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Abstract

This article discusses the fit indices used for evaluating model fit, focusing on four primary indices X?
statistic, RMSEA, CFl, and SRMRand other. The X? statistic should be as low as possible or close to 0 and should
not be statistically significant at the .05 level. The RMSEA should be less than .05 to indicate good fit, CFl should
be above .90 to .95 for good fit, and SRMR should be below .05 to indicate good fit as well. Additionally, other
indices such as GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI, CFl, and PGFI are considered, each with its own criteria for assessing fit.
Choosing among fit indices should involve considering multiple indices together to ensure a comprehensive

and reliable evaluation of model fit.

Keywords: Structural Equation Model (SEM), Generalized Linear Model (GLM), Latent Variable Analysis (LVA),
Causal Modeling (CM)
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UnAng

uneuiauensUstfiuAdaiidniunmsusaiiurnuneivesuuusiaes Tnefansanduiingn 4 dn Taud
AN 2 statistic, RMSEA, CFI, wae SRMR uazadue deldlunisusziiunnunefivesiuuiiaesedieninewaig A1 X2
statistic avsAnsewilng 0 wavlufided fynisadaiisydu .05, A1 RMSEA A356nTn .05 ilouansminunadiiia,
A1 CFI A2gend .90 B9 .95 Lilauansnumefiin uaze1 SRVMR masndn .05 Litenansnnnunediimauiu uenaini
Safinsfinnsanduiddug wWu GFI, AGFI, NFI, TLI, CFI, way PGFI Fausassuiiinamilunisusaidiuanunefiiunnsn et
madenldfuiifieusufiuarunefvesuuuiiasiasinnsavats q dudisuiu Wielildnisuseduiinsuiiunay
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F’?’lﬁq §le WUUTBDIEUNISITILATIEINS LLUUﬁWa@QL%QLﬁUﬁﬁlﬂ ATAATIEAAILUTURS ﬂﬂiﬁ%’NLLUUﬁ’WanL%Ja’]L%Q

N1 (Introduction)

=

N3UsZIIUANNNDRYRILUUINARY (Model Fit Assessment) Lﬂu%umauﬁﬁﬁzy’tumzmumﬁmeﬁﬂﬁaga‘m‘
Helihilalsiuuuiaesildamnsaedueviemnnisalidoyaldedsiiussansam msidonuuuiiassfivnzaud
anuddglunisianudilanuduiudseningaulsineg waznsdadulaideaindeya (Kline, 2023) Ingiialy
MsUsEumImeAveILUUaRIrUsENaUMIENsATIIAB UANI@RRAd BT TN ayaTid nalslaz A Tinansal
MnLUUTans Fse1aldinadianisadivatsssian Wy MseseiaunsnuauNigiu (Goodness-of-fit) Wag
N93LASIERAUEANAA (Residual Analysis) (Brown, 2015) Iuwm’mﬁazﬁ’]Lauaﬁaﬁmimﬁ%'mwm6‘] 4l
nsUsziflunumedvesuuudtass Insaziiuiivededilafuaudouuasnisininumadnsils iieliannsaidentd
FBansidanumnzauiigalunisussiiuiuuiiassdmiuldlumsidenionisiiasesideya (Hu &Bentler, 1999)
uennifeiinsefunefsdodaresiinsfily uasdoiauouurlunndeniBnsimnzaumudssinnvesdona

waztuneveIn1TI9Y (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003)

[

Fi"lﬂ‘dﬂé']ﬂ%l‘l]ﬂ’igLﬁUﬂ'J']lIW'e]a?JENLL‘U‘UQo']ﬁ'e)\'iLL@ZLﬂm‘ﬁﬂﬂiﬁ%’]'ﬁm’]

ARstEMSUUTEUAINNDRATDILUUTIABY (Choosing among Fit Indices) wagtnuilun1siansaunanvil
d1mSuUszIiuAUNEATE UL dvotdusdniuniTiatsauAnrldmsuUssliuAuNeAIILUUTIaDY
21 Yoo uarsiwaziden feil

1. Provided by the Chi-square (x?) statistic #9193 01911n& 0 urnfiga (Kline, 2023; Byme, 2016)
X statistic foshifitdfyn1eadn sz .05

2. Provided by the Relative X* (X* / df) Good/close fit < 2.00 Mediocre fit 2.00 - 5.00 Poor fit > 5.00

o

(AHNITuRpIAIUIaeY) (Kline, 2023; Byrne, 2016)
3. fUlsInTasvein1ad0laduaediay (Root Mean square Residual: RMR) fiastd1lna 0
Iy Good/close fit <.05 Mediocre fit < .08 Poor fit > .08 #3893 1NANRYTIINVOIIFIABUARYVDUAYUINTTIY

SRMR (Standard Root Mean square Residual: RMR) @ 4t911nd 0 Iay Good/close fit <.05 Mediocre fit < .08
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Poor fit > .08 Ine Standard residual vanaulsiiiu 2.58 @slapaiiinnumenazilan Standard residual faust -2.58 &
+2.58 (MacCallum, 1996; Hope, 2020)

4. APIINTADIUIANLARYAIINABIALARBUATISI@D9UDIN1TUTEUAT (Root Mean Square Error of

'
=]

Approximation : RMSEA) #19138191nn157ien RMSEA TndiAesiu 0 wansiesnamanzanvedluiaadin A1 RMSEA figs
LEnsisruAaAAaeuIINTY Tunsiniuan RMSEA Sinasiiuusiidainn RMSEA #ndn 0.05 Uedidansneddia
vadluaa (good fit) A1 5891313 0.05 4 0.08 dodneensuld (acceptable fit) A15zaring 0.08 §3 0.10 Ysdden1swon
syefutunans (mediocre fit) Aunnndn 0.10 Ystaensnedilalsl (Poor fit) (MacCallum, 1996; Hope, 2020)

5. frflszfumnuaenndas GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) Fasesen GFI Adululéde 0 fa 1 Tnefiganin
wansindanumeduinnin lusfnd1 GFI fiunnndn .90 f931# (Good/close fit) tnidslugadeunliudsinnsly .95
AswmwRedaiunefdug dwalinisld GR fanufeuanas (Hair et al, 2019, p. 637) GFI {uAuNEIE7Y
Tughausne fevaswadafivnzaudadnnulrensinsgisuuiiaesdidawediegates

