between groups; and the data distribution. An overview of the various design 
factors and their variations is provided in Table 4.  

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 4 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Number of groups in the comparison 

In many situations, researchers deal with more than two groups. Therefore, we varied the number of compared 
groups from 2, 3 to 5 to examine whether the approaches are capable to detect differences across multiple groups. 

To assess whether the approaches keep the predefined significance level, we compared Group 1 to itself, i.e., we 
draw different samples from the same population and therefore no group differences are present. In contrast, to 
examine the power of the considered approaches, we compared groups that function differently, i.e., group 
differences are present. Table 5 presents the made comparisons and displays the values of the average geodesic 
distance (dG). It is noted that in the scenarios where a single parameter was compared across groups, only β31 was 
compared, except for the NDT which by design compares the model-implied construct correlation matrix across 
groups. Hence, we expect a lower statistical power of the NDT in these scenarios compared to tests that were 
originally designed to compare a single parameter. Overall, it is expected that the approaches produce rejection 
rates close to the significance level if no group differences are present and rejection rates above the significance 
level if group differences exist in the population. Moreover, the rejections are expected to increase in case of larger 
differences.  

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 5 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Multiple comparisons adjustment 

We considered various approaches proposed for MGA in the context of PLS-PM to test whether the complete 
structural model or a single path coefficient differs across two or more groups. Since most of the approaches were 
originally designed to compare only one parameter across two groups, they face the well-known problem of multiple 
comparisons if applied to compare one parameter across more than two groups. Similarly, if they are used to 
compare several parameters jointly. This is also recognized in the PLS-PM literature on MGA, see for example Hair 



et al. (2018). For example, if the PTU was applied to compare the complete structural model across five groups, 
120 single tests were conducted (10 group-comparisons times 12 compared parameters). As a consequence, the 
family-wise error rate will be inflated. Table 6 displays the number of conducted tests that are necessary to come 
up with the desired conclusion about the null hypothesis. 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 6 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

To address this issue, the literature provides various corrections for multiple comparisons that can be applied to 
adjust the p-values of the numerous conducted tests. In our study we employed the Bonferroni correction and the 
corrections proposed by Holm (1979), Hochberg (1988), Hommel (1988), and Benjamini and Hochberg (1995). In 
the following, adjustments for multiple comparisons were applied to the PTE, the PTU, the NPT, and the OTG. For 
the NBT no adjustment was applied, as it is a one-sided test and thus requires expectations about the sign of the 
parameter difference. Without such expectations, a proper adjustment of the p-values is not possible. Similarly, for 
the CIO, and the CIP no adjustments were applied. Although in general adjustments for CIs are possible (Benjamini 
& Yekutieli, 2005),  the CIO and CIP present a misuse of CIs (see e.g., Altman, 2000), and thus, are expected to 
not perform well in general. In this case, the investigation of the performance of the various adjustments would only 
contribute marginally. Moreover, and as displayed in Table 5, the NDT is designed to compare the model-implied 
construct correlation matrix across several groups, hence, it does not require a correction for multiple comparisons. 
Finally, a proper p-value adjustment requires p-values different from 0. Otherwise, the adjusted p-values are also 
equal to 0 leading always to a rejection of the null hypothesis regardless of whether an adjustment was applied. 
Consequently, for the NPT, the number of permutation runs plays an important role in the context of p-value 
adjustment. The same is true for the number of bootstrap runs in the NBT if an adjustment for multiple comparisons 
is applied. A sufficient number of runs is required to obtain a sufficiently accurately estimated distribution of the test 
statistic under the null hypothesis. As proposed by Chin et al. (2003), we employed 1,000 permutation runs. As 
shown in Section 4.2, 1,000 permutation runs were not sufficient in the case of a large number of comparisons and 
led to an abnormal test’s behavior, i.e., too high rejection rates.   

As known from the literature on the multiple comparisons problem, we expect that the family-wise error rate is higher 
than the predefined significance level in case of no adjustment, while it is expected to be close to the significance 
level if a correction for multiple comparisons is applied.  

Total sample size 

The PLS-PM literature on MGA highlights the role of a sufficient sample size (Qureshi & Compeau, 2009). Therefore, 
we varied the total sample size, i.e., the sum of sample sizes across all groups, from 300, 600, 1500, to 3000. As 
expected from statistical significance tests, with increasing sample size, the statistical power should increase in 
case of group differences, and in case of no group differences, the predefined significance level should be 
maintained with more precision. 

