- Journal of Education and Innovation
JOURNAL ,..im..

Vol. 27, No. 2, April-June 2025, pp. 384-397
ISSN: 3027-7019 (Online), DOI: 10.71185/jeiejournals.v27i2.279934

OF EDUCATION AND INNOVATION

Academic Article

ASSESSING THE FIT OF MODEL

N15U52IAUAUNDAVDILUUTIAD

Received: December 12, 2024 Revised: March 18, 2025 Accepted: March 24, 2025

Rungson Chomeya' and Sombat Tayraukham?’

Ssa53A Tanen’ wavauld vnesee?’

'Faculty of Education, Mahasarakham University
ZFaculty of Education, Chiang Mai University
lagugAnwieans 1nInenseumasaiy

2 = < a PV .
AusANEAEnS u1INedudealnl

*Corresponding email: sombat.ta@cmu.ac.th

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, CFI, 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)

384



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

UNANED
UNANLTEUINSUSEUARIRANMSUNISUSEEIUAIUND AU UTIa0Y Inafansaeulndn 4 A town

A1 X2 statistic, RMSEA, CFl, ez SRMR wazA18uq F9llun1susziduninunafvoiuuudnassag uningwing a1 X2

aad

statistic AvsAvs el lng 0 wazlifiveddynnsadfvisedu .05, A1 RMSEA A356AIN31 .05 il akanIaunefif,
A1 CFI Asgandn .90 fa .95 Litouansanumofifia wazen SRMR masshind 05 ileuansnnunediidisuiy uenaint
fefinsRansandwiidug wu GFI, AGFL, NFI, TLI, CFI, uae PGFI Sausagdvdfiinasilunisussdfiuauneffiuandnaiy
msdenldfriifioUszidunnunefivetuudiassasinnsanais q fuisiudu Welildnsussduiinsuduuas

BRRRIG]

F’?’lﬁq §le WUUTBDIEUNISITILATIEINS LLUUﬁWa@QL%QLﬁUﬁﬁlﬂ ATAATIEAAILUTURS ﬂﬂ‘iﬁ%’]dLLUUﬁ’]a@dL%ﬂﬁ’]L%ﬁ!

N1 (Introduction)

a

nsUszIluANUNEAYeIMUUTIARY (Model Fit Assessment) Lﬂu%umauﬁwﬁ’zyiumzmuﬂ’]ﬁmeﬁ-ﬁaaﬂavﬁ
Haeliiulaldiuuuirassdiliannsaosuienienanisaifeyalsegeiiuszaniam msidenuuuiaosiimanzaud
anuddglunisianudlasuduiussznineiuusingg uagnisdnduladidesnindeya (Kline, 2023) Tnevialy
mMsUszifiunnumeivesnuuaesazsEnaufsnmTIIdeUANAenndssssnideyaiidunalfuasAfiaianisal
MnLUUTaes Fse1aldinalianadfnatsussian Wy MsiieTgianuasmLaNLAgIu (Goodness-of-fit) Wag
N93LATITRALRANA1R (Residual Analysis) (Brown, 2015) Iuwm’mﬁasﬁ’uﬂua‘ﬁaﬁmmﬁ%‘mssm6'] 4l
nsUssdunuweiveauuuiian Ingaziuiinadeiléfuanuiouuasnsieunadnsils ielianunsaidentd
Fmsiflanumnzaniigalunisssifiuuuuitassdmiuldlunisidevienisinsizrideya (Hu &Bentler, 1999)

uennisedinseAuneiotnuesisneild waeteaiaueuuslunmadenisnmsimngaumulssanvestoya
waztuneveIn1TI9Y (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003)
AR TAIMSUUTZIIUAMUNDAYDILUUTIADILAZLNUIINITNAITAUN

ARstdMSUUTEIIUAINNDRTEILUUTIABY (Choosing among Fit Indices) waztnusilunisiansanaifvil
g5 uUszdluAUNAYEILUUTIa0Y AT otausd nsunisiatsunAarild nsul selli uaunef 9 IuUUTIa0Y
21 Yowdue uarseaziden Kol

1. Provided by the Chi-square (x?) statistic #9an 13814 1nd 0 unfidn (Kline, 2023; Byme, 2016)
X statistic foshifitudfyn1eadn s .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

(AUNITuRpIAILIaLeY) (Kline, 2023; Byrne, 2016)
3. GIIINT @93U0IN1AI@09L28 ¥Y09LAY (Root Mean square Residual: RMR) A 84t 1lna 0
1ng Good/close fit <.05 Mediocre fit < .08 Poor fit > .08 ¥3893MNAAYTIINVBINIADUAT HUYDIAYUINTFIY

SRMR (Standard Root Mean square Residual: RMR) A ast11nd 0 Tae Good/close fit <.05 Mediocre fit < .08
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Poor fit > .08 Tae Standard residual vanaulsiiiu 2.58 Flunadiinrumedayiidn Standard residual daust -2.58 fis
+2.58 (MacCallum, 1996; Hope, 2020)

4. fyidsniiaesverad sarnunaInnG ourdaeareni1sUszaIaAl (Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation : RMSEA) #19138:191nn137en RMSEA TndiAesiv 0 wansienmnzanvedluiaadin A1 RMSEA figs
wansiInuAaAAaeuIInty Tun1siinaurt RMSEA finamidiuuztidailin RMSEA f1ndn 0.05 Usdaanswedia
adlama (good fit) /i svwing 0.05 fs 0.08 HeTweusuld (acceptable fit) A1sewing 0.08 fis 0.10 UsTaansned
syefutunans (mediocre fit) Aunnndn 0.10 Ystaensnedilalsl (Poor fit) (MacCallum, 1996; Hope, 2020)

5. frilszfuanuaenados GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) Fasasen GFI Aiduldlside 0 fa 1 lnserfigenin
wansinfinnameduinndn lusfine1 GFI fiuinndn .90 Ae1# (Good/close fit) inidelugasiouldudsinaasly .95
AswauFsiauneds g dwalinisld R Saudeuanas (Hair et al, 2019, p. 637) GFI L uAune181x
Tuthausne favaswadafivnzaudadanulrenmsinsgiuuuiaesdidawnesegiates

