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1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables 
Table S1a Household Food Security (FAO Framework)

	Dimension
	Sub-Indicator
	Mean Score
	Achievement (%)
	Category

	Availability
	Sufficient maize production
	4.19
	83.73%
	Very Frequent

	
	Easy access to maize
	4.34
	86.77%
	Very Frequent

	
	Maize storage until next harvest
	4.41
	88.21%
	Very Frequent

	Accessibility
	Sufficient income for food
	4.52
	90.42%
	Very Frequent

	
	No difficulty purchasing food at month-end
	3.37
	67.38%
	Frequent

	
	Purchase staple foods as needed
	3.57
	71.48%
	Frequent

	
	Purchase animal protein, vegetables, fruits
	3.43
	68.52%
	Frequent

	
	No reliance on food aid
	3.40
	67.98%
	Frequent

	Utilization
	Checking food quality
	2.71
	54.30%
	Occasionally

	
	Purchase fresh meat/fish
	2.50
	49.96%
	Rare

	
	Consume fish/meat weekly
	2.71
	54.30%
	Occasionally

	
	Diverse cooking of meat/fish
	2.97
	59.16%
	Occasionally

	
	Provision of plant protein daily
	2.96
	58.78%
	Occasionally

	
	Planting legumes in garden
	2.94
	66.24%
	Occasionally

	
	Consume diversified diet daily
	3.31
	66.69%
	Occasionally

	
	Provide vegetables & fruits daily
	3.38
	67.60%
	Occasionally

	
	Use clean water for cooking
	3.55
	70.95%
	Frequent

	Stability
	Consume maize 3 times daily
	2.87
	57.49%
	Occasionally

	
	Adequate maize portion size
	3.34
	66.77%
	Occasionally

	
	Preference for maize-based diet
	3.27
	65.48%
	Occasionally

	
	Managing daily maize use
	3.34
	66.84%
	Occasionally

	
	Food support from kin/neighbors
	2.93
	58.63%
	Occasionally

	
	Planting other crops in field
	2.93
	58.56%
	Occasionally

	
	Savings for maize purchase
	1.44
	28.75%
	Rare

	
	Active in farmer group food sharing
	2.07
	41.37%
	Occasionally


Table S1b

Farmer Motivation (ERG Theory)

	Dimension
	Sub-Indicator
	Mean Score
	Achievement (%)
	Category

	Existence
	Ensure household food security
	4.11
	82.21%
	Willing

	
	Increase yields for clothing needs
	4.02
	80.30%
	Willing

	
	Health expenditure security
	3.92
	78.33%
	Willing

	
	Education expenditure for children
	3.70
	74.07%
	Willing

	Relatedness
	Active attendance in farmer groups
	3.95
	78.94%
	Willing

	
	Cooperation & mutual help
	3.41
	68.14%
	Willing

	
	Participation in collective work
	3.77
	75.44%
	Willing

	
	Strengthening ties with farmers
	3.51
	70.19%
	Willing

	
	Sharing farming experiences
	2.90
	57.95%
	Uncertain

	
	Teaching crop care practices
	3.60
	72.09%
	Willing

	
	Sharing storage information
	3.68
	73.71%
	Willing

	
	Sharing food management tips
	3.68
	73.54%
	Uncertain

	Growth
	Participating in training
	2.91
	58.17%
	Uncertain

	
	Trying agricultural innovations
	2.94
	58.71%
	Uncertain

	
	Exchanging experiences with successful farmers
	3.02
	60.30%
	Uncertain

	
	Learning maize processing
	3.04
	60.76%
	Uncertain

	
	Learning post-harvest management
	2.94
	58.78%
	Willing

	
	Practicing crop diversification
	3.66
	73.16%
	Uncertain

	
	Learning food preservation
	2.97
	59.39%
	Uncertain

	
	Experimenting with maize-based diets
	2.80
	56.05%
	Uncertain


Table S1c

Local Culture (Koentjaraningrat Framework)

	Dimension
	Sub-Indicator
	Mean Score
	Achievement (%)
	Category

	Ideal Form
	Working collectively in fields
	3.86
	96.39%
	Very Frequent

	
	Inviting neighbors for collective labor
	3.78
	94.39%
	Very Frequent

	
	Storing harvest for family needs
	3.62
	90.59%
	Very Frequent

	
	Sharing harvest with neighbors in need
	3.53
	88.21%
	Very Frequent

	
	Participating in farming rituals
	3.61
	90.21%
	Very Frequent

	Behavioral Form
	Joint farming activities (planting/harvest)
	2.88
	71.96%
	Frequent

	
	Discussion & knowledge sharing
	2.86
	71.58%
	Frequent

	
	Mutual help during harvest
	3.58
	89.45%
	Very Frequent

	
	Sharing tools & farm materials
	3.63
	90.68%
	Very Frequent

	
	Trust in mutual assistance
	3.59
	89.73%
	Very Frequent

	
	Rituals (Ta’pai, Ta’sine Ume, thanksgiving)
	3.59–3.62
	~90%
	Very Frequent

	Physical Form
	Participation in spring-cleaning rituals
	3.53
	88.21%
	Very Frequent

	
	Constructing/maintaining lopo & ume kbubu
	3.49–3.51
	~87%
	Very Frequent


2. Table Normality

Table S2
Results of Normality Assessment for Observed Variables
	Variable
	Min
	Max
	Skew
	c.r.

