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FRMEMFTRBEDESBRELE—ZAR, 4o ¥ AEGRMBIEA B FFEIR, BEBIEEY, &

RMSEA #o CFI 5443 M 64 3 A 45 3 R B &R W e it MR, SR A 2R AN T X 8k AL, 4 L5090 F 20kt
g do fT RN AR 4 B0, FFRAR L S RARRAR IR ) R R, REABF AR LT AT R LM,
BERLIEHERETT FARLRAELNBERFNFNERTBAR T AR, HE5EERER PN F AR,

KEIF MR, MK, FRELE, REEAR, NERETHK
#SEKE B84l
1 518

O | ARG SR R K, 4
6 J7 FE AL (Structural Equation Model, SEM)f&—
PSR SETH TH, T REHE T4 M i 152 22,
IF RIS A e i 2 AR mEAE AL, AT 3 DA 2 &
FRAT Ll — A B0 U320 BT B B () A BT 4 SR . 4544
TR — A S BRI RIS, R
X REBLA OC S B0 A T LA R AR BB il
o WIRARRILE AN, BIES AR AR AR A
D ST R A . | S TG T 20T . B
2 R TR 5 B 98 hr 45 ) 45 R AR 2 AT
1.

JUERIE B OCE S, B Y i A A
WUATEM IR A — AR, O NBREIE S
0] 4 WiZE (Marcoulides & Yuan, 2017), —J55&
RPER, FeR S RMSEA Fl CFI (Lai, 2020),
TR Z W 5E &30 3ot (7 242 5 RMSEA Fl CFI i1
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B H 5 — A2 5 FE LBk SR ARATT i A
B XA RN WS B A S, A AN i A e
RIS, AR MR € BRI S IR A 2
] LA AZ I (McNeish et al., 2018); 95— 25 &kl
PR, 0o R0 o7 22 (RS 56 OFF T ik 0 7 L B
I EEARAS PR I), T LLE A 0 25 P A 3 VA
BRI A AFIR o SR1N, o AEAEAR Z 1), 33 1 5t
THAS 30 R 2 AR B IR i (R AR o S B i, #
Gt 2, HH A R A2 A PR BB I R AL
R(HDES — 25150 R ML () B MK ), [EARERY
WA KRR UE BOIE N E |, 4
TEA I 25 332 AR AL R 1R (B 5 2R ) 1Y
HESRIE A Lok, T LR A 20k, o K e
Tovk HAE R B R A AR

il 1R R A PR bR R L, TSR
A B A UM RS 5 (Equivalence Testing, ET)H
TFE5F) I B AP (Yuan & Chan, 2016; Yuan et
al., 2016) % IE— B IE T o K g iy o) B, 53
—Jr T, FHERISEITTRAA T CFI fl RMSEA,
AL DL T B A A A 400 T 0 0 S A M A 5
T3] TR B 2 1 S E RN H (U0 Alpizar et
al., 2020; Fu et al., 2018; Swami & Barron, 2019;
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Toth-Kiraly et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2020), A3
LR AEROPE R 58 G el FH T BRSSP A R S AN AR
PERE G, SRJG MEAT SE R, R % AH G [n) 3 3E
T e,

2 FHMHEERATIEMBEMEERS

UG BREL F,ulS, Z(0) 24514 Jr B AR BTN 1Y
—AETME, ERERTHEARD T ZHE S 5/
WA RS P 7 2560 S0 RS . I AT
AT LA S AR Sy S AR S BRI T S e i)
TEXR, JOREBRNMNBHEBRLR, BEH
B i 1R B OC R AR B A 5 S PR A v 22
FRE (SR, 2010) o 4R 09 55 (AR R ALK £
i), ATRISRAG — A5 BREL FL[S, 2(0)]35 %) B
AMERY 0 AlIHE, XA R E/MER Fy
TR Fouio N Fu W SR EAE, R 2(0)5 HAR
RUP 7 2200 0 = M/ NIE B . AEAR — 54T,
BEEFEARREIK, Fou WELT Foo OREEE %,
2012) X THIRBCE R, Fp > 0, EREUE
ST 3R KN, MEBHRUSR LS T, (BRI SC
R P IR G ) = V- 1DF, 2 SR —AN 3k
o AR R A ), AWM df = p
(p+t1)/2—q, p BT RN, g R HHASEANE 5=
(N=1)F 50 /&= AE #1002 8 (Noncentrality Parameter);
AARBAEF R E, B Foo =0, Ty R4l
TRy 7434 o7, & = 0(Yuan et al., 2016).

ORI ST N . Hy: Fpo = 0 3%
Hy: T =3X(0); Xt Ttk gy, RN :
Hou: Fo0> g9 (Yuan et al., 2016), gy J&—N/NEZK,
RF— M5 IR e AT LA A B iR i 78
B SRR IS B B R LU S8R
/N, Bl Hog: 8> 8, Hp 8= (N-1)ego 2 cql€o)
W EERER I B R AT (S FE o K- (BRIN
B 0.05) R MG FHE, 2R T,y < cu(eo), FATHE
% ARV Hoyy AN Foup ORI BRI KA
KT g, BERIFDIERZ, X — W04 R Y
WER P I 7E o KF-(Jiang et al., 2017), AT LS4
RIRNE 95%MBEEIABIRITT LIEZ, BRT
B T T cole)MILEL, FATEAT LIFIHIZERL p (6
HS TR SRR R A R . 8 X —1 4%
ik e, HRWBREARK T, = cu(e)t &, X TALAT
INF g 1Y g, TATESTT LATELE Hy,, HESZBIRL, JIf
HX—#EW IR EA BT o (Marcoulides &

Yuan, 2017), iXHE e A] LIFRZ N IR AT 4R IR 1K
(Maximum Tolerable Size of Model Misspecification),
T —DREUT p HE B AC, 3
ARRIR PR e, 3 3 R — A 11 A L A A I
2R, BRRLEEDY p (A2 25 KT
oMLk, R RGIT LRE BE, e BT
St W EMER T, 5 MURR RN LB K
I L g0 M HLER o 3, & T ERAE A (R B L p (8
WER, EARUEHS T B, & U R R
RSO A /0N o T LB ERR b 10, €, 2 b 35 MEA 36
FRU i B 25 A1k

T AERLERT I, G R A g MIEBEX AT &
X% (Counsell et al., 2020); FILFEAH —4 1k
¥ eo WA Dyl o diad PR . FW, AL
Wi AT 69 = AARMSEA()® ! &y F1 RMSEA Bk
HOR (Yuan et al., 2016), Jf-3E# RMSEA, = 0.08 7§
SRR ARLIR AT DL B 50 I A, AT AR X
THLHA E €90 JEBIHE, FRATHRATLIESE AR g =
dfIRMSEA,)* ¥ &, fll RMSEA R, & X —A
RMSEA, B ¢ MTEA, BT LA B AR 7 )
AR SRR /DN, BAEWTIL A IR R
#Bit o, AT RMSEA B4 Tt 284 RS
Wit o AN T = co(€)IX AN T BE AT AL, & BE A2 Fuo =
SN-DIY 1-2a EFXIE M EM, 1 RMSEA, &
RMSEA 1 1-20 B fF X[ LR (Yuan et al.,
2016). HF RMSEA (1) 90% {5 X [f]J& Mplus %k
AR N TR R <o T R BB ) B 2
AT LU B27E Mplus 12 H0 RMSEA 90% & {5 X
8] FBRAE, #E3REUT RMSEA, 00718, RIG ¥
RMSEA, #1 RMSEA, = 0.08 #H [, 15 RMSEA,
ART 0.08, FATAT LU Z A, I 5 0 LY
RMSEA fE IR I M Fe br if, BERIR A
B iF RMSEA,, X —#E Wi J0 55 1% 19 M 3 AN 8 5
0.05; Ui RMSEA, KT 0.08, AT A LI
95% [ B 15 BE A TR A8 i RMSEA,, HEH N
RMSEA, O & T4 8l FE, Joik# i,