6. filszAuAuAenAd Il USULA LAY (Adjust Goodness-of Fit Index: AGFI) \nauaiie Poor fit < .90
Mediocre fit .90 - .95 Good/close fit > .95 (Hair et al., 2019)

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

8. suilinsziuanuaenadowuIouifisuvesinines waia/aviliannuldiuun@ (Tucker-Lewis index:
TLI/Non-Normed Fit Index: NNFI) fififia15au1@e Poor fit: < 85Mediocre fit fieg5z131a .85 - .90 Acceptable fit
A9E3EWIN9 90 - .94 Very Good fit Aeg3EWing 95 - 99 Outstanding fit > 99 (@enndosegslaniiu sonidys)
(Little, 2024, p. 149)

9. puilinszAumnuaennteUIeuigu (Comparative Fit Index: CFl) Poor fit: < .85Mediocre fit fineg
3¥1114 .85 - .90 Acceptable fitrineg 5¢1314 .90 - .94 Very Good fitA18g 5¢1314 .95 - .99 Outstanding fit > .99
(@onpdesatndlaniiu sonBey) (Little, 2024)

10. A1vuIAFIeE193ngR (Critical N: CN) nanefils S1urudaegnafisudusonisiiasiest SEM (Structural
Equation Modeling) i elldnadnsidofiold Inasnagldifeusuiiuanundedeovesnsiieseiuaznisinny
Naans AanUsane9) Tuwuudnass SEM mmaaﬁwaﬁgﬂé\’aau,azL%aﬁalmumajﬁﬁﬁi’mauﬁaa&JNLﬁmwawhﬁ?u ANALABY
1NN 200 FulU (Hair et al, 2019)

11. Coefficient of Determination (R2) {fuanfildlunisiaaruauisalunisesuneanuudsunyamess

'
Ya o o

wUsisuduiafemnidoulutuudians SEM Tnefiansening 0 fs 1 TageriilndiAsaiu 1 azuansfanuudiassd
annsaesunganUasuwlasiasunn (Hair et al, 2019)

12. Adjusted Coefficient of Determination (Adjusted R? %58 R2,y) {dun1susuan R’ dielwAuaneis
115 TNTIUILRI0E 1 kA AT U ouTB L UUS 1A Fethsanaudssfiaziiin overfitting lukuusiaes
(Hair et al., 2019)

13. Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI) ﬁaq'swdw 0.50 &4 0.70 Fednduaiineldls wazeiilng 1
wanadIrueATIAnSaufUNs NI Tnesoe19iUsE NS AW (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)

14. Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) ﬁagjiwiw 0.50 &3 0.70 o3 nduaiineldls wazeAfilng 1

v @

LERIDAIUNBANANSBUAUNSLEWIS T a819TUsEaNS AN (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)
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15. Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) usaifildlunisuseiliuanuneivesuuuiiasdlagiilaia

AULTEUILVBIMUUTIABY FaRRUNaUTUUTIINAY Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) TnawiulinudAyiudiuiu

v
S = 4

msfwesililuuuusass Bauvusaesdimanfiweitos fuil PGRI fagiidngetu inuwinisfiansandives PGFI fifsil
fo A1 PGFI filnd 1.00 LLamﬁﬂLLUUﬁwaaqﬁﬁmmwaﬁqﬂLLasﬁmmﬁ'awa (parsimony) & swanedswuusiaodd
yilmediios uiaansneuneteyaldd wuudiaesdiiidn PGFI guinldiunssensuindunuudiassiifiuszansam
Tumsviuneuazldmsifinesedisfudn @1 PGFI flegsening 0.50 fis 0.90 uamaianrumedioglusziuiisensuls
Taeendilng 0.90 Aedrfiaruneddoud19d w1 PGFI finin31 0.50 wanaiuvuiiassenadudeuiulunasly
ws1imesuIniiunnud iy A1 PGFI And 0.50 wansduuudiassenafinnududeunniiuly iesenld

W15 R TTILIUNN UI1ANUNEAYRILULIIARID 1R agIINAYTAUNeRDY o win1TldwsEiimesNanAulY

o

duonadudymuvesnisuszanuaiu (Overfitting) nsldsuan PGFI aeliiniduanunsauseiiviiuudianiled

o

ady

ANUNeANANAIRUTILIUNITTmes I okl TneaunsathlUldsmAuAwidu g wu GFI, CFl, w58 RMSEA tiveliils

q

msUseiufiasudrunasiinnnuing deaisszds ilesnine PGFI Sinazsnindaiiannumeddus wu GFl 3sldaisld
WiesAdelunisdndueunefveswuusiass amsiansandildug saudie (Mulaik et al., 1989)

16. Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)nedH A1 AIC sndagdiednfimumnzandnindiewSeuifisy
WUUANADIAIES kUUINEBY (Mulaik et al., 1989)

17. Bayesian Information Criterion (BICnausifa #n BIC sndnagdeinfinnumnzainindeuieudiou
wuudraes msld BIC msfimsanmugiuduiidug welildnmsmiidanulunsussiduanumnsansesuuudiass

fastl Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) tunildlusadildlunsusyifiuanumingauvesuuudiasdly Structural

A

Equation Modeling (SEM) wagn1sitasigiaiasus lng BIC azaislun1siuiauiisunuudiaosndanuiunisiiines

v
o

LANFALAT BIC AN LAR9ITLUUINABINUIIANUMLNTENANIL UL AR U suiisumie taeviald A1 BIC 1en

niuansdiemnuaunsalunsesuigdeyaninda BIC dnldlunisiseuiiiunuudnaesiuansiaiu mawuudiaes A

Y a

f1A1 BIC M1NTILUUTIAB4 B waneIuUdnae A fianuwmngaunitiudeya deffe BIC dn1sUeeiunisw

=

Nunnsly

USRS URUUTa8Y Fenetasiuldliuuudtassudewiull wunzdmsunisidenwuuinassinngniiledl

q

AsSeuisuateuUI1asd 9oL A BIC analiivungdinsusiegisruinan wesnanulsenisiasunlas

Y

yostaya warA1 BIC ldanmnsnvenldtuuusaoniusmnzanfiomoudlu nsld BIC Arsfisnsanaiugfudaidug
dielilanmsawiidaaulunisusefiuanumsnganvesuusians (Schwarz, 1978)

18. Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) i{fu3Bnsiilduseiiiuanuauisaveanuusrasdlunisviung
Foyalwiflailaldlunisairauuudians (Cross-validation) ECVI WusuiifigaglunisSsuifisunuudassvansuuy
Tagn ECVI fishndmnefauuudiassiifiennunediainiy llesanannsnesuisdeyaluewanléfinin ECvi gndAon
MNnANRABTBIANLIANASsEM IRy aidanaldaTwas A nuuSaesaamsally Fadielunisussiuanuananse
Tumsamamsaideyailallalflumsusssnamsfinesvosuusiass. ECVI gnesnuuusiileudtyminig over-ftting

[

YaaUUINaed lnedglunsidensuuinaesiaunsaldiudeyalnilafnanvdnlunisfiaufewuudnaenien ECVI

U

sgaduwuuitaesiiasgniden Wesnuansiiuiannunediinit mauSeudisus ECVI vesvatauuuiiaed
HgliITeansassyiuuiaesnidnennlunisyihunedeyalniifiian (Browne & Cudeck, 1993)
19. Incremental Fit Index (IFl) inawsidia IFI = 0.90 fedndianumanzaud IFQudedfildussduninuned

V9L UUTIa09n19ad A Taotanizlun1simsigiaunislaseasne (Structural Equation Modeling: SEM) @1 IFI
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AUTeuisukuuTaeImasdnuiuwuudnaesdng (Null model) nunefiawuudnaasnuanufgiuntadanuduius
5ENI9MUT ANUlAALANYRY IFI 8g7IN15USUAMULANA19909ANTUT o UTENINUUUTIA0IN AR Ny ILa Y

a

wuuraesing (Null model) vildumsuszifiunamefinuuiaduliifusaiddug 1wy Chi-square 1 IFl aglutiag 0 fa
1 ngan IF| ﬁqﬂmf'] 0.90 Befumsuansisnuweniia (Hu &Bentler, 1999) IFI tundnafy Comparative Fit Index
(CF) wafinsusulisesfunisilSeudisunuusiassiidnnududousisiu udnlunsfinay fe A1 IF ilndiAea 1
wansiuuuassdianuwefigannd IFl snd 0.90 enatsdhuuusiaedineviniiaas Sududesulgmdoudly
LUUD1883 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

20. Likelihood Ratio Test (LRT) tnausifie p-value > 0.05 wanainlafianuunnsissenitsuuusiansd
Wisuieu LRT 1Judinsuszifiunnunenaeswuuiiassmisadanldlunisissuiisuanuwanagssninedes
WUUS1a09 Tnuuusiasamiazdudaunindnuuusiaemils (Nested models) LRT 9ziUSsuLiisuaiumunzay
synInuuUTIansiignandn (Restricted model) AuuuUT1a0s# lignddn (Unrestricted model) Ineldad -2
log-likelihood 1 log-likelihood azgnldlumstatdeyatumnzautuuuusasadioda LRT grldveslumsliases
aunnslasadns (SEM) Witefiansaninuuusiassidudousnniu wu wuusiassiimsiwesunnnitalinadnsainng

wuudrassniSeudhenimseld TnemhlunisiSeuiisuilazyhlnensaunaaininuiiazidu (pvalue) anA1vesadi

1Y) ! aa

LRT n15@iA91% 91N p-value Arndnnaeiaaufidodday (wu 0.05), LLuuaﬁ’waaa‘ﬁhjgnﬁwﬁ’mﬁaiwﬁmmwawﬁmf’]
wuusraesiigndidn mn p-value gandnasi, lifivdngruisanefiozueniuuuiassitlignirdndanunedfifni
LRT deanunsathluldlunateusun wu nmamaaevanuigiuly SEM, n1snaaeusuuinaesdadesiy, wagn1snneaeu
Tunadadsiudu (Bollen, 1989)

21. 38 Cross-Validation tnauside wuudraesiifimnuanunsalumsvhunedeyalmidesiinnugndesgs uas
mshmsudideyaiiovadeunuudiasmany a¥a BnsherhnismsedeuaERseIUTIABIINNGUFIDEN
vangnguudInuIliianuunne1eiy Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

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

nsiaanltavianiulTsdiuanMUNeAYaIUUTIADY
nsaenldansdd s ulsziua1UNDAv9ILUUT1ae (Choosing among Fit Indices)UnfagLdanly
4 Anane Ae Chi-square(X’) statistic (ToLaus 1), RMSEA (Waiaus 4), CFl (ToLaue 9) way SRMR (ToLldue 3)
ANAIAUEINTUU T UANUNDA T8 ILUUTIa U TN aUNAILATY N1TUTELIUAMNNDAVBILUUTIADY
(Assessing the Fit of Model) Wn3des1urunndaiudadi Aing 119ed 03/ 915041971041 Chi-square (X2 Wity
Tngldfarsandidedsug Wuanudilafinaiand eu nsuszsiuanunefivesuusiaeslaefansuiaind

'
' =

Chi-square (X2) eghadsndundneravilinisusziliurnudenadssosnuudiassildounnsios iilesa1naA Chi-square

a1

fyngoulunanssu laun (1) mnugeulnisovuaiiegadi Chi-square luwiluufiavdAigaunnioniog1advun
vy wdduvudnassduaziinunedna n1slaan Chi-square WssogrufgludrngsaualugIsenavinlinisiniu
WUUABIUITI UL IaeslineR (Bollen & Long, 1993) vunsiegnsiilinasldan Chi-square W90 191RgIdmsu

[

Uszilluanunefvediuuinaesdd “awndiegeiteinnniiull” dusdiudnvuzianzvesuuiiass uilaenaly

