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4, 2008) XL A HAN B 1 AR AR, AR
AT NG 2 . 3 RARK — Bt i), v AR h A
A Mplus)f5 21 () 28 BN bR AR AS T 45
RBAW W, A BESE(2008) 4 Hi T 1A b iEfk
fli 1T (appropriate standardized estimation), Jf i #
TR PR AR AE A T H A RURE AN AR M (RIAS 25 B )
FANARK, Wen et al., 2010), EL{EA ¥IEL5HETC
PHESS ) BRI RS (R 5§, 2011),

X TR AR A B W AR AR T, B TSR
P4 25 G PR Y 1Y, AR R, 7
Xl FEAEGIRIBIE YA, o] LR 5 AR o
AT ACAE MR LR T . Mplus 8.2 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2019) 5z L _E AR 5 Wen 25(2010) 89 235X
AT R YT 45 F F F2 (Latent Moderated Structural
Equations, LMS)F1 DL -3 i 42 41 145 Y 4r HE bk
i1 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2021; 3L Mplus 5§ 23
SRR Y, A AT LRy b B A Y
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FrifEfefliit .

BT FR Al T B A v A 5 A0 PRI F
ST EEEH R 5) o A SE B A3 I | A AR TR A
DL AR AR SR R, BFE 4R T Z A BRI Al 1
Jrik, A FEIRFE bR (product indicator approaches,
PI). 4345 43#fF 5 (distribution analytic approaches,
LMS J& H i i —F) DL itHik (Bayesian approaches)
&, IFERTE T LT 4 FhoJ7 2 09 Ak 11 O 22
(Jackman et al., 2011; Kelava et al., 2011; Marsh et
al., 2004; Marsh et al., 2012; J& £, S¥i, 2010;
wABEE 4, 2013) (HE A ISR I ARG T
PAT B0 0 T A A8 BN AR MEARAG T HEAT R AL LE
B, T Mplus 8.2 MUL AR 715 Sinififk
flitt, XA AT R TRIMATE . TR MR
Ak TRl LA AR A T T8 H R (Wen et al., 2010;
DS 45, 2008), (HIEUAR Al T S HAR N 05 iR
AR N AR 55, 2014), A XA
(1) HE A28 JOR b REHEIR BIE AR e A T 4 1 i,
W AR AR A TR A K RS A A B980T
A B BE, AR 0B 22 77 9] AH [R) LR B AH
I, AEANE ShRAEACAG T 25 A T REAR /1N, ALk,
RAEC &AL T ARG T R TR AR 148
HROV AR E AR, 8RR B RN R Y
AR HEARAG T R B

AR AR T8 1 v A8 it S FLHR bRl il LA B b,
MRS, S IR B AR A BN AR A
B G ARG T SO BT, DT AR AR R 5
AN B FEAG TR DL O AT e g .
It — B S LSRR AR L . LMSS 1 DL
S 1 1 v AR A HL O AR S AR HE A AT T AE A5 A R
VLA TR RGN, IF48 MAGTTH ikt R i

2 YRR AT H RN AR A T

P AR i A2 HLAR N 1Y 45 44 7 FE AR Y Ry (Marsh
et al., 2004):
N=né& +1& +73865 +¢ (1)
Hrb, M & oMERR R, §& BN HEI,
niEWNAEWAS R, CREIREI, y,7, My 2R
BCNE 1R, T RRAEREEI A & & ny
BN 28 HAOW At i, 7T LA E % (Algina &
Moulder, 2001; Marsh et al., 2004). &,&, il & Ay
ERZ, M &E MBMEE A RE, lon ¥ Ed
A RE
IR BOE, B 48 MF 8 — AR RN

BT AL — A S EL A T A o 52 0y A 7 [

ANJE PR 1 1 3 R L AMbR HE AL, 7 R (D) AR T
LB =
n'=né& +r:& +r3(88) +¢" (2)
Hrp' J&n PR ERAS &, & & roiliE & Fl S,
bR ER S B, (§6) & &6 MtniEfb R &, ¢
TEFRZETN,  yi,yy Iy} el E AR UEAL R A B AR R A
(38 PR AEAC A T 5 IR AR A5 T OC R 2 (Wen et al.,
2010; WELEEE 45, 2008):
sd(&) sd(&,) sd(£S,)
Weaa T w0 BT sdwm)
Hodt sd(n) #7R n BIBRIEZE G R LG AN T, A8,
HEHRQIFAERNEZE W ERIE R, H
RHER §EER—A A L hndE L, M T
A HIFFRIN, P45 Rk LIS BAE g R . i i
(DAIE YA UEILTE N
n'=a+y&+78+ 73685 +¢" 4
Hrp o BRI (H A n' BfrdELAS 5, 1 && 1Y
WIEE AR, I DRI — B oA ), &
S E M EAHI, i, vy Fyy S i SR AL R AL
TREESE (2008, UL Wen et al., 2010)#f H #5452 &
B bR T 5w AR TR OC R T -
W= 12=02, 73=73 —Sds(j();zgfz) (5)
Hrp R E L & REE MbREZER R fkTt . anlg
ELEEAS H A T A AR HEAR A T (Mplus 72
7 ULR5R), A
y sd ” sd(¢&))sd
e sd((i; AT (fg(m(gyz)
R bR U AR AR TR AR R AR AR
. BT HE S SR AE W BRSOk,
PRI 3 A ] 9 28 B Oni A 1T, e fg i
WL AR . DU RS AN, 1A SR UE
AL T 548 8 B A AR TG, T R &2 IES
I3,

3)

=73

Sd(§2) " __

3773

(6)



551 8 WL A5 WA S OV R A A I Oy i LS ok SR 93

TR, AR AT A R AL
(Wen et al., 2010), REEARZBHA ZZ& L B,
TR NS AN bR A A T2 RS /Y5 26
=, B TR ST AR AR AT TR RO
s A =, AREARAG AR N PR E IR ¢ (E A2
RPEAASHY o T ax e o, fdf HIA [a] B i) £ 4,
B a3 BRI AG TR AR TR Y

IR SRR A A AT DG AR R AL T Y
O U LRy S R AN P NS ST T T i L S S
PEASALLS SR 1A SR e A TH(B 40, Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2021; Biichner & Klein, 2020; Foldnes &
Hagtvet, 2014; Kelava et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2013),
Brandt 55201546 ShnifE AL Al 14 2R A A A
HELE . TEAMG DI . RIS | IR O 3755
Gk, DRI 251 Wen 55(2010)i8 30
A FREALAG 45 H (140, Tto et al., 2015; Laczniak
et al., 2017; Nagengast et al., 2011; You et al., 2016),
HHTIAT 4514 5 B8R A Mplus 7 8.2 B L) F A
C 223 8F LMS DL I-37 5 23 B 8 42 1 58 B 300 A
A, AL T bR UEIR 1T (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2021),

3 H RS B A R AR 1

31 FEMiIEIRE

PG bRk i o Kenny FI Judd(1984)4 i,
R bR T B E T AR T A2 B IR R FE bR, (L3524
RS | L AR IR TG 2 SRR 2 AR A
T RIS S H ) i, HAT Marsh 45(2004)
$& 1 JC 24 SRR N T AR B 2 (R R, %)
212, 2020), BN SCUARBA RV, FARTEIR
RGP AL TR

TEAL 1T e AR PR B I, — Mg e FH Al R R SR
(ML; Maximum Likelihood)ffiit. &R K AR A
THESR IS AR T i Ha b IR N Z 50 IEZS 7 A, BAEEIE
DIE AR A BT ) R gt (Boomsma, 1983; Hau
& Marsh, 2004), H. 7T LI ARifEIRAN 52 HE4T 4 IE
(Satorra & Bentler, 1994), fufF Mplus 7& PN B9 &
SEM K- #8 AT LASE BB 5%)
32 BATEMARE