Sample size distribution between groups 

The existing literature on PLS-PM showed that tests for group comparisons suffer from a loss of statistical power in 
the case of unequal group sizes (Chin & Dibbern, 2010). Therefore, we also took differences in the sample size 
distribution between groups into account. In doing so, we considered equally distributed, moderately unequally 
distributed, and severely unequally distributed sample sizes across groups. An overview of the different sample size 
distributions for the two and three group-comparison is shown in Table 7 and for the five group-comparison, it is 
given in Table 8. It is cautioned that for some comparisons the sample size per group is very small. This is particularly 
relevant in terms of multiple groups which result in a high number of comparisons. Since studies employing PLS-
PM often face small sample sizes (see e.g., Ringle et al., 2012), we deliberately investigated the tests’ performance 
in these situations although the tests are expected to show a very low statistical power.  Likewise, we expect that 
compared to equally distributed sample sizes, the statistical power decreases in the case of unequal sample sizes 
across groups. 

 

 



----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 7 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 8 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Data distribution 

In empirical studies, researchers rarely deal with samples that stem from a normal distribution. Hence, we 
additionally investigated the approaches’ performance in the case of non-normally distributed data. To generate 
these datasets, we rescaled each standard normally distributed indicator by a scaling factor, as proposed by Dijkstra 
and Henseler (2015a), leading to an excess kurtosis of approximately 1.71. In the case of non-normally distributed 
datasets, we expect a lower statistical power of the approaches compared to a situation in which normality is given. 

Data generation and analysis 

The complete simulation was conducted in the statistical programming environment R (R Core Team, 2020). The 
multivariate standard-normally distributed datasets were drawn using the mvrnorm function of the MASS package 
(Venables & Ripley, 2002). We used the csem function provided by the cSEM package to conduct the PLS-PM 
estimations (Rademaker & Schuberth, 2020). In doing so, all composite models were estimated by Mode B and the 
path weighting scheme was used for inner weighting. Mode B was applied because it provides consistent estimates 
for composite models (Dijkstra, 2017), regardless of whether the composite was formed by correlation or regression 
weights in the population. Composites formed by correlation weights are a special case of composites formed by 
regression weights (Cho & Choi, 2020). Since the cSEM package is still under development, we cross-checked the 
initial estimations with ADANCO (Henseler, 2017a) and SmartPLS (Ringle et al., 2015). Since all software packages 
provided the identical results for the estimation, we carried out the complete simulations with the cSEM package. 
The approaches for MGA were conducted by using the testMGD function from the same package. For each 
condition, we executed 500 simulation runs. The number of bootstrap runs was set to 1000. Similarly, as proposed 
by Chin (2003), we set the number of permutation runs to 1000. Finally, inadmissible estimations, i.e., estimations 
that have not converged or produced no positive semi-definite model-implied indicator/construct correlation matrix, 
were replaced by admissible one. As a consequence, each simulation run is based on 1,000 valid bootstrap and 
permutation runs, respectively. 

Results 

In this section we highlight the most important findings of our simulation study. The complete results can be found 
the Supplementary Material. Since applied research oftentimes deals with non-normally distributed data and 
unequal group-sizes, the rejection rates presented in the following are based on non-normally distributed datasets, 
moderately unequally distributed sample sizes across groups, and a significance level of 5% if not explicitly 
indicated otherwise. Moreover, as shown in Section 4.3, the type of adjustment hardly influences the results. 
Therefore, only the results based on the adjustment proposed by Holm (1979) are reported in case that a correction 
for multiple comparisons is applied. The Holm correction is well established and more powerful compared to the 
well-known Bonferroni correction (Aickin & Gensler, 1996).   

The following Subsections 4.1 and 4.2 show the results in case of comparing only single path coefficient and the 
complete structural model, respectively, across groups. Finally, in Subsections 4.3 and 4.4 we provide specific 
results related to the performance of the various adjustments for multiple comparisons and the impact of the data 
and sample size distribution. 

Comparison of one path coefficient 

Figure 2 shows the rejection rates for all approaches in case of no group differences and different numbers of group 
comparisons. The dashed line represents the predefined significance levels of 5%. Additionally, the grey area 
highlights the 95% normal CIs constructed around the reject rates.2  



Considering the two group-comparison, the results show that most of the tests, namely the PTE, PTU, NBT, NPT, 
and the NDT3 produce rejection rates close to the predefined significance levels. In contrast, the CIO indicates too 
rarely group differences, i.e., it is too conservative. Similarly, the CIP and the OTG indicate group differences too 
often although they do not exist. This is especially striking for the OTG, which produces rejection rates close to 
100%. 