S o

LAY MINVUIARIDE19UINNT 200 A1 Chi-square Sinagdiwwalduiiagiengauayieddny (Kline, 2023; Barrett, 2007,
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pp. 815-824) villdaunsaussifiuanunesvesuuuinasdlaegegndedlaedeainan Chi-square Lileqaenefen
Fattu aaslddedsug wu RUSEA, CFL way TL i el ninsaudl asounauvesnnunef 1esuuusiaes
(2) Wunsaztasaudavguresniumed 1osa1ne Chi-square naaouuuuitaosludnuuziiauysal (Exact fit)
wituruduass wuudaendsadfinliaenndesiunuuauysal n1siiarsaanizan Chi-square o19vh ity
avtaenslieadug wu RMSEA, CFI, 3o TLI %Qﬁ’]ﬂ’]iﬂiﬁsﬂj@yjaL?]I‘EJ’JﬁJUWMiJWEJaLLUUIﬂé/LﬁEN (Approximate fit)
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) (3) mailiiiafiosiledoyalsiiduunfinn Chisquare aundlvideyaiinsuanuasuuudni nslden
Chi-square tigsaghaieondlimnzamiodoyaliiiulunuannfignd forviliAenisufiaslunadimnzay
3399 (Kline, 2023) agufan1suseiliuanunedlaglden Chi-square WigIBE19AE7 maﬁﬂﬁﬁmmiammﬁlﬁgmﬁm
iesandedidaluduaailidovunndegsazauuisniiliasounqu nisldfuidu g srufuarlinanisussdiiui
ONFeIAYATIUARNLINTY

o a

uona1nll nsflnIdeviinisusukuudiasadienl Chi-square (X2) ddvdrAgnisadalaglinaisanainei

17

o

duq onanelilianaldevalsusyns Lleea1neA1 Chi-square dvodniauazlulaasiouisniunedvesiuuiiass

= '

Tunnsuianue n13UTuRUUTIaslanefansanann Chi-square L8998 19LABI979d WAl ua NwugsalUl Ao

'
[ =

(1) augeulmseruIndiegean Chi-square Suwiliudissiiduddmiiosegaivuelng uwiiuuuiasasd
ArumeRluudvasduiidug 1y RMSEA, CFl, wie TU nisuiuuuudasslnglsiddsdsdrdmarionailugmaudle
wuustaadaglisdu (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) (2) flantatinni1susunuuiiasauiniums n1sUsuLuuIand
ifioanAn Chi-square a1vhliuuudiassdimududeuduly (Overfitting) Fsenaasvioudanunedsudoyaiildly
msisgiuslianmnsaiunedeyalvalls damaliuuusassliaansahluldfusogisdug 1¢ (MacCallum et al,
1992, pp. 490-504) (3) LAan1saziasn1TNa1TAUNeAuUUlnaLALY (Approximate fit) \osanan Chi-square
Fapumeduuvanysal (Exact fit) @iluauideass msiluuuiraesinedauysaiidudsiimmenn msldsvdduq Wy
RMSEA, CFI #3 TLI Fsasnsausziiuanuneiuuulndides sstelvinisfenuuuudiassdmiunseunquuazdameuy
11n%U (Marsh et al,, 1988) uaz (4) avwiliiafionidetoyalifulunuauufigiuat Chi-square faunfguirtoya
Wulumiunisuanuasun@ (normality assumption) n15UsukuudIaesinedaanizan Chi-square 013914170
mmlu'LLs,JusTﬂumsﬂi"Uquai’waauﬁasﬁagahj Lﬂulﬂmwuaumﬁgmﬁ (Kline, 2023) Faiutinidossansldwuinanss
Tunsussiuuuurasudielilduuusaosiivmnzaudian

Tunsdlfildfiansandn X2 statistic @oiaue 1) e1vazdodldadedigu fudnnisidensendnadail
AUADARADIAINY ANMFUNITUNAUDAUNDAVDILUUTIADY aBuLInIg (HnIdsLaen) muasu il

wuaNefi 1 Comparative Fit Indices n15ia1sanalunisinauslaedadn CAl @owaus 9) 1undn
\fiean1nnslden Comparative Fit Index (CFI) lun1suseiiiuarunedvesuuusiass (Model Fit) Tosuanuieuu

'
v a

2819010 A8n15llideAnatelsznisinilenianisldan Chi-square (X?) @eiivodninionaludsiouaiunef v

v
P=1

wuuiaeslsegrsutiugilunanonsd Tnslemzideduusiogsdvunslvg viedeyalifulumunisuanuasni o
(1) nshrevuindieg1een X2 Tufimnahsevuasogns mneanai dewwasegraiinty fn X2 axdiuuiliuiiay
fAngadu dawalfuvusiansiionaaswedgnuiias esanauladedeyavunslug vililsimngaudngu nsdli
fregrsdvnalvgurniAuly cr uflaliygmillagldnsisufiovssniauuuiaesiiviusmlndrsuteyadildléd

N3AUALATIAS 1AL (Independence Model) &svinlsian CFI fiafiasnmunnninfenuklsusiuuesuun
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#0814 (2) AununURanIsazlinauuAgIunIsuanuasunfal X2 Aeamshideyadulununisuanuasund usilu
Y a "’ a L o g v A o vl a B a  av o v

wanensdl Yayasdsenaludulumuauniignui viilven X2 Adumalddinnuewdeuazanslinanisussfiufiligndes

Cr v unialudwdilugeulmisonisazidaguufigiunisuanuasund vildimunzandunisuszdusuuiiass

Tuaonunisaifideyalididulununisuanuasund (3) mwansatunsSeudisua CFl dusenuuuniieiaiunse

=

Wigumsuwuuinaedld lneadilng 1.00 vaneduwuudtaedinnunedas Wewssuieuiuwuudtaesdasy el

I = &

{Adeaunsndssduaumeivesuuudasdldieuwasdlaldfininslda xz Sadunmemasouideadn dafunisld
cFl lumsuszdlupnuneivesuusiasddsuanudounniy i ssaniidesiiadesniiwarlinanisusediui
Ydedosnnninan X2 luvanensdl Tneunfudaen CFI finnnndt 0.90 8 0.95 Aetuuusiaesdarunediia (Bentler,
1990; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003) 91Aseldd CFI ifleUszliumnumedivesuusaasingldldan Chisquare