6. fuilsyiuninuaenndesfiuiuniugda (Adjust Goodness-of Fit Index: AGFI) Lneudiie Poor fit < .90
Mediocre fit .90 - .95 Good/close fit > .95 (Hair et al., 2019)

7. dilTannaduun@ (Normed Fit Index: NFI) tneusidie Poor fit < .90Mediocre fit .90 - .95Good/close
fit > .95 (Hair et al., 2019)

8. nvilinsyaumnuasnrassUsuiisuresinines wla/aviiinauldiduunid (Tucker-Lewis index:
TLI/Non-Normed Fit Index: NNFI) fnfifiansaindie Poor fit: < 85Mediocre fit A1eg5zning .85 - .90 Acceptable fit
A1eg5EMiNe 90 - .94 Very Good fit A1eg5ening .95 - .99 Outstanding fit > .99 (deandeineslnnisy soniBey)
(Little, 2024, p. 149)

9. yilinszAunuaennneuUIsuligu (Comparative Fit Index: CFI) Poor fit: < .85Mediocre fit Aeg
581314 .85 - .90 Acceptable fitA19¢581314 .90 - .94 Very Good fitA1985¥ %314 .95 - .99 Outstanding fit > .99
(@onpdesaendlnnuiu sonBey) (Little, 2024)

10. A1vuInde8193ng A (Critical N: CN) sanefis $auaudegeiidndunenisiiasigsd SEM (Structural

'
d

Equation Modeling) iislilanaansidodiold lnssinagldiioUszifiunuiiofinvssnisitasiziazn1sininu
Hadws fuUsena Tuwuuinass SEM annsaiinafignsuasieiiolalunsdifidnuiuiiegaiisanaiintuy Ao
111n71 200 ALY (Hair et al., 2019)

11. Coefficient of Determination (R2) 1dualdlun1sinAuaIuisalunisesuleauUasuwlasvass

'
Ya o o

wUsLISUAUNEAT L WTeulukuUT1a89 SEM Taedia15e91319 0 049 1 TagAlnatmeany 1 98uansdawuudInaadd

U

aunsaesuremnulasunlaslaaunn (Hair et al,, 2019)
12. Adjusted Coefficient of Determination (Adjusted R? %38 R2,y) 1unisusuen R iieliiduiauaiid
N1SNAITUITIUIUAIDYTUALAMNTUTDUVDILUUTI1809 FerruananuLdssnagiin over-fitting luluudnass

(Hair et al., 2019)

= 1

13. Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI) fiagszing 0.50 v 0.70 fonduarfineldls wazaiilng 1

Y

WERIDIANLNBANANSaUAUNSIENS Tmaseg19liuseanSa1n (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)

14. Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) filag521319 0.50 84 0.70 Ao nduafineldls wazaiilng 1

Y

v @

LERAIDAINNBANANSBUAUNTIENS1Tmesa819TUTEaNS AN (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)
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15. Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) tusaiildlunisuseifiuanumnedvesiuuinasslagiilian

AU HUNEVBMVUTIABY BamuLiaUTUUT9INAT Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) Tnawiulviaiuddgiudiuiu

v
a I~ 4

s dwesniidlunuudiaes Buvudiaesdisiinesdes dvil PGFI AvzliAgalu nasin1sfiansanaves PG Jaail

N '

fg 1 PGFI lNd 1.00 wansfawuuidnaeenianunesigiwaziininuieudte (parsimony) femunefisuudnasdldy

wfiweites uiannsaeduiedeyaldd wuudiaesnial PGFI gadnldsunseeusuindunuuinassfifiuszdnsam

£% ' '

lun1siwguagldnisdinesed1eduan A PGFI Mogsendng 0.50 84 0.90 wansdsanuneinedlusziuneeusule

q

TagA1lng 0.90 fo31iAUNBAABUTIIR WAAT PGFl f1A1031 0.50 wanI3kuudINasdo1adudauiuliwasly
W15 Mas UM ANAIUTITY A1 PGFI $1n91 0.50 wandd wuud1andaiadianududouniniiuly ilesannld

W151LRDTTIUIUNIN WiIANUNEAveUIUTIABIRIYALlagIINATAUNERDU q UiN1TlENITmesTunAulY

o

Tuonadudymuvesnisuszanuaiu (Overfitting) nsldsuan PGFI aeliindduanunsauseiivinuudianeiilad

o

AadY 1w o

AnuNeAnALAITUTIUIUN TS IuIold TnsarunsaidnlUldsaniuautou g 1wu GFI, CFI, w3 RMSEA 1iialwls

q

mMsUszliufinsuduuasiinnuming foaisseds eanne PGR dnavsinindudinnumedus Wi GFI 3sldasld
WiesAdelunisdndueunefveswuusiass amsiansandildug saudie (Mulaik et al., 1989)

16. Akaike Information Criterion (AICWNEU4 A1 AIC #1nd1azdieindanumngauininilewieuiiey
WUUANADIAIES kUUINEBY (Mulaik et al., 1989)

17. Bayesian Information Criterion (BICnausifie #n BIC sninazfieidamnumnzauininieseudiou

wuudiaes M3ld BIC Arsiasanmvaiudvsiiaus welnldnmsmidaaulunisussdiuanumuigauasuwuudngss

<)

sl Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) unildluswiinlalun1susziliuanuimungauvesuuudtaodlu Structural

I3 d'

Equation Modeling (SEM) haznsitasizsanaaus) lay BIC azanslunisiuTaufisuluuidnaoanianuiunisndines

o
o

LANFIALAT BIC AINT1 WARIILUUINABINULANUMLNEENANILUUI AU SsuLisuae Taasll A1 BIC s

niuansdieruaiunsatunisesuieteyanania BIC dnldlunisiSeufisunuudiaesiiuandiaiu mnuuudnass A

=

fiAn BIC snduuudiass B uansiuuudiass A fianamnzaunitdudeya defde BIC fnnsdestumsiiilunisly
Funumniwesluwuudians feetestulaliuvudassiudouauly mmnzdmiunmadonuuuiaesiiffianded
nsSeuiisunatsuuudiass delde Ae BIC enalivanzdwiuiegswunidn esanaallasonisiasundas
yosdaya wara1 BIC ldanmnsnvenlituuudaosiusmnzaufiomoudlyu n1sld BIC asfimnsanaugiuduidug
dielilanmsawiidaaulunisusefiuanumanzanvesuuusians (Schwarz, 1978)

18. Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) i{ui3Snsiilduszidiuanuanunsavesuuusiaastunisyiuneg
FoyalmifilaililFlunisa¥rauuudraes (Cross-validation) ECVI Wfusuiifiaglunisiiouiisunuudiasmansuuy
Tagen ECVI fisnndmanedauuudiaesidanuwefianii ilesainaansnesuieteyalusuianlefinin ECVI gndna
MNnANRABTBIALIANssEnITeyaidannldaTauasfiuuudiassmanisally Fesaglunisussiiuanuanunse
Tumsaamsaideyaiilalldlilunsuszanamniivesvesuuudiass. ECVI gnesnuuusiiowidamnns over-fitting

YaaLUUINaed Inetiglunisideniuuitaesianunsaldiuteyalalaanasvdnlunisfiniufewuudtaesiien ECVI

U

sgailunuuiiaesfinrsgniden eswnuansiliudesrnunefinfinil nsWseuiisuan ECVI vasmanawuudiaes

[ NY) ° 1A

HeliITeansasvyiuuiaesnidnennlunisyihunedeyalvniifiian (Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

19. Incremental Fit Index (IF) wngui@e IFl > 0.90 daddanuwnizaud IFl Wuswdnldussdiuainuned

Y9I UUT1a09119806 Tastanizlun1sitasiziannislaseasie (Structural Equation Modeling: SEM) @1 IFI
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ASHUTEULUUTARINMAFAN¥IAULULT1889373 (Null model) vanefiawuudnaewnuauuguilidanuduius

5¥1I19AUUs ANulanAuYed IFl agin1sUuSuAIuLAnA19vesANdudousEnitauuUInasimaid@nwiLas

a

wUUS1889319 (Null model) vilidunsuszfiuanuneiwuuiasuliiuduiidus) wu Chi-square a1 IFI agluga 0 fs

aaa

1 ngan IF| ﬁa;mmh 0.90 foindunsuansdannunedia (Hu &Bentler, 1999) IF] tThindeiu Comparative Fit Index
(CF) wadin1susulsisessunisissuiiisunuusiaesiifiaududoudiatu winlunsiinay fe a1 IFl filndlAes 1
uansiuuuSaesiinuneigunnd IF st 0.90 eratsiuusaedinedvinfiaas Sududosuusmiendly
LUU91883 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

20. Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT) snausifio p-value > 0.05 wansinliifiaanuuanaiesenintauusiansd
Wisuiiieu LRT Wudsnisuszifiuauneiveswuudiasmsadnildlunisidseuiiouainuunnaiassnineges

LUUT1889 LAYLUUIIADINTIFULaUNI1DNLUUIIaDInile (Nested models) LRT a¢tUSgutfigumnuiuinsas

' o w

58131 UUTIa0971gnT17A (Restricted model) Aunuudtaesitligninin (Unrestricted model) lagldadif -2

Y

log-likelihood A1 log-likelihood azgnldlunisinindeyatiumnzauiuiuuiasaiieda LRT gnldueslunsinsien
AUNTSLATIAS1S (SEM) LiDNANTUIILUUTIA0NITULDUNINTU 1YY WUUTIRDININTISITMIUINNI1E IRAaNSNIANIN

wuudraesniseudenimiseld lnevhlunsiSsuiisuliagyinlaenismumaiauuiasdu (p-value) 9nABEDH

o aa

LRT n15@iA273 ¥ p-value shndinasiaanuiidedday (gu 0.05), LLUUﬁ’]aaqﬁ"Laigﬂaﬁ’wﬁﬂﬁadwﬁmmwawaﬂdw
wuuiaeaignifn mn pvalue geninnms, Lifindnguifissmeiazueniuuudraesiligndriadiaanuwediiiniy
LRT dyanunsashiuldlunateuiun wu nsvegevauufgiuly SEM, n1snageusuuingaesdadesiy, wasnsnnaay
Tunadadsiudu (Bollen, 1989)

21. 38 Cross-Validation tnausidie wuudrassiifiauanunsalunisviuneteyalmidesiinnugndesgs uas
mmhmsudideyaiiienaaouuuudiasvais a1 FBn1sferhinisnTdeUALATITEILIUT IR INNGNFIDENS
vangnguudInuIliianuunne1eiy Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

& o aaa = o a i & M v o
UDNIINU YIUITNITINIUADNDUS) EJﬂmﬂmuuwmmumﬁlﬁlﬂﬂmmLa‘ua

nsiaanltavianiulTsdiuanMUNeAYaIUUTIADY
nsaenltAfrdd 1T uUTEiiuAUNeAveILUUIa0s (Choosing among Fit Indices)UnfagLdanly
4 AmaNe e Chi-square(X’) statistic (Tataus 1), RMSEA (Toiaus 4), CFI (Toiaus 9) uay SRMR (Talaus 3) auanau

dusuusziliuanunedvesiuuinasdlunuitenieunaaide nsuseiliuaNunefvesuuIIaes (Assessing the Fit

o =

of Model) Wnidedruruuininl1udnfidneg 119s@esfiarsara1nan Chi-square (X)) Lvi1du

o

TaglafarsaunAnadous tuanudilafinaiardou n1sussiliuanunwedveswuuinandlagfiarsanainan

] -

Chi-square (X?) eghangndundnenavilinisussifiumnuaennassussuuuitassdidounnses ewinaA1 Chi-square

P ' a1

fyngeulunansinu laun (1) Anusesulmievuindiag1er Chi-square duwilduiiagigannidiediogifivuin

q

vy wdnvudnassiuaziinuneding n1slaan Chi-square gsognungludingsuuialugsenavinlinisiniu

o

WUUIARIUTIUUTIaeslined (Bollen & Long, 1993) vunsiegnsiilinasldan Chi-square igdoe19Lfgdmsu

[

Uszilluanumefvesuudnaesdrd “vnafmegnntiehunifuly’ Fusgivdnuusianzyeuwuuiass wilaenaly

a o o

WAY MNVUIARIBE191INNT1 200 A1 Chi-square Snagdiwwilduiiagiangawaziuddny (Kline, 2023; Barrett, 2007,
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pp. 815-824) vilulalanunsausziiuainunedvesuuudiasdlaegegnsiedlaeseainan Chi-square Lileaae9ife?
Fadfu aaslddeiidug idu RUSEA, CFI wag TU Welildnwsiufinsounquuesainunefivosuuusias
(2) WunsaztasanuBavguuasaumed 1o991nA7 Chi-square naaouwuUitaosludnyuzfiauysal (Exact fit)
wituA1uduase wuudraeudeaifdnliaenadesiuwuvanysel n1sfarsananizan Chi-square 9199 INAY
aziaunsEFEaue WU RMSEA, CFI, wide TLI %nmmaﬂﬁ%’aaﬂaLﬁmﬁ’ummwaamﬂﬂ&ﬁm (Approximate fit)
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) (3) anallsitafisuladayalsiduunfian Chi-square aundlidayaiinisuanuasuuudni nslden
Chi-square Wisognafranalumnzaudetoyaluidulumuauuismd fsoravliAnnsufaslunaiianya
3399 (Kline, 2023) asufan1suseiliunnunedlaglyen Chi-square Liteeag1aLme? mﬁ]ﬁﬂﬁlﬁmmiammﬁlﬁgﬂéfaq
esandeddnlusuanulrevuafesunasauuigiuiliaseuagy msldduitug ufuarlinanisussiiui
QNABILAZATOUAGLLINTY

@ a

wonnil msiitnderhnisuusuusiasadienn Chi-square (X?) dpddgynadalagliiarsanpifed
3uq onvneliifanaidenalsusznis leswinen Chisquare fifosiauazldldasioudnunedvesuuusians
Tunnsauiianun n1sUsuuusassdasfiansanain Chi-square \Weseguiioronsdwmaludnvasseldd fe
(1) mnusaulmserwInfieg13A Chi-square Swudldufivedvedfydoegaivualng wiiuvusiassasd
ArumeRluudvasduiidun 1y RMSEA, CFI, wio TU nsusuuuudaediaglmiladsduimandonaiilugnisudle
wuuidiaadlnelidndu (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) (2) flan1aiinn1susunuusnassuntiiumls n1susukuuinasa
ifleand1 Chi-square enavhlsiuuudtassdinnududeuduly (Overfitting) Fsevazvioufisnnuweitudoyailldly
msesgiuslianmnsaihusdeyalvalls dawalsiuuudrassliannsathluldfiudiogndu e (MacCallum et al,
1992, pp. 490-504) (3) LAnn1Taztagn1siansuImunefLuulndlAes (Approximate fit) \fesanen Chi-square
TaAnunesuuuanysal (Exact fit) FaluanAdeas miﬁLLUU?SW@aaﬁwaaamyizﬁﬂu?aﬁmEJ’m asldeiau g wu
RMSEA, CFI #30 TLI Fsamnsausziiuanuneiuuulndides astelvinisimnuuuudiassiimiuaseunquiasdamey
11n%u (Marsh et al, 1988) uag (4) arwiliiadosiletoyalifulunuaunfgiud Chi-square faunfguidoya

Wuldaunisuanuasund (normality assumption) n1susukuudiasslagdaanizan Chi-square 01311970

v

v
] [ o =2

mmhjLLaius‘I’fLumiU%’ULLUU%ﬁwaaaLﬁasﬁamﬂaMLﬁulﬂmwuamag’m (Kline, 2023) fatutinddeamsidnuiinalasi
Tunsussiuuuurasudielilduuusaosiivmnzaudian

Tunsdifldfinnsana }F statistic Goraue 1) 0193zdeldardailfdu dndnnisdenseninaded
ANUADARADIAINY ANMFUNITUNAUDAMUNDAVDILUUTIADY a8 (UnIdBLden) mua1su il

wuaNefi 1 Comparative Fit Indices n15fia1saAluntsinauslnedad CA @owaue 9) 1undn
\losa1nn1514A Comparative Fit Index (CFD) Tun1sussifiuanuwedvasuuudiass (Model Fit) lésuanudeuiu

o w

2819010 A5n15ifidennatsUsyn1Tuiioniinisldan Chi-square (X2) Fsildodrinienaldaziouninunsfves

€

wuuiaeslsogrsutugilunansnsdl Tnslemzidedurusiogsdvunelvg viedeyalifulumunisuanuasni dsil
(1) nshssvuineg1een X2 Tufimnalevuasiogns mneanui evwnasegadiuiu i X2 axdiuuiliuiiay
frngetu demalinuudassiionnasnefignufias osnanulidedoyavuialug vilildmeaudmiunsdd
egrsdivualvguiniduld crl udladgmiflagldnisisuiovssriuvuseesiusumlndfuteyailalsd

N3ANUALATIAS 1AL (Independence Model) &svinlsian CFI fiafiasnmunnnindenulsusiuuesuun
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fg19 (2) AunumuRensazilinauufgiunisuanwasniian X2 desnslideyailulumunisuanuasund usilu
Y a "’ a L o g v A o vl a B a  av o v

wanenstl Toyadteraliilulumuannfgiull vinlia X2 fewialddanueudsawazonvlinanisusediuilignees

CrJunilaludvdnldgoulnidenisazifinguufgiunisuanuasund vlimunzaudunisussiiuiuudnass

Tuanunsalideyaliilulymunisuanuasund (3) avmanunsalumsiSeudisua CFI dussnuuuiiieliaunse

=%

Wigusuhuuinaedld laeailng 1.00 nunefiauuinassiinunedgs WellSeuiieuiuiuuinaesdase Jagaeli

fivvansaUsziliuanunedvesuuuitasslahenazidilalaaninnisldan X2 sadunsvegeuidisada fatdunisld

U

o v v '

cFl TunsUssidiumnumeiiveswuusaedldsuanudeunniy esniidesifadesniuarlvnanisussifiui
Undeieannnindn X2 lunanensdl Ineun@udsan CFI fiunndn 0.90 e 0.95 Seduuusiaesdininuwediia (Bentler,
1990; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003) 913seldd CFI ieUszduanuneiveawuusaadaglalde Chisquare
2 Judmdn 1wy muddedesnnunefvemvusiaesdduanufianelaludinluauideves Pavot and Diener (2008)

Ya o

PAnwnNgItuNTInAuRanelaludia fIdelaldn1s3aseiearUsenauLta

U

A o

gugu (Confirmatory Factor Analysis:
CFA) lensavaoulassadrswasuuuinanufianelalu@in Tneld crl Jushusdndnlunsuszidiurnuneivedung
uATeElRANdEyRUAY CFI Fluanndn 0.90 ieUsiinnuusiassiinanuwed Tngldsaufu RMSEA uaz SRMR
Tunsimseiduda Tngldldldan X2 Jushdandn ewndgmues X2 Weflvuasegranniiuluaznudde

S0 uUTIaeIN1sinAuianelaluaureIyAaINTNIeNIswIng Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) @alavinn1s3asien

1
o @

Twadddasasiaiionsivdeulassaiwosmnuiiswelalurnulunguuaainsmenisunnd Tagld CFlJunisluiite

adlunsuszdiurnunedvesuuusians fesn CFl awsadanistudesitavesnisldan x2 devunsediadl
§ruaunn Muideiuandddiiiuin cAl fidalng 0.95 Tuluvadinlunainaunedi Tnelddn RMSEA waz TU
Hudnd sy Tneaoseiddeild crl lunmsusediuanumeiiveslunanisdniven Tngldwunsld Chi-square
X

wuInsii 2 Absolute Fit Index 9150121061 GFI (Falaue 5) uaz AGFI (Taiaue 6) 18undn iilosan
15441 Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) Favfunilslu Absolute Fit Indices Tun1sUszidiupnunefveswuusiasd
ANudRyLazlasun1sEeNsy Lﬁ@ﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁgﬂ@@ﬂLL‘U‘UM”ILﬁaﬂizL:ﬁ‘uﬂﬂLL‘U‘U‘\TW@E)G?I’]%J”IiﬂEJ%U’]EJ‘fJ’@Muaﬁﬁ’JLﬂﬁliﬁa

o

wigela Tneiiansanandeyaninlaase lngluduiunisideufisuiuwuudnaesdu (WU Independence Model)

v
v o = a

witloufuswil Comparative Fit Index (CFI) sstiudsdianuminzanluuisaniunisaluinniinislgan Chi-square (X2)

'
= '

Imaﬁmamaﬁaﬁ(l) mllsevuasiedredosnit X2 A GFI Sunmswannduiietiouslodeds e X2 3ol
anulaevuindaegnan fn GFl lgeulmsenisifiutuveswuiagiegravinifudn x2 vldduaiesdlofidnia
TumsUssiiupnumelunsaifidawadegidlvg M GF avfumalneSesudisudndinvesmuwlsusuiiesusls
Tnsuuuass deifisusuamuuusunusuiouaiiiatuandeyafiinld 2) nsussifiuarumeilusedu Absolute
Fit Tuwauzfien X2 1lunismeaeuanuuansiaszninaLuuiaesfiimuafuuusaesdianysal a1 GFl 9zfinnsan
AmnumeRvesUUTassieteyalnunss Inglifeaussuifisuiunuuitaeidu duilie1 GFI annsainnnuaenndes
spmrhauuuaesiasToyaaidlddtu A GFI figendt 0.90 wie 0.95 Sfiodndumstsuenfauuusiaesiifianumed
(Hooper et al., 2008) (3) A uLTu Intuitive Lagd1BRoN1TAANAT GFl AMUIMAINERSI@IUIBIAIUUUTUTIU
flanunsnesuislilasuuudians feduisannsafianulddendluns foa lneer GF dlnd 1.00 azusnsds

' o
I a o

° = Yy v v o v va q ! 1 = ! = ° = & ¢
LL‘U‘UG\]']a@ﬂllﬂ'ﬂllﬁ@@ﬂa@ﬂﬂusﬂ@%amﬁﬂlﬂﬂ S[,usumm/lﬂ”mmmﬂ 0.90 ?]SU\TUE]ﬂﬂﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁmiﬂwaﬂsﬂaﬂLLUUQqaaﬂ FIUULNUN
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' ¥
N v S a o [

A ladenaziianudaau ag19lsAnuwuInilivesninde w1 GFl aziidefralausenis windadlvadnad

o w 1

dfy LU A GFI anuesulmsennududauvaakuuiiass wazldaiuisavauandemnunedlasiilaifnusuin

o

v

ﬁﬂﬁumﬂ%msuq W CFl %30 RMSEA Usgnaulunisusziduluuinassnig (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1986) @aot14

ATelsT GFI (Goodness-of Fit Index) uaz AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index) dmsulszifiuaunaiives

@

wuusiass Ingladiiunisldan Chi-square (X2) Wudmdn wu 91uideisenisussliunnuweivesuuusnassnssu

e

L e

o

wsegdlalunvinulunuideves Joreskog and Sérbom (1981) MAnwAgItunsSususagslalunviinu fidelddul
GFI uaz AGFI L Jususlunisuszidiuanunefvedluea Wiednszinnudiiuldssninddoyanasuuuinassiay

o v a

A1 GFI fifiAlng 1 uandliiuiuuudiaesiunediudeys vnAdeilldiuil GFI way AGFI Taufuduildus wu RMSEA

£

Tngladldfanen Chi-square (X2) Wuidiandnuarnuideieiulasainnisiuigunndalungudaionganuidenes

1Y

Tanaka and Huba (1985, pp. 197-201) #slél4 GFI uaz AGFI Tumsnseilunaibslassaafeiugunindslungy

1%

Ageeny Tnsnuidetuandiiiuing GFI wag AGF Wudviifivaneand miunisussidiunnumeivedlung 1ewin

