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2017)3% A 22 FFY AfE a7
Aol AFHAY. Y] HF A 'aHA
ﬂfv‘}@l NZE A5
2472 AW, &3]
Z Yt . thEH o=
Maydeu-Olivares(2017) & Maydeu-Olivares®} Shi

F2AE(Gomer et al.,

BN
2 3=

S @zﬂ.—g—

Q017= AEA FHI7] 49 SRMRO
R SRMRS E3] Zo FROA A543}
I AL UelH, o] wel Bl tigk &

Z=Ax]¢1 SRMR (unbiased SRMR)S A

B

o] SRMRE AART ¥e& FF9| A
S UERJATKShi, Maydeu-Olivares, & DiStefano,
2018). 0|9} L EAE A3t st
Maydeu-Olivares(2017)= AEE 3slollA A9
E SRMR,% ol 43 Hgwel a3

g HAY e ABA AYAAL =S

(©)]

t

10)

SRMR,<
AL A7t 44 A7 RMSEAE %éﬁ d
Fro o A3t A (Maydeu-Olivares,
Shi, 2018)7F  AAFell e,
SRMR,°| A%z 737 4% Jg

& Rosseel,

W A MR $EE ASY bl &
olE 3l 3§, Asparouhov®} Muthén(2018)

SRMR, ©] Mplusoll A AZ3= SRMRT T
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SRMR,? SRMR©| =% SRMRO| U
FAANR ASHE A¥E anmr] A5
H, Gomer (20199 ed& 7 He ko] 3
& ZolE FZ3F ghS UehflE Cohend)
d(Cohen, 1988)2] 7WdS& nlgtoZ Aot
g5 'angr] Agolth & AAY FF
wet thFet FElR AojEEd, o sk
SUREE 1149 HeolA de ofget 2k

S9N EIX, - XI5, |3 EIX, - X,|H,
= 27 Qs 47k stelAe) B 3
79| Aol Yehith TR A
BEHog o7 F2E W21 ™

2 YEe ol galy] wRe T

L

O

d|

Hoxo
© e N

fe |o
o
4 of

3) Gomer 5(2019)2 dF AFA €& ‘YAE 9]
ofd <o} Udupyl ‘P E WAL

EASA eront, 1
ol zolg Yelle £y 52 Ty s ©l
&3t dd Hde tlE & Aok 7,5
olgste] 4 128 TaAAe W o
A HE3 Je= ol ZTHGomer et al,
2019).

. E[TML‘ 1}_E[TUL|[{0] 12

1
— (13)

€

€T Gomer 5(2019)°] 49| NdE& HEoRE
AjFe Tk a#ar] A vked TP &
23719 93 AA o5 A 2y
A5 7k 2ol AUE gAste AR g

—\1/2
E:( Ty — Ton ) (14)

AelA T, 5 HEENGE o g3 24
= T mg] Zroll 93 chYuan & Marshall,
2004). ¥ 12 MF4 A= a3a7] Aot
NEE A= 57437 Ao Bye F
A, 283 7 AF7E mE2 Qe REE
oz AAst ek A ke &
ZaaReHE A% B ASe F
A& RMSEA, SRMR, 181 CAE A%
stH, tiREe] AFAEL Y ATE Tl
cRlF Hlwsty 2o APEE Brigh