X2 Wudman wu uideiesruneiveswuudassuauiianelaludinluauideves Pavot and Diener (2008)

ya o

FRnwnAgunsTnanuioelaludia iadelaldnsiimseiesduseneauldadudu (Confirmatory Factor Analysis:
CFA) itonsardeulassadweuuinnuiianelaluddn Ineld Crllusuadvdnlunisussidunrmediveduna
uiseiilfanuddyiudn CFl innnngn 0.90 Wieusdsuuusiassiinuned Tnaldsaudu RMSEA way SRMR
Tumsiamegiidiuia Tnglildlden x2 Dusd Tandn esmnilygmives X2 Wedvunsegrunnifvluuasemidde
Fosuvudasinisinnufienelaluaiureayaainsmanisunng Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) dsldvinnsiiases
Tunaiddasahafionsasetlassaiwesaufmelalunulunguyaainsmanisunnd Tagld crl Hundslusite

o w Y o w

adlunsuszdiuanunedivesuusiass Wewin CA annsadanisiudesitavesnislden x2 Wevunnsetiad
Fruuan udseiiuanddiiiuin cridalng 0.95 Fuldvsdinlunainnuneds Taglddn RMSEA waz TU
st sy Tneviansniddeild crl lunmsdssfiuanuwenvesunanisiniven Tnglidiunsiden Chisquare
X2

wuINsii 2 Absolute Fit Index 91501191061 GFI (Falaue 5) uaz AGFI (aiaue 6) Wundn esan
n1514#1 Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) @ avd unilslu Absolute Fit Indices lun1sussifiumnunefvesuuusiasd
ANudRLazlasunIsERuSU Lﬁaqmﬂﬁ‘uﬁﬁgﬂaaml,uumLﬁaﬂizLﬁudwLLUUﬁwammmma%ma%@yjaﬁé’amﬁﬁ

Wil Tnefiansunaindeyaninlaase InglududunisiwTeuiisuiuuuudiassdu (1 Independence Model)

o
U =

witloududail Comparative Fit Index (CFI) dstudsfinmumunzauluuisaaiunisaluinniinasladan Chi-square (X2)
Imaﬁmamaﬁﬁ(l) analaseruafiegsdesnia X2 A1 GFl ldSunsitmuntuitetoudladesinvesdn X2 3l
anallasevuiadiegiaun fn GFl lugeulmsenisifiudurewuinfiegrarinfudn X2 vildidunesdefiania
TunsUszdiuanumedlunsdfidvuadiesndlvg i GF avfualneSsudisudndinvesnuulsusiuiiosunsle
lnguuudnges Li‘jaLﬁEJ‘Uf“fummLLUﬁUiauﬁauﬁu’wmﬁLﬁmﬂﬁumﬂsﬁagaﬁﬁlﬁ (2) MsUszdiupuneRlusEAu Absolute
Fit luvauzdien X2 Mlunismageuanuuansissninsuuudaesiimmunfuuuudaesfianysal A1 GFI agfiansan
AnmeRvesuUSassieteyalnenss TnslideauSsuifisuiunuudiansdu Feilvia GFl ansnsainanuasnndes
izmmwwﬁﬂaaﬂLLazsﬁagaﬁﬂlﬁﬁeﬁu A1 GFI ﬁqqﬂdw 0.90 %30 0.95 fndeindunisvsveniuuusiaesiifininuwed
(Hooper et al., 2008) (3) A2M3LTU Intuitive La¥I18ABNITAAIUAT GFl ATUINIINEMTIAIUTBIANLUTUTIU
flannsnesuisldlasuuusians dufufsanunsofanuldiendtlunma o Taear GFilnd 1.00 asvaneds

' P
1 Ao

° = Yy v v o v va = ' | = 1 = ° = & ¢
LL‘U‘UG\]']a@ﬂllﬂ'ﬂlla@ﬂﬂa@ﬂﬂum@%am?ﬂlﬂﬂ 1umm3mﬂqmmqﬂ?7 0.90 Q%UQU@ﬂﬂﬂﬂ’Jqﬂi\lNW@@%@ﬂLL‘U‘UT\]']aEN FIUULNUN
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¥
aa 1 =

A ladnewazianudaay agrslsAnunuimadivediinne wiinA1 GFl aziltefnalsusenis widdadivesnnen

dAg U A1 GFl ianuseulmsonududeuresiuuinass wazldaunsausvenisanunedlaaiiedfuusuin

[

quumﬂ,%w?{uq U CFl %38 RMSEA Usgnoulunisuseiiiunuudnaninig (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1986) A28

AP GFI (Goodness-of Fit Index) waz AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index) dwsulszidiuauneiives

@

wuusian Ingldiiunsldan Chi-square (X2) WDududn Wi 9uideisesnsussiliuanunefvesuuudaninssu

e

Yo

wsegslalunvieuluanwideves Joreskog and Sérbom (1981) NdnwAEINUNITTUIUIIRalaluRvieu FIdelday

=D e

LYy
a o =

GFl waw AGF! Huiustlumsdssiiuanumefvediias Wolinnesiamudniulfsswisdoyauazuuudaosiifety
A1 GFI Afielng 1 uandliifuiuuuaosiunedivutoys nuideildavd GFl uay AGF Taufuduiidug Wy RMSEA
Tnglailéffamdn Chi-square ((2) usdandnuazamidoiiortulasaamssuigunminlunduizeengnidores
Tanaka and Huba (1985, pp. 197-201) #sléil4 GFI uaz AGFI Tumsnseilunaidslassarafeiugunindslungy
faeny Inssniddeduandififiuing GFl uas AGF uduiifmunzandmiunisssdunrumedvediias esn
faosiviannsnlifeyaifeafunnumefveduaaldosnsaungulnglaifiosionian Chi-square (X2

wwIsdi 3 Indices of Proportion of Variance Accounted #31584191nA1 Ri(@alaue 11) Adjusted R?
(foiaue 12) RMSEA (foraue 4) uag TL (Faiaue 8) Wluwdn Tunsdiildlden Chi-square () Tunsuseiiupinumed
YDIWUUIIADY (Assessing the Fit of Model) wIn14 Indices of Proportion of Variance Accounted #39n15Useiiiu
dnduvasauulsusiufiosuneldvesiuysinarlden Re, Adjusted R, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

Y aa

(RMSEA), uae Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) ilundn iifosnduilivaniliideniitresyfiunnunedveuusrasdldedng
fuszansnmunntu Tnslmzegduilolifesmsfivnsanaindr X2 Seiidesnin dadenii 4 fifeniaue Tl

1. R? uag Adjusted R? A1 R? (Coefficient of Determination) wanedsdnarurnInuulsUsIugesiuds
aufignesungldaindaudsdass dad1 Rz Sanamunelunsiaeuansavesuvudaedlumsinenadnivie
a5UN8ANANNUS diumn Adjusted R? insusulindndudnunuinysdaselunuuinass esantymnisuszanai
\Au (overfitting) W efifudssuauinn sefudamnzanlunsldnuiieuuusasdinnududou msfiansand Re
waz Adjusted R? 1uuselomilunsnmageuanuwangauvesuudiassdaneinsal (predictive power) lnglaifas
FansnaaeunsadATimuseuldevAf g snmieuan X2 (Cohen, 2003)

2. RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) A1 RMSEA vJunilslusafiiildveslunisusziiu
AUNERTRILUUTIaed Tngr1 RMSEA TAAINLLANANI52IN9AT covariance TiANANTainnuuUsIaeLazA93adiin
Ielutsznns Feenilvaveniseufinnainvesnisuszanaen (approximation error) lusesuiads Tnausulidnu
InFIBELarAINSUTauTRILUUS AR RMSEA firindn 0.05 uansdaninunediia warenfisnii 0.08 sfndedn
waldlé RMSEA Tisumnudeuuinnia X2 ilesanndannunumusievuindiegsuay anududouvauuuiiaes
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

3. TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) A TLI w3oi§3nluda NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) tfudwiifituSsuiion
AIUNDRVBILUUTIAeaTiAun (specified model) Aunuusiassiildfilaseadia (null model) Tngldnsusuiiieu
sewinduiumsiwesluluuiiassazanududeuresnuuiians iiemuaudiam overfitting A1 TLI finuilasie

v

YUINF9E19UBENIX2 kazn1sldan TL dnavdaeldanisalssiliuniuneiveswuudtassiisinmududoulanau
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A1 TLI figendn 0.90 Aeinfianumediin dafu TU wnzalunisussiiuwuuiaosidudoudeenaldfuusduamumn
Wsevanedf (Multivariate models) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973)

wpandniilifinnsan X2 uadldduiimanifo (1) aruloruaiiegien x2 feilowunaiaegiemin
dednnuiegufiutu d X2 fnazgauiuaie shlinmsdadueuwefveauuudiaesorafianatn (2) Anudaneu
TumsArnusvilidu RMSEA, TLI wag Adjusted Rz Titeyafiinyumuneannnirlunisfienuaamedvesuuudiassi
firnududounansld wavansaSeudisuanunedlalngnsilaglifod1adeiue X2 (3) Msuudsdnnunede
WU RMSEA wag TLI dnsuiuifisuiiienunudadofienavilinadns skewed 19y suasiiogisuazdnnumsiines
WlFanuusiudnasiadosunntulunisussiuwuusiassfidudau Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Cohen, et al., 2003:
Tucker & Lewis, 1973) #2081901u3587 14 Adjusted R2, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) ua
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) dsuusgiiuanunedvssuuudiass lagldiiunisldan Chi-square (X2) iWudndnidu
muATeAnIRuLUUTasTTaINImUauo sualluisguauideves Cole and Maxwell (2003, pp. 558-577)
ARnwnAgafunsitauauamsolunisauauesusiluissu laslénisiinseiuuulaseadradadu (SEm)
ilensivaeuiladeiifinasionisaruguensual {33614 Adjusted R? tiouszifiunnuannsnvesnuudaeduniseduneg
ANuUTUTILlUTeYAdTY wonand S9l4 RMSEA war TL Hudadddalunsinaunesizasiung A1 RMSEA i
71 0.08 waze TLI IndiAes 0.95 uandliiiuin Tumadeameddlaglidndudosiionar X2 uarenidoiFesdaded
finasiennuiowslaluTinveanguiindnunanuideves Diener and Biswas-Diener (2009) fifnwlnglduuudras s
Tassafradfionsaaevifadedidmanoanuiianelalufialunguindnu tnelusuided 19 Adjusted R2 il Tn
AuEIINT0sLUUTIaeslun1Ts UBANLY sUTIUTRIn T awelaludin uona1ndSld RMSEA wag TUI
dieuszidunrmeduadduiag Tag RMSEA sindh 0.06 war TU Tndides 0.95 vsdinluaadinrumerluszdud

WUINIER 4 Degree of Parsimony Fit Indices Wa15au1A1 PCFl, PNFI Lag PGFI (@ﬂTaLaua 13 - 15)
Wundn Imaiﬁﬁani%ﬁwﬁmmzamﬁuLLUUﬁi’mawmﬁié’aﬁaam%’ﬂﬁﬁ]uéﬁ@ NM5MLLINIe Degree of Parsimony Fit
Indices lunmsusvillunumeiivesiuusians (Assessing the Fit of Model) Taglalfiansainen Chi-square (X2) Taldsu
anuflsudesndvivssanimilefsmududouvesuuusians (Parsimony) Feaenadasiundnnisiugiudi
wuaesiinsiinnuidsuieusreiuisdeyaldesnafivame lasdvdaumeivssinnidddmiunaimesi

