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(P R2ELHEER, M 510006)

W OE AESEFHR P &M F EAEAE (Structural Equation Modeling, SEM)4&) 2 F TR A E R4 E R
L, FAET R AR F T kG, MRMRAE A Nt A kM £, 5 kb T et Hige it e mAT AL £
ST REEY S TREIHAR RRMREAL FBERE T RO, Nt g r BERLRRE, mL A
HR SR PABGENRE, TEABT Mot A M7 AR 09 7 ik s Fodl RAF M, ZIUEF A & N et 27
MG RENRLERAINR, §EARRNARENBIHOFT T,

KBIE LM ARER, Nt Hifhit; MR RAE T

3ES B84l

1 35|

LIRS | AT A A AL 2R = BT S,
o & 4% Z a8 1L v A2 & (Latent  Variables, LVs),
RPN AE ELHE L i A8 &, SROFSEAN 1. A&
D BB E A2 (Construct) . F# 5T (Trait)
5 [AF (Factor), — /MBSt A1 A1 X I 4 A T4 AR
Ky . WOE B W4 B AF B (Manifest
Variables). 742 & ] LUB /R H R A1 A% & 79 4k
SRVMESRE, T 41 S 2 £ D) T A0 S 4 S v A2 o 1Y) IR

il

BRAF, o U AR A K S A% 5 X A
KB R K, W2 — AW uE 5
(Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA)fE#I, F%H
TRV AR = R 25 . HowE LAnF .
yi=p+Ao; +g, i=1,2, =, n (1)
oy, (px )RS i ANBRTE p DI SM B AR
ERULIME, a0 (px D) NEEEI, A (pxq)h T3
frsE R, T BB ARy, AR o (g%1)
ZIEMCR, & (px1)2&Hb WAL B 1Y & 58 25 T,
W 48 br o 45 4 J7 F2 B B (Structural Equation MRAAT NLOW 1 3 Ao ORGP L AR A
Modeling, SEMYE/A I 40 4 1 st ] 36 % 1R 22 FIVE 8 i (A AN AEAEAR OG5 22 1) 5 22 P
SR RS ik, L pppm P RER W XTI, BB A A
T 2 A B A 2 B AT Iy 0 2 — (A e, TR Koo ARG MM A RY A TE F R B AR = WA L
S, T, K5, 2004: Lee & Song, 2012 KBRS/ EARENCRCH, B8N

FR 2014y, SEM AT AEEIAE TR PSR, AR
WEHE, SR RTERE P T AP BT | oA B A FURMTIBEATHTRERZ AN EHAR
SRRl O 0 S B e sEM U JUERUINE s % o, = (i, &) U,
BT 22 i ok (qr<1)ZFMETE AL (Exogenous LVs), & (q2x1)72

fe5eH) SEM AR RBOU AL s pr - RIS (Endogenous LV),

n, =My, +T¢ +0, = A, 0; +0; )
H A, = (0, T) Mg, xq)Fl T(q,%q2) 52 #5712 7 5L

WR T M 2018-07-24 HEIEE, TS T V23852 B2 B0, T T U0/

* K ARBFHIEAIE (31871128); HE A& N T
FLo% 5156 1403 % 57 F (18YIAL0001Sy: s foms T AN A REXH P L e AR RO . & MM

2018 4K HHI R 5 H (201810558015) . N[O, @73, 6; (q1< 1) AFZEI, MR T N[0, ¥5]
WAEIEH: WA 5L, E-mail: panjunh@mail.sysu.edu.cn i o

1812



FE1H

ST SN B L g RS SRR YN 1813

B H8 7 R AL A 3 AT A0 ROE AL FE AR R BOE
S BREG AL . BAME E RS T
GBS AR BT T AR L, A 7 B A K
1AM AR IR 2, X T AR ) OC R AT
SEMAERG (R, 2011)

2 MRS IERE

S5 75 REASE ALY F2 AT 7 SR AR R A IR
Jrign, BRRLR A TN - T iR A
A AR AR 2 R 7 B 22, (T 4E R,
T UL 7 vk BT AT SO AR G AR T ) 1 240
B, KT DU i+ Oy AR () 7 ik 2 N N IS
WAL . JUHE A 2012 4R DI, DLt
St A Jy AR AR () 107 B 5 5t K IR A Ml (van. de
Schoot, Winter, Ryan, Zondervan-Zwijnenburg, &
Depaoli, 2017),

DL S8 97 R AR 2 YR 05 125 AR o 4 X 3 2
R IR R NS BEAE R, R REA S 5
TR S HG 17 DU 7 vk JUDRE R 0 S 500 B
BUAE L, 230709 B Y 245 2R S 800 J5 50 A
(B, XBAEsC, SmbH, 2017), 76/ -y
34T SEM B, AIFgR 3 7T LURSE Blg ki A0 58
S5 R0 E RS BEGR AL B RS A, AR
AR R S g R Bl T LU TR (E B 5 A
(an, 5y o3 A ) s A5 B S0 2 Al (An, 7 2%
R IEZ M), M D A5, 856 ek i i
TS AL SR bR 5T LAAS 21 A H 2 KR A8 1 1) J
B4 A R SR B R B 52 5 R % (Markov
Chain Monte Carlo, MCMC)Z. = (41, Gibbs ffi#f
Fl Metropolis-Hastings 532 45) M5 56 431 H AR
o BOR B REAS d il B AL T IS 38 o0 A1
FIH4E | AT {5 X 6] (Credible Interval) b H & 4t it
HETTHEATSE T HE T (284K, 2011)

SR DU 7 354387 SEM. 1 ELAAR AL BRA1E

(HBCER R MRS HRAERE R £
k=1, =, p,h=1, =, q;, ¥T SEM R KK
HI S BB AR AR BT 7R Y 3 B8 e 5 o A (B A
2011):

H~ N(”O’Hyo) o Ap~N(Ag. Hyp),

Aui~ N(Agu Hoyy) s @' ~Wishart(Ry,p00) (3)
Horbr AUREATHERE A BU5E k1T, Aon ISR REL
%E[@ Aw E"J% h ﬁi‘, Ho, AOk, Aowh, Po *ﬂﬂfﬁ%ﬁ% RO,
H,o, Hop, Hoon BRI NS 8 ITEBFT S5 R 45 2 1

HSEE, S AE B BB 5E 3 X e g AR R
WPERY SR,

(Q)E MCMC FEEARE, 7TEHSE
HEATRERIL S PP IS Ul 1. SR ik ik
SECAT A3 B 8 P R A RUBE 4 sk IR - A T VA
(PR EFTN 45, 2017);

(3BT 55 K0l P R A 0L 5 R B T DS )
TR #6: 9% (Posterior Predictive Checking)iF-Aiti;