With regard to three and five group-comparisons, the PTE and the PTU show rejection rates that are bit too low 
compared to the assumed significance levels. However, for an increasing total sample size, the rejection rates seem 
to converge towards the significance level. The NDT produces rejection rates close to the predefined significance 
level. Similarly, the rejection rates of the NPT are close to predefined significance levels, while the rejection rates 
produced by the NBT are too high, which becomes worse for the five group-comparison. This highlights the 
importance of the multiple comparisons adjustment, which was not applied to the NBT. Similar to the two group-
comparison, the CIP and the OTG show rejection rates that are much higher than the assumed significance level. 
Considering the CIO, for the three group-comparison, it produces rejections rates that are below the desired 5% 
level. In contrast, for the five group-comparison, it produces rejection rates close to predefined significance level. 
This can be explained by the fact that the CIO originally indicates too rarely group differences (see the two group-
comparison), which is counterbalanced by the number of comparisons for which it was not corrected in the three 
and five group-comparison. As more pairs of CIs need to be compared in the five group-comparison, it is more likely 
that CIs overlap by chance. Overall, the total sample size has only a minor impact on the approaches’ performance 
with regard to maintaining the predefined significance level. 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 3 depicts the rejection rates for the different number of group-comparisons in case that the considered 
parameter β31 differs across groups. As expected, the rejection rates of all approaches increase with an increasing 
total sample size. Similarly, the rejection rates increase with an increasing parameter difference across groups. 
However, small and small-medium parameter differences are oftentimes undetected, i.e., rejection rates below 80% 
are observed. This is not true for the CIP and the OTG, which overall produce the highest rejection rates. Especially, 
the OTG produces rejection rates of almost 100%, regardless of the parameter difference. Although the rejection 
rates are fairly similar between the PTE, the PTU, the NBT, and the NPT in case of the two group-comparison, the 
latter is slightly more powerful. In contrast, for the cases that more than 2 groups are compared, the NBT produces 
the highest rejection rates among the four tests as no adjustment for multiple comparisons is applied to this test in 
these cases. Finally, the NDT, which compares the complete structural model in form of the model-implied construct 
correlation matrix across groups, shows the lowest rejection rates compared to the other approaches. This can be 
explained by the fact that the NDT compares effectively the complete structural model.  

 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 3 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Comparison of the complete structural model 

In the following, we present the results with regard to the comparison of the complete structural model. Figure 4 
presents the rejection rates for the case that the complete structural model does not differ across groups. As can 
be seen, the PTE, the PTU, the NPT, and the NDT keep the 5% significance level when two groups are compared. 
In case that more than two groups are compared, the rejection rates of the PTE and the PTU are a bit too low, 
despite the adjustment for multiple comparisons. However, for an increasing total sample size, the rejection rates 
converge towards the desired 5% level.  Considering the CIO, the CIP, and the OTG, they produce rejection rates 
remarkably above the predefined significance level of 5%. For the former two, this can be explained by the fact that 
no adjustment for multiple comparisons is applied for the approaches that rely on CIs. Although in case of CIO and 
the two-group comparison the rejection rates seems to meet the desired 5%, it should not be generally concluded 



that it keeps the predefined significance level. This can be explained by the fact that the number of comparisons 
counterbalances the too low rejection rates in case of comparing a single parameter across two groups leading to 
rejection rates that seem to keep the 5% significance level.  

 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 4 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Considering the NPT, it produces rejection rates close the assumed significance level in the case of three compared 
groups. However, if five groups are compared the rejection rates are a bit too high. This can be explained by the 
ratio of permutation runs to the number of involved comparisons. If the number of permutation runs is not sufficiently 
large compared to the number of comparison, in some instances p-values of exactly zero are produced by the NPT.4 
As a consequence, these p-values remain zero after the p-value adjustment for multiple comparisons leading to too 
high rejection rates. Figure 5 illustrates this behavior of the NPT in case of the five group-comparison and no group 
differences. In doing so, the rejection rates obtained for 1,000 permutation runs (see Figure 4) are contrasted to 
those obtained for 5,000 permutation runs. As can be seen, 1,000 permutation runs are not sufficient to maintain 
the 5% significance level, however, if 5,000 permutation runs are employed, the rejection rates are close to the 
desired 5%. This emphasize the importance of choosing a sufficiently large number of permutation runs. It is noted, 
that this problem does not occur for the PTE and the PTU, as their p-values are derived from a t-distribution. As a 
consequence, the p-value of single test is never exactly equal to zero. 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 5 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 6 displays the approaches’ rejection rates in case that the structural model differs across groups. Similar to 
the comparison of one path coefficient, for the comparison of the complete structural model, the results show that 
for an increasing total sample size and group differences, the rejection rates increase. For small total sample sizes 
(particularly 300 observations in total), none of the approaches, except the CIP and the OTG, are capable to reliably 
detect small and small-medium group differences. This is not surprising, as shown in the case of no group 
differences, the CIP and the OTG lead to the highest type I error rates. Among the approaches that reliably kept the 
significance level in case of no group-difference, the NDT show most of the times the highest rejection rates.   