3 FEHERFAMERTRICIEAI L

S5 BT A 305 AL B 19 AR TR A 300 1 S ) o
FLRPLAELL T JLANJ7 1 (Yuan & Chan, 2016): B 4C,
SRR R MBS T, fE NG i,
EENTRFER A0 AR LA, bk
5 FAR B B SRR IR (R T o), FTLAXT
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o — A AR R T (o), Y T TEHEIX
[0, coeo)] AT, HLFRBL, NIRRT
FERT LA EEAZ, TR B0 1 AR e (B B R R
0, B —A B R A o 4 T,
B [c)—, o I'PET, FEAFMBL, N B
SRR, e JRBI A 1 1—a KFH)
A SE . AT O, SR e R AR e 5 Y
Y RIG A B, A 253 P T s2 B, 1 5 3 3k
TR

B, RE R L B — SRR R KN
o, AE PRG0S AE R Y SO o X 4
BRI, IR DA R
HIAR T (B F 0 > eo) FIRE A AT B2AZ OB, T X T
FRURE L, 5 — ISR R0 IE 0 1 B
(B Fuo = 0)HIE AR BRI (RN F0 > 0)

=L AR, BB e R A A
o 56 1 ZE AR T T LA [ B e 32 sl R 4, R U
Fo G coleo)/NT cioq, ELMENM T, ¥ FE3X
P BCT-2Z 18), AR s A e R A5 80 A 0 1 A
WA RE R4, BPEEICIL A5 BRI R IC IR 1,
0 AN BETIE AR 5235 £E VT 452 32 98 B N o J02R: e (g0)
KF o1 IR T, 876X A BT Z [0,
FRATTT LA ) B 15 s 2R 15 A 360 F A i M Ay B ) 2
R, RIAERNRIEIARZ 0, HAE A H3ZE
AN

S0, BT coleo)BEE g0 FUBG TG I, H2
TAE—A g 15 co(eo)MIHFEET g0 BURT, 255K
PER B AT BE 2379 BRI Z R g — A 2hit ., H
EAGE R XLRA—FEM . X T 55,
TE cole0) = Ciog AT LUAMIREAKTN g =
Foo AT LIEEZ 1, (X TR BRRER, RITA
HIE SRR A IR IR 2K

4 FYHEEERATNERTESH

TS5 A7 P A 0 2 5 )y AR A AR 1) — o
NEHL, BT ) 1 G5 TEAN W] 1 5t b (R )
FEV AN [ Bsf [ ) J2 75 02— B0 o AT e (A 254
iR i D £ 5 W L s o Nt O e A P - SR
TG AT« (1)K 56 P A~ 415 T AH ] AR R 45 44,
BIPRS00k W) RN IR - — 2% H R G R AR A, R
JE A AL (Configural Invariance); (2)K6 5645 241 3%
i ER B AAS, RN AL YE(Metric Invariance)
55 AN AR P (Weak Invariance); (3)F6: 5645 2H 2% H i

L ERBBEHARA, RIRE T 22 K48 M (Error
Variance Invariance)/™ 4% A28 P4 (Strict Invariance);
DR AAF T 22 M 22 R B EHAE, %
T Y E SRR, AT DULE BN AR AR PEAG 56 22
Jei, AR T AT 8T (3R 56 4% 4 4% H AE
BB, A AL M (Scalar Invariance)
B AN A8 P (Strong Invariance); (4756 4% 4H 14
{275 5 4 A7 (Jiang et al., 2017).

B — 25 K B AR LA AT — AR BT AT,
D452 1b A3 0T o 4B R B ST 3 AT LLAR S AN s o
Ho—, YRR 5 R — SRR R T 22 Ay
Gt AW, K, HErs RS E— B AR
CFI 5 RMSEA 2:{# Bl ACFI 8 ARMSEA /2 #%/]\
(Jin, 2020), x°. CFI Fl RMSEA FHi I (A 2 B
SCEA UL, BB A S UE R S 5T R,
Ay’ (ACFI }t ARMSEA 45T s A g HiAR
DUAS R 8 AR R M2 Ry 5 — 284 5 . LU
T W 0 5 AR M AR R AE R GRS ST, A
ACFI F1 ARMSEA 15— 28451585 B2 U] 0 AR =
(Counsell et al., 2020; Finch & French, 2018; Yuan
& Chan, 2016), F¢5l &A1 /D (/T 250)
if, feKAlik 0.8 Bl _F(Counsell et al., 2020), ACFI
WA AN RS, 72T 2R AR m e, JCIe kR
AERJRER, EME - LR ELEN . 5
TR 3 7 T, Ay AR S8 AT IR () Fpo =
0), K56 J1%¢ 1% (Counsell et al., 2020; Finch &
French, 2018; Yuan & Chan, 2016), AjiXAhiE
RIS BR; WifE E L W& F, B YRR A 7
A LLZ W BRI, B R 50 T 23 B AR AR 25 i
TN B2 H b R B (Counsell et al., 2020), % T
XL G g ik, SR B0 5 — A IR AR IR
W, HAR FRCETE 0.05 K, BARZREAS R,
T A AR R K] - 2 mr R/ NRE R, SR TR 56 T b vl
PI$#5Z (Counsell et al., 2020),