RURT)

v
o o

vaaesiviiannsalideyaiieatuamediveduiaalfesninsoungulaglsifiosfionidr Chi-square (x2)

wwIneil 3 Indices of Proportion of Variance Accounted fia15a191nA1 Ri(@eotaus 11) Adjusted R?
(Toraue 12) RMSEA (foraue 4) uwaz TLI (Fawaue 8) Wundn Tunsdifildldamn Chisquare (X2) lun1susediupnumed
YDIWUUI1A0Y (Assessing the Fit of Model) kwIn14 Indices of Proportion of Variance Accounted #39n15Useiiiu
dnduvasauulsusiufiosuneldvesiuusinarlden Re, Adjusted R2, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), uae Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) ilundn iilosnnsaiivaniiifeniivrevssiiunnuneivessuudasdldetng
fuszansnmunntu Tnslmzegduilolifesmsfivnsanaindr X2 Seiidesnin dadenii 4 fifeniaue Tl

1. R2 uag Adjusted R? A1 R? (Coefficient of Determination) Lansd9dAEIUI89ANULUTUTIUVDIAILUS
auiignesuteliaindindsdase e Rz Tanumnelunsinanuannsavesuvudasdunsinenadninie
23UNAMNFNNULS daual Adjusted R?2 dnisusulindudiwiumindsdasyluluuinass Trantyminisuszunuan
Ay (overfitting) Wleffuussuvauann fefusamnzanlunsldnuiiouvusassdinmnududou n1siiansand Re
way Adjusted R? 1uuselovilunsnsideuanumnzanvesuuuiiasadaneinsal (predictive power) lagliifos
FansnaaeunsadATimuseuldevAf g snmieuan X2 (Cohen, 2003)

2. RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) A1 RMSEA tJunilsluduiliildueslunisusyidiu
AUNERTeILUUTIaes Iner1 RMSEA JAAINLLANGN95E1I19A covariance 7iA1ANT3aia1nku U IaeduazAn93a7 T
I8ludszanns Seeniivsuendennuiinnannvesnisuszunae (approximation error) luseduiade Tnsusulmdni
AR RarATILSUFaLTBILUUS A0 RMSEA fifndn 0.05 uansdninumediia wazafisnii 0.08 dndedn
waldflé RMSEA TdFuaufeuannndt X2 ilesanfiaununiusevuiadisgiawazaududouresuuuiiaes
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

3. TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) A1 TLI #38#133nTuda NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) 1Judiwdifitusoudioy
AIUNEFTB LIS ABaTisMun (specified model) funuusiassiiliflassasns (null model) Tneldnsususieu
FEUINTUIUNIT AT UL VU IA ANUFULTDUTDIMUUTIA DY Lﬁammuﬁmm overfitting @1 TLI fimanulasie

v

YUINFIDENURININY2 haznsldAT TU dnazdsliaiunsauszifiuanunedveswuudiassiidanududoulanau
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A1 TLI figendn 0.90 feddlannuwednd fadu TL wshgadlunsyssiiuwuudnaeiidudoudonaldimuusdmaumn
y3auangda (Multivariate models) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973)

v

marandniilifinnsan X2 wazlifulnaife (1) mnulsevuadioga X2 fenulsevunasiogiann
dosuumegaiindy 1 X2 dnazgaiuaie dilfnsdadunrameiivosiuuiiassenafionaia (2) audaneu
TumsArnusviligu RMSEA, TLI wag Adjusted Rz Witeyafiinrumunesnnninlunsfinnuaumedvesuuudiassi
firnududounansld wavansaSeudisuanunedlalngnsilaglifod1adeiue X2 (3) Msuudsdnnunede
WU RMSEA wag TLI fnmsuiuifisuitontunudedoiienavinlvinadns skewed 1wu suindegsuazdnumsiines
WlTlauuslusuasiaiosnngulunsusefiuiuusiassisudiou Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Cohen, et al., 2003:
Tucker & Lewis, 1973) #1881991u358714 Adjusted R, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) 4a
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) duSuusgiiiununeveswuuinaes Iagladiunisldan Chi-square (X2) Wusudnigu
MuATeIRnfuLUUTan M sawInsauauesualluiesuuideves Cole and Maxwell (2003, pp. 558-577)
AdnwuAgafunsiauanuaunsalunisauauensuailuissu lnslénisisesiuuulaseadradadu (SEm)
ilensraaeutiadeiiinadienisauauetsual §33u14 Adjusted R? 1ileUszifiupnuannsavesuuudaedlunisesung
ANuUTUTILludRYAS uanand &304 RMSEA war TU WHudeilddalunisiamnumedveduma A1 RMSEA i
71 0.08 wazen TU TndiAes 0.95 uansliiiudn Tunadinunednlaglisidudesfiann X2 uazauidoisestladed
fnasionufianelaludinvesnguiin@nwisuidees Diener and Biswas-Diener (2009) Adnwlnglduuuitanais
Tnssasrufiensinaoudadeiidmadsoanufimelaludinlunduindnu Taslumuided 14 Adjusted R2 1iloTn
AUANNT0T8 I URIaesluNseBUIBANLUTUTIuvesa I Ranelaludin uenaniddsld RMSEA way TUI
dieuszidiunnuneivedaiaa Tng RVSEA é1ndh 0.06 waw TLI Indiies 0.95 v ilumaiinnuwedluseiud
wuINeR 4 Degree of Parsimony Fit Indices #a15u1A1 PCFI, PNFI iag PGFI (asﬁmaua 13 - 15)
Juwan IfﬂEJSLﬁLaaﬂi%ﬁ”lﬁLﬁﬁmwﬁuﬁULLUUﬁ’]@ENﬂJENE?J’:]’EJﬁEJ@@J%IUlﬁLf]uﬁﬁﬁﬁg N151ULWINIG Degree of Parsimony Fit
Indices lumsusvidlunumeivasuuusiass (Assessing the Fit of Model) Tnglaifiansandn Chi-square (X2) Suladu
auflsudesanduivssianimilsfnnududourosuuusians (Parsimony) dsaenadostundnnisfiugiudii
wudaesfifasiirnuidsuieusreiuisdeyaldesnafisame Tasdvdaumeissaniddddnaumniinesi
TolunvudnaosnazannisuszuruaiLiu (Overfitting) 14U Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI), Parsimony
Normed Fit Index (PNFI) Lag Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) Imaﬁmamamé’ﬂﬁqﬁ(l) AlsfeAITEUINe
yosuuuiians ilesnnuuuiaesiidanududeunin @wsdimesdiuaumnn) fnsunliufiareuseuuususiy
maﬁa;&alﬁﬁfﬁu WA sen1suszanaAAL (Overfitting) LLaxawhjmmmi%a%masﬁagﬂmﬂé’ﬁﬁaﬁu Parsimony
Fit Indices wue1 PNFI ey PCFI USuen Fit Index TiagviouiiennuaunaseninendiunafvesiuunaedasAduisey