o
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w4 243 By
A — A —df H 4
MSEA = - -
M df(n—1) RMSEA \/df(n—l) \/df(n—l) VEE
p_ i ~ 112
112 ZE{(SU*O’M)/(S”S]J)Q} -
2t SRMR= | -—'—
. EMZ{U —oy)/ (0,0,)° } p(p+1)/2
RMR
plp+1)/2 — . [max(ee—tr(5)0) -
SRMR, =k : = AEE
A=l CFI=1— Max (™ —df; . 0) R
Aw AMaz(Xz”—dfM, > —df y) VEE
— % /
€= BTyl — BT, |Hy) 2 A_( Tvp— T . }
N—1 TN
F. B AAE BExe 24 A¥E aR37] ASFE Zosted ol REE vt
ZholEBRRlE o] &g = A= FA} BEHOE AAS= 7t
Az 1437 314 ol=glRle] V|EHES Hlmale] AL Aol
A B33 A5 ke AE ety o ok
=7 AFE vigo s AgEe] A4z AP= AF9] 7to|milRlE 238t B
Fo8E Frlshe HAHAM AFAE Ttol= StelA AREEE titkre] #FHQ] TholE
RIS Bl AFPEY FES AE5HoR 3 A9 VIEHE BYshe AAdl= AKAEH
AaoF gt} ol &, 7lol=ElRle] AASE  dojAe] wrYHETh tiEAQ ARar] A
71Ee] Aol £3 Yol uigh Ald  d(Cohen, 1988)] A, F8H 4t S
/I Aol ofd, &M AelA9 siMe AT stelz=ale wet d= 500 3 AR
A3t AEZE ARgHo o T 941315&"/}. o] a%371E b}EME}i )Mt olnf F

Mot

=]

2t37| Xl 7tojE2tele] £

NEgke) A5 9944
Agze) adas)s 287 AR 7 Aol
Ul 242 gouH, mgo) o

YA ol 1 £ES W APA

N

AH dFtol 49 Fo 480l A A9

£} At sw»s}% ASE Qv =Y

B 1144 olM e a F 2H-Y 3 Aol
Fe A5HCE Yele AFolH, S0l
= JIEH2 ot].«] o=z AAH zlo]7] W&
o]t} RMSEAZ o] &3 ZA} Ad AA 9| A

o guHo T ALEE 7]2e o50]T) 131
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of mel 71E#S WY 4 UTKChen et al,
2008).

Uo}7} RMSEA, SRMR, CFI9} 7+ T2
¢l At ZH3r] (559 stojzeglo]
AAEHE 712 AT, R dA4T
g7 A4L& T3 =&H Zo] ohd AFA
o oUW AFL Jwoz AXNH ol WG
SHo}. Browne®} Cudeck(1993)2 ThFsE 39
RMSEAS FAT A3} 05 olste] gho] Y&

Y2 AR} 438 2 Ao By}

g 4 0SS AeHIT) Bentler?} Bonett(1980)
< TLUE HIRZ o8 FERALE AFEe
z7] FHE AjletH, ERIE9 AEs viw
o7 900lgh= 7IEgkS AASAT FaE
TLIS| 7% B A% AFEA 2NEHAE
o, AZE Ao Jleludl JA et
< HgoE Fojd oA 7]

e
i
oft
rJ

dojor HAH 7|E9 BF FAA
7|gko] EZsith= SAE 2t Q7] WE
o|(McDonald and Marsh, 1990; Marsh & Balla,
1994; Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 2005), 1980~
1990t 8] T ATFES AlEH oS ©]
&3] Tholegiele AAstaA AlEsith
A A= Ag B7F HgA A F
AFACR AREHIL 9l Hu®t Benter(1999)
= ZAE AAH 2 (misspecified model)S ©]-&
& AEdelds Fall rlel=gle A
Atk FAHORE TL, CFE 95 olA4Y o,
RMSEAE 06, SRMR .08 ©]3td w] 2% <

% 2 A% 449 v3g /746A ot
ggo] YolAE B0l AnE nusly

o 2y §7 slolzelgl 94 BE 2y
o A& 7Hsd 59H 71Eele & = §
o gy o AlEgold A7 A9 EF
20& Ad By olgsy] ol BE =
Aol thste] dwrste oz AMgEE] of

d

#H7] w&Eo|tHKline, 2016; Sivo, Fan, Wittal, &
Willse, 2006). A7A9] 2&o] Hu®l Bentler
(1999)¢] AlEdoldolA AHEE RE 3 2ol
7} 245 A solEale AAET F8
Ao gobd sl ick

oloh e WA BT iR o
TAEo] HE HuE3(Y, Browne & Cudeck,
1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016)°|4] |
32 AUE A5 solselle AU 7
Hoz g olfe olme Wk ol
ko] shpel ez Aol Qow BE
71e] © fo|dl7] uwj&Eo|thMarsh, Hau, &
Wen, 2004). 2E 2o tiste] FdshAl
25E 7)o e A4 APAL AgEs
Brke o A g ojud 547 27
< Z1 JeA a9 Zavt gl Aotk
a8y 239 FRet dHglol BE 4
&2 F de 9 s AL EAT F
O H(Fan et al, 1999), Hu®} Bentler(1999)5
EA7E o2 AFAE ThelmEile dAsH
A7l BFRT= ©ed] Mol =5o] 2
T e el ddr AE As Axst