(4R Se B0 (5 B E WML 52w, B E ]
DL i U M 43 T (Sensitivity Analysis; Greenland,
200K B A R SE R {5 B H AT R R E,
SRAE R AT HEME

SARGITER L, DUt g Al 5 R R 3
W, . (LM TEEAE IR ik, B
TR Y DL S0 7 R 5/ M R RRE A T 1T B
e 72 /D A A AR TH R B B (Muthén &
Asparouhov, 2012); (2) D1 i 37 25 44 J7 BEAR AR (1) 43
B TR WA, 3 AR G 4% 48 07 vk G T
7 MR Gy TR, R TE ) T Ab R4 e i A5
RUFVEIE 1 00, QA7 7E SRR AR A Hidls . v 8 )
FETEARZRME G R I O AS, TAL 5 7 ¥E e X A i
DU 25 B a8 B BRI U [ B (2 4K, 2011); (3)7E
A& VAL . AR LB S b 1Dy, DLt
W7 HR RE S R BT A AU G2 T ik (Pan, Ip, & Dubg,
2017); (4) VU S 07 TR RS R 6 M AE AR B AL T 44
NI (R B, s s i ag AP A IR, i Ak
149 2% 95 4% 5 T DA A o1 2 B80Al T 5 oE ) (Yuan
& MacKinnon, 2009; Zhang, Hamagami, Wang, &
Nesselroade, 2007),

JRAE SR FH DL S 23548 7 RRASE B AT 6 1 2 I R
AE A% 57 4 Ml 2 10 T 50 3 A2 ISR FE A 5K,
A PRI AR | /NVREAR )RR 0, (H AR 5]
P B2 AR B AN 2 o A SCHE A LR ]
1) DL I 307 45 4y AR B e LR P AIT 9T i e, A4
BUEE R 70 b SEH DT AR | AR
AR IR | AR 2 2R, B
Sk g 58 4 A 4R I gE T, A i H e
DA RN

VEES
3.1 ZAINMEERHIEEE

3.1 DIRHERISIE M E F 3 AR
IOUEYE R 40 i TR IS B ik R 18
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JE %27 %

UEAP W A5 B AR S ] G R o 7EAZ 4L CFA
Hrp R ER M ST M (Local Independence)fi i3 B3R
GE TR RS, AM AR G 2 RN A AR AR
%, BRIV A5 22 0 J7 22 W 7 226 1 W, PR XS A
LITEMEIW RGN 0. 1Ak, Z5E0) CFA
R — A VAR S BT o AHJETE L BRIFTE
XA I 2R SR 5 BUB U G AN IF L 2
BB 46 (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012), —E5HfF 57 &
T, AR 58 7k X A A it o i) BR R 2 T AR
M. HEEREAVIER, XM IR RN T
R 75 5y 48 45 52 PR b R 06 R 4F B A (L,
Chow, & Loken, 2016; Marsh et al., 2009; Muthén
& Asparouhov, 2012), HF W5 H LB, 7ESLBREL
53 BT v RS RS Nk 22 14 29 R R A I 3 R EOR
TS EAG T 0 HER 1 B I (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2009; Hsu, Troncoso Skidmore, Li, & Thompson,
2014),

TEAGGE IR, S T il sk ol KR d Al ke 14 [7)
M, W OE RS 4 A B B IE 1E 5K
(Modification Index; Soérbom, 1989)fHLI, FEAK
T r BN B8 AR AT M iR 22 R A AR G . (HUR X
FhIE B IEAE B T B AT IR A — L8R/ PR, il -
(O TR EZZNSHTEIE, HHEEIENS
B L, BIERT B BB O/ S 53U
B MG, 1l gs H 3z 1k B8 J) (Maccallum,
Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992); (3)MELIFLFI 4R
AR MBI (Chou & Bentler, 1990); (4% % T3k
— B RR K (Draper, 1995)% .

Muthén Fl Asparouhov (2012)813 2 H T —
FESE T B RGSE Ty 1% 0 D1 37 3 e 1k BB 43
B aER), 0058 T AR T B R 25 AH O B AT LB
i BOBR T o FEAL GE 7wk b, 58 SCA e A e 22
(1) 8 R S 48 ™ A PR S 0, 3ok BB 2 6 T 55 28 15 ity
PEAE IR, W2 R oy W B AT X S A S
FEBIAECRTTRG] . {2 Muthén A1 Asparouhov
(2012) 4% 3 14 75 1 A PR UEASE R W R 31 A (] B, T
PL3E i 0 52 AT R — D E D 0 T7 ZE 4/
WY IEZS Se 0 o3 A0, X 135 22 WU W 4R AL 5 5 19 306
Wishart 737 4 75 v X e BRI . B 5T R,
LT VAR X T 58 B A ] 15 22 AH OC B R
A, A5 30 (0 b 2 0% 38 S a2 R 22 AH G Y
BH W EIREO BRI D, HEARM A TE
— AT R T IS B R AR, Wit g ik

WEREHITEZREIE,

{HJ2 Muthén Fll Asparouhov (2012)#2H/)iX
BT R AE R TE A T B 1 (9 R, s 5 R £
e F A8 AR A B 112 25 40 56 1) 77 A2 (Lu, Chow,
& Loken, 2016), {445 [ 7 2% fnj 45 B o 157 25 T 46
MRt TR 2. BRI 2 5 B SA 0y o,
XoF AT 5 435 SR 1) i 50 R o 52 s o RV

Lu %% A (2016)F5 i Muthén F1 Asparouhov
(2012) Ay J5 L AR G 1 S DUt H7 Ridge 1 W 4k
(Regularization) /7 ¥ W FH T CFA #ERI, X H:
FATER BRI, Lu % A (2016)5] AT 55 —Fh Il
3T AR 1%+ 38 A X 8 far 4 R 2 4t spike-and-
slab SEIw/r 10, R B EHEMAE g, ¥ HTH
55 1 28 Sy FE 4 B % . Ry sk A T Rldge
TENAE T 35 W] e S s AR A G 0L, R X EE
A& LA 3k B R 440 A5 [ A

Pan %5 A (2017) 00 & X 15 25 T ) J7 25 Wy 22
HiFE, $#Pr22 Lasso (Least absolute shrinkage
and selection operator)1FE M| {k 77 5] A CFA #LHI

T AR A (4158 22 I 28 6 B, A T %o i
ﬁf:i&*ﬁ?ﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ BE W . AEZMM
TR 25 A G R AR, R D] R S R 25 A DG ik
22 TS B AR R 5 400G Bl iR 2 U B S LIE 5 4 ]
o ISR I A UAE S ve b 0 8 22 AH OC
FITEBL T, CFA 5 () fa] 294 Fn 48l & R B #0753
TR

I 8 S A A R Y SR AR BB ke, o TR
WA, RV CFA HEA7 8008 43 #r 14 17
MR L . BT DU 5 A AL P A g Al
B} 4 K4, Golay, Reverte, Rossier, Favez #ll
Lecerf (2013)FH 04T 1 45 [ SR AU N 1
iR, oy B B T B T R R R WL
(Bifactor) B, 2% 5% & 7 D1 37 Jy 2k AR AR LU
AL T FER L AR R ALK Al i R AT ST A7
Falkenstrom, Hatcher 1 Holmqvist (2015)7E #6555
YN BRI ib SV G DN e S
fliit WoR ARG B 22, (H SR T D137 05 vk 8 5
Yo 1 25 AH SC R BRI S, BRI EE B G AR AT
AL, T/ NEEAS o DL O A X TS AR Al
TN ERH (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012), Crenshaw,
Christensen, Baucom, Epstein 1 Baucom (2016)7E
I PR 8/ MEEAS T 5 e f ) DL 17 CFA 5 BT T
W E (52 Ak, RAEH 18 NMRAISEL,
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4G 9 AN A A 9 MR 2205 22); iH T
ARG RIRAE T I A L, DU 7 iR TR
INFEAR AR LT X PR 43 B Ak SE AR B (Muthén
& Asparouhov, 2012), Alessandri A1 de Pascalis
(2017) 7€ 0 L SE B AF 5 R A DUt CFA i3t 51
LPREm S H T2, BT RSN
TSRS HrH .

3.1.2 DNMEEEREIEERE

T AR AR A LR 1, S5 AR Bl TG 56
AN 2 15 2 5 M A 9 A e R] Y < PRER RN IE
TNAS S 53 ik, R AT UL it 30 7 kAl T 4
75 A AL, T LU b 0 R 2 BRI A
PGl S I A, 2 B A B S 58 43 A
BEMTHEAT G HEWT .

it 2 o 0 A 8 R A T, X 4 R 8 A v
RS EE AT S AR . Pan 55 A(2017)7E £
AL AR SR A DL Lasso kX iR 22Uy
ZEFEMEEATAG T, S5 R R ST EMLL, N
W31 Lasso 77k T X4 S5 R AR Y rp %A% 2R K0 Al 11
IR 2EARTE /N,

WAk, FEXT S5 R AR A Al ot o, AT D0 e S
J7 T LA BT R I AR AR R — S R S 4y
A3 o 0 DU 3 56 G R 43 A A LY &, Muthén
F1 Asparouhov (2012)48 Hi AT LAXT R AEHERR 2 K 0
1A RBCRAEE S 0, 7 22/ IES B
3 A1 R TEXRS A BRA, 75— YAl 3R] LATR]
S BEXS R AL R AL

T JT AR X R 5, AT L

NEEPF ST

Muthén £l Asparouhov (2012)# 37 (1) DI 3 45 4 7
TR R (51], 1 240 A 28 7 0] A 5 R 2 ) A7 o
[ B0 A5 2. 58 56 1 LR S IR B L I 5% T
yHi T Kaplan (2009) 938 ER 675, BFFEURE T
6677 44N SEAF AL T ARG A B, T A T AR
RINE 1 PR, BARME S DUF R SRR
FRIRR 27 R R B A £ 20 b A 3k R i L -4
R S T 5 0 27 AR R 2 R s T 20
R E K - 3 5 e 24 A 0 2 SRR, F
S 2 A X R PR B R, R
e ARG B LS 5 R 2 ik

5T K AL GE A RAU SR AR 11 K R, A5 A
PIA B2, RIEHAIPHE 4 (RMSEA = 0.081, CFI
= 0.844), B IEHEE R B P A AE R R 2
BIEMSE. LR BE% T Wk A i
SR Z ML, T 5 TG 5 X ) R A G,
R A 8592 (95% CI [1644, 1720]).

B I S T A R B ) AR, AR X B
HEATARMEIL AL FIE , Muthén F1 Asparouhov (2012)
X 5 R AR h Ji S [ S 0 1 11 A S ER A
THIME 0, 72N 0.01 WIESI/IER, B AR
XEESHOH 95% 178 T 6 AE(—0.2, 0.2)Z [i] . BT
X EE AT TAREAGAL 3R, bR e 1 5E 50
A3 BRE RE 5y B 15 I L T R Bl 22 W B R
R NP o h R A DO AN B B2 A=y I 2 1 e
28T ML RO R 2 AE A = AR R R 1 6 4
WERFRFRIY 18 B R B4R AL T RIRE Y 5850
I3, TEAEGE DTk, XS B4R R BN R B E

RS

KEEMZTHAL

BUTALF UK

\

FESSERE

SEAE Rk

| mgerin || wgemie || owgemi || s | | s

B

f f

f ! f

B Rl il B 85 44 Jr B AR R I (04 H Kaplan(2009))
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%27 %

IS B 6 N MEHEIR A H UIBEE 5+ .
HRAEXH, DR HAGE S A 0, 5
FERTIN B S8 73 A1 R TS T XS H A% B BR A

Ak, BFR BRI T XT 6 SMEHRIRI
A LA S e iR 22 ARG A BR ) o Horpr, X 3e X
A AR AL T B 0, Jr25h 0.01 WIEARSE
B oy A, TN R 25 WU [ S it w1, 30) Ay
Wishart 4310 o 85 5 %3 7 f8 Mplus A5 UL Muthén
F1 Asparouhov (2012) %M FE 44 ¥}

S5 0 R 5 A AR AL BR ] A B A L,
RS A5 8] T 5T, 5 56 T A 58 X (R AL 4R 0
(95% CI [-24, 44)), J53T p (64 0.276. [F]AT
WHANEILT 6 A E MBI SH, Je 11 X%
S5 A I AR 22O, R AR T BN
Muthén F1 Asparouhov (2012)7E 3CE 8, QR
i PR A% GE A R ALSR A T, b 38 T i B ) 4 A
RN AN AT Y, [HAE DL T HE 2R W] DLk A
XA o [F AT F HE SR Y BR 1 /S
REAY AU SR RRAR, 5 2 B 2 i AR ORI G
(3 S R A Re A BB RLAL T2 2R . 6T Bk
FRVE, BOCE B E AT 2% Muthén
Asparouhov (2012), ARICAFEFEIR,

Wb, TFESSUEWFSE b, ORI 2 By i W5
FWIF IR R X F i o Scherer, Siddiq 1 Teo
(2015) 1T 7 AIF 50 4 15 728tk [] A 7 ABE 5 o 5 B 16
B, IRy AL I A 2 S A A, (AR S T
AL 22 1 38 A 23 Hh B s Ak 1
()R, BT DI Mg il O B AL ) AR, Scherer
SEN(2015)2R FH 7 DL et $4iy D7 6 5 % ) A5 AR 1Y
PR, JEAE BRI b Hl N7 45 R 1 R LAAS: 35 2800 Xof
FRBARMIFT S ZIT A B RERE R o Salarzadeh,
Moghavvemi, Wan, Babashamsi Fll Arashi (2017)[7]
FERJTZIT BN T S 2 AR A L 72 20 &
R, IEXT LM KASR Al 70 DLt 374 3
AEE AR, e B DL S T R AR R 145 R T A,
BRI R AL R T BRZE N
3.1.3 DIMHErsh T iEE

A S TR O B U P R R AR BN
F e, BT LA TR S 0 TR A o A AL
i, A BT B A SIS B B AR Y B Y b g (P

VRIF ST K A I R 22 A S AU R TUAY 2 $ (nuisance
parameters).

o, 24, 2014) . TERTI A SON I, DCHEE A
0 (B BE RN Y S 2, B A AR RS Sl Ay
AR B W2 0 R A8 & . 7F Yuan il MacKinnon
(2009) F9 DL -7 v A AR5 35 1 L2 T, 0 B
WG R ZH0H A B 43 AT B A A5 % 24 IR Y HE R
T #t 47 (Nuijten, Wetzels, Matzke, Dolan, &
Wagenmakers, 2015). B Fij 451 5 24 Ik Aok 36 (8] 42234
N8 3 PR H 7 15 2 Sobel 221 Bootstrap 5o
v, Sobel 12 RIVE 42246 30 L4 8500 R B R ik
FE(Hy: ab = 0; a, b RIS EAER0N 250, {H)E
1Z TR R RPN AR IR ES A6, A0
f T 77 e AR 22 o X IR A S BREE 43 A
AR MERL G 2L, {2 Bootstrap ¥: 3 i #4 # [X [A] £
THT LAk G0 3 — (Al Gl AR B, 15 4A, 2014),

A DU B HESR R 1 Ay 43 B 258 33 MCMC
WRIEAT, XA T NS 5 A bt R A A
HATSEAG T, AEERET H RN R A ey
fJa, 7 LAR %S 5 Mokt S 8000 % Fh sk 808 Xk 17
flitt, WA BN R AW SR, M HaZ Oy ik
5 F a1 B HERUN AT {5 IX (8] (Yuan & MacKinnon,
2009) K it U -3 757k 5 AL B 2 R A A,
an 0l w37 7 5 A A A5 Y (Tofighi & Mackinnon,
2016), AT A7 (Wang & Preacher, 2015)
&, ML G 7 IR AEAL 31 Z R R T 5 25 18 3
R AU A T[] (Kenny, Korchmaros, & Bolger,
2003).

B4, DL A AR RS T AR i R AR B
MR IEZS A . IFERIIFSE R B, BRICAE B ek
SR DU R S U TR A TS R LA
L5k, 45 BB MBIMI(E BoEm &M T, Dt
7 2 B AG I8 T EB i, T S B Ak T T
#EH (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004;
Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011; Tofighi & Mackinnon,
2016), 7E /N B A R BB 4P (Miogevie,
MacKinnon, & Levy, 2017),

F T H A 43 A 10 B B R DL i T A B
P RARRE, SR DL 357 v A 46 v A 2800 1 BF 5
W Z . ST DU Hr o B AN OB T S 808 1E
A4 AR, Shuck, Zigarmi Fl Owen (2015)if i
N 2w AR T TAERA L 5 T
BE L AR AR AR B SROG TR B Y 52
HR RN T TSR AR A 4 /D, Zeman,
Dallaire, Folk A1 Thrash (2017)[RI¥f:3% H1Z 77 4
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U5 T 7E Wk IXURS: 22 15 AN B 358 JRUBS: Xof L3RG Ao B 1
F 2 rh LS 48 A SO Ak, &G
DL 0307 A AR DL 38T CRA 5 00 e A5 754 R o)
By 7532, Jacobson, Lord F1 Newman (2017)53E T
FEIEGE T AE 45 1 A 5 AR AE AR o
3.2 DNIMETET Sz

I B ST W BRIE BR AT Y, B8 X AR 4
AT KRB LS . EE M EAMER XA, 68
WS R SR R SR, RIR SR AR Y
— BT . SRR SRAR L, PRIt
KRB SR LA B 5 AR 1 2 (A Y R AR e
R, BOMEHR T -FELENHR T ERIDE,
w1 RI%, 2003),

H BT 7E AT 38 BR B i 25 4 Jr R AR e,
A7 1 K il 2R 45 AU (Latent Growth Curve Model,
LGCM; Bollen & Curran, 2006) FHIEH 12 . %
BORUAAL RS 23 B B AT 4 28 Ak a3, iR e 4By
ASTRIA AR & J 23 72 A 1 2 = B HCAn ] A2 1] 3500
AR S

LGCM & I T4E JLA [ 2 B[] o508 075 58] 1)
BB (AL =, @R, 2003), —Afij 5
HAE & et AR e I K i e R e Ln R
(BB, E/ME, £53L, 2011):

Vi =Ho; + A0 + & €]
o; =1y +&y; (5)
;= +&y (6)

Horp oy, B8 i NARAERT B S ¢ 0950 AR 2 R,
Ho: A1 mpy; EBEDLREL, F3R T HCHE R (] 2510 1Y
RS, WAHLRR N & JE T (Growth Factors), 4, &
() 5H, &, ZAERAR T &  ME GIRET, FoR
B B0 2 15 2 RN BR 0 A A B R I IR o 7
3)AN(6)Z T, o Fil py 53 31 S W AZ £ (14 - 2400 By
K- R B (P YA A, BN o AT gy 539009
PR TR & R IR A AR R RN T, & A &,
PR G, F 5 2% 68 WA 5E X S 0 1R 1]

=
ﬁj‘l‘o

ULk, BF5T 3 38 AT LLAEAR AL g A\ — SBT3
A i e TN LR AV R R o T R AR 1
& RHLE AR LM, Rl I 5 A 8] S E Y
TWvElcE B R A, s e A H ]S {E A T
TR A 56 JE 2k E 19 & B B3 (Meredith & Tisak,
1990).