 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 6 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Addressing multiple comparison issue 

We highlighted the fact that researchers conducting a MGA in the context of PLS-PM might face multiple comparison 
issues. In this case, a proper way of adjusting p-values for multiple comparisons is required. To shed more light into 
the various adjustments’ performance, we selected a specific condition which is representative for the multiple 
comparison issue to show the similarities and differences of the various corrections. It is noted that the adjustments’ 
behavior is similar in the remaining conditions where an adjustment was applied.    

Figure 7 depicts the rejection rates for the PTE, the PTU, and the NPT using five different p-value adjustment and 
the original rejection rates where no adjustment is applied. In specific, the rejection rates for the comparison of the 
complete structural model across three groups are contrasted for the cases of no group-differences and medium-
large group differences. The results clearly show that without an adjustment, the family-wise error rate is inflated. 
However, this can be overcome by applying an adjustment for multiple comparisons. Moreover, the results suggest 
that in our case, all adjustments fulfill their purpose and there is no superior adjustment, i.e., all adjustments lead 
to almost identical rejection rates regardless of whether group differences are present. 



----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 7 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Data and sample size distribution 

As observed in the literature and argued earlier, data and sample size distribution can have negative effects on the 
approaches employed in MGA (Chin & Dibbern, 2010). To highlight these effects, Figure 8 contrasts the 
performance of various tests applied to compare the complete structural model across three groups in case of small-
medium group differences. It can be observed that all approaches produce the highest rejection rates if the data is 
normally distributed and the sample sizes are equal between groups. In contrast, the rejection are the lowest if the 
data is non-normally distributed and the sample size is severely unequally distributed between groups. The 
difference in the approaches’ performance can be substantial. For example, in case of a total sample size of 1,500 
observations, the difference in the rejection rates can be almost 40%-points implying that tests do not reliably detect 
group differences, i.e., the rejection rates are below the desired threshold of 80%. However, it is noted that for an 
increasing total sample size, the difference in the rejection rates decreases. Similar effects can be observed in the 
remaining conditions.   

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 8 About Here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Discussion and Outlook 

Discussion of the results 

It is well known that ignoring observed heterogeneity can lead to severely biased results, and therefore to erroneous 
conclusions (Jedidi et al., 1997; Muthén, 1989). Consequently, investigating group differences has become an 
essential endeavor when dealing with datasets that stem from potentially different populations. Several approaches 
have been suggested for MGA in the context of PLS-PM including statistical tests and the comparison of CIs. This 
study contributes to the existing body of knowledge presenting the results of a systematic comparison of existing 
approaches within an experimental setting. Therefore, we substantiate existing recommendations and raise issues 
that have not been uncovered yet. We also contribute to studies which have investigated a very limited number of 
approaches. For instance, Klesel et al. (2019) exclusively focused on the NDT in their simulation study, Chin and 
Dibbern (2010) studied only the performance of the NPT, and Qureshi and Compeau (2009) compared only two 
approaches including the PTE. To gain more detailed insights about the approaches’ performance and the current 
recommendations, the study at hand is the first that compares the performance of a broad range of approaches in 
a controlled environment. 

 Based on the review of existing approaches, applied researchers employing PLS-PM can choose from a variety of 
approaches to compare a single parameter or the complete structural model across groups. While the usefulness 
of comparing single parameters across groups is widely acknowledged, the comparison of the complete structural 
model is particularly relevant if researchers either have no prior expectations about which parameters differ across 
groups or if they want to examine whether a proposed theory/model functions differently across groups, e.g., 
females and males. To the best of our knowledge, the comparison of the complete structural model has not been 
done so far in empirical research. This might be due to the fact that before the development of the NDT, no approach 
has been available that is designed for that specific purpose. As a consequence, researchers might be not aware 
of that opportunity.  