A THLai & Green, 2016).

o

2y 249 & 7Ee =4

AYGe a3437] A9 rtolEgilS
del AL 7hedt Al AEHOE ARG
g T gle E OE ofe B39 =4dd
uet A7) Ag FAA o HaFo] 44
4 917] wZolt}. CFI, RMSEA, SRMRE * 3}

fd

=%
.
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QA% - Y4y / PEYPY B

2]

i
2o o4 2o

& A BE AgE 53] A
g d5e e 5 e
meh wel g WEE FAAE A
Atk dE S0, ARY mEAVI= A
A%7h wAE WAs AgRos @z
gle g ARE AE By VAAAE
2A FE237)9 FFE A FS Aolge
WS olg 2 E A THBentler & Bonett, 1980;
Joreskog & Sorbom, 1981, 1984). 1#} 3%

Agel Agol BERHL APE A% F4

5
il

ta
ol
b o

o
off

i)

= A AN 224719 9% dete 2
2ol AN EAQ] 27] ARE A

&= GFI(goodness of fit index)?} AGFI(adjusted
goodness of fit index)?] 7§ WA GA TEA
2HE SYHolekn 7HYH O sreskog
& Sorbom, 1984), ©o]& H3PH AlEHolH A
THAnderson & Gerbing, 1984+ F Ao &
22 A Qe xEA77} REFEHA &

1=
oW BT A FRI|Y JPg wom
3)
=

=

2, R8IV} S7HEFE GRS AGFI®

Al FEE AH ok T RRAL F
AF F2 FE APEE Yehiy) 93k

AGFI9] 7hol=glele] 7|EgthTh o

B #oE HAAHo ok o on|gitt
Uo7l Marsh 5(1988)2 x?/df, GFI, AGEI,

NFL, T 55 E33 3071 74&e] 271 A

4
5 A5Ee BRIV tE BFS FAS
Ak, TURe] 4UEOR BRI 57

9lS 3}l th. Marsh®} Balla(1994)= CFI
o} Y3 BEE FH(Goffin, 1993)5H= RNI
(relative noncentrality index; McDonald, 1989)7}
HlwZ FEI7) SHHYS EHs0H,
Fan (19990 TLI, CFI, RMSEA7} At o=
R Q) WSS W] AL

3R o
=
v}
e i
(@)

£

s

j=}

o

©

[

[«

>
lo

FEI7]9 Az Oist] 2¥E FAI}E=
AFAEL RMSEA #S &4
7tel=gRle] oz AAgh

T 9

A Ao \Wad| gk 7] A7}
BEE Ao APHATHE, 29
7)(model size)7} PIA|= Gl H7

oodd] FW7kA FiH o=
A5} THDing, Velicer, & Harlow, 1995).
2 QRIEA BFoA HA AZHT A
29 g AmMEY A% B ARE SO
Z A O|(Shi, Lee, & Terry, 2017)H+= E& 7]
o] axdh, 53 AAY I x| wEA
NelA Byl A7 ZAREE 7,00 4
Hoz AP 15 07/t FNE VA
2] o) &+t Herzog, Boomsma, & Reinecke, 2007).
Ty o ko] Agte) wet 77,5 o] &3
FAHE TL, CFl, RMSEAIE ®& =77}
&S A cH, FAHCE AL A
(cll, 200 olshe] =z ofFelA AFEWF]