FE DA AR ASPE S AT v, SO A 50 1 & (B K
H: Heap: Futao=Fmino > €oavo €oap FoFT— 1T LLIE
ZIA AR q FSEHERR b 2Z [A) 0 2400, H
VEFIRI A BRI PR Hr i &) 5Bl 4 Ay Al
INTF IR I 12, (Sop) B ZE DI FA B (Bous
= (N-m)egw), BAIELE H,pp, FFLL 1-0 M EFE
AU A o AN PR IR BT €00
(Jiang et al., 2017), [EAEHL, FRATWATLIFIA e
o RMSEA, f0# p (ERIEATSE R . B T
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AN ST X PP AT L AR, SR A
50T LA R R AE AR A i A Y LA h

R TS T 5 A T A A A A 5 S AN
AP AR HT, Jiang FAQOITEE T R BIF 4
equaltestMI, [ T i F 210 42 2 4 T 38 47 1) S5 3%
PRI Z b, equaltestMI 3B H A WA 58 AL #%
(DAZGE I ek ASAS P 53 BT v g A 24 SRS 7R 8
BE—W (WA Mplus A7 AR HE5T), A Hrid
i H 5 A, T equaltestMI F] F B G BUE (FL 45
7] 45 2% H F1 43 20 748 5 ) RN — A~ 187 B %) 38 31 4 1R+
AR R RE, BT — R M 0 N A P )
. 272 i I N TIE N R b7 Nl
AL E SRR S B S e R e X A A O VT
FIFWFFT 3 XF LB Rh 7 ik i 45 25

LG A Hr T, BIEZS P &
BIET AN I, SR E R AT,
T A4S V5S40 7T A RO A 1. BNV 4 (E AN
Ak LB R . SR, AR AR X
EHEIE FRAVLER (Jiang et al., 2017), I
ARIE AR AR ME S (E A, 2014; Swami &
Barron, 2019). equaltestMI F|H Deng Fl Yuan
(2016)42 H F #5272 (Projection Method)fift bt 17 3%
AV, B2 Pl S A Y S AR e S4B A Sl PR
MEZZ LAY s A5 E(Common Scores) Fl454 [l
T-(Specific Factors), /> 7403 43 1 5 AN AR
PEAS T b A T P Y B A R R M, T AR IR R
PR T B A PEFERIE R A G, H
A=K S F R R 73 00 A UR 3 T HEAR Y
BRGS0 2 BB 40 A0 B, O 2300 S B R R
L, Fr LA 48 2 Rt T LAAE AN LR AR A
AR ETR T LB M, H 50 2 2 A i e
ANAERNAT, AL T WS E A AT P R, TR
RN JF A 443 W, Deng 1 Yuan (2016) E3
B EMTUA TSR E, WA

FAEG A AT 5T
5 LA

T — A9 3 s AR ) R AR S A 56
M BRI A S A AR M . RBIREAS 856
SREAE, B 487 N, % 369 Ao GEiTERMRA
Mplus 8.3 F R 3.5.1 1) equaltestMI £, (i 4] 7% {51 I
Risit) o TR w2 35 50 MU T BH A AN (2017)f&3T
g R, ZREIL SAKH, Of 2 M.
DAL LRI 25 ) R 265 4% (MR 36 31 i A
1§44, Wang et al., 2019), FNYEER 4 74548,
T LG R A PR AL, LS ILA TS
U RMSEA = 0.046 . 350K 35 25 2R 1 78 RMSEA,
=0.061, EIRPFN 7 AR HR U B AR AL AT L3
ZARLL 0.08 Sy FHUE), EXFFHTE, AL
ARBUR MWL IR MR F B, AHEES
PRS2 A A R 2 0, WRAFAE IR B, A TR
% B TR BE (Marcoulides & Yuan, 2017); 1M &5
KB A RFAT, 2400 RMSEA i 5 AR %
i, BRI R NI 0.061, % IRE LI A,
PR LG W A2 o S IR TR AT 3X —
AR R AL 5%,

T Sk EAT B 1 I B AN AR PE AT, TR
2 W 5% 5 %R 22 07 22 B ASAS TS IS (T
#i i, 2014, Svetina et al., 2020; Swami & Barron,
2019), FATHE FIE A ARASPE— AL AAE P —#R
AN AR M — Vs A AS AR M 8 U 2R 47 3 BT (48 5 L
D)o MTIREARZEME, a5 A R R
WA BHE, 455 RMSEA Il CFIHR T LI, 1548
J7 B SR A A M RMSEA, = 0.068 ., 0.073, 3
BT F 59 A M A AR, FRATTAT 95% 1198 5 A
SRR AT 0.068 F1 0.073, SRk A
55 RIS AARE o X T B A P R R R AR
PEAR T £S5 )7 E: ) ARMSEA F1 ACFI ¥I/NT

R1 MEFEESTEMBSEL

F5 & RMSEA, RMSEA CFI ARMSEA  ACFI A Adf P (AYY)
TEERBED) 0.044 0.068 0.042 0.991
TE BB (&) 0.051 0.073 0.055 0.981
BN 0.048 0.987
BN RASPE 0.017 0.074 0.046 0.986 0.002 0.001 8.352 6 0.213
B P 0.006 0.043 0.042 0.987 0.004 0.001 3.439 6 0.752
TR E AN A M 0.017 0.130 0.043 0.986 0.001 0.001 5.373 2 0.068
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0.01, Ay’ thARBE, 550k s A2 P
TR AN AR My PR R AR R A A AR R X I 1Y)
RMSEA, 735124 0.074 F1 0.043, FA1H 95%MH &
A5 B2 DA Ay it J 28817 A0 45 B o) 0t o 46 A 55 B o)
1 BRI AR BE A H AL 0.074 Fll 0.043, Z55%
PR 56 S - A AN AR R R R AR L T
YIEAANE, ARMSEA F1 ACFI ¥/NF 0.01, Ay
WA, G5 Ik AR A R A, W
RMSEA, = 0.130, FRATH 95%H EAF B A kit i
TS (B AR A5 B 3 B IR R AN L 0.130, X
MEC M BLA T LIEZ 2 506 R 0.08
(L EE 45, 2018), BFESFRCHEAR 30 A SR (E
AP, BRAEFRATAT LA AZ Rl 0.130 MR

BT AR M A T 20, 4% R RE B 2
(Svetina et al., 2020), X SEWFITH B IR LR
IEA BT R IEAT . W H A BBk
T R A5 B ) AR, 7 e AN AR T 2 R
PGBV e R B AURAR, AT LI FH B vk (3
VEJ7 B DB %) o A 25 KR . ST HOGZ L
SR A AR AR AT R, o B A AR AR R X
B A AN (p = 0.508), 48RS IRIE AL,
ST HOGE R SRR T, A U A AR
RIKERE 9 RMSEA, = 0.129, EIFRATH 95%M B A5
JEIN R, AN 43 KOs 41 R 7R 1 B A 1515 N i
0.129, HFX4 LRE LB 7Lk kA E, W
TS B E AN AR AT B S R

IR A SR R AR B T VR AR R A 56
X e AR LS P G, AT DL i A 56
PR AL TR H 1 25 57 J2 75 0 T 35 R S0 E MR o 4 L o
B, BRI RN AILE I 21 4 I I,
TEBIME 22 5 (bR AL AR 2300 0.167 FT 0.166)#8%8
B (ps < 0.05), wAEMETHE, XEMHFE
FASEH IS R SRR T (450 (0 B, # 2,
2018; Wang et al., 2017), X 1B (AR 5 5L bR
RIS, SRR I 45 T IR AR I R, AL
G REEREER . AN, SRR IR AR M A B
1) B — 25 #0 Rl R A T 3 W] AB I R AR B RN i
HEW LS DR I MER, T A% 58 7 T il 2 1% 8
LA DL R EESE, R SO R S Bl S A
LG BRI 73k, SRR 360 S B 3