While this diversity provides manifold opportunities, it is important to choose the approach in accordance to the 
research question, i.e., comparing the complete structural model or only a subset of single parameters, to avoid 
pitfalls such as an inflated family-wise type I error rate. In general, the simulation results are in line with our 
expectations, i.e., the power increases for an increasing sample size and an increasing group difference. In contrast, 
the power decreases in case of non-normally distributed samples compared to datasets that stem from a normally 
distributed population. Similarly, the power decreases if the sample size distribution varies between groups. As 
consequence, researchers should strive for a sufficiently large total sample size if they conduct a MGA in the context 
of PLS-PM, particularly if their samples are non-normally distributed and/or the number of observations substantially 
varies between groups. Otherwise, researchers will likely face approaches that are statistically underpowered for 



detecting postulated group differences. This is in line with the results of previous simulation studies (e.g., Qureshi 
& Compeau, 2009) and particularly important, if researchers only assume a small difference between groups, 
regardless of whether a single parameter or the complete structural model is compared. As our simulation study 
showed, small group differences mainly remain undetected, even for total sample sizes of 3,000 observations. Our 
findings are particularly important in the context of PLS-PM because a small sample size is often used to justify its 
application (see e.g., Nitzl, 2016; Ringle et al., 2012). To address this issue, it is recommended to determine the 
necessary sample size in advance to achieve a sufficient statistical power of the applied statistical tests. This can 
be done in several ways, for example by applying heuristic rules such as Cohen’s power tables (Cohen, 1992)  or 
conducting a Monte Carlo simulation. 

Based on our simulation findings, if researchers are interested in comparing a single parameter between two groups, 
we recommend to use the NPT. Although our simulation results showed that the NPT, the PTU, the PTE and the 
NBT perform similar in this situation, the NPT showed a slightly higher power while maintaining the predefined 
significance level compared to the other approaches that are designed to compare a single parameter. This 
recommendation is in line with current recommendations from the PLS-PM literature (e.g., Hair et al., 2018; 
Matthews, 2017). Moreover, in contrast to the PTE and the PTU, it does not rely on distributional assumptions. If 
the NPT is used to compare one or more parameters across more than two groups, an adjustment should be 
employed to avoid an inflation of the family-wise error rate. This is in line with literature related to the multiple 
comparisons issue (e.g., Aickin & Gensler, 1996) and has been echoed in the PLS-PM literature (Hair et al., 2018). 
To employ the NPT in this situation, it is emphasized that researchers should use a sufficiently large number of 
permutation runs to ensure that the adjustment for multiple comparisons works properly. Consequently, researchers 
employing the NPT for multiple comparisons should examine before the adjustment whether some of the p-values 
are exactly equal to zero. If this is the case, it is recommended to increase the number of permutation runs. With 
regard to the p-value adjustments, our simulation study showed that all of them produced very similar results.  

In contrast, if researchers want to compare the complete structural model, they should rely on the NDT, which was 
specifically designed for that purpose, and showed the highest power in most of the situation. This is particularly 
apparent, in case of small group differences and a large total sample size and in case of smaller total sample sizes 
if the group differences are moderate and large, i.e., small-medium to large. Subsequently, they can use the NPT 
in combination with a correction for multiple comparison to examine which parameters differ. This procedure 
resembles the approach commonly used in the context of ANOVA, where first a F-test is conducted and 
subsequently, multiple comparison procedures are employed to investigate which means actually differ significantly. 

Considering the OTG, the CIO, and the CIP, their use is not recommended, regardless of whether only a single 
parameter or the complete structural model is compared. As shown by our simulation, the OTG almost always 
rejects the null hypothesis of no group differences. This can be explained by a misconception in the design of the 
test. The OTG investigates whether the average bootstrap estimates of a parameter differ significantly across 
groups, but not the estimated parameters. Typically, the mean of the bootstrap estimates of a specific parameter is 
close to the corresponding parameter estimate. Therefore, for an increasing number of bootstrap runs the value of 
the ANOVA F-test statistic, which compares the bootstrap means across groups, increases, as the within group 
variation, i.e., variance of the bootstrap means, decreases, even in case of no group-difference in the population. 
In contrast, the F-test statistics based on the permutation samples that are used to approximate the reference 
distribution under the null hypothesis of no group differences, are relatively small and therefore closely distributed 
right of the zero. As a consequence, for a large enough number of bootstrap runs, the OTG almost always rejects 
the null hypothesis of no parameter difference across groups. Similarly, the CIO and the CIP generally do not keep 
the predefined significance level. This is due to the fact that CIs are misused as they are compared across groups 
to draw inferences (see e.g., Altman, 2000). To overcome this problem, researchers can construct a CI around the 
parameter difference to examine whether it covers the zero, instead of investigating whether two CIs overlap.  