J

2
1]
0 rr Uk

2
Mzt S7redes SntaAl Ad 2ol
T Bysta U CFE 4 ¥8 AEs

£, RMSEAE BRI E F$2 APEE HAEH
(Kenny & McCoach, 2003). ©|HH EF =7
gz2A #sde olfF F oshuie
RMSEA7} TLIY CFI$} TEA] F4 314 o A
233 A5 3P AolE YEE -df E
df 2 Uro57] wZeltt. oje} e 3
& 2¥o B i #AdEE Fodt=
tl, dutzo g Az Aavt S

AFEE A bkl whEkShi, Lee, &

x7e]

Ju
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Terry, 2017) RMSEAE 2+ & YehiA ©

o
o, WE AFES 24T FF RMSIAL
Arow ngsHel $A WS AR g
W7 wio] 7]&S RMSEA 7hol=Egl(e,
Browne & Cudeck, 1993)0] I}E3}A] A3 7|
o] H 4 ATHKenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach,
2015). °]¢} g2 AFEAFAES B¥ 2719
T2 s AYE Age] Bl PAT
A ATAE QAR Tjol =l T
24E @he VIR AY¥Ee adnAlE
3| Q7 Qd-S(Moshagen, 2012)& AJAFSgH
O gopt wA WEHOR ASHI As
7Fol=2l(dl, Hu & Bencler, 1999)& THE

Arﬂ

of

N
B
Ho
N
g
—_>‘4-',
>
i,
R
)
w
rlo

Hoh I8y AAlz 2E3 df 7F dadl
w2} SRMRE &7 7+4~3}A LK(Taasoobshirazi
& Wang, 2016), 22 FE 7|94 SRMRO]
24 9o AREE Urhls Agel AR
Mol A7t S7Hgl wet 85 A
+(Ximénez, Maydeu-Olivares, Shi, & Revuelta,
2022) 59 AFAAEES FASIAE
SRMR A B 7)o JFORTH AFF

A 9ee & % Aok
NPT Z1A7| X0 SEH o

a3h37) Flol=Eele] gHhE oA
AYE Ea) AFEY HHE AF 7

w727 A4
== AYr, & 2= o] 7hedH dA =¥ 4
FEo| Bid 7 tiFHoR AREHI 9
£ 71ERES ANS 9o

A aNI7) A5 ARE dSHow

el Aol melth olBWA HHE =
== A4 A3 29 ER=ar] Age
Aste] a|4jel A%4o] Bgslolo} BTk <
A vl AT Aol A=
I olEMAHCRE sdF1 Qe
(Gomer et al., 2019; Lai & Green, 2016), 71 T
EA2 92 F Sk shol=ekle A A
Aeke B AN F1Zgko] A8 TP
23 3= A4 71 Tx AugowA
A7 Ezoltt. A& 50, 4= AFE
A Solerele A4 Bl ASH Y
1= Browne¥ Cudeck(1993)] HGHRMSEA
< .05 % Hu9} Bentler(1999)2] ATHCFL> .95,
RMSEA< .06, SRMR< .08)2] 7%, BF 7]&%k
& AN FHeIA Ak A5 B4 3
oY Ex ol T 7S AT
o0, =4 Agsel U 9h A7E U
3t Schermelleh-Engel 5(2003) % Hooper %
(2008) YA w7} Z RMSEA< .100] 243k
APES Uit ol&H4 71&S AXst
e, o)sh Be sjol=RIE o] ge) =

=
S A A(marginally) B4R FEele=
RYL Bed R RO S 4T

o] Whg 4= itk 12t} RMSEAS] 7hol=
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0