G3 AT AT HTIE AT DA A AL A BN & &, AR IE
APER SRS RE 55, 2013), ALIEEE N S5 T 2
(Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000; Schermelleh-Engel et al.,
1998) Fl v K ALLSK ¥ (Quasi-Maximum Likelihood,
QML, Klein & Muthén, 2007),

HA7 A LMS 1] LI7E Mplus S8, 1 QML J7
WL B L TR, SR SCH 5 i LMS . LMS
N4 45 b BB B 23 A 3T AL R A7 BRAS S5 A TE 25 43 A 1Y
RAsE, It EM 5k 0U5 21 S 80 o
SRAGTHE, & —Fh LRI ORISR 5 o Klein Al
Moosbrugger (2000) )/ 5% % ] LMS X 148 5 58 B
ROv; AL THE A & (RS E R Z, LMS B4R
R T T EE, MARESYE, (AR A 70
AR S A R b, TR AR S M & FRIESS
AR 2 PR A B K I 25 (Cham et al., 2012; Kelava
& Nagengast, 2012),
33 Mk

PSS T R LA rh g | A DLt Skl m) LA Ok
i 37 728 1 28 ALV (Arminger & Muthén, 1998;
Lee et al., 2007), D345 0 7 FAST AL ZE 45 50 56 4y
At 5 25 5 B B ALER oR BUR 12 AN S B0 )5 58
A, I B R BERBES R RIE 5%, A0 Gibbs R
##(Geman & Geman, 1984)f1 Metropolis—Hastings
(MH)%# % (Hastings, 1970; Metropolis et al., 1953)f
THE IR 34 o DU Sk AN AN a7 5 10 45 1 7 R A
AERAG T, X AR LA B Al T [ T DA 32
(Lee & Song, 2004; Lee et al., 2007), it Z A8 &3
HROW AR A B DU Skl i S H] WinBugs BR7F 52
B, M Mplus 8.2 MU EMAT & LISEE, b n]
PLZS A8 S hr it il

DU RO O TR/ MRS | A R i R i A
LM RFE I T R GRS 4, 2019).
T LA LSS T s s B IR, BEE A
ARSI/, e fF B 5 98 3 A i 52 e 4 5 11 4L
PERE FCRZ e a5, PRI DL i S0 G55 AR A i 2
& (asymptotic theory), TE/NMEASEAFA KIRAIPLH
(Gelman et al., 2014; Lee & Song, 2004; Lee et al.,
2007; Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012), Lee Z£(2007)
FIREIMIT T 2 B DL ik 7E/NEAR (N = 150) T %
VA 1A AU Ak T AT 4252 o (B DTS 9 /)
FEAMRHEIFAR RN 1Y . FETCSesfE B, DUt
Bl e B E A 22, FEAR ORI I B 22,
HATESeS A5 By, DLtk i 3R 34 w] REAE
JINREAS TR W] 4557 (Smid et al., 2020), T fEREA 2 &
AR, DUt Ak i 55 8 AL SR Al 3155 (Gelman
etal., 2014), Lee F1 Song (2004)7E/NMEA I 5
TEE R0 By R 25 44 5 R A AL A B, DUtk A3k
IESM IR, Jia 2016)FBFFE & B, DLnti
Zir 7 BRTE M EARESEIE TS EAE XN E
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34 BELTEXOEMMHMHITHFENILE
PR T, A SOk EL A TR BRAE AR T
LMS F1 DTt 38 gk Al -7 28 52 B 300 Y 2R3 o 78O
BBRSR/ NI, TCHRBARITEREAR R BT K
P2 | 522 FGE TR 3R T B
M LMS BRI B4F, TE/IMEAS I Al i 22 F1
PR O 25 0 7] L2, HLGE 114695 7 17 % (Cham
et al., 2012; Jackman et al., 2011; Marsh et al., 2004),
MTEARIESE TG, To2y A BILE KA AN Y Al i
2 bR R 2 SR 1 R T Az, T
LMS R AR R0 B HobR eGR4l A7 D, HLEE
TCA R T &1 1 28451% % (Cham et al., 2012;
Kelava & Nagengast, 2012; Marsh et al., 2004),
i DU 30 vk 5 A 9 b 07 1k 54T R ST L
ISR D . Lee %5(2004) H4 1 DUk 547
ARBIRI R TE bRk, RBTEI S B IES T,
DU A/ IVREAR N R B R 4, A 2 AL A
FEARRRIT A fE#32 . Kelava 1 Nagengast (2012)
RO TR G AINELE T 1 DL M- 5 TE Y
BAY (R T BFE AR LA LMS 7RV AR AN 6] o0 A T 1Y
FIN, e IRAE VA e A 1 A I 1 pU A v 2 )
18 DT 38k X R LA RO A 3 TC I, A T HAB T
7. Asparouhov Fll Muthén (2021)7EZ /K- FHEZR R
Fe T LMS MIJE e (R By DA TR IE AR
AR(N = 1000) B, 450 DLk ik iy
B2, FEIESIEE LMS AR R bRk
Fif; fEARIESWHEIE, LMS AR KM, AR
1) 26 B DRV TE RAEAS I A 0 22 T LA 325 TE
WA X LT 25 (2020)FFE DL - $ir ik ml BEAE /MR AS R
IESFM T ABAFRN, B2 — 2.
AH Fh T 0 A o A8 ELOSON AR Y bR A A TR AR
P B A A T (B0 3 W) d AR AR A T 22 55
SRR, WA RIS B B A2 R, BTl
B AL T T A AR A TR R B S AR bR
HEAATH R AR D — 5, Tie—H 5 A, #FHE
LIIWRA G th 45, Tie—85®, HERA
B PSSR T R R S8 RO AR A B R AR A
AR T8 bR ik . LMS . A Je 5 {5 B 5y DLt i ik
(Bayesian approaches with informative priors, BI)#ll
JoAe 5 B DL -3 (Bayesian approaches with
noninformative priors, BN)7EASFi & W44 T B9tE
MPRAEAG TR I, S I WF e e BT 7 i 42
%,

FRFEFRYE . LMS A1 D1 a9 ke
BF5T

4.1 HEMFRIET

AW 5 A A AR AR AN A A 43 A L FHOCR
NG FEARBRZMT, B FEPRIL . LMS AL
AT B VAR B 2Z RN A AR AL A T A B
2% Marsh 552004 EUBT SR, 72 AEEE Y
SE R R (LAY N

N=ns +726, +7358 +¢
Hrp, WABAR g 2R 1, WAIMER
AR &, & ML (M = 0, SD = 1), K 1iij ELA%
TR (1R 32 2500 FH 38 B RG, AR S b HE AL B O 32 p B1ME
A5 )

T RPN &, & A SR ISR RIAE
EZS 40, HrpARIEZS 507 fBiA 2% (6) 2M i At
53] (Marsh et al., 2004), PARNAA: T AR 1 5
JERNUEE WLZE 1 3 2, AR S n, 8,8 45F 3 NS
FR, G300 v, 90, V33X, X0, X3 Fl Xy, X5, %6 o FEBRTEA
T B AR 0.7, [ R G far Y A BRI AR
T AT B A5 & B A fr K/NFEAS AR 2558 a4k 1
J7VE ) R4S S (1 40, Marsh et al., 2004), Fr A Y
FEPRERIE B F &, & I B S5 e A5 A A AR TR Y
AL 22155

B B A~ ROy, g, B E A 0.4, 38
HANE 38 0 GHE T R 0.2 (HER
I1)e HMEWAS T & & AN 0, 0.3 37 0.7,
ZHBNL 3 R 0.2 B, XFIESSAG, ARG
AN, 0.3, 0.7)%F W Y A FL 450N T4 R0
p> (Marsh et al., 2004; 32 5 35 1) R2 38 fin) 3 5]
1 4.00%, 4.36%, 5.96%. Xt FAEIEASME, p> 4353
& 4.00%, 5.07%, 9.88% . 5 UL 4 58 A5 W FT Y 250107
H—KTE 3%% 8% [7](Champoux & Peters, 1987;
Moulder & Algina, 2002), BB =& BEAT.

FEARZBRUE N = 100, 200, 500, X &0 FHAF
% LAY A REAS 25 48 (Jaccard & Wan, 1995; Lee et al.,
2007; MacCallum & Austin, 2000; Marsh et al.,
2004),

Zi Lk, BUHUEEIE I R RN

EFNE WA . B, AR IERSM i (L
] )

EMEBMF: ¢, =0,0.3,0.7; (Bik[a] [H %K)

LHER: yy =0, 0.2; (Wiakia) K &)
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FEARZER . N = 100, 200, 500; (B I] K 2%)

flfiit sk . TBIE R, LMS, BRKRE BN
DU, AR E B R Dk . (B )

BE—AS 2x3x2x3x4 Wit, A 144 FhabHE,
Wk m b B 36 Fho X TR bR AR BE,
PRELIS 2.3 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996)7=4: 500 4~
FEAMES 500 1K) B A 0 i de b 7 2246
JE 1, Wi ar R i, MR 2006 5
" &L & WA 25 A1 R] . 2 7% Marsh 55(2004) i,
XA ADL A B B K PR A 2 ME AR B, AR B
AN 6] B4 3000 S BELAN

N =1+0/0.7,3) =24y, 5 =3+ys3;
X =T+x/0.7,x5 =6+x,,x;3 =8+2x3;
Xy =6+x,/0.7,x5 =943x5,x; =T+ x4;

F L A5 J8 S B4 b A5 210 4 5 A T ) D 4y
/I E VA Sy R L I I iD= e Y S
PRt . XA, {f] Mplus 8.2 Xf
T AR 22 BN AR BT A T, 43 A 2 SRS A
2. LMS. ek fs BAA e (5 B A Uik Ak
ANOELE

FeBUFE b i F T (E S5/ ALY (Lin et al.,
2010; Marsh et al., 2004; ¥ %, 2009), K ECX
T FFRAR x, x4, %, X5, X35, (Marsh et al., 2004), Fffif
JH 8 22 B a7 o i o DU 2t B o O v 78 s 2 ol 40
fii, FREHIEIRIAIEIES M, 76 Mplus HI5 2
“ESTIMATOR=MLM" 52 ¥ % Z B4k 11 60 s v 122 F1
LRI 7 G2 19 %7 1E (Satorra & Bentler, 1994),
HR A T B 5 (2008, L Wen et al., 2010)[) A
FI| H Mplus H“Model Constraint iy 2 ¥F I iG Ak 1154
e G bR AL A T (Mplus 21 DR 5R)

LMS 1A S fEfb Al T2 2 E T Mplus 8.2
KUk ERA, R AR AR T, N
Bt E . Mplus 25 2 ULE BB F X 21 = (2020,
pp.193—-194),

DUk F Mplus A9BRINIZE (Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2021), fEAERAEENFMET, REH
FOAar . RN RN AE BN 1 S 50 43 A IR XA E R
FL{H, 77224 0.01 BYIEA 5317 (Muthén & Asparouhov,
2012), WAREL &,& T 22 7 2R e 80 43 A
XE MY Wishart 4040, FHIE M EAE, XfALkc
Rl ZEWERN 0.01, T Wishart 7345 1 —4IC0
EMME B &tk HAh ot R 15 B (Gelman et al.,
2014), FEXFMALITE T Z=LE 0.50 F] 0.74 Z (0], if
BN Asparouhov A1 Muthén (2010), DI -Hrik

FIE S AR HELAT T E 2N BT Mplus 8.2 &V
A, HEE g AR AL ], A E A
Mplus F2 52 DL BB AT X 21 2 (2020, pp.199-200)

T T AR R UL ST U4 B v AR A T 1Y
S MPREAL T, 38 H AN A yy = 0 25 I
T2, y3 =02 LRI 3 I 4,

42 EHHARER
421 EYR

T8 Y S R A S H T A S B TR A
F (AN, 7 2= FbR e AR UE) . S8 T
22« bR O 22 55 H A S AR 09 T H 3 RS T 2 Y
G5, R 1~3R 4 /LU 1, LMS FP A DL -3k
TE A 16 O T3 24 19 HL B AR 3035 T 100%
X} F IR bR, N = 100 B 247 00 LB ¢, =
0 (F# 69.6%). ¢, = 0.3 CF 79.1%)% ¢, = 0.7
(734 88.5%)Z W& 15, 7E N = 200 IFid > figk (1) Lo 5]
it 90% (B AERIEIES H ¢, =0 BBRL); 7EN=
500 B 2 FRE2 I 845 T 100%.

422 ZTEPMIREXBITHRE

My, = 0 BF, 3 H ROV AR AEAS T I 22 55
T3 HRA bR ERAG TR . IR2E AT 0.02
INKAT LA Z (5T ;= 0.2 1T5TE, MXHm2 10%
XTI R 22 B0k 0.02), ARG &, & IEAS i (3R
1), TR LA LMS A 22 (1IE 3C iR 2 w2 15
&4 GHED/NT 0.01; AP DL RS039O 22 34/
F 0.02, B2, U HBNAFAER, EIESFKMSF
T, JCWR R T, HAR MG TR B

WA &,& RFIER D RT(ER 2), FBHRIRIE
g, =0 H N = 100 325U A2 A
0.031, HAWEE/NT 0.01; LMS F15 i D1 -3
TEAR IEST IR A BRI 2 fa i, 58 500
FrAfEAuAl TR 22 B ¢, 38 R (BRI & &1 i B i
JEE LB ) T HE T, I HLAS Bl AR AR 25 114 3 KT &R
Gep, BRT ¢, =04h, MW 0.02, M5k
Feas MR SR ut, FEAEIERRMET, BRT 4, = 0
H N =100 4%, Feflgtrikinz i/, iy RkEh
PI < BI <LMS < BN,

XHEEEELE =02 WIEBGEE 3 ME 4, K
IS BR E A AR T B A O 22 55 T 500 N EEA AR ifE
AT B 2 AR AP B DL L . — A
R, AR 2E (L XHE ) INTF 5% ] L Z % (Hoogland
& Boomsma, 1998), X2 10% (Cham et
al., 2012)5% 15% (Bandalos, 2002; Muthén et al., 1987)
] L2
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Rl ESHGHTITELEEXERNHRELGITER(y;=0)
N ik i Y% M SD SE SE 7% 851 AR
$12=0, & (0.001, —0.004), & (—0.008, —0.007), &¢&; (—0.024, 6.163)

100 PI 72.8 —0.009 0.239 0.180 —24.5 0.069
LMS 100.0 —0.003 0.148 0.147 -0.8 0.082
BN 100.0 —0.005 0.146 0.147 0.6 0.060
BI 100.0 —0.003 0.047 0.083 75.8 0.000
200 PI 92.2 0.001 0.137 0.116 -15.3 0.043
LMS 100.0 0.005 0.105 0.100 —4.8 0.080
BN 100.0 0.019 0.107 0.098 -8.5 0.088
BI 100.0 0.011 0.053 0.068 28.3 0.010
500 PI 100.0 0.000 0.077 0.072 —6.6 0.052
LMS 100.0 0.002 0.064 0.063 -1.6 0.060
BN 100.0 0.001 0.065 0.063 -3.1 0.058
BI 100.0 0.002 0.046 0.053 14.1 0.030

$12= 0.3, & (=0.001, 0.000), & (~0.001, 0.001), && (1.619, 7.628)

100 PI 77.4 0.006 0.207 0.163 -21.4 0.059
LMS 100.0 0.006 0.136 0.129 —4.8 0.082
BN 100.0 0.008 0.133 0.135 1.1 0.044
BI 100.0 0.003 0.049 0.081 65.3 0.000
200 PI 92.4 0.009 0.121 0.105 -13.1 0.045
LMS 100.0 0.003 0.092 0.089 -3.4 0.070
BN 100.0 0.016 0.093 0.088 -5.7 0.068
BI 100.0 0.010 0.051 0.064 24.8 0.008
500 PI 99.6 0.004 0.064 0.063 -0.4 0.034
LMS 100.0 0.001 0.054 0.055 1.2 0.048
BN 100.0 0.001 0.056 0.055 -1.5 0.054
BI 100.0 0.001 0.042 0.048 14.4 0.020

$12= 0.7, & (=0.005, 0.002), & (=0.005, —0.002), && (2.673, 11.073)

100 PI 84.2 0.009 0.153 0.120 -21.9 0.076
LMS 99.8 0.008 0.099 0.094 —4.5 0.078
BN 96.2 0.011 0.100 0.103 3.5 0.037
BI 100.0 0.006 0.048 0.072 49.1 0.006
200 PI 97.2 0.008 0.089 0.079 —10.6 0.045
LMS 100.0 0.003 0.065 0.065 0.2 0.054
BN 100.0 0.013 0.067 0.065 -2.1 0.062
BI 100.0 0.012 0.045 0.054 20.5 0.034
500 PI 100.0 0.004 0.049 0.048 -2.3 0.046
LMS 100.0 0.002 0.040 0.041 0.9 0.048
BN 100.0 0.001 0.041 0.040 —2.3 0.050
BI 100.0 0.000 0.035 0.037 7.0 0.032

VE: TEMR% = WCSHRNE AR 0 LR CHAB SRR AL T35 2 %), M = ZEE RO AR A T+ I {8, SD = 28 5 RN AR AEALAT 1 A4 b v
2%, SE = ZLHZOYRIPRHERAYME . P1 = SEFIEIREE, LMS = 454771, BN = Jelefs B a0 W4k, Bl = A5l fE B/
DM . ¢o =& TN ST 2E o &.& FI &G 185 P B EIIE D 20 A B4 i JBE FIEE 32, PSSR A B ) 42 38 250000 = 500 x 500 M Edfa
HEAGE,
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K2 ESHDHTEREEXTERNHPIRELGBITER(;=0)
N ik i Y% M SD SE SE 2% % 551 AR
$12=0, & (1,141, 1.962), & (1.152, 2.002), && (1.278, 20.126)

100 PI 64.6 0.031 0.239 0.198 -17.0 0.043
LMS 99.4 0.015 0.155 0.158 2.1 0.078
BN 100.0 0.020 0.153 0.153 -0.3 0.064
BI 100.0 0.005 0.047 0.083 77.1 0.004
200 PI 83.2 0.009 0.157 0.130 -17.2 0.060
LMS 100.0 0.013 0.112 0.108 -3.9 0.078
BN 100.0 0.030 0.114 0.102 —10.1 0.096
BI 100.0 0.017 0.054 0.068 26.5 0.034
500 PI 97.8 0.001 0.087 0.077 -11.5 0.059
LMS 100.0 0.016 0.067 0.067 -0.9 0.092
BN 100.0 0.017 0.069 0.064 -7.3 0.088
BI 100.0 0.013 0.047 0.053 12.9 0.034

$12= 0.3, & (0.855, 1.121), & (0.858, 1.161), &¢& (3.200, 32.430)

100 PI 75.8 0.008 0.194 0.155 -20.0 0.069
LMS 100.0 0.049 0.135 0.132 —2.1 0.088
BN 100.0 0.058 0.135 0.137 1.6 0.060
BI 100.0 0.021 0.049 0.081 64.7 0.010
200 PI 91.6 0.005 0.113 0.104 —8.2 0.057
LMS 100.0 0.044 0.090 0.090 -0.2 0.068
BN 100.0 0.061 0.092 0.088 —4.3 0.122
BI 100.0 0.035 0.051 0.063 25.4 0.046
500 PI 100.0 —0.002 0.069 0.064 -7.8 0.056
LMS 100.0 0.044 0.056 0.055 -1.3 0.122
BN 100.0 0.046 0.057 0.055 —4.5 0.136
BI 100.0 0.034 0.043 0.047 11.4 0.088

$12= 0.7, & (0.850, 1.075), & (0.856, 1.110), && (6.275, 86.323)

100 PI 95.0 0.002 0.137 0.118 -14.0 0.072
LMS 100.0 0.064 0.100 0.098 —2.4 0.106
BN 97.2 0.074 0.101 0.107 5.8 0.080
BI 100.0 0.035 0.048 0.071 48.2 0.032
200 PI 100.0 0.000 0.081 0.074 —8.8 0.058
LMS 100.0 0.059 0.067 0.064 -3.8 0.136
BN 99.6 0.076 0.069 0.067 -3.4 0.177
BI 100.0 0.053 0.045 0.053 17.0 0.118
500 PI 100.0 —0.001 0.046 0.043 —6.4 0.066
LMS 100.0 0.056 0.041 0.040 -2.5 0.272
BN 100.0 0.057 0.042 0.040 —5.8 0.292
BI 100.0 0.048 0.035 0.036 2.7 0.248

W Y% = SEE Y Y LR LA 5 AR A T3 2447 ), M = S H RGN AR AR AG S48, SD = 38 5 308 AR AL Ak T il bR v
%, SE = ST PR HEIR I . PL= RAIEAR L, LMS = WA 45H 7 FE, BN = JCCIe (5 B Lt ik, Bl = A S8 (s 80
DTk . ¢ =& M &SP 2. &,6 M EE FES P BEUE R 4070 0 B2 A B, (8 FHASERLA: Bl i 423 250000 = 500 x 500 4>
fam-ECXN
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RI ESHGTELTEXERNMNRELGITER(y;=0.2)
N WiRES 5 Y % M M W% SD SE SE 2% % VisLiowil
$12=0, & (0.001, —0.004), & (=0.008, —0.007), &1& (—0.024, 6.163)

100 PI 73.8 0.217 8.3 0.216 0.183 -15.6 0.236
LMS 100.0 0.189 -5.7 0.148 0.144 —2.6 0.300
BN 100.0 0.183 —8.3 0.146 0.145 -0.2 0.268
BI 100.0 0.195 —2.6 0.051 0.084 65.0 0.766
200 PI 95.2 0.213 6.7 0.141 0.129 —8.8 0.416
LMS 100.0 0.199 —-0.5 0.104 0.098 -6.3 0.566
BN 100.0 0.215 7.3 0.106 0.095 -10.4 0.638
BI 100.0 0.208 4.1 0.054 0.067 24.1 0.924
500 PI 100.0 0.204 2.1 0.081 0.079 —2.4 0.774
LMS 100.0 0.201 0.3 0.061 0.061 0.0 0.878
BN 100.0 0.202 1.2 0.062 0.061 -1.7 0.888
BI 100.0 0.201 0.7 0.045 0.051 13.2 0.986

$12= 0.3, & (=0.001, 0.000), & (~0.001, 0.001), && (1.619, 7.628)

100 PI 81.2 0.230 15.2 0.210 0.176 -15.9 0.273
LMS 100.0 0.198 -1.1 0.133 0.124 =7.0 0.420
BN 100.0 0.200 -0.2 0.130 0.131 1.1 0.374
BI 100.0 0.200 -0.2 0.051 0.081 58.5 0.778
200 PI 95.8 0.226 12.9 0.142 0.120 -15.3 0.476
LMS 100.0 0.201 0.7 0.089 0.086 -3.4 0.626
BN 100.0 0.215 7.6 0.089 0.085 —4.7 0.674
BI 100.0 0.209 4.6 0.051 0.063 21.9 0.962
500 PI 99.6 0.207 3.7 0.072 0.071 -1.4 0.871
LMS 100.0 0.201 0.7 0.054 0.054 0.1 0.954
BN 100.0 0.204 2.1 0.055 0.053 -3.5 0.964
BI 100.0 0.202 1.0 0.042 0.046 9.3 0.998

$12= 0.7, & (=0.005, 0.002), & (=0.005, —0.002), && (2.673, 11.073)

100 PI 89.6 0.232 15.9 0.165 0.134 -18.7 0.446
LMS 99.8 0.203 1.4 0.095 0.090 —5.4 0.623
BN 97.0 0.206 32 0.094 0.099 5.4 0.555
BI 100.0 0.202 0.9 0.048 0.070 46.2 0.906
200 PI 98.2 0.218 8.8 0.104 0.089 -14.0 0.735
LMS 100.0 0.202 0.9 0.063 0.063 -0.7 0.878
BN 100.0 0.214 7.1 0.063 0.063 -0.9 0.922
BI 100.0 0.212 5.8 0.045 0.052 15.8 0.992
500 PI 100.0 0.206 3.0 0.058 0.054 -5.7 0.982
LMS 100.0 0.201 0.6 0.039 0.039 —0.1 0.998
BN 100.0 0.203 1.4 0.040 0.038 -5.7 1.000
BI 100.0 0.202 0.8 0.034 0.035 3.0 1.000

VE: TEMR% = WCSHRNE AR 0 LR CHAB SRR AL T35 2 %), M = ZEE RO AR A T+ I {8, SD = 28 5 RN AR AEALAT 1 A4 b v
2%, SE = ZLHZOYRIPRHERAYME . P1 = SEFIEIREE, LMS = 454771, BN = Jelefs B a0 W4k, Bl = A5l fE B/
DM . ¢o =& TN ST 2E o &.& FI &G 185 P B EIIE D 20 A B4 i JBE FIEE 32, PSSR A B ) 42 38 250000 = 500 x 500 M Edfa
HEAGE,
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R4 FESHHTEETETERMNNRELGITER(y;=0.2)
N Jiik 5 S % M M R 2% SD SE SE i 2% 86 7
$12=0, & (1.141, 1.962), & (1.152, 2.002), && (1.278, 20.126)

100 PI 67.0 0.232 15.8 0.223 0.202 -9.7 0.194
LMS 99.6 0.197 -1.4 0.152 0.153 0.3 0.329
BN 100.0 0.201 0.7 0.151 0.148 -2.2 0.314
BI 100.0 0.200 0.2 0.050 0.084 69.9 0.772
200 PI 88.6 0.223 11.4 0.177 0.149 -15.8 0.348
LMS 100.0 0.206 2.9 0.106 0.102 —4.4 0.556
BN 100.0 0.223 11.7 0.107 0.098 -8.5 0.620
BI 100.0 0.214 6.9 0.055 0.067 23.1 0.920
500 PI 99.0 0.212 6.0 0.101 0.091 -10.3 0.725
LMS 100.0 0.214 6.8 0.065 0.063 -2.5 0.890
BN 100.0 0.217 8.7 0.066 0.061 -6.9 0.904
BI 100.0 0.212 6.1 0.047 0.052 11.0 0.988

$12=0.3, & (0.855, 1.121), & (0.858, 1.161), &¢& (3.200, 32.430)

100 PI 81.8 0.239 19.7 0.207 0.173 -16.5 0.330
LMS 99.8 0.252 25.8 0.131 0.129 -2.0 0.533
BN 100.0 0.260 30.0 0.129 0.131 1.4 0.528
BI 100.0 0.227 13.4 0.053 0.082 54.8 0.878
200 PI 95.2 0.223 11.5 0.132 0.117 -11.2 0.527
LMS 100.0 0.251 25.4 0.089 0.088 -0.5 0.804
BN 100.0 0.270 349 0.089 0.085 -5.1 0.862
BI 100.0 0.244 22.1 0.054 0.063 17.3 0.986
500 PI 100.0 0.207 3.4 0.075 0.071 —6.1 0.868
LMS 100.0 0.253 26.7 0.058 0.055 —5.4 0.990
BN 100.0 0.258 28.9 0.059 0.053 —10.1 0.994
BI 100.0 0.245 22.7 0.046 0.046 0.6 1.000

$12= 0.7, & (0.850, 1.075), & (0.856, 1.110), &¢&, (6.275, 86.323)

100 PI 85.0 0.221 10.3 0.133 0.114 -13.8 0.576
LMS 99.8 0.299 49.5 0.098 0.094 —4.6 0.872
BN 98.2 0.302 51.2 0.094 0.101 7.9 0.851
BI 100.0 0.267 334 0.052 0.073 40.2 0.986
200 PI 96.0 0.210 4.9 0.078 0.073 —6.1 0.831
LMS 100.0 0.297 48.7 0.065 0.065 -0.2 0.992
BN 99.4 0.303 51.4 0.064 0.063 -2.6 0.994
BI 100.0 0.291 45.7 0.047 0.051 8.3 0.998
500 PI 100.0 0.204 1.8 0.047 0.044 —6.1 0.992
LMS 100.0 0.297 48.6 0.041 0.040 —2.7 1.000
BN 100.0 0.298 49.2 0.041 0.039 -5.2 1.000
BI 100.0 0.290 45.1 0.037 0.035 -5.5 1.000

VE: TEMR% = WCSHRNE AR 0 LR CHAB SRR AL T35 2 %), M = ZEE RO AR A T+ I {8, SD = 28 5 RN AR AEALAT 1 A4 b v
2%, SE = ZLHZOYRIPRHERAYME . P1 = SEFIEIREE, LMS = 454771, BN = Jelefs B a0 W4k, Bl = A5l fE B/
DM . ¢o =& TN ST 2E o &.& FI &G 185 P B EIIE D 20 A B4 i JBE FIEE 32, PSSR A B ) 42 38 250000 = 500 x 500 M Edfa
HEAGE,
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WA &8 IESAMITGR 3), X TR
%, 7E N =100 H(g, =0.38(0.7). LK N =200
H ¢, =03 BIETEAN 258813 10%, 7EHAbIETE
BIUNT 10%. LMS X i 22 76 r A 1 T8 Y 23
ST 5% JCAERE B DU vk i R X e 22 7
AR IEENT 10%. A Se5 {5 B0 DUt Bk i 4
X 22 TE T A B0 T BHEE SN T 5% WIrikz
0] FLES A AR BE SR, FE N = 100 I, A 5EK(E B
DU 3 R X e 22 /0SSR RRAE A 12k B AFT ROl 25 Fe
K, HEF M BI<LMS, BN < PI; 7£ N =200%§ 500
i, LMS BYAHXHM 22 5/, HEP K2 LMS <BI <
BN < PI, &z, fEIEATEIE, LMS 1 BI 3R Huis
I, FRJE BN, e BRI bRIA T BRI A (40
N= wmﬁ‘ﬂ&xo

Ak E,E IFIESA MR (R 4), 3T IRFE
ﬁ%Jv 100 H(g, = 05 0.3)i}, 28 H & AYAH
X 22 KT 10%, FEHAME LS /N T 10%.
LMS | W DU $0ip 3k 9 B2 o4z S AN n e R A ik,
A& B RGN A AR AR T A X R 25 B g, 36 O (R
;@m%ﬁﬁmﬁmﬂkmwﬁzﬁﬁr%ﬁ$

IR RS : ¢, = 0 BN 2
{iﬂiﬁﬁd\?‘109@ M ¢, = 0.3 BFHIRT 10%FE =
it 30%), ¢, = 0.7 8K T 30%E 2T 50%),
B2, ARG &,8 FFIER A mmE, ERE MG
R, AR IEARE R, N SE A SE M A
X, BRI YRR ] LMS AL, it B
T FUFE b i T LABE ), (02 550 R I RE AR 25 1 (A
N =500),

423 TEYRIRAENBITHRERNEITRE

A Syt e, A H A AT 500 DA
0922 B bR T bR E2E GRS SDE K
PR i FLAE, 28 B AN A bR v 15 i AR X i 25 55 T
TH G ARER A GE A SE) W2k FAE)E {E
PR DAELAE, AHX 22 (48 XHED)FE 10% AP 1T L4z
%% (Hoogland & Boomsma, 1998), % & FI[ I {38
HHUESEARIERR, X TR IER, bR
Satorra-Bentler 7% i# 17 #F IE (Satorra & Bentler,
1994). Z5HILFE 1~3% 4,

SFy, = 0 WEE., AR &8 IERN Ml
(F 1), FBIESRETE N =100 5 N = 200 BfbrifEiR
FIFXT R 22 Y K TF 10%, 76 N = 500 /T 10%;
LMS  FIICAe 8 UL 3 30k o v 15 198 4 0T i 22 6 Jr
ANIEH/NT 10%; BRT 4 N=500 H ¢, =0.7 i,
F A5 B DU Bk AR e R AR R 22 B R T 10%.

R, B8 BN AR A A T A0 b o 5 A A X i 25 S
LMS Fl BN B/, HAAT LIz, AR AR LAY
FEFEARBE RIS A REHEZ, T Bl A L7845 Fh 2514
T AR A 3 A A

WA &, & AR EDT MR 2), FPTEIrLk
TE/NEARTY, & F1E, AHOCARAGAT, B N =100 58 ¢, =
0 B 5 I, 38 B 0N bRt 5 iy A Xl 25 KT
10%, HAth 4 FHEE/NT 10%; LMS FIG(E B 0t
v b v 15 04 AF R e 22 AE T A IS R 23 s T
10%; BRT7E N = 500 H. ¢, = 0.7 i, {5800t
Wik AR IR B AR X R 22 B KT 10%, Mz, 7EdE

IEARFMT, &R 07k m 28 BR8N AR A T AR
HEGR AR i 22 5 IE SIS TR 2540, BRI LMS 1 BN (1)
BUNHA AT A2, TR bRk i AEFEAR BRI A
RE45Z, 1 BIEEAS EAEARN SR T AR R S Al 1 o

HE 7, =02 WIEIE GG &, & IEAS AR
(& 3), DUFPJ5 ¥ 38 B0 b HE 15 14 AH X i 25 5

7; =0 BF BTl AR

WA &6 RFIER DT EE 4), FBHRIRE
FEN=100 H ¢, =0f}, N=200 H (g, =0.350.7)
AF, PAK N = 500 58 550 A v 15 A8 A X i 22 /0
F 10%, FEHABEE KT 10%; LMS FIJG{5 B 0l
vk 16 TG 55 T8 b 1 158 04 AR X i 22 389 530 B8/ T
10%; A5 BN HETELE N = 200 H ¢, = 0.7 i},
DL N = 500 B 28 BAQN br v 4 AR 6 i 22 /N T
10%, 7EHAWERIELESRT 10%. B2, 7EdEIE
BT, 205 125 38 B35 R AR E AR AL T A bR o
WRIYHIX R ZE, LMS Fl BN 598/ BL# AT LL3EAZ,
Te B bR AN BI I TEREA S KIN A BB 4237 .
424 TEHYPNHIEH | RERRNFEITRIEN

FRSE L O S AN NG AL D Ol 7R3t A <X fua MR 9 3
45 L 5556 A Ak T ARG 56 245 TR 1 24 A ) AR
JIT LA FH S 82 X bR EAR A T ARG o A g T 28
FERRIE RN (XHEIE y; = 0) B, F5iH
a4 E RS, HAH S T7E 0.05 K°F | 500 MFEA
R AR L], T 2 RFANT 0.075 T4z
Z B FRE(Bradley, 1978; Wu et al., 2013), 4559 L3
1 i 2,

WA &, & IER TR (R 1), RBHRIRIETE
BB 1 2R R 8 sk T 0.075; LMS
TE N = 100 B A 3 FPAHCAAE TS, DA N =200 H
d, = OWFIE = T 0.075, 7 HAD 5 FIEIEALT 0.075;
BRTHE N=200 H ¢, =00, Jof5 8 0k 1
FEEBRILT 0.075; A5 B W Wik A fr A 1%



5511 sy

i

=&

A WA S AN R EA A T D7 TR HOBS B SR

101

T 1 B R EET 0.075, E2Z, LMS fE2 %
TN ARSI T RERAR, AR AR A]
DAZ, HA ey 1T 2RS0T Dz, Hdh A
52 DU vk i A1

WA &, & ARIERS TR 2), FBIGIRIL
TEFTA I 1 28455 3T 0.075; LMS 7E N =
200 H ¢, =0.3BHET 0.075, HAth 8 FiE I8 T
0.075; Jofs B UL MrAE N=100 H(g, =01 0.3)
BHIET 0.075, HiAth 7 A& EIm T 0.075; A1FE
DB 7E N = 100 19 3 FPAIE 404 F, N =200 H.
(d, =080}, LI N=500H ¢, =0HHET 0.075,
Hfts 3 FEE R T 0.075. 8.2, BT RBIFEIrEAE,
A TT VLY 1 SRS DR 38 ) T HE /M AR 5 28 B IR
IEASTEARTEH (& E, FSE /NI AT L7

SR G TR T BB X IR 3 =
0.2)iF, IEAEL SR, HAE%E T7E 0.05 /K
= 500 ANFEA IE B M AR 48 R Y e ], L3R 3 A
4G R BRI 1ERGE, 8 H A R T 80%.

WS &, & IERMAIT(FE 3), RAEIRIETE
N =100 5% 200 BF 4t 145 56 1% T 0.8, N = 500 A4
TG e T 0.8; LMS A UL -3k
1E N =500 1Y 3 BRI SC A5 . F1 N =200 H ¢, =0.7
Bfe T 0.8, JHAth 5 Fh&4F ML T 0.8, A S It
WL TE A 0 F Y EEEsE T 0.8, 82, S8 HAL
JNF (ARG 565 ) e B i i IR, T BRI RR AR
A BECRUEAS B8 18 T 80%; BI AU U J1 f i, R
FEARZE /LN 100, A NFEAIKEER /75 LMS Fil BN 1)
K46 1 F LR WiR ik 2 10,

WAL &, & IFIESM T (R 4), ST
(25 B 5 1E A A SIS R o BT 7 ik St
K 1 HRBE R A AR I T 4R 5, B % 58 5
AR IS 1™ B RS ( &0 &, AR ) 28 KM 2 R o

5 i

MBI A8 BRI, 38R AR EAR AL TR
AN, IR EZ5(2008, L Wen et al., 2010)
S5 T WA R A EARUNAR AR AR A T, JFUER] T
HREAAE AW R R T MR AR A
[ 534 . AHR KNI RIFEAR S 8 2550 T, s
PRk (LMS FRG A DL 330 45 21 7 7 A8 1 28 B3R
MU PR AR A TH R I
51 HEHMARER

35 LT ORI 7 A9 20 10 18 A2 1 28 BRI b
HEALA T B s 45 2R, JOF 5 I in il T r A R4k
Tk s s R R BB, XI4L =, 2020, pp. 202—
203) i FE—ite, Jr{EE H R,

LMS FIR Al DL 8y (4365 > ff Lb 9 7 45 Fh 4%
PR HRSE TR E O 100%., e FFE bR vE 03 24 1
L 081 i 25 A A 75 a8 A A T A R G 1R 39 KT 1
K, FE/MEAR(N = 100)H] 5 2 i F B AIG; (HAER
FEARBF(N = 500)i8 M HL G420 100%. X 5H1A
RO 25 2SI (U Cham et al., 2012),

TEAMAE TS 1 R RS A0 I, SR AR A 12 A
LMS 152 5 38 BN 4G 20 HEAR AL THTEAG T D
25 bR IR ZE . 1 RERRBR MGG R ) By R
5JF 4G H9(Cham et al., 2012; Jackman et al.,

&5 FRIEARE. LMSHRMH AR EBMATRE SiREL AT EREER
Bl o bR AEAL A
B KLy L KLY s L
TR bk KK A% ReRURhE R
MR B NKHE W — WEEE N AR WEE WEE T
W% gEEA O NKWEE REmA - - NKWUEZ S8 AR AR I T e
e EA NKATHE W — WEE N AR T
BRE REA O NAWEZ ARk - - NKWUEE AEE WEE N KR
e EE HE W - amz NKUHE wHE W
HE s A G - - AEE i ¥ ﬁ;g%ﬁﬁggﬁ
OS] EAARES N KTBE B - - NKUEZ g B "
. A A N
i LB T Mplus 22, 474 L8
i T, s (Mplus 8.2 1 1} 4)
SENY Mplus 7

TE: —FR iz AT R B R4S T A BT
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2011; Kelava et al., 2011; Marsh et al., 2004; 15 & E,
XLz, 202002600, HARRGL, XF TR BIEAREL,
A8 H AN AL T 22 7E RAEAS S 7] DL Z W, Satorra-
Bentler {24t 1F AR 2 19 4 22 76 AR A I AT DA
ez, | RERBEMA ML 2, BRI
K 1 OB, ABAERAEA I 5 T 80% . % T LMS,
SEH SO B i 22 R4S B 2 F S AT 20, bRt
BRI 2= 32, HAETH A DL EAEAR WV = 200 B
DA E I A Tl 22 FBR V15 i 2 T T35 He HA D7 125
/o LMS B9 T 28R R A e, et i
B TR B R bRk

ToAes A5 B, DUk A5 3] 1Y 28 580046 2
P T AR A T 04 Dl 22 R0 M 15 0 22 76 25 B 25 18 T B
Az, T REIRFILPET 32, SaiHRs iy
2 I B A A 25 0 1 R A1 A Vs A2 S R DG4 K i A
iR, AERAEAR SR AR O AR T 80% . IR B SG
B A BT, DU A 2] 59 28 AN A A Ak
T 22 (E A M 2 R AT 352, HLAE/IVREAI [
EH A7 ¥R B BN (AR AR A — 2O = Al AR
R, A OFEIRSE, SIS EU T SE bRk 3l
Al HIIE /N, T 2R GETHAG 20 ) TE &M A%
PEF#E AT ESZ, H AR T B R BT

i AT 58 & BEAT SB35 B Y DL 3 vk 5
T SRR MER . Holtmann %5(2016) & Bl & IE
BERAT IR SR B 2 m A S EbriER, Hot
K BBGR, PRUEDRA 22O, (H Lee 5£(2007)
R BLIEARTE Je 30 15 B HR B e 50 15 B AT LI TE o
WA T AR R, X AT RESE  TAEAA TR BIF 5 rhX)
Fe oA i i 7 24 AR BOE .

TEAMAE VG B AR IEAS AT I, AR AR
LMS HHE bR ARG el T 22 . Fn iR g 22 |
I SRS TGS T RIS )5 A A1 (Cham
et al., 2012; Kelava & Nagengast, 2012; Marsh et al.,
2004; L, XLz, 20203, FBUHE IR
Xof A2 H GO B AL TG 22 A R REAS I T LA 32, HLLE
HAM 7RG AR A Al O 22 75 RPEA A
WA G T LI AZ ;| 2R IR BTE T A 15
Bynr 4z, HAE RFEA BI85 e m AH OGN FE
M5 A, GETt R I FE A I & T 80%. 1M1
LMS X 52 B RN HY Ak i 22 78 S0 AR A2 B AN AH G
(o = O)FA T LUBESZ, 75 @5 A S A i O 22 7
Ko LMS 1Y T JEEDRARIL-F- AR v, AN HLSE T4
5 W R . ER TR, LMS A 22 724
A VB A T B R DGR 2 RE AR A Y R

G, 5 Marsh 45 (2004) % 55 —Fh oA 53 47 7 2%
QML [ % Bl —%% . Cham Z£(2012)th & ¥l LMS 7E3E
IEBE IR R 2 . 5SS BT A B2,
Cham 55(2012) iy T 1] 77 e J8 01 i J32 B g (9 9 1E
B, LMS BRI A SCHYIE 22 CE AR Fa ),
T ARG AR AL RAEA SR T RIMIRFSAE

P DL 87 325 X6 58 EL A0 () A Tl 22 78 A AR
WS AHCARMEIS (g, = OA AT RIESZ, /MEAH
S A T AR e AH AR ARG ESE 79 b DL it 7 35 %) i 1 O 2
HREL/IN, MAE = AR DG B A T 22 1R = o JEfE B
S B AR R 25 T DA 32, (EA (R S DLk
TEFEA RIS AT 232 . PIRD DLtk iy 1 8RS58
HNGE TG 55 ) AR BE A AR 552 BI04 3F E 285 ™ 5
FRRE (&S, ARGy, I 1E 2P B ™ )1 DR iy 4
= o

SR, AT A B BT S B A HL UM )
FruEAbitist 5 b At i R AR R 260, Ud B 4%
fli T J7 2 A T 20 2 Xy 2 B SRR HE A Al T ik
el G
52 NMHETEMRI

o T DUk 255 1 Se s s B S I, w
INNFE/NVEEART BB L #(Gelman et al., 2014; Lee
& Song, 2004; Lee et al., 2007; Muthén & Asparouhov,
2012), (HAEWAZ 58 BN AR TH 7 T, Xof DU i
AIBIF AR HoA 7 vk e /b, JUHURTE 1 BUAS A
Ky gy, JLFREEHLE 5).

AT R, DR MEARTEIE I A —E
Fb LMS ioflitiEaf, ol s B Itk e 2
BFIE I LMS B8 22 HA AT HER Y e e (5 R
Je, VUM A R B —E i, EA (5 R Dt
Wik o AR iR o1 5 il Smid 45(2020) 194518
—F. fEISERE R, WMk RS B E
0w 22, HOBORRIUARAL T 22, U {5 B e
if, DU A SR VAR I B R R

LR AE BHER Y, Se oA i Tr ZE U, Al
THE5 SR AEf, K )5 (d UL Fang et al., 2019;
Miogevié et al., 2017). {HA5 15 B 1 S K5 B A HER,
s oA I Ty 2 U, AT A RN HER, HA Y
FEARZS ORI, A REVRAME IR 19 e 5015 2 R 1Y
[A] 5 (Fang et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2007)., 1E 3 b W
girh, W LA TR BB SO0/ S A 3 1A 56
SHVE SERAE B o A XSS HUE R A K,
AT AR e 03 A BOE BUNRS BE, BNy 2 KT 1
(Fang et al., 2019; Mio&evi¢ et al., 2017), i 245 Mk
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PARSH S5 BT, AT LLE e fdt Ay s an
FeARIEIRIE (LMS R YA 42 B RO BRI HEA Al 1,
FERE T3 3 p Al TRk B3 B S5 o A .

