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vlobA| 5o} A Aol A e ulel o Tl olAE A F2 AT HEE =
E RHREy Bl A v vholrh Wdeh MSEgke) WER RS stetel FAE = HERN
Jikol ®vb A A8} ghrh. Joreskogs} Sorbomell oja| A At GRUEEEERR
BR(LISREL) 2 o]=lq WEM Biff == #AL AT F v 7 S44 714
Zo] 2 A FEel viobsly Wobujul fgFEe] ohE Hok o frfhe] FhEBHBELET (L
Bentler 1980; James 1982)ell A 5 s 91314 o] 5o ghrh. B8 KEBHW 5 8ifre &
Az BYE REMES sty dd A8d 4 AR, REEERGREDY ol & W
I vlmEled spAE g sbA] RBE e E Qd 2 AHgd o] 53 s st

RS GER) mlotAlgd Haz HAD AL Bagozzie] o3 H7E(Bagozzi, 1977,
1980)el 4] v E5) bz @ < ¢lv). LISRELE ol %47 o] nlste] vlmal 3T
of s gz, spolAlHel 2 AR 2l s A #gky)l W Eel opAAA o] EFo] s
Z Qe BREE BASE 329 Q494 & A A8EE 490 g2 2 2k LISREL
= & BAA 239 nobA 2 oA BES BAS s = gler, LISRELE A
Bl A% 913 HAZN Sl o] &3y A ool W AdF F47 A
st utd o]2lE spA =} A & G A olalst AP A g3 LISRELo] Ahgs
tgm, 28 AFd elA 2utE 2¥o] A A N Type 1 245 =& AR 23
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o] WohEeld 4 Yek(Type I ©%). o & $o}, Kenny(1979)% LISREL 484 a4
o53 UPche A 1 AHE o ¥ ARET AL AdA

@ :Ed4: WA LISRELEYo] 7129 54 8¢ A=y A% o4& piest
Wmtel 2 9@ AR AAEE AER ¥, LISRELzYe) 444 zeisiolct & AFE
A Bk 2, MY BE SRBETASN, B FERR, WERE WNERE
(residual) 51} M B EAMEL Egehn, 454 ARE ol g3tel wlL o
e pidozs, LISREL 484 ZAASe &3 m#sy] 4% EARF A%+

% #o\A7 A @b
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II. MBvEEmmEEe] FRk

Siskar ubel o] LISRELE qstmsls AFe] et & FAA Wil N 7
Mg A, uE SKsl S fo I Avt EAYGE AT w7 A e A
A4 S0l @astohm Wob(Aaker and Day, 1086). A, WFEel EE W
(association) o] §lelok #H, A, HJAF7L FHisEo AMHLE A ok &e,
AA, e REH BR dEe BAL 49T &£ T A4l gdejof dch. FuA
o} AWA 278 FEL WHKIY Jjkk(experimental method)o % ggiol & st

AgA wyo] AgsE A AYAYL ¥ (manipulation) 3 B (SN HE
S (ESE S doht G g FRE e ARE AN AH 3] iy
(ANOVA) mi& 3t4#4r#T (analysis of covariance: ANCOVA) 0] 5}%5&4. e 4k
s4& LISREL#] ul# oleist ztel &4 JetA %% el of el E4t
He Agd AEE FAFI] g8 8% A AFAE Al e s 484
7} seBEst Z274E et 7P

45 Sol, Bmulzt &gl PlAE TS &7 e Pl FET B B T A
bR ko z o] zAsgtz A of Ay A¥AE Al A1g 28 AgEO
A A AYD N2 e Ful FEL A, R FTE WA, 7 FEL FRLE
mEsta ot AT 2R E HEKN KRS 3 ss ga] AME HEREE o
g AL o AR B3 %A gEch F, o4 AFEL AWAT o xd wege 2H,
& By 43¢ F71 =E %A BRY F A Aol
zAw W4e g d5Sd g &%, F dAdAE v AFs7) AdA, £

g

He




A RYe o9 o] WRI WIF) Suslsiche /b4 Wag el wal, LISREL
& ol2E 714 A4E Wez ¥ $Ech g4l LISRELS A34 2% =& R#
(treatment), 3 A @A) Helo] o) A (unobservable perception)sd, o] FEe FAHA .
(actual observation)7te] #AE sl AP FAAAL AT RYF AFE T
ek Aol Sl

AYA Zast oy Aol LISRELE et& EAAY, oF Fof Kol HEiS
Wil Hlal AA-L AR Z, MBS BRSNS SIS 2 FEEF AH N
glol 24t A4k & EEANE ALt AdzA dL HEEM(factor
score) % AW AEF FL glo, o AS FA49 EALL AFARA 2P HFel
Ao Aoz fesie] zARG AF AstEde] B4 A} Adde A=, HHH T
A Y o] &t A% olZel M4sl Ao AFsle] Fzte] & ZalA, ok A
28o]A Wgsk Mg 29 AFHAAI AR A= $A2F AdA FET Aol wUrch
olol u]&] LISRELZ HRiE# A (measurement model) 7} #EiERY 457 (structural model) &
S0 HEttel 29 B4 e AESI @l AHEAE A AR AT F87
ubyolebs & ¢ Arh

221}, LISRELo] x|} 8% 7 oheh o & o], LISRELE = wao] ¢4
she upe} o], W47tel MY Bith(linear relationship)st EAtEAE H#S3H7] A%
Aoz Wl Foll FEMMEI(non-linear) FtR7E A& A% olel@ YA BAET A=
o 4 g ade] Aot TF vlA49A 5ol g LISRELS] o]go] d-7(cf. Fornell
and Denison 1984)= 3 glevh, o3 ztA] 7=t F—]-_‘:i g &+ 9t wbebs], LISRELS
o] 8E AL HAE AT 3 HE el vAFH BA EAeEAE WA FET
L 7o) whatAsickz @ 4 gleh o9} o] LISRELS AHg&3he A% ke 714 o
gl el AgSol mH ook du, ol oja ARAY FAMHET HE
72 @k, '

I WEEsEMMmEse AL MEk
1. #|&x 27|

LISREL 58 & Atgst7] Salas ol A% F¥e azlzk Aok v 3% v
glo] AEAL e viEld odesbd FAAow v AR Bz glth



2 Lo §EY 37 = A$ BMEESH(minimum sampling variance)$ 7HA Al 2
. =#1}, LISRELE®HS A4&a7] debed 229 2r]7h depy Ak $Edsta ¥
s gl=s} she AL okd7Al FAE Lol dAH 1E0] A

Boomsma(1982) = ERE4##Alo] LISRELS ALgstel @78 At B¥o] 2007 2t
349 7%e LISRELS Agsbyl A%d 48% FE¢ 5 27 @], L2 571 200
A o) Ae A4stdch. w3, Bagozzi(1981)E XY LA AFEