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Abstract:Measurement Invariance is important in the psychometric application of self — report scale or questionare which is a prerequi-
site for cross — group comparison. As an popular method to analyze Measurement Invariance multi — group confirmatory factor analysis
contains various theoritical models and has different combination of models in application. The current study systemetically summarized
these relative theoritical models and then proposed several models for testing Factorial Invariance including confirmatory factor analysis
across groups without any limitation (Mgroup) ; Configural Invariance Model (M1) ; Metric Invariance Model (M2) ; Scalar Invariance
Model (M3) ; Strict Invariance Model (M4) ; Factor Variance / Covariance Invariance Model (M5) ; Latent Mean Invariance Model
(M6). The study took the Satisfaction With Life Scale(SWLS) as an example with the subjects of 1343 college students(age:17 —25
20.01 +1.53) to test SWLS Measurement Invariance according to different groups as below:In a hurry or not(Hurry vs. No — hurry)
Mood in the test(Positive mood vs. Negative mood) Noise or not(Noise vs. Non — noise) Response time(Long response time vs. Short
response time) Gender(Male vs. Female) Hukou(Agricultural vs. Non — agricultural) . The results show that:a) Factorial Invariance is
tenable across the Hurry group and No — hurry group(A/\/2 =0.49 ~10.59 p >0.05) ;b) Partial Factorial Invariance is tenable across
the Positive mood group and Negative mood group with M5 Invariance Model and M6 Invariance Model untenable(A/\/il) =3.96
20.89 p <0.05) ;c) Partial Factorial Invariance is tenable across the Noise group and Non — noise group with M3 Invariance Model
and M4 Invariance Model untenable(AXz) =14.75 A)(Z(S) =23.91 p <0.05) ;d) Factorial Invariance is tenable across the Long re—
sponse time group and Short response time group(Ay’ =11.01 ~41.95 p <0.05) ;e) Partial Factorial Invariance is tenable across the
Male group and Female group with M4 Invariance Model untenable(A)(is) =64.40 p <0.05) ;f) Partial Factorial Invariance is tenable
across the Rural group and Non — rural group with M6 Invariance Model untenable(AXE(]) =11.49 p<0.05).

Key words:measurement equivalence ;structural invariance ; SWLS