HA g & 19— fb 5 A B, DUt ik 7e R RS
T2 (L5 A A A 1 AT D) A AR A1 (Gelman et al.,
2014; Kelava et al., 2008; Kelava & Nagengast,
2012), HIEATHILREW, AR ERCTHESME
WA RMHOME T, Wk seh R i
TEAME RS B RS H S A OGS, AR DUk e ofe
BB PR E R INELE, B LMS A HIF T
MAEAMER AR AR RS A, Wik LMS
(R A2 FL AR Al THER AT AR & A i 22, 17T I I Sfe AR
TEPR LR IS LB . AL S H 7E AR IE S P
fliTH 2540 Ty FEASE Y I, AL R D1 v 30 32 O A R
(Jia, 2016; Lee & Song, 2004),

WA iR xatas Ry AL L P 1T | N S N o
W E? Bk A SN R R R e A
JUEARIEDS o P O T AR S AR AR AR 2E MR 2E,
WURAE BRI R, AR 2R B 7 AR R RS,
JRZINER o YR B S W72 B 22 (] A DG KD,
o BER, TP & &, AR IEASPER™ 5
53 ZENAMREREIRL

TR BRSO AN, R LMS AT
A H RN, X 38 H AU KR ER B AR
KEEAET A HERS, 17 HLAE/NEAS B AR 0 v A G
TIEMIRRIRLF, (HE/NGE T E55R, WG4
B ROV B AR AT . AR BEARAT LU RCHER 1Y S A
B AT DL AR A DLk, R AR/ MR
B, itz B dm . T RERRT LI,
(SR A e A=Y Ny A S PN S N TSR i MR S U AR E ey
BT, TEAesefE B DLk 5 LMS Al E T
B BRI IBE . TR PR IETE A I X 22 5.
RO By bR ER A T T 45652, (HGETHAG 50 ) 458
I, XTI A 35 1 45 R A S

TEAZ AR IE AT, IO Ry e iR
fEbnik, [HFEARSRER, BIFA/NT 500(HI 32 5.
RONAG T 25 RARMEDR I 22 . Geit ke S 1 2845
BRAH AT H5Z) A AR IS fE Z () AR ARAIR (AT LA
38 o B UE M R - 3 Al TR B, /IMEEAS B AT LA
FIEMHICAR Bk, SRR AR a2

EAR TR, 2R LMS #1012k,
HZAE R T 2K i R AR MEAL %, Mplus 8.2 5L
JRAS 59 2 B3 A A2 LA AR S bR EAL Al Tt H
ANRAL T TC AR AT 1, B2 575 3 J5L4h i

FE H bR AR SR ARSI RS, EA
e IR s 45 38) (32 5 A B B el i ) o
54 RBRMEE

B\, RN, AT ir g
A, AP R A Th A /DR g . Marsh 55
(2004) Y BIF 5T 45 R W G Aif K/ NS Ak 5 1% HEAE Y
UM/ TEFRARECNSE I, Wu S5(2013)0F58 1 3f
BUEIREE S LMS 15 21 /i AR 1t 238 BN Al 19
R, GACEEIRE, BEXHE LShr et N
kRIS LMS Fikp) et 75 it —
AT

HK, TERBFHLT, BEFEAS 25 5 3G K DLt §i7
Al 22 e 3G K5 TR, X B0 G A HAh % DL - $B7
S5 R 7 BRI A 1 bl A 2L A9 & B (Holtmann
et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2007; van Erp et al., 2018;
Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009). % T4 55 B EE,
X ] RS Y AR B 5 AR AR 0 IS 5 3 A1 Y B
FHEAEPUR AR . YRR ARG, HER S
w R AT LA B Al T IS B A, AR A A AR R,
FEARE BYEFITE K(Lee et al., 2007), BEEREAZ
I /NER, el E BVE IS, MRS =
BRI AER, X I 0 SE T T BE B AT
RAEAHR T 2, Tee g fm B DU Al it iy 30 7
BRI BLL, AT ReR I DUt B AE R A 28 A e B
flitt R E A R, 33 07 T 75 2 IR A RIS

AR, BFFERE PR T — S5 i I X v AR
A& H A5 AR T I A AN ] [ A AR TR B AR RIAE SR T
A5 A DAl T (Kelava & Nagengast, 2012)
B RASRAL T (Kelava et al., 2014)50frdE e 1)
AR IR, Z5 R X S AR R ESEIE N A
BN 2E, {HEL LMS ()5 Z% 1 5 (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2021), 2 G EERE T 2S5 B0 h)
Bl(Kelava & Nagengast, 2012), Brandt 55(2018)42 i}
T DI Lasso J Al L& 24 28 AW Al Ik
RV R Aytiirk 25(2020)(# ] LMS 43#rdG b5 A
E AR S (19 0 A8 e A8 BN A A | 33k B A A
SEARE AR ASE B B B 4 2 e 2 A I A A5 2 A
bRt ATt .
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Standardized estimates for latent interaction effects:
Method comparison and selection strategy

WEN Zhonglin, OUYANG Jinying, FANG Junyan

(School of Psychology & Center for Studies of Psychological Application, South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510631, China)

Abstract
Analyzing the interaction effect of latent variables has become an important topic in both theoretical and
empirical studies. Standardized estimation plays an important role in model interpretation and effect comparison.
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Although Wen et al. (2010) has formulated the appropriate standardized estimation for the latent interaction
effects, there is no popular commercial software that provides the appropriate standardized estimation before the
launch of Mplus 8.2 in 2019.

Previous comparisons of methods for estimating latent interaction were based on the original estimation. In
this study, through a simulation experiment, the appropriate standardized estimation of latent interaction effects
is obtained respectively by four methods: the product indicator (PI) approach, Latent Moderated Structural
Equations (LMS), Bayesian method without prior information (BN), and Bayesian method with prior
information (BI). Then these estimations are compared in terms of the bias of estimation, the bias of standard

error, type 1 error rate and statistical power.

The true model in the simulation is based on the structural equation 7 =0.4& +0.45, + 7366, +¢§  where
the latent variables 7, &, & each had three indicators with a standardized factor loading of 0.7. Experiment
factors include the distribution of two exogenous latent variables (normal, non-normal), correlation ¢,
between two exogenous latent variables (0, 0.3 and 0.7), interaction effect y; (0, 0.2), sample size N (100, 200,

and 500) and estimation method (PI, LMS, BN, BI).

There are five main findings. (1) the proportion of proper solution of LMS and the two Bayesian methods
were close to 100% in all treatments, while PI was almost fully proper when N = 500. (2) Under the normal
condition, the bias of standardized estimation of latent interaction obtained by LMS, BI and BN was ignorable,
and PI was acceptable when N = 500. Under the non-normal condition, the bias of LMS and Bayesian methods
inflated seriously with increasing correlation of two exogenous latent variables, but PI was still acceptable when
N = 500. (3) Under both distribution conditions, the bias of standard error of standardized estimation of latent
interaction obtained by LMS and BN was small and acceptable, while PI was acceptable when N = 500, and BI
tended to overestimate the standard error. (4) Under normal conditions, the type I error rates of LMS were
acceptable only when the sample size was large, while the other methods were acceptable in all conditions.
Under the non-normal condition, the type I error rates of PI were still acceptable, while the other methods were
acceptable only when the sample size was small or the correlation between two exogenous latent variables was
low. (5) The statistical power of latent interaction obtained by PI was lower than that by any other method, and a
large sample size (e.g., N = 500) was required to ensure the PI with statistical power over 80%; LMS and BN
had higher statistical power, while BI had the highest one in all conditions.

For the latent interaction, the results of comparing different methods in standardized estimation are quite
similar to those in the original estimation. Under the normal condition, it is recommended to use LMS to
estimate the interaction effect of latent variables, with the caution of Type I error rate and effect size for
inference. If accurate prior information can be obtained, Bayesian method is preferred, especially in the case of a
small sample. When the variables are not normally distributed, the unconstrained product indicator approach is
recommended, which is more robust than the other methods, but the sample size should be large enough (N =
500 or above). If the correlation between exogenous latent variables is low (it can be estimated and tested by
confirmatory factor analysis), Bayesian method without prior information can be considered for small samples.
Key words latent variable, interaction effect, product indicator, Latent Moderated Structural Equations, Bayesian

estimation, standardized estimation