Recommendations 

Based on the results of this simulation, we propose several guidelines for MGA in the context of PLS-PM. First, the 
scope of the analysis should be clearly articulated. Specifically, it should be clarified whether a single path, multiple 
paths or the complete model is compared. Second, a test procedure should be selected that matches the scope of 
the analysis. For instance, if a complete model is compared, it is beneficial to employ the NDT. However, if only a 
single parameter is compared across two groups the NPT is recommended. Third, our study highlights the 
importance of a sufficient sample size to achieve a satisfactory test’s power. Particularly if researchers expect only 
small group differences, more than 1,000 observations per group are required. Therefore, researchers are advised 
to determine the sample size before the data collection that is necessary to achieve a satisfactory statistical power 



for the employed testing procedure.  Fourth, if tests whose p-values are directly based on the bootstrap or the 
permutation runs are combined with a p-value adjustment for multiple comparison, special attention should be given 
to the number of bootstrap and permutation runs, respectively. As shown by our results, an insufficiently small 
number of runs can lead to p-values that are exactly equal to 0 and thus render any adjustment useless. Therefore, 
it is recommended to examine the size of the p-values before the adjustment and rerun the test with an increased 
number of runs if p-values are observed that are exactly equal to zero.  

Limitations and future research 

A Monte Carlo simulation is always limited to its design which invites future research. In specific, applied researchers 
using PLS-PM also face structural models that contain both latent variables and composites (Benitez et al., 2020). 
Therefore, future research could investigate the approaches’ performance for structural models containing a mixture 
of composites and latent variables. To estimate models containing latent variables, PLSc should be employed as 
original PLS-PM is known to produce inconsistent estimates (Dijkstra, 1981). Moreover, future studies investigating 
the approaches’ performance, might consider the effect of model complexity, i.e., number of path coefficients and 
constructs, on the approaches’ performance. This is particularly relevant for the case that the complete structural 
model is compared across groups. In our simulation we either varied one path coefficient or all path coefficients 
across population groups. For future research, situations should be examined in which a researcher compares the 
complete structural model across groups but only a subset of path coefficients differs across groups in the 
population. In doing so, it is of particular interest to compare the performance between the NDT and tests that have 
been designed to compare only a single coefficient to figure out when the use of the NDT becomes advantageous.  
Moreover, in this study, we varied the population path coefficients across groups without fixing the R² values of the 
endogenous constructs. Future research should investigate the effect of not fixing the R² values on the tests’ 
performance. 5  Considering the NDT, future research might examine and contrast its performance for other 
discrepancy measures than the (average) geodesic distance. Furthermore, our study solely focused on PLS-PM. 
Hence, further simulation studies are necessary to examine how the approaches perform in combination with other 
estimators for composite models such as generalized structured component analysis (Hwang et al., 2017; Hwang 
et al., 2020; Hwang & Takane, 2004). Finally, it might be worthwhile for future research to design a two-sided version 
of the NBT which facilitates its use for comparing the complete structural model. 

 

Notes

1 The literature on structural equation modeling usually distinguishes two ways of representing abstract concepts, namely, (i) by 
a latent variable, and (ii) by a composite (Benitez et al., 2020; Henseler, 2017b, 2021; Henseler & Schuberth, 2020; McDonald, 
1996; Rhemtulla et al., 2020; Rigdon, 2012; Rigdon et al., 2017; Schuberth et al., 2018a). Originally, PLS-PM estimates 
consistently structural models that contain only composites. However, in its current form, known as consistent partial least 
squares (PLSc), it is a consistent estimator for structural equation models containing both latent variables and composites 
(Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015b; Rademaker et al., 2019). While parameters that are related to latent variables are corrected for 
attenuation by PLSc, the parameters associated with composites remain untouched, see e.g., Schuberth et al. (2018b). 

2 The 95% normal confidence interval is calculated as p̂ ± Φ−1(0.975)√p̂(1 − p̂)/500, where p̂ represents the rejection rate and 

Φ−1( ) is the quantile function of the standard normal distribution. 

3 It is noted that for the NDT the model-implied construct correlation matrix and not a single path coefficient was compared 
across groups. 

4 For the NPT, the p-value is calculated as the sum of shares of parameter differences from the permutation runs that exceed 
the positive original parameter difference and fall below the negative original parameter difference. If a large number of 
comparisons is performed, it is likely that in some instances, the original absolute parameter difference is larger than all absolute 
parameter differences from the permutation runs. As a consequence, a p-value of exactly zero is produced, which cannot be 
properly adjusted for multiple comparisons.  