6 itig

A SO G Ty BAL LU P O A AT,

TEAH A 28 T 55 3500 A 36 3k A i 805 3 1k,
It FH S BRSO s T 0l PR A5 A5k 1 A 6 4 A B A
FERAEL & PP DU AN R PG 50, BRBH T SRRk
Ko 38 FH X T A% 48 ik AR B (R AL TE 2 1y {7 B A
TEUERR A5 ) o (HAR SO — B AH G [m] BURE BETR
ATHE IR .

6.1 ZHMHRBNMATHEREES

R SCEEA T T LL RMSEA e X
BWIRFE . BRULZ A, ARk nr DL DU
W ARG TRk E iR, U1 Yuan 45 A (2016)
FEH AR T = can(e)® T = canl(en) KiTH g,
Mgy, (RS @ RS AR, JEmiok3 CFL, =1 -
(/i) TGN CFLAGTHEARES URIRAT T I 25 42
s CFI{HZ e, Wi CFI, AfLL, Hon, misScR s
B, JLAEPIHFEALA CFI, = 0.975, X—45I1
ULHIRATAE 95%M &5 AN CFlI HEH& T
0.975. HHI CFL #]LLifid Marcoulides M Yuan
QOINHWE M R BRI, R EMAREAER.
AR AN BEARLE) o SEEAN E L phoT
BRI o2 Gt A K o SO B AT A R 2R ik
http://www3.nd.edu/~kyuan/EquivalenceTesting/T-s
ize RMSEA_CFIR),

% T RMSEA FI CFI, SRMR 1, & —Ffi|~ 2 1
FERREIRE, AN, BT RBEOFAET Ry
sAE L 28, B4 A 2 R A Y (Kelloway,
2015), A4 5 1% RMSEA I CFI IR KL i il 5%
PRI TE R o T SRR A 30 i JE AR AL SRMR
AR ST AT L2 AY T A
62 HEIEFME

TSN S A 8L KSR R 1 SR
R BABG G Y, B RMSEA AT 0.08 Al CFI
AT 0.90 FRBBAHY S 7] IS  Yuan 55 A (2016)
PSR A BRSBTS SRR XA, 25ad ™
H%, RMSEA, il CFL 7558 (Wl S bR Al T3
++431~F1 RMSEA | CFI A S ryAR fE g [ 5 7 ok
Tt RMSEA, fl CFL. LAINSE 2250 R* Fe K MbmifEf
FEBAETN A, Fk EAEETTNEAE S RMSEA,
1 CFL RE G SHE, F§ RMSEA, il CFL, 3R .
E NG FHE LA S AR sams, SPEE AR, HAR
A R R AT 28 fE(Finch & French, 2018).
A1l SHE AT LUF)FH Marcoulides 1 Yuan (2017)3243t
B R PREOGRAS (T 2 ™Ak . http://www3.nd.edu/~
kyuan/EquivalenceTesting/CFI_e.R 1 http://www3.nd.
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edu/~kyuan/EquivalenceTesting/RMSEA _e.R), RMSEA,
W] IR equaltestMI £/ adjRMSEA = TRUE
ATk

S8 I S A5 3 — Le A 3R 3 00 SRR
Finch & French, 2018; Marcoulides & Yuan, 2017;
Yuan et al., 2016), {HE7E % RMSEA, il CFI, (1942
HIFCA 7240 NS AR TG, IR A MW
Il S48, 17 5. CFL, A58 =m0 0l 12 22 e K e
i£ 0.03 (Yuan et al., 2016), M7, Counsell %A
(2020)F i BB 9T SR, 78 HE AT O R AR P
AR, X R G AU i Y S5 A5 A 56 T LA
BRI 56 — 2R, Hah s e s
FHEYE B, T RS IE I SR ) A O A I Y 5 —
AR DR M, HAFEARSRINT 2000 B,
JUF 202 10 A5 T8 AL S FE Y SRR 5
K th, R4S 2 0 SO, AR SO N
3R # S FRCE G P .
6.3 HESMIgHRTMERNS