TEAG TR AR BERGC ih AE RY BF, DL i 3 vk

TG T E B A 28 . B, hER
BRI OLBC L A, AT RE 2 B 6 e (] [h) B A
AASE . R JRBGE AR LA | B AN E A S A A
T, PR A I s AT 52 A A BOHE e g, T
P AR T I At ORI (LT 3 Ty 2 B 5 25 L B,
T By F Ak B X A BOHE e 4 09 1% DL (Gelman et al.,
2014); HK, B8 IriEfeab FAE 24 1) LGCM I 45
Gyt BA 0] R 28 2 A R0 1), iy DL i S8
T BE S WA B AL T &2 42 AR H (Zhang et al.,
2007); 2 =, JB BRI R A A i R R (o
R, BEOOW, dkfgm, EHLEE, 2014), 1D
Ty BETEAL B (i 5% K40 ) 3R L T AF (E B4R, 2011);
B Ah, DU 3 J7 ¥R AR /N RE AR BT 3R B 4
(Gelman, Carlin, Stern, & Rubin, 2003), Zhang % A
(2007) % BUAL UL - J8ir 5 vk B 2= m] LA TH A 20
ABIAE 4 AN [ I T 0 5 0 9 i i 2k
FEAY, XA DU S8y D 2 B A B s 8 A 1

TESSIEFFE P, Winans-Mitrik 48 A (2014)%5
H LU A AR M 52 A 30 1) A% e 8 27 IR Uy i, DL
$Hr J7 vk R A8 SR AL SO AS E BT, SEATA I AR
R EESR, AT R AT DU 3 LGCM B 2K THAE -+
Tt X T E B AR VR, xRy ok
TR EBENHTT 4 WNERE, BT B
B X TR AR A T 5 BB GIrE o IE4h,
H T DU S5 S A /MR AR IR AR IS 1 00 T 3%
B AL E(Gelman et al., 2014), Maier, Bohlmann
1 Palacios (2016)KH M3t LGCM 4347 T L2
WERIETEEF KR, KMEE SIS
A TRDV 3R 36 B 7 1 32 B35 ) S 1 RV 3R IR fig
HIE . BATIE LA AR 6, PR A A28 DLt
Hr LGCM my @b R

IZAEFE BB A I AZ L X AR S A A K
BEHY 177 24 2F 0 AT L, BEIE A TERK =5 030
ARG 6 A=A E SO TR . 1
BREEVIh, 8T R M g i AT AT O
52, IR )L 5 R A0 Y B R A 1L 3R A
RE SRR, JFAE TIILEN AN SE &,
O S PEYRHE . BEH S ZE T PR A I T Y
EZ VIS

WF5E % 38 3k DU 307 77 g b R AR AR, R i 2R
WA A SR R AME A TAG T o ZEEAT RS T B,
AR Z R )y . SRR R IR
PEBEA TR 52 68 ) . PUBEF BRI R IR BE Ty
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PO A5 AR k53 ) A ST AR A T L B Kt A
B 2).

PERICER
REBEER T

PRI EZ
REIRIRE T

BEERNC BB
wB2Heh XN
T1 T2 T3
B2 RS AT s K A B (LA R 3 2 g

J1 i)

PR A A M T A kR, R
H5RRHE TR 28008 A mfhit. 80T
H AT XoF IO =A™ B [ 5 A4 I 1 Ry e AT A R R A
PR o X FRERE F, AR I & 0 i [ 1Rl Be, 2Rk
PR R BEE T =R RS 355 0.0.4. 1,
T = A B[] 5 o UL 48 A 1) 5% 25 9 fe i B i Ak
Tho MR AR A PR 1) 5B s Bt T 9% A8 2 1
BT BRI AR, BF N BT
ANATE] 22 5 FER UL I, BF9E R T Mplus
6.11 Py DLt Ak T O SRR A T 15 B 5B 5 4
Mo MTEHS TSR Z 5, PR & it —2
5 A B A A B R v DS AR TR T RN AR A
T, BT AR AR G I LA

EE Ry B A nw N UK S I I 7 1 A <2
ISR RE S . PYHE T IR B2 e L R v
PEA BRI AR SRR 1) 4 AR AR A
R, PPp (B 435K 0.56 (J5 36 00046 56 X 6] 95%
CI [-13.51, 10.46]), 0.26 (95% CI [-8.38, 16.85]),
0.53 (95% CI [~11.33, 9.66]), 0.48 (95% CI [-12.67,
11.81]) S MHRPRE AR KT 0, £ 4
T ia) VA 1 Y B 25 I ) AT TG K . 7E 4 ik
b, REAETERI R KT TS AR R 2
B R 22 S (MR BE ARt R R G O 2238 R
H 0,

TNA IS & J5 B 2B ALY PPp {E 53 51k

031 (95% CI [-26.96, 52.53]), 0.21 (95% CI
[-23.84, 58.95]), 0.29 (95% CI [-32.40, 51.26]),
0.34 (95% CI [-28.35, 52.86]) , ML &4 iy
KR SEATTERER, 75 4 DEEA,
A X6 4 BE R AR AT IE 1 SO AE Y, SR AR IR
R 2 0 LA ) T 0 55 8 R 0 s el i
SR8 ) TR 42 fi K ST A R 8 1 1 T )L 2 0 i
JRVCRE J7, T VG BE A o R 4R 1)V BE 0 A B )
W, Ji5h, T A T E 1 4
BIPLE, B ET LGCM T 152 T 544
AR FRbR A L E, #E— PR T
BEIR AP IR RN AR S M A B R, (Hl T
ASCRIRA B, 72 AR BOEGA

R S A B A 28 T DL T T vk A v A R
KRB B g R F . AT, AE R 4R A L e
Hr LGCM yiFseHh, WF 58 B AU R B AG 17
HECh WAl i, X S8l T SR A R
IR TL(E B . ARIFFR AT LI 54510 58
5053 AT 6T 0 A8 i G il AR SR T R
M, i — 25 % #5013 ik e B RS RS 504
T L.
3.3 Nt EER SRR

SRR G, WRER A W SR S A E
N 2 A, QAR 1 0 4 o
Ho fEXMIFLT, BRI RN H AR D
A A LI 3 22 HLAH P9 I X 2 sr iy, B2
HEAR . AR T REs T, FRE
AT A3 3 43 2H A ST AR AR SR AT 5 AN [ 20 ) A 284 ) A
IR 22 R o 20 2H 5 0 Ty PR AR A i Jak R 1) 2
o 5o A [ 28 5] 455 8 ) 4% b AN A8 o R (RS AR
2011),

ANTE AR TR 1A A 36 B 4 T B A DU A A AR gk
A7, BP A7AE 4: (Measurement Invariance)fR % o
A 3 I S AR PR AT LDLGE 3 — R A S 20 SR AT,
2 U A5 435 45 ¥ AN 728 1k (4% 2H B A ) 1Y) R 45
¥4y, Bl 4% HAEAS [R) 21 H #5946 28 3 A [R) A0 7%
A by B AR (% H T s AR R, R
AR (S B ARIE 5 2H A [)) A S 22 5 26/ W3y 22
AR (K BIRE T Z B4 MIE) (Vandenberg &
Lance, 2000) I AN AR PE S 047 18 A8 B K S 400
BB 2 LB I SR, RO XT S5 M AN AR PR AR 56, 4
Fa AN A5 P AL 45 TR T 22 /W0 7 25 828 M RN TR - 3
AT %, 2011, MHREIRFFS
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5 AR N AR M, B4 R Y 25 Sl R OR TR
T 7 Hb S W AR 1 K O 1Y) B ST 25 57 (Schmitt &
Kuljanin, 2008),

TERG I AN AR PERS, R ITEE AT EME R
AL ) FE AT, SR 5 # 2 A48 7 (Configural
Model), RI#E A 4524 () FLL AT, AE 4 AR v
X AHI ZE AN, 28mr . A )it o 225 AR e B
TAR AR Y 405 728 A A% 100 ) 7 2 5 A A 3 7 i 20
AR SEL, QR BIRRLA AR AE 2E, TEEAR
P ER BN EIGEIT S RBIE(ERI %,
2011, B HE AR MR S8 BRI 5 40 AR 1Y
SHEE BB/, XFE XS EE
A K, (B SHEEZN, EE B
SHGEE R %, XFEHL T RAUE IE4 5 23
A SEAG T Ah, L5805 kT E AR
BN SRIATEIE, AR EB, g
I, N0 HE R G U LA 25 S BN A
11 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014),

i DL 07 775 6k AT DAAR b Ak ¥ 28 5055 22 ) 1
0. Tl X SEOE A 2 R ERAEA S e R
SEARCN, BIE 0. 7 2/ DB IE S 4310 ) K
XSS A E BRG], —EBE RS
B M AR BN 22 5, DT b e B o ok 1™ 4%
TN SO RN 5k 22 i [R]85, (] A o ] DL it
T UER 12 Bl (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014),
WAk, DL 3 T vk AR Ak BN AR (1) 22 A B B e
P B 4 (Kim et al., 2017),

2 8 BE 51 T i AR Rt T 3 22 i BRI,
55 FEMA A %2 . Fong (2014)45 4 VLT M
Z2 21 SN DL 3T CFA T35 I 2 A5 TR0 R A4 1 7 %,
x5 1 55 % 24 A R e £ R AAR (Hospital Anxiety
and Depression)f5 43 I [ 85 41 AN A5, 45 5R &
AR KT B R T

1 de Bondt Fl van Petegem (2015)7E1% )7 5 )
Fenh b, 3T Asparouhov F1 Muthén (2014) ) 13,
TH AT X S H i A Y 25 SRR A S 0 0 A R B X
FSHO™ B R A B BRI, K 500 B 3 sl 7] 4
BV B AN R M . R IAEAR G2 i h AL LA
B AR 2 () 2 AN, AT T RSB0 ™ A FR
Ja, PE R, WE TN RATE LUZDE
FEN, T B DL 2 1 A5y R R B
RSB

de Bondt £l van Petegem (2015)% F Il i #r &

20 250 RS RO A 56 3 5 ¥ 5 1) 2 10 12k ) s 2
AL, BRCURAE T 516 2 K4 g, Bk
PR M I A BB R A, I ) R
Mizgh, BRE. B, BEMER S AR, 3t
50 A,

WFE 4 & S B EE ST T 55 Lo A ) e A AR,
15 240 B SR T 4% G5 4 590 3 2 R R DL - 36y
Pio FEDUMH b, CHE TN TN R 25 A O
NS SCERAT I B JH v X 38 S far 4 L 35 1 Ry
0, M 0.01 MIEA A0 e, 1 WAL TR 1Y
PRI 56 MR AL 1w (1, 56)HY3 Wishart 536
3N . SRR TG 55 Lo 4 AH R A A
H LB 4% 2% (CFT {E3/N T 0.8), T D117 5 ik
T B WAL AR A A, B PPp {H 4
B 0.905 1 0.767, 95%IX (A 40455, i AT
LU A AN

FESLIERE L, AR E I T 5 N UIREAL
LA T B A BBl 6 5 YL s d
AN YENS A, P& % B 5 A
T RN 5 22 W] 43 590 8178 2 O A L, %o 2 k2 33
R FIE AT 22, DLRB L dLia B o 2238
BEHAF B R AE, WIEN 0, FERKMIE
B A, BT A B AG T DL A AL E B -
225, Ik, PREREAOURTE T XTI iR 2
AH 6 A8 LBk a0 T A% BR ], 3038 3 % PR R A
FIAERIE Y 4 18] 25 S 4R A8 (E R 0, Jr 25k 0.01
B IEZS A0 A e B8, T80 58 b 28 ar AN 728 1 R B AN AR
P P ™ A BR 1) o A5 TR X R Y Mplus AR5 I, de Bondt
F1 van Petegem (2015)A %M FEH1 L

YRS RN . MM BTE S A4
B R B AR A A T, BB A AL %%
H & A AR AT & B dUAR ], BEALHLA R AT )
YEJE . PPp {H M 0.540; FE5 4k - PPp (K 0.392;
IHYERE . PPp {2 0.500; BYE4ERE: PPp fH N
0.598; KEHZ B4R . PPp N 0.518), T
BAREFYENZESER, LW ETFHEE
I REFIEE A B 34 W 3 T Ik, PR A
FHEMNEEE AT LB Em Tk,
CYEIE R & B T B (E Y B 25 5
34 DNMEZEEMGEEDR

M AE (Cluster Sampling)F2 O FR2A A 5T
—FiE AT L . RS AR R A AR A
BARRI o AR, BEMLIMIBGH (), L%
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BRI RE (L) P R A S MO REAS T X R A 7R
A B S 22 2 () B 548, T AN [R) FE 2K
AR, Horh, SRR RIRE THEHZ
W o T SO 3] A4 368 B S dia -t T A o 22 R 55 vh Y
— i, AN R ) TR SRS TE AR Z R

BEXPIZ IS EAE AL, ARk AR Ge i 43 B O
B ZAMERIRENE R, 1 H 28 koS R
¥, PR [A)— R (2H) N 928 5 AT REAAAE AR OG o iR
F 2 R RAI T LU 7 28 03 i B4 )2 0, R TAR S
AREJZR AR R R . TR diih, £
2 25 7 T A R (Multilevel Structural Equation
Modeling, MSEM) fo V/F A58 B HLA7 5k A 41 18] FI4L A
WYANIE) Iy 22 5 Jr 2%, ELFT LAAL SRR 2+ 79 )2 119 ik
E%&T}E"(Rabe-hesketh, Skrondal, & Pickles, 2004),

By T 2 R 80 45 0 Fa B i 52 2 vk, 1558
AR AR SR A T 25 5 16 S Al T SR R SSORL
o B PR 2 )2 5 B R AR R
I, ZHC T R RS B I SIOR 2 T B (Hox,
Maas, & Brinkhuis, 2010; Li & Beretvas, 2013;
Meuleman & Billiet, 2009; Preacher, Zhang, &
Zyphur, 2011). Mt4h, 41N #H 3¢ 5 £ (Interclass
Correlation Coefficient, ICC)tH, 2= 5 M H 111
Fid, ICC $8 4 )48 S v A SR PR L E . 78
HEAT MSEM 43 Hr i, dn SR [ eyt BZH P AH OC R 2L
A — E R BRSO, 55 S8
I ZE M AN TE E AR I S8l 1, 0, sR2E07
éﬁ{lﬁ%ﬂ((Depaoli & Clifton, 2015; Li & Beretvas,
2013),

ARECT A RAASRAR T, DUt S A 317 2 2 25
7 A R B, WM 2
BT R 24 55 5 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2010;
Baldwin & Fellingham, 2013); Fik, % T2k
P— 5 1 Se I A5 AL T DL S S U T v i 2R

TARAHE G R
i A

Ey | Hesir
EEIEES

=) | R
Il

&
&Y

Jr 22 BB R TG ¥k Wi 84 Y [A)  (Chung, Rabe-
Hesketh, Dorie, Gelman, & Liu, 2013); #tt4h, Dlnf
WA E S TAME M, W=RHESHATF
Sy 2 A B B0 R 19 #5 AU (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2012); HeJg, MSEM HH i DL A (] SR AR Y 2 —
B R AN, T 0B A NI LT
I BE % 42 4L 5 (19 Z 2045 1 (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2010; Baldwin & Fellingham, 2013),
fESEUEMT T P, Johnson, Schoot, Delmar Fil
Crano (2015)i i g 37 D M- J4r 22 )2 45 ¥y Oy R A A,
R T /N A AER P ABR3E AT 12 B sHE A
430 2Z [8] (W AH B %2 i A1 {2 ¥ ; T Tamminen,
Gaudreau, Mcewen Hl Crocker (2016)y T ikt fuf%
G N4 B BRI TG R e sl ), sy I
- MSEM K52 s 8 il £ 2 FRE MR E, &
iz 3h A A 25 ORI . A2 1 1 AR
SRR S EZREA K,

T R E N %, AT L Prem,
Scheel, Weigelt, Hoffmann Fl Korunka (2018)f%iff
SR, JR R ) 3% I i g B S BR A S
Bro Prem %5 A(2018)R I T DUt 2 2 4544 5 72
TR HR 5T TAERRAE 52 0 T 4E 37 B7 v 1) #8728 1)
HLE . ZFFE T 110 28 B EdE, &0
RTFTRNH 12 K. BRI RPAEHE,
FISEHE 4 DA BRI T/ERE, &
FE O )R 7 L IR) AR U RN T RIS PR = AR
P A AR B A PPl o R R B R 8% 0,
HAr A PTG 3 R A 5 Bk 5 1T A R BELAR A7k 79 4
Aefy; ARG BRI TR P e fE ;i AR 5T 2 R
A IR BRI P AR 1 i P R g ) A4
FOF B —2, B 3 Frs: i 12 TAER:
IE 388 3 48 T Bk A SR vl 2D [ 3R T 5% g AT e
DR TAES AL ; i 2 2 TAERHIEE I 3

S

ARATE S TAEHESE

AR N TAEHiIE

K3 AR R
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TIBELA VAl S 38 5 3 9 5 % 0 T3 n AR
JITHi AL

T HUE i B LR, HILFEE R £ )2
S5k T RS EAT A BT, B AR 5 25 0 i B A
BT 73 A 8 48 o AHER T A 2 )2 P A2 Hr,
SER T R A R 2E BN . A, KU
5T A P K T 1 i) 2 3500 5 I 2 o A, PR
P AN R o i N WD S S o ol 1 K 2 A
(Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010),

W5 # K Mplus 8.0 BE(7 L3 £ 2 454
TR, S5 R BRUIBIRIBLG R AT, PPp {HH
0.460, SEEITEERTW . PR Fr, TAE
R Y = A2k B 4 AR 3 BT i A A 17 1] 95 )
V) 22 2, B gk B A A Rk
8597, D500 1A 3 e 46 428 (B [ g2 TRDE K
BN K—0.004, 95% CI [-0.009, —0.0007; [5] 5 i
P AL RO K /N B -0.011, 95% CI [-0.023,
—0.002]; T4l 5Pk B B RN K/ S -0.004,
95% CI [-0.009, —0.0001), 1LAb, H}E] & Sy % T4
3 T 466 A2 IR A 11 i) A9 P B0 T R, B a2
RELAS PPk Sfe 1 in £ 0815 5% 3 AT 3¢ W) T4 3 B
& ZE (8] $22 %% . K /N A 0.006, 95% CI [0.002,
0.012]). i ZEHX IR, R 9751 (] 425K
NIEARREAT . Bk, ZAFR R T TAERES T
EG i EfEAE % VI o6 &, H B2l it ik
S L B HITEAS A A TR T SS T oksE B

4 REVFN SIS IER

G BB G 8 AR IF AN S AT DLt il o,
(R e e DL k7 vk i, R S B LA T 35 A X
B AT 3 PP
4.1 RFIWTN p &

A I VB 1 4006 R B VT L 5 0 000 A
% >k 3£ 17 ¥F- 4 (Gelman, Meng, Stern, & Rubin,
1996), Ji 56 T AS 36 b3 T S PR a5 (R e 455 78
P B ECE 22 (B 25 5, BT LR T A AR R N S
PR P40 E R B 3B AT I T A 36 mT AAR £
JE B p {H(Posterior Predictive p-value, PPp
H). PPp (A5 MMIEKI T p (H& XAF, B2
B7E MCMC ik 2R A, ARG ISR A AL 1
Y e TR 36 K T AR AR B M 48 T R 56 = A L
. Pk, PPp (BAE 0.5 47, BT REHLIESS 172
F, FRBERMIEAFARET . ILAh, J5 5 BU A 35 8

REAS 20 )RR A KA 5 80 2 BRI =2 H) B 146
T2 95% B AE X H], i IX AT BR y f 4K,
H 0 #&A4EXW dt i), F2om 8835 1518 4
(Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012),
42 DMEEF

DL IR 7 (Bayes  Factor)2 F A L4 1
HEGITE, BT IEARRERS, B L
HBRAECAHBIET, KR My 5 M, IS )
REA L IXRE Y L RO TR B 55, B AR A
AR A 2 T3 R R My (BB,
2011)., Kass FI Raftery (1995)&H T fif B DL -3
N . n, DR 747 1 B 3 Z Ak
TN ZEHE X P B Y I S AR B 25 AN 2, A AE
TR 8 B B A 5 2 TR M R, s g A I
b HEA T BT
4.3  DIMHEE BOEN

D3 {5 BEN] (Bayesian Information Criterion,
BIC; Schwarz, 1978) 5 7 ith {5 B #E Il (Akaike
Information Criterion, AIC)—#&E, FEFEM AR AL &
4 [ I 25 g AR AL AT R R, X A2 2R AR A AT A
$i1, H BIC H2 AIC X & A5 A0 Y A5 4 F S 5
BIC f{E 8/, SEHTZERIE B4, {H BIC &
AR E bR, ABEVEMN IS B A 22 5 1)
HE
4.4 REFEREN