B2 ENOZ ALY AUs Mo 21

b
rot
oN
4
0R
~
-1
M
0%
ox

7hol =]l
A3k w320) A% 247
7%k 34 =4
.10 good fit
.05 very good fit Steiger(1989)
o < 2 01 outstanding fit
RMSEA :\/ A :\/ X —df
df(n—1) df(n—1) 06 good fit Hu9} Bentler(1999)
.08 reasonable model
Browne3} Cudeck(1993)
.05 close fit
e .08 good fit Hu2} Bentler(1999)
ool d
_ 2
o ;E s; U 8“8 jj) .10 acceptable fit Schermelleh-Engel =
SRMR= |
plp+1)/2 05 good fit (2003)
Ep— 5) 0) 10X B9 acceptable fit
SRMR, = /{1\/ faxiee =) — Shi 5(2018)
t 05 % R? close fit
90 90 clshe] =FE Bentler2} Bonett(1980)
. Wy @e entler onettl
2
CEr—1— faz (X" —dfy , 0) 95 good fit Hu$} Bentler(1999)
2 2
M M—df. s x N —
az (x @far s X af) 95 acceptable fit Schermelleh-Engel 5
.97 good fit (2003)
.82 large effect size
1/2
g:( Thp— TMZ .60 medium effect size Gomer 5(2019)
N—1
42 small effect size
gRRleAl AABHE 10, .08, 058 22 e 7] AAE AFTSAAT 2" 2= HYY A
o A% Aol @ Mol ANT Bolnl, o] & ojual AARYRE %@ AL o
Be V22 VENYL do] ATREo]l  sh THEAA M) A% Al 2
AP AL VA BEAA TR 29l J1ERE BEAA EIHE Fmargina
G S RATHGD WA AL HE  woo ATH 9B Ueit. EHBge
skA] %t A tig 23] & AFs Uehlie =
a3F7] Age A4S ARFoR osf PO, VAR ARE A9 WA X
ai7) 9ok 09 29 B ] A%A 4 sk e AFE ushle 2Eow a1
of FAIE 7} A5 sroleelF a3 2 & F Utk A= 5|9 Ao wet
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= 27t e

R _ﬁ_ﬂl'3.7| — _ﬁ_ll'5'.7| au37| z5ny
| | | | |
[ [ [ [ [
RMSEA Marginal | .10 08 05
SRMR 10 08 05
CFI 90 95 97
a8 2 M Mo 2ASHH 7|ES UESHA| Rote MY £FEQ MUE X

a9a7] ol AeTE BFo] ARE A A2 A X AFAE ol Aud Ve s
Bl Jes LSS W, AFPEY FF ofSolA HH, ol slol=gle AxH A
o] ¢t At AT E FAE aRa B O E o]oXITHChen et al, 2008; Kenny,
71 ZrolAth 7Y AT EE 2] RMSEA 3E©]  2015; Kline, 2016; Markland, 2007; West et al.,

2, ol Z HA¥=o U oBHF Hr}
Ho= olgfatal  o]ofAA "tk AT AgE AHAT] A
AREE Favh Aok Thel=Eel AAlelA &8 o] &8 AREE HUEtE AL =
‘RMSEA=.102 & &34A7]5 Yepithb . 2 3} A8 39| zpolE RO R s4she 2
st A AAT A AFAe 110l ofugth dRbd o vk a#Ar] A
2= RMSEA 7S 7Hd 2do] 109 & 7 FES ASAM Aoa A7)d i AE Y
A Ry ARge] SHoA Hey dojq gl gr] Al #sHeR AL, T AR,
A goal A4S g vk wlE 54 At F T3 2 FEES 0] 8812 (Cohen,
T §337] Ag7E 718k BEEA BEESE] 1988), Gomer 5(2019)2 AAE o]} e W
of st AAT Zholedidle AXNT BN, Ae ol 8dtd AdE aFHAT] AF & &
AAOl A1ZED SRMR> 089 ¢ Askdth
poor fit® & A 2){Asparouhov&Muthén, 2018}), ‘F2(Good)y', &2 ‘%7 PHadequate)’ I} 2
93719 A&Ae] tE] AU olsty & FAH Fdo] ofd ZL(small), ‘FIHe]
(mediumy’, ‘Hlarge)Z 22 F2 HJrIE 7
4 B=uAuso BFAel g o o]foA= 4 Ae, V& wFH