e

18 TngAuatusulmaN A Us I UINNISIEWa ST ULUUI188Y B9hUUINa09in151TWasuNn ARvtira1inaranas

28l UL 85U UL

Y

dealiiuuudnaesiiianussudegnuesinidanunednandy (Mulaik et al., 1989) 351

B

Iafusitianududouties lasuniseensuuinniuvuaesiidudounnniiuly wlidnaedian fit index gandnludviidu

ya o P

finy (2) auanunsatunisidonwuudiassfivuunzay Degree of Parsimony Fit Indices ¥agl3deanuisaden

wuudnaesmunzaunantunisesuieteyas Inslidesduiivwanrliinansananunefifisssgiufion n13a1 deds

o
I a a v

ANUSEUNELazAUNaR lnTouiy YelidiTeidenuuudiaesnfivssansninidlundvesniseduneteyauay
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myUszynaldaulusuaalafvu nsiansanassdnniuauseude Wy PGFI (Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index)

q

va o v

Hrglifidearunsadndulainuuuitaesildmsniiwesdesniuaziinnuisudiedudinauisaesuigdeyalad

U

WoauAITHIDlI James et al, 1982) (3) nsaanisuseaaaiu (Overfitting) n1slaluudnassnidnisdinesiiuiu

wndianudsanagilifianisussuiaaniy Saruieaiudinuuitaesiuaiuisaesuieteyaluyndeyaild

lun1siasienilan wildannsadssendldivyadeoyaludlasiviniials dviligu PCF uag PNFI 9reatuandamn

va

n1sUszanuAiulagn1sanfiaunevesLuuInaesnianududouinniiuly vl sanunsaideniuuinaes

fanusaesuiedeyalalnglisedddnisfiwesuniuly

NM5RA158U1AT Parsimony Fit Index figausula Ao A1 PNFI wag PCFI iagsyning 0.50 fi 0.70 fioindu

kYl

Anneldla wazanlng 1 wamaemunenansaununsiinis1dwmeseg1adiuse@nsain (Schumacker & Lomax,

2004)PGFI Fnagldludviusenaulunisuseiiunuuiiassfiianududsu Wisliwulainwuudiassiuladlaly

al v awv v

Ws1TwasuInuANITY freg1anisiaNY auuRINtnIteassasuUIasInilan CFl TndlAeaiu wakuUs1ad

3

=]

nilslimnsfiwefunnnit Snuvuiaemiaiouieniiuwasdmdvil PCFI gandn wansiuvudaesiifouineiass
mnumngannnilunisesuedeya Tnedinssnwimnuannsalunisneinsaifeyayaduldd degresnuddedly
gt PCFI (Parsimony Comparative Fit Index), PNFI (Parsimony Normed Fit Index) Wwag PGFI (Parsimony Goodness-
of-Fit Index) dwiuuszifiunnunefiveauusiaes Ingliunisldan Chi-square (X2) WWusmdn wu sAdodentu
wgAnssunsuufvesisfulunseuniiauideves Mulai et al. (1989, pp. 430-445) Aidnwin1suufvesiosu
lupsauasiiunsimseiliaadicdassasie §39eld PCR wag PNFI Tumsdsuidiupunediveslunafiadretuitol
Wiuten1sAdstananuusenda (parsimony) vadluina lagan PCFI uag PNFI ViqmamﬂﬁﬁudﬂuLmaﬁmmwaﬁﬁﬁ

Wennsananudsendnlunisldfuys dwe PGFI gnlditeuseliuanunednilulaedsfisanududouredaing

v '
o [ o =

aAdeillallaldan x2 Wuidiandn Wesandedrinlunmsussiliuiievuiaiediann wazauidesestadesudny

a ] a

fidsnarogunminuesigeengaiideues James et al. (1994) fidnwdladomsdsauiidimaioguamdnlunguigieny
Mumsiiseiluealaseaiine §3dulddud PCFI, PNFI wag PG SauduiiieUssifiumnameivesuuudians ilosain
Foensidafennuusenavesiuusiilduaranumnzanveddasad lunadilduandiiiduan PCFI uay PNF
29 0.90 way PGFI fivsdisnumafiialy Taglidedlde x2

WuIN19f 5 Residual-Based Fit Indices #215841910@1 RMR, SRMR@otaue 3) 1iundnlunsdli
laifiansandn Chi-square (X2) lunsUsuifiuanamefiveauuusians wuime Residual-Based Fit Indices Wuip3asilo
fidylunsasinasunnuneiiveuusiaes Taen1siasanm Residual-Based Fit Indices 19U Root Mean Square

£

Residual (RMR) wag Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 1Junén Lﬁaﬂmﬂﬁ@mauuaﬁ‘d’wﬂimﬁu

[ Y a 1A a a

AUNBDAVDILUUTNABIIINAUUANAIITENINANAIANITAILAINL UL 1B LA AR TR ARSI ediusEansnn

¥ '
v S ! @ Y a

wignanantun1sidenidel RMR wag SRMR fineiiAa (1) M5iANLANASSERI AN TiAIAnIsaluaz ARl a3
A1 RMR (Root Mean Square Residual) 1udafiftinauunnsnaadessninaniinanisaiannuuusiassuasafiinle
a3dludeya Tasrn RMR dnaansinflasswesdiadsvosmnuunnsefioniidsans (Squared residuals) 53131960
Covariance in1an15aiuaz A1 covariance ¥ald wavA1 SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)
Junisufuen RMR Tnenisudaieandssuuuinsgiu dagaelinisiuioufisudives SRVMR Judesinety