5 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.  
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Figure 1. Structural population model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 2. Rejection rates for the comparison of β31 in case of no group differences (non-normal data, moderately unequal sample sizes, 5% 
significance level). For the comparison of more than 2 groups, the p-values were adjusted as suggested by Holm (1979). The NDT compares 
the complete structural model and is based on the (average) geodesic distance.



 

 

Figure 3. Rejection rates for the comparison of 𝛃𝟑𝟏 in case of group differences (non-normal data, moderately unequal sample sizes, 5% 
significance level). For the comparison of more than 2 groups, the p-values were adjusted as suggested by Holm (1979). The NDT compares 
the complete structural model and is based on the (average) geodesic distance. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Figure 4. Rejection rates for the comparison of the complete structural model in case of no group differences (non-normal data, moderately 
unequal sample sizes, 5% significance level). For the PTE, the PTU, the NPT, and the OTG, the p-values were adjusted as suggested by Holm 
(1979). The NDT is based on the (average) geodesic distance.



 

 

 

Figure 5. Rejection rates of the NPT for the comparison of the complete structural model across five groups 
in case of no group differences using 1,000 and 5,000 permutation runs (non-normal data, moderately 
unequal sample sizes, 5% significance level). The p-values were adjusted as suggested by Holm (1979).



 

 

Figure 6. Rejection rates for the comparison of the complete structural model in case of group differences (non-normal data, moderately 
unequal sample sizes, 5% significance level). For the PTE, the PTU, the NPT, and the OTG, the p-values were adjusted as suggested by Holm 
(1979). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Figure 7. The impact of different adjustments for multiple comparisons in case that the complete structural 
model is compared across three groups (non-normal data, moderately unequal sample sizes, 5% 
significance level). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 8.  The impact of data and sample size distribution in case that the complete structural model is 
compared across three groups (small-medium group differences, 5% significance level). The p-values are 
adjusted as suggested by Holm (1979).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 1. Approaches to conduct MGA in the context of PLS-PM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Groups Scope Description References 

Two 
Single 
parameter 

PTE (parametric test equal variances): Unpaired samples 
t-test based on bootstrap standard error assuming equal 
variances to compare a single parameter across two 
groups. 

Keil et al. (2000); Chin 
cited in Keil et al. 
(2000, footnote p.6) 

PTU (parametric test unequal variances): Unpaired 
samples t-test based on bootstrap standard errors 
allowing for unequal variances to compare a single 
parameter across two groups.  

Nitzl (2010); Sarstedt 
et al. (2011) 

NBT (non-parametric bootstrap-based test): One-sided 
test that compares the parameter estimates for a single 
parameter from the bootstrap runs to investigate whether 
a parameter differs between two groups. 

Henseler (2007, 2012); 
Henseler et al. (2009) 

NPT (non-parametric permutation-based test):  
Similar to a t-test, but permutation is used to obtain the 
reference distribution of the parameter difference between 
two groups.  

Chin (2003); Chin and 
Dibbern (2010) 

CIO (confidence intervals overlap):  
Investigation whether the confidence intervals of a 
parameter estimate overlap between two groups. 

Sarstedt et al. (2011) 

CIP (confidence intervals cover parameter): 
Investigation whether a parameter estimate of one group 
is covered by the confidence interval of the other group 
and vice versa. 

Sarstedt et al. (2011) 

Two or 
more 

Single 
parameter 

OTG (omnibus test of group differences):  
Omnibus test of group differences relies on bootstrap and 
permutation to mimic the F-test known from ANOVA to 
compare a single parameter across several groups. 

Sarstedt et al. (2011) 

Complete 
model 

NDT (non-parametric distance-based test):  
Permutation is used to compare the model-implied 
correlation matrix across two (or more) groups. 

Klesel et al. (2019) 



Table 2. Population path coefficients used for the comparison of a single path coefficient / the complete 
structural model 

Group β31 β32 β41 β42 β43 β53 β54 β63 β64 β73 β74 

Group 1 .2 / .2 .3 .4 .6 .2 .3 .4 .6 .2 .4 .5 

Group 2 .3 / .25 .35 .45 .55 .2 .3 .45 .55 .25 .45 .45 

Group 3 .4 / .3 .4 .5 .5 .2 .3 .5 .5 .3 .5 .4 

Group 4 .5 / .35 .45 .55 .45 .2 .3 .55 .45 .35 .55 .35 

Group 5 .6 / .4 .5 .6 .4 .2 .3 .6 .4 .4 .6 .3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3. R² values of the endogenous constructs 