1Y A, ole & 5343719 7184 105 2012
3 dor. 18y 9 25 viEeE g AYPE a3a7] A57t ol EHH g 3
g 2SS AME o By adarie & AHE T OE dRISEE V|E9 Jol=
aaar)olA He "olA Sle A= okdH, ]ISl rIEgkl d SH“ e 44
10& 2APT A JNARY Foll wlg oA FL HEE(good fir), ‘FEF A=
747ke] 9127 A% ohth (adequate fir)’, E& & 7hed APE

ojg} 2 ALAQ WA A WA (acceprable i) T B EHES o]&st7]
S Jrel=ERle B & k] Aeide Bolth o9 2 s A¥rY
ZrelEeRle] V@S AREY mAAde B 5o HEAE FAHOE HAddte Ao
2 Q¥sk= Zlo] ohd, A#AYY] FES %

Al

_>E.
T

_A.,
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B3] 71EF%k
APE w7 A5
2 53137] 1t A5 5337 2 5937
RMSEA 05 08 10
SRMR 05 08 10
SRMR o
SRMR, 05x R? 10 X R? -
€ 42 .60 82
CFI 97 95 .90
. RMSEA, SRMR, e R0l Wk CAle 449 sld. CFlY 24 A9 A$ & Aesd 29 ¢
WHo Renth F4A9) Yejz nuwr) vie o)t o] %1%
lwsld ¥ AR 7h x}OI% d2 0 A UL 9 68 Zzad G330 A5E A
29 BHoNA Jehith E 3 7 ana 0w s ohdAd wel mie)
7] A7t Q& A A2 2aar], = 84 g Bt gekAr] wEolth

7+ ax=7), & 239712 Jegs JEHS F 4o AAE AFEHeller et al,, 2021,
AAIGE ZholEglRIo g, V|EFE E 20]4  Thomsen & Lessing, 2020; Tyler et al., 2020;
AFE Ty gEAQl slolEklS Eds Yang & McGinley, 2021)2 3% H7} B4
Aotk QoA AFE vl o] & A A FAHE EHAY] AF @ol 1 ES 2
& AAY B AA Aol Wi &%= LSl BESA X A -Hmarginal fie) g
ol ASTE 52 FFY AIEE Yv] =d dis) Z2F o2 FAAQ HUME AAE
s, 2 Ao Aghzo] ek Aol wet  w 2IS FASAG Mg Atglelth o]
2 7Y AEEE 71k B¥ol tiste]  7HEH Thomsen¥} Lessing(2020)2] 73-¢- A%
RMSEA®} SRMR, e 22 ghg, CFlv & 3 Eﬂriﬂ AT #s A A oln] 7tol=
< ol AL AHAVE YEA "ok 2KE FFde 23S viAE As ATl
E 3e ol&std AgRe aHAY] AFE ‘I‘f\l’o‘}%ir% ole} Z& AREL AL Bt
AT A AFAe dA AFE TIEHe HAACA TlolEERlS HjHo® FEs| ok

ad Y BAS AAYH HB HAYE s oW FANY A8HE DY A
o) £EE FHOZ ERHE o] bt & omzm 98< 7Heach

A AFT wpe} o], A= aFHAY]

a3 71ES UEEA X A¥E A9t ?i—’—‘?— o % FHMEA FE Fa U<
(marginal fit)o]] gk 5@7]- 7hedl shde 7189 Trel=ElEe] AlA
14 A4 He 3 AAC d&580] AUE HIEHA
| 5 %] "ot vk AFAE & 33 2ol
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H 4. D20t 7|ES SO Re 20| ofet sl

B7tol ALg

=5 §-~7 7] X = 7k 3 A
27 a2 Ax % NI e
CFI 97 95
Heller 51(2021) RMSEA .07 .06 mixed fit
SRMR .08 .08
CFI 91 95
without
Thomsen¥} Lessing(2020) RMSEA .08 .08
acceptable fit
SRMR .09 .08
TLI .89 .90, .95
Tyler -5(2020) CFI 91 .90, .95 mediocre fit
RMSEA .06 .05, .08
CFI .88-.89 .90, .95
Yang¥} McGinley(2021) RMSEA .08 .06, .08 poor model fit
SRMR .08-.11 .08, .10