Skew
	Kurtosis
	c.r.

Kurtosis

	Ideal/Conceptual Form
	20,000
	37,000
	-1,389
	-8,857
	1,633
	5,207

	Behavioral Form
	15,000
	26,000
	-1,560
	-9,949
	,948
	3,022

	Physical Form
	16,000
	25,000
	-,769
	-4,905
	-,596
	-1,899

	Affective
	20,000
	37,000
	-1,376
	-8,772
	2,635
	8,403

	Cognitive
	2,000
	21,000
	-,509
	-2,937
	,116
	,334

	Conative
	2,000
	20,000
	,065
	,374
	-,432
	-1,247

	Relatedness
	18,000
	49,000
	,055
	,315
	-,809
	-2,335

	Existence
	15,000
	20,000
	-1,831
	-11,675
	2,934
	9,355

	Growth Needs
	15,000
	34,000
	-,513
	-3,273
	,230
	,735

	Availability
	15,000
	40,000
	-,693
	-4,420
	-,184
	-,587

	Accessibility
	20,000
	43,000
	-1,238
	-7,897
	,573
	1,828

	Utilization
	21,000
	36,000
	-1,555
	-9,915
	1,095
	3,492

	Stability
	23,000
	40,000
	-1,481
	-9,446
	1,328
	4,234

	Multivariate 
	
	
	
	
	4,781
	2,410


3. Tabel Regression Weights

	Tabel S3
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

	The association between tables
	Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	P

	Farmers Motivation
	<---
	Local Culture
	0,424
	0,075
	5,619
	***

	Farmers Attitude
	<---
	Local Culture
	0,213
	0,032
	6,614
	***

	Food Security
	<---
	Local Culture
	0,435
	0,135
	3,219
	0,001

	Farmers Attitude
	<---
	Farmers Motivation
	0,061
	0,02
	3,002
	0,003

	Food Security
	<---
	Farmers Attitude
	0,751
	0,483
	2,174
	0,03

	Food Security
	<---
	Farmers Motivation
	0,095
	0,043
	2,2
	0,028

	Ideal/Conceptual Form
	<---
	Local Culture
	1
	
	
	

	Behavioral Form
	<---
	Local Culture
	0,958
	0,126
	7,573
	***

	Physical Form
	<---
	Local Culture
	0,975
	0,132
	7,379
	***

	Affective
	<---
	Farmers Attitude
	0,594
	0,098
	6,032
	***

	Cognitive
	<---
	Farmers Attitude
	1
	
	
	

	Conative
	<---
	Farmers Attitude
	0,231
	0,051
	4,545
	***

	Relatedness
	<---
	Farmers Motivation
	3,459
	0,344
	10,052
	***

	Existence
	<---
	Farmers Motivation
	1
	
	
	

	Growth Needs
	<---
	Farmers Motivation
	5,264
	0,474
	11,107
	***

	Availability
	<---
	Food Security
	1
	
	
	

	Accessibility
	<---
	Food Security
	0,884
	0,08
	11,094
	***

	Utilization
	<---
	Food Security
	0,908
	0,076
	11,985
	***

	Stability
	<---
	Food Security
	1,242
	0,088
	14,131
	***


4. Tabel Standardized Factor Loadings

Tabel S4
Standardized Factor Loadings 
	The association between tables
	Estimate

	Ideal/ conceptual form
	<---
	Local culture
	,508

	Behavioral form
	<---
	Local culture
	,868

	Affective
	<---
	Farmers attitude
	,758

	Cognitive
	<---
	Farmers attitude
	,724

	Availability
	<---
	Food security
	,691

	Accessibility
	<---
	Food security
	,784

	Utilization
	<---
	Food security
	,888

	Stability
	<---
	Food security
	,725

	Existence
	<---
	Farmers motivation
	,915

	Growth needs
	<---
	Farmers motivation
	,312

	Physical form
	<---
	Local culture
	,404

	Conative
	<---
	Farmers attitude
	,880

	Relatedness
	<---
	Farmers motivation
	,564


5. Figure Structural Model 
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Fig S1. Primary Structural model
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Fig S2. Final structural model.
Note: ns = not significant if t ≤ 1.96; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 
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Fig S3 Distal

Fig S4 Proksimat