 

 

Variation 

Group 

Single path coefficient Complete structural model 

η3 η4 η5 η6 η7 η3 η4 η5 η6 η7 

Group 1 .13 .66 .36 .51 .59 .13 .66 .36 .51 .59 

Group 2 .18 .68 .37 .52 .61 .18 .67 .43 .50 .61 

Group 3 .25 .70 .38 .53 .63 .25 .68 .51 .51 .63 

Group 4 .34 .71 .39 .54 .64 .32 .70 .59 .51 .65 

Group 5 .18 .68 .37 .52 .61 .18 .67 .43 .50 .61 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 4. Design factors of the Monte Carlo simulation 

Design Factor Nr. of levels Levels 

Degree of difference 5 no, small, small-medium, medium-large, large 

Number of groups  3 2 groups, 3 groups, 5 groups 

Adjustment for multiple comparisons 6 none, p-value adjustments* 

Total sample size 4  300, 600, 1500, and 3000 

Sample size distribution between groups 3 equal, moderately unequal, and severely unequal 

Data distribution 2 normal and non-normal 

*We employ the Bonferroni adjustment and the adjustments proposed by Holm (1979), Hochberg (1988), Hommel (1988), and 
Benjamini and Hochberg (1995). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 5. Group comparison and distances between groups 

 

2 groups 3 groups 5 groups 

Groups dG
1
 / dG

2 Groups dG
1
 / dG

2 Groups dG
1
 / dG

2 

1 1 vs 1 .000 / .000 1 vs 1 vs 1 .000 /.000 1 vs 1 vs 1 vs 1 vs 1 .000 /.000 

2 1 vs 2 .003 /.009 1 vs 2 vs 2 .004 /.012 1 vs 2 vs 2 vs 2 vs 2 .002 /.007 

3 1 vs 3 .013 /.037 1 vs 3 vs 3 .018 /.050 1 vs 3 vs 3 vs 3 vs 3 .011 /.030 

4 1 vs 4 .034 /.092 1 vs 4 vs 4 .045 /.123 1 vs 4 vs 4 vs 4 vs 4 .027 /.074 

5 1 vs 5 .070 /.187 1 vs 5 vs 5 .094 /.250 1 vs 5 vs 5 vs 5 vs 5 .056 /.150 

*1: no difference 2: small 3: small-medium 4: medium-large 5: large 

dG
1

: (average) geodesic distance between the model-implied construct correlation matrices in case of    varying a single path 
coefficient. 

dG
2

: (average) geodesic distance between the model-implied construct correlation matrices in case of    varying the complete 
structural model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 6. Number of performed tests for a single parameter / complete structural model 

test PTE PTU NBT NPT CIO CIP OTG NDT 

2 groups 1 / 12 1 / 12 1* / 1 

3 groups 3 / 36 1 / 12 1*/ 1 

5 groups 10 / 120 1 / 12 1* / 1 

* The NDT compares the model-implied construct correlation matrix and not a single coefficient. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 7. Sample size distribution for the two and three group-comparison 

  Two group-comparison Three group-comparison 

N Distribution 1st group 2nd group 1st group 2nd group 3rd group 

300 equal 150 150 100 100 100 

300 moderately unequal  125 175 80 100 120 

300 severely unequal 107 193 60 100 140 

600 equal 300 300 200 200 200 

600 moderately unequal  250 350 160 200 240 

600 severely unequal 214 386 120 200 280 

1500 equal 750 750 500 500 500 

1500 moderately unequal  625 875 400 500 600 

1500 severely unequal 536 964 300 500 700 

3000 equal 1500 1500 1000 1000 1000 

3000 moderately unequal  1250 1750 800 1000 1200 

3000 severely unequal 1071 1929 600 1000 1400 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 8. Sample size distribution for the five-group comparison 

  Five group-comparison 

N Distribution 1st group 2nd group 3rd group 4th group 5th group 

300 equal 60 60 60 60 60 

300 moderately unequal  36 48 60 72 84 

300a severely unequal 12 36 60 84 108 

600 equal 120 120 120 120 120 

600 moderately unequal  72 96 120 144 168 

600 severely unequal 24 72 120 168 216 

1500 equal 300 300 300 300 300 

1500 moderately unequal  180 240 300 360 420 

1500 severely unequal 60 180 300 420 540 

3000 equal 600 600 600 600 600 

3000 moderately unequal  360 480 600 720 840 

3000 severely unequal 120 360 600 840 1080 

a: This condition is excluded due to the large number of inadmissible results produced by PLS-PM. 
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