F. 84 goe AT} ol BWA J1ES HYoE BAE dokn Bud &3] A5t g

A& deAd EHTr]e] S AANEE

7holEeiRls A 73, CRI=.899] B3

CFI=.909] 28 &5} sd3tA @<s] & &3

3715 YeRY Blsd £29 84S A

d 2go= Hyrid £ 9ok 71E9 o|EH
3

CFI=.899] R¥3} CFI=.909 Eg&
oA A F e 2AE ATdn
vpol7l, Tyler 5(2020) 2 Thomsen} Lessing
C00)8) A Bashl Fhelselele B
A gae 2ol dal oA 1 4Re T
SAG MeE BASE 59 US Ae
o AFes Yotz LT 12y E
2] Ao Folekle BY PS4

we e o

> o rr

B

N

sAY AT E 7o AR AHESe
AL AA-3}A] YtHBagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hu &
Bentler, 1998; Kenny et al, 2015, Marsh &
Balla, 1994; McDonald & Ho, 2002). Hii=
Heller 5(2021) % Yang®} McGinley(2021)2]
A% ool AFE3 A Tel=dele
wEaA ok REe sAdRod, 1
HA A 71w ol 2y AA o EAe,
Heywood case) 5 7 AR AASATH
oJAY ZaEA VE#RES VA Hdke
E3=7] A7t A2EHAE W, g 23]
T84 ki FHE7] s Thol=gt
Aef 71Ewk olefol = HE &dd AV
I 83} ckMarsh & Hau, 1996; Schreiber et al.,
2006). fxol =719 rpol=iele 2
of fg40 tha ArjH szo] o] wE

- 218 -



ol

ol¢} Wiz, AR AYL AFE A&
o2 gMste] BYS Hrishe AHIE o
EAst=d, g ATEY A4S 7IEate] A
EHoldowRE AAH Fholr] 7IEwkelA
HoHtha A T2 AkE 23e 717
A kS A S H(Gerport et al,
2021, Marsh et al., 2004), °|9} ZL& 7|FEL
WA 71%0] ohdl slolZakl AEE A

S HWASFE THWilliams et al., 2021). X
, O A=A AdE Ages 954
o8 AREYl wet 7EHS 2asHA v
a7 Zohs R Y= ol AEst= A
=°] AAF NS H(Johnson et al., 2020; Rau et
al, 2021), 4Jx]o] RMSEA= .1147} RIS+
A= g 29E5S 133 T =S A
3= 59 (Jansen et al, 2021) AFH= EA3}
AUtk 53] CAl =88 ~ .89 Abole] gra uEh
e REYE o5 AH3 Ryor By
sl ATER U EAEAEEWn et al,

2020; Rojas et al, 2020; Rosen et al., 2020;

DAL

d

ol

o o

Thompson & Bergeron, 2020), E3] Rosen 5
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Overall evaluation of structural equation models

and reflection on effect size and continuity

So-Hyun Yoo Su-Young Kim

Department of Psychology, Ewha Womans University

Structural equation model, which is widely used to describe the relationship between latent variables, can
be judged by its goodness of fit. The x* test for statistical significance and the effect size index for
practical significance of model fit use dichotomous and continuous interpretation approach to evaluate the
usefulness of the model, respectively. However, despite the fact that the level of fit is represented on a
continuum for practical significance, the calculated effect size index is interpreted dichotomously by using
the guideline as an absolute standard. The present study discusses the process of assessing the practical
significance of fit in terms of the effect size index and the correct use of guidelines so that researchers
evaluating the fit of a model can interpret the level of fit on a continuum. We begin with a brief
discussion of the importance of assessing statistical significance using * test, and then define the concept
of effect size in the context of structural equation models. We then introduce the different types of
goodness of fit effect size indices and describe the characteristics of the guidelines used to interpret them.
Finally, we provide examples of appropriate guidelines for interpreting calculated effect size index values
on a continuum and discuss examples of incorrect model evaluation when continuity is not reflected, as

well as the correct interpretation of models with marginal fit.

Key words : Structural equation models, interpretation of goodness of fit, effect sizes, comtinuity, use of guidelines.
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