TelunvuanasstazannisuszunamLiAy (Overfitting) LU Parsimony Comparative Fit Index (PCFI), Parsimony

v
v a

Normed Fit Index (PNFI) Wag Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) lagflivsrananasii(1l) midsdisninuseudng
a9 UUINa89 Lp9NLUUTIaesRdaudutauLn @nwis1dme s3uiuunn) dnduwialduiiareduneainuwlsusiu
vosloyalifnvu uifidswonisussunaaniu (Overfitting) wazenalianunsaldeSuredeyalmilafiaiu Parsimony

Fit Indices L¥uA1 PNFI uaz PCFI U Fit Index 1WiagyiaufianinuaunassninnnunafvadbuudnaodiasAduizey

v
1A

18 Ingannartusulmdntudiuunisfwesaldluwuuiiass 8auuuiiassdinisfwasunn Aravsdmaiiifazanas

' ¥ '
aaa SN

deralviluuinaesninnuissudegnuesitidnnunediandy (Mulaik et al, 1989) Fsivielvnuuiassiosulgdeya

Y
o

laRudsimnududoutos lasumssensuninnituuuinaemdudeuniniuly wlidnaedian fit index gandntuduildu

va o N

Anu (2) Aruatunsalunisideniuudianaiuiizas Degree of Parsimony Fit Indices ﬂiqaiﬁawammsmaaﬂ

wuudnaesiminzauiiantunisesuieteya lnslddesduiswadyidniarsunnunediieegiaied n1sadds

o
a o a a o

ANMSEUIeLazANuNedlUnTauiu YielidITedenwuudiassiiivse@niamislundvasniseiuiedeyauay
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myUszgnaldanulusuanlafu nsiiansanAsedniiuauseudie Wi PGFI (Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index)

q

Ya v v

Pl ITsaunsadadulatiuvuiaeldnniinesdesniazianussuiretudinsannsaesuiedayalas

U

weaumsnelyl James et al, 1982) (3) nsann1suszanaaniu (Overfitting) n1slduuusiaesfidnisdwessuiu
snfianudosiagilfiAnnsuszanad iy Famneauiuuusisesiuamsaesuisteyaluyateyadld
Tumshenesildd uiliannsauszgndldiuyadeyalmil ddwinfiens dudivu PCFI uag PNFI 9asaiunudam
mMsUszanaAniulngnisandANumeAve U TaesfifiaududousnniAuly vl idsannsaidenuuudians
flannsaesuneteyalilaslidoddmnivesunniuld

n15fa15001A7 Parsimony Fit Index figeuiule #o A1 PNFI uaz PCFI flogszwing 050 fa 0.70 dedndu
Aiineldly waveiilng 1 wansdsnnuneninndeutunisldnsimesetradiuseansnim (Schumacker & Lomax,
2000)PGFl sinaeldifudaivsznavlunisssidunuuiiaesiifanududou ieliudladnuudiaesdulaldly
yyiwosinniuandndy fegenisinng auyddinideaiaemuuiaesifian Crllndidssiu uiuudias
yildlimsdmesinnndt SnuvudraemiluSevieniuazdadvd PCFI gandn wansiuuudiassiiFoudienasdl
mnumngaNnnitlunsesuisdeya tnefinsdnwanuanansalunismeinsaiteyaynduldd dregrenuddedly
gt PCFI (Parsimony Comparative Fit Index), PNFI (Parsimony Normed Fit Index) Wwag PGFI (Parsimony Goodness-
of-Fit Index) dwiuusziiununeiveuusiaes Inglsiunisldan Chi-square (x2) WWudmdn wu suAdedentu
wAnssunsUsuivesipsuluaseuairuideves Mulaik et al (1989, pp. 430-445) Adnwinsususivesioiu
lunsouasarunsieseilnaaddassaing {33614 PCRI way PNFI lumsUssliumnmoriveduinafiadisduiiels
Windansaniladsnnuusenda (parsimony) vesluina laee PCFl uag PNFI ﬁqqLLamﬁﬁLﬁu’iﬂmL@aﬁmmwaﬁﬁa

Wesananudsendalunisldfmuus dauen PGFI gnldieuszliuanunednilulaedddisnnududeuvedanng

v '
o o o =

Adeillallaldan x2 Wumdiandn iWesandedrinlumsussiliuiieovuafedisnn uazauidesostadedudnm

a ] a

fidsnarogunmdnuesigeorgnuideres James et al. (1994) dnwiadoymedensiidmarieguaminlunguigeeng
H1unsiaseiliinalasaine g3deldauid PCFI, PNFI uaz PGFI SufuiieUssiiunnumeivesuuusiaes ewn
Fosnseniledmnuuszndnvesiulsilduasanumunzanvedassasne lunadilduanddiidudn PCFI way PNF
29 0.90 way PGFI fivsdisnumafiialy Taglidedlde x2

WUINI9T 5 Residual-Based Fit Indices M3158419107A1 RMR, SRMR@ araue 3) 1dundnlunsel i
yifinnsane Chi-square (X2 Tunsussifiuanumeivesuuusiaes uwamne Residual-Based Fit Indices Wuipsasile
fidylunsasanasunnuneiivesuusaes Taen1siasan Residual-Based Fit Indices 1@y Root Mean Square
Residual (RMR) wag Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 1dunan LﬁadﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂmamﬁﬁﬁﬁfaaﬂixLﬁu

' ' a a

AUNBAVDILUUTIADIIINANUBANAIITENINANNANNNITAILAIINWUUINFBIMAL AT TALR 95908 19TUsE NS AN

v
SN aa Y a

winwavdnlunindenlda RMR uaz SRMR fidsilde (1) myinnnuuandeszninedfinianisaluazandinldase
A1 RMR (Root Mean Square Residual) 1udafiftinauunnsnandessninmiinanisaiannuuusiaesuasadiiale
a3dludeya Tnse1 RMR Anaansinfiaesvesaiadsvesanuunnsiefienindsaes (Squared residuals) 5z1319e
Covariance 7 A1AN158) wavA 1 covariance 7 Tals wazA 1 SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)
dunisuduen RMR Tnenisuusdneandssuuinigiu degaslinissuiisuaiues SRMR duis eadnedu