5 BIC — ¥, 1w 2515 B ¥ N (Deviance
Information Criterion, DIC)tH#§ 3 L4 7 4 52
% (Spiegelhalter, Best, Carlin, & van der Linde,
2002), DIC #i/NRRBEAIIG Wb, (HEHR T
DIC 44 W - 2% (Bayesian Deviance)[¥
HE & (Kaplan & Depaoli, 2012), H i 5 58 .
MILZT, BIC B2 TR 2T ik ALY
e,

5 HHNE

JAE R I )r kAT SEM BB EZ L
R B I —EH BN S, —A B0
= R RREOR I E B AR 1Y DL e 1
fii(Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012), {H5ZFx - HHTAE
2R F DB 7 ¥6 04T SEM BSR4 AS A AT LA s
RREFARFNT R, MHS TFIMEH. H
o A £ LU LAY, BR Mplus SMHARER
135 2 S B TF IR R A -
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(1) HH A AT 9 A8 i o A A Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998~2019), H:4i 2 i% 75 fif 8
o, MTHBACER S, B —
P HUs ZOREAT 5 12 AR A SR A 45 Sy DL i $8ip
fliit, JFSR AR R BRI AT, R A f it
FeRAF B Mplus 58 % 22BN TC 1R BS54y
Mo A, Mplus B4 B TE B BEAR P, Mplus 8.3
A 28 n] LA T DU it S0y v i) - A A8 (R AR
TR B AN ) | DL e S0 S 0 AN A P AR A
S S AT F A T I R BE S DAl
Mplus 8.3 7] LLIZE PPp {8 . DIC 1 BIC {HAE Jy#
RA 5P 4645,

(2) WinBUGS (Windows version of Bayesian
Inference Using Gibbs Sampling; Lunn et al., 2000)
LTI T WM ge i e Wy i B . AT
Mplus, X5 BIF5E# 7Y DU 48 11 BE Ak A5 v 9
ZOK o Mplus H— 2B 6111 2 £ WinBUGS
i AT H OO, HEEIREMRA, AL
R H X S R BEAT A 1T . WinBUGS RER {1
DIC {EAE WA G 5 PPN BI85,

(3) %K {4 Stan (Stan Development Team, 2014)
AT LA S A% (1 BSEM(UNE IR 5 8 | 22 |21 4
AT TR, BT RLS AT i EE e Al S (IR,
Matlab, Python %)% 11;

(4) R ¥ AFH ) blavaan £ (Merkle, & Rosseel,
2015) it AN BEAR TH— SE KRR RO ARTAY, G0k o4 5 451
B BT R R RN A . ARG T LR
PEFHE S JAGS (Just Another Gibbs Sampler;
Plummer, 2005)f0A% kA1t 2% . FREkRIBImL, It
Ab, 3 mplus2lavaan() B EE 1T LUK Mplus 5044
5 blavaan % [, blavaan RE$2{it PPp {H L) & DIC
{EAR MBS SIFO A Ar

TEARSCHT A0 B FE R, R4 5T #0
KT Mplus 34T D13 45 14 7 72 g5 (431 4,
Crenshaw et al., 2016; Falkenstrom et al., 2015;
Golay et al., 2013; Zeman et al., 2017), {HLH H
FRTFER T R F JAGS #11F7E4T K (Praetorius,
Koch, Scheunpflug, Zeinz, & Dresel, 2017; Winans-
Mitrik et al., 2014) o B 5E AT AR (1 O A Ao
BEE AR L Y 53 B A

6 11t
TE S5 7 TR A b DL 397 0y 0 25 TG AT At

L, FERIIRGIFIE, S8, bEE
FR R/ INREAS 15 0 55y 1 DL Oy R R
MR . Z R JUE N & R AL I s
(van de Schoot et al., 2017), T -3 egh &
SeAF R, AR Ty 22 U 2505 PR AR RENE, Rk
0T A A LA, G B A% ) A AR £
# BRI (Lu et al., 2016; Muthén & Asparouhov,
2012; Pan et al., 2017), Z4HFAI b 2040 [0 72 AE
B /NI 25 (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2013)%F, 1M
X LA I B TR AL 5 5 T TP R LA SE B

HR AR Z 2018 47 6 H, 7 H B 0 I 45080 e A
KR, EENOE 2= R D2
D5 TRAE AL N AR SY o A BBAS SCRT L Oy [ N B
29T 35 TR SRR AT b B L A B B, 7R R X /)N
FEAS | AR50 7 1k T B TG vk TR A6 1% 50 e T L i
NG R WIb, BWFeEIR T 2 0 F AL 15O
HAEWF SR E R DM i T AN B o RS
AN (Q017) L4 th 22 AR FEx DUt By 1 i 2 A A
PRI, 345 R B 5 3 A 1 % X R B 5 T
ELA AT RE S0 TC IR AR I b AR X R Oy vk, (HSE
Br_F XA 45 0 O 1 S Ltk ) B 9 SR U, R
JH Mplus BAF#4T DU ik 2 4R % 5 T332 1,
T BRSO A 0] LUAT X A ZI AR BN 42

RUEH A W B 5 G E i 2 L, HeR
MWL I . DU RRAE 5 45 SR A DR A 132, D
KA TE B 104 DL e 3% SR A 245 B0 PT R SR A 1%, 4T
T UL LS e ) f& S, Depaoli #1 van de Schoot
(201541 T WAMBS 75 5 Lk G0 DL 7 7 2 9
R, BFRE W] LS55 I DLk S 45 SR 4R
4R o T Bl SR DL i 30 vk Ak T 2 A Oy AR A
T N AN P 5T O # £ (van de Schoot et
al., 2017), FHf5 FLERE 7 vk i B T AR 5 AT
SR SE R .

&k
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Bayesian structural equation modeling and its current researches

ZHANG Lijin; LU Jiaqi; WEI Xiayan; PAN Junhao
(Department of Psychology, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510006, China)

Abstract: Structural equation modeling (SEM) has been widely used in psychological researches to
investigate the casual relationship among latent variables. Model estimation can be conducted under both
the frequentist framework (e.g., maximum-likelihood approach) and the Bayesian framework. In recent
years, with the prevalence of Bayesian statistics and its advantages in dealing with small samples, missing
data and complex models in SEM, Bayesian structural equation modeling (BSEM) has developed rapidly.
However, in China its application in the field of psychology is still insufficient. Therefore, this paper mainly
focuses on presenting this new research method to applied researchers. We explain the theoretical and
methodological basis of BSEM, as well as its advantages and disadvantages compared with the traditional
frequentist approach. We also introduce several commonly used BSEM models and their applications.

Key words: structural equation modeling; Bayesian estimation; maximum-likelihood estimation