Imaﬁ'wmmlﬂuﬂ'wLaﬁlaﬁuaqﬁwmmLLmﬂﬁmﬁlé’mmgm (standardized residuals) (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (2) nn5Usziiiu
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ANUNOATITURUTUIAI9E9 A1 RMR kag SRMR lalasuransznuanauiemegrauieanua X2 diaulane

YUINFIBLIIUIN AULANANNTEIINAINAIANTAAE AN IR LARSsulidusgiuTUIRGL881e Ylvsuiwalanuisa

Y

i Yo o o

Talalunsainfivuinsegawnns1eiu @1 SRMR faindianunedfsilaiiantsenin 0.08 Fevielvnisgaunsasdnau

U

Anunefvaswuuasslalaglifesivaieaiuauindiegis (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (3) n13Usziliuaiunafvas
wuudiaewwuuduysel A1 RMR waz SRMR Tdlunsuszdiunnuvedvesnuusiaedhuudves residuals lnense Faduis

nselunsandniunnsivgeuiiuuinassiiuatuansaesutedeyalaniiedla laoA1 RMR isuansdeniy
woRA lurauzfian SRMR fsndnnunedewuudiassfiannsaesuieanuduiusludeyalad Jadudeyaridniounas

Ada & o

ansafianuldie fefveensld RMR wag SRMR fifie arunsdlunsarlunisfinnuedisuansdrumeiia dai
Tinsfanudsuasdnau waglifiinulidevuindiegiauiiesnin SRMR W@un1sufuan RMR vinlsiduindesdion
wngaslunsUssiiuwuusiaedlunsdlivuinsogunneiu donssy Tlunisldeide Arfigendt 0.10 Tu SRMR
wansfiannunefiilid dso1adesfinnsuiiulsuuudiaes feg19uideilddudl RMR (Root Mean Square
Residual) wag SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) Tun1susgifiuanuweizesiuuinassiaglalaan
Chi-square (X2) Wudamdn 1wy 9uidoieafunginssunisuiudmesinAnuluanidunisfinuluauiseves

Hu and Bentler (1998) §i3e@Anwinsusumvesind@nuluanidunisdny lagldnmsimseilassairadeadudu (CFA)

v o

Tunsuszfiuanunenveslinalaseadianieadn ouideilldsull RMR way SRMR WWudwildrdglunisusziiu

v
av Ao

AMUNOAYBILUUTIADY A1 SRMR $n31 0.08 Ustiinlunadianuwedfia suideddslalinnuddyiu SRMR uinnin

o o

A1 X2 LHeeannisld X2 enalidednintunsaiilivunameg1dlnguazuiddeneafunsiaufuungin ssuguam
v83383U vee Byrne (2010) NAnwIn1siaunginssuavamlunguiosu lagldnisinssiuuudasadelasasg

(SEM) Tunisnsrraeulassaisvestadeiiinasiengiingsuaunin Ined3deld RVMR wag SRMR LieUssiiunnunesives

=]

LUUT1889 A1 SRMR #1171 0.08 97318AMUNANA VYaziA1 RMR Afhanddani1sid89uiaInaINaInniIsaite

[

Talynntdn ewdseduiunsld RMR way SRMR Taglallden 2 (Wuidiandn

LWINTA 6 Choosing among Fit Indices n1siaanldawiiarsiarsuiainraie g avilsiuiu 1lesain

NY Ay A v a

wiagayiivefdaideunndnaiu waraunsalideyaiiuansiufgdfuanumsnsaivedLuUTIaed el Asldded

waneiilun1sUssliumelilan nsaundaau wazasiiansanuiunuas IngUseasrveanisive

unggyd (Conclusion)

[

A5RATUIANRITEMTUUSLIUAMUNDAVDIRUUINEDY WunsTUIuNIsAdRaz B uawazianuszalnsy e

= Y o o a

Wuog19uin Lileaannasiainunesfinssniuitefazdosnanwansaiu n1sidenldsuinmuisauaiunsodass

AIUYNADIYBINITAAIIUNANITILATIEW SEM (Structural Equation Modeling) finateusen1siinesiiansain Ae

@

Usensusn frdanunefidefuaztaininiuand1eiu avilusiazUszian wu Chi-square (X2), CFl (Comparative Fit

Index), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)

[

fUofuaztadnnnvesnuey ety X2 ssulmnsvuinisgsuayanugdudouvesuuingsy, CFl wag TLI AIUAY

= =2

Yeynn Overfitting Lazaunsioeny, RMSEA Tiaranuiinnainvesnisuseniafimdsdsanududoussanuuiiaes,
SRMR Tidayaimdudanssaunfeatuanuwandisseninaiiininnisaluaza1iiale (Kine, 2023) Usgnisfiaes

[ v

ANuvaINrangvesderivuadmiuauil anumnganvesirilun1sussiiuuuuiaeuegfudnuarvesdeyauay

394



Journal of Education and Innovation 2025, 27(2), 384-397

Formuavesnside vdvlioamnzaufuuuuiassifiaududeugs luvagiividudorshauldfuwuudiaos
fiflunasiogadn msfinnsamaedviiveliinisussiliuiiasudunagninidesieiianainainnsitemdaiiiien
(Marsh & Hocevar, 1985) (3) 13953388 UANUYNADIVBIUUUTIRGS mslesuifvainanedeliausansiaaeu
Anugniesauuusiaedlditu nsfinnsuifissuadeiifsrealdlinmsmiiasuduisatuanuneives
LuudassnisiUisuiisuadviiszninsuvudiassdiglamnsadonuvudtaesdiffigadmiunisesuredoyals
(Schermelleh-Engelet al,, 2003) wag (4) nsdadulaiiefuuuudiassiffiganisidonduifivanzauuaznsiiansan
vanedviismiuelinsdadulafnfuluuiassdifigaiianuiuauazindede msfisanudduiiressiavils
Annsindulaitlianysaivioligndes (Bollen, 1989) fetfu mslivaneduiisamiuaraislinisUssiduuuuiiaes

Wuluedrausluguazidodalauiniu
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