Imafﬁ’wmmlﬂumLQSaﬁuaammmmﬂmqﬁlé’mmgﬁu (standardized residuals) (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (2) n1sUsgLiu
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ANUNEANLITUAUTWIRAIBE19 A1 RMR way SRMR lilasunanssvnuainuuediegnaduieaiual X2 deininulise

v v
o o = 1A

YUIAFIBEN AILANAITERI AN saluazA Inlaaseuliuegiurunadiegne vilidvdinailaiunse

va v Y

Talolunsainduunndrog1awnnanaiy A1 SRMR fa31dianunedffdieda1esnin 0.08 Fevielrtidsauisasndu

U

Anunefveskuuaedlilaglidesivaiisaivvuindieds (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (3) nsuUsziduainunafives
wuudiaewuuduysel A1 RMR waz SRMR Tdlunsuszdiuanuedvesnuudiaedhuudves residuals lnense Faduis

nsalupsandmiunisnsindeuinuuuinaesiiimuuatuaiuisaesuiedeyalifiiieda lned1 RMR Aifuanatianam

ydéf]y d'

woRNdA TuvagfiA1 SRMR fisndnunefiawuudtaesfianunsaesuieanuduiusludeyalas dadutoyandnauuas

U

Ada = o

ausafauledne 9aRvaIn1sty RMR wag SRMR Ane Aunsabunsaunlun1saninua Aisuandtennuneffng 39

Tnrsarnudnenaztaau wazlifinulsesuindiog1uiledain SRMR Wun1susual RMR vinliduesosilen

¥
Y oA '

mnzaulunsUssfiuiuuiaeslunsdiivuindegiauanaiy demsseislunisldanife Afigandn 0.10 Tu SRMR
wandfsnunediilid deonadeafinnsuiuiulssuuuians fegranuisedlddud RMR (Root Mean Square
Residual) uag SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) Tun1susgifiuanuneiassiuudiasslagluldnn
Chi-square (X2) \usiandn 1w 9udseiierfunginssunisuiudmesindnuiluaniunisdnulumuideves

Hu and Bentler (1998) §i3u@Anwinsusumvesind@nuluanidunisdnw laegldnsliiasgilassaradedudu (CFA)

N o

Tumsuszifiuanunesnvoslinalaseasianeada uidedldaed RVMR uay SRMR iudwddfalun1suseidiu

v
av Ao o W

ANUNDAVDILUUINEDY A1 SRMR $1N31 0.08 Uainluwmadianunafina 1uissdidalalvanudidmuiu SRMR 11nnan

A1 X2 Wes1nnisld X2 onafidednintunstiidvuedieg1elnguasauiddeieafunsiauf L uungAnssugunn
¥83383U v8s Byrne (2010) NANwIN1IHAILINGANTTHgUA nlunguiesu Tngldnsianegvikuuitasudalasaasi
(SEM) Tunsnsrraeulassaisvestadeiiinasienginssuaunn Iaegdeld RVMR wag SRMR Liedseiiunnunesves

LUUT1A89 A1 SRMR #1137 0.08 §9310AUNDAT A YueA AT RMR A fwanadan15sd8auuannaiaianisaile

v
[

Talynntdn ewdseduiunsld RMR way SRMR Taglallden 2 (Wuidiandn
a . . . & Yo o a v A o =
WUININ 6 Choosing among Fit Indices miLaaﬂimﬂ‘uumwm‘imﬁmﬂwma‘] AYUIIUNU LUBIIN

wiarAvlifidenderduunnanaiu uaganunsalvdeyaiiuandesfiufedfuanumuizauawuudaes inad aaslddud

waneiilun1sUssliumelilan nsaundaau wazasiiansanuiunuas IngUseasrveanisive

unggyd (Conclusion)

[

msRnsanadridmiulssfiunnunevesiuusiass WunszuiumsitdesaziBoauazinuszinge 3
Juethan ewndudanuneiisasuiidenuazdesidiafiunndeiu nsdenldiedfivuizauausodmane
AU NADIYBINTITAAIIUNANITILATIEY SEM (Structural Equation Modeling) fivaneUsynsfidesfiansan fe
Usgnisusn ddlanunefidefuasdodifnfiuanenetu fudusazUszinn Wi Chi-square (X2), CFI (Comparative Fit
Index), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)
Tfefuazdoinfinvenuies Mogradu X2 seulmreruiadisgaaraududeuveiuuiness, CFl wag TLI AUAL
Uy Overfitting WazYUINAIDEIY, RMSEA T A1AuRanaInYeInIsUsEINai AT snnudud UL USaes,
SRMR IﬁsﬁanﬂaﬁlLﬁuL%quimmL?{mﬁummLLmﬂmasmdeﬁmmﬂﬁﬂjLLaxmﬁfﬂlﬁ (Kline, 2023) Usyn157iaes

[ v

ANUVAINNaNgvedariruRdmIUAY Anumavanvenvilun sUssliukuudNaeWuegudnynirveItataLaY
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YaMmuAreeN1TITY vavilenawanzauiuwuuInaemlanududeugs luvaeiuidvlienavinuldslunuuiiass
nflvwiadeguan nsiiansamateavivieliinsUssduiasuduuazndndeseranainainnsiianndeiidies

(Marsh & Hocevar, 1985) (3) 1139 53980UAMNNABIYBIRUUTIRY Nstddvdnvanuateteliaunsonsivaey

'
=

AMUYNABITDIMUUTIARIARTY NMsHATUIBsARvdidgtealadiamsifasudiuieiduanunedves

A ° 9

wuudnasenisleuiisuatdvilseninuudnassisliaiuisadeniuudnasia Ngadnsunisesuiedeyala
(Schermelleh-Engelet al,, 2003) wag (4) mssndulaferfunuuiaesiffignnsidenduiiivanzauuaznisiiansan
vanedvismiuelinmsdadulafnfuluuiassdifigaiinusiuauazindedo msfiasanuAduiiresiails
\Annsiadulaitlianysainielsigndes (Bollen, 1989) fafu nisldnansduisiutuazdrelfmsdssiiusuusiaes

Wuluedrausluguazidodalauiniu
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