T SR A B 78 T 25 48y AR AL L5 AN
DU N8 P B R B T O T X g A% B 5 A
(I RMSEA, X[J% T° RMSEA) M5, Yuan %5 A
(2016) 1 FEVUR: 5 50CHE A B0 R PEAN B AL LA 119
WA A, HHEIFREA R, 158, SRk
K6 5538 # L) RMSEA (JE A M i1, 1 RMSEA
AGHA —E R, WY EHEN, BEARRD
B 4% H AR 22 (N 30 LU_E)I, RMSEA %5 5 fE4
EBf AR (Shi et al., 2019), A5 BF57H 2 HIURE
A H & /NTF 200 B A E HE5 RMSEA
(Taasoobshirazi & Wang, 2016), % &% A [ )1
AR B PR R S [R) B AR R e T B
I RMSEA 2 3% F 1 J5 Ay 4 XU -A 18 50, CFI PE4r
TRV Lhoh S B A S A AR BE, I SRMR
EOAMNHZEETRENME R, FeHdit2E
ANHUE 8 BN 2 L SR A OB T A LS R B e
f A A5 S AL DL IR, SRR A, 2015), R
R G ECY AR Ok S SR R I 45 A
Ko RKEMBEIE AN i — 0 LSRR A 0 5
XL SR G I A AR A 5 B LA e A, 0 AR
RMSEA, fil SRMR, M i} 55 # 2 8 A 1 1940
AIRBOEMAR AR 238 5

5T, ARSI TR BUTAN R AR AN 1Y,
R R E A IR BIE N B RR £, BEHE5
BT R WY IF A AL 2 B 5 (Moshagen &

Auerswald, 2018), HLUIITTEII(E B 1718 (Reliability
Paradox; Hancock & Mueller, 2011)——H: & 544
AR, PR A AR (R AT ) B A5 2R 41
B A, PR A R (1 R B R ) B A R AL
BB 2E —— AR B T AU T8 B A AL BT Y
e, R, RE SRR L T B A e
B, RATETFO LB, A58 N 25 5 75 1 2 il
Fabr, WA AR BB BT RY . KLE
IETREC. KR ST MR AF ORUE B, BEZRZR, 2008;
RWIFE, 2010),
6.4 ASEYHERERFRENERTHE

FBARAT ] equaltestMI P4 & A AR P fif
F, AT LA — 25 58 U A AR PEARS 50 A0 B, HIX A
I — R A T AN AR P R 5 1) R
PEo LN, FE2 41 R, A LS 4 AR AR MESE 2
5 2 (EAREIE AR M | 1R 22 Ty 2 A PESE), XA
] L% R S 34 85 4] A4S (Partial Invariance)ft
B, B ARV BT R RS AR R S50 B
fliit, AU P R A S PR R 1 S8 AT f 220
TERE IR B o equaltestMI JG 2= 7 X FF Ay A5 7
BERT AT R JE T8 AT Mplus S ST 3853 15 2 A A8 AR 7
AT YA PR o B A ol B 221,
g, AR N o KFESE, AL
FRA Yuan 1 Chan (2016)2 11t 1t bk %5 (UL B 3% ) K6 562
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Equivalence testing: A new perspective on structural equation model
evaluation and measurement invariance analysis
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Abstract: There are some limitations in the commonly used fit indices of structural equation model. For
example, y°, which is set up to reject the traditional null hypothesis, cannot be used to endorse a model,
while descriptive fit indices such as RMSEA and CFI do not have inferential statistical properties.
Equivalence testing can effectively compensate for the limitations mentioned above. In this paper, the way
to use equivalence testing in evaluating the fit of a single model and its difference from the null hypothesis
testing were introduced first. Then the approach to analyze measurement invariance by equivalence testing
was described. Furthermore, empirical data was used to demonstrate the effectiveness of equivalence testing
in single model evaluation and measurement invariance test, and to compare equivalence testing with
traditional model evaluation method.

Key words: structural equation model, fit indices, equivalence testing, null hypothesis testing, measurement

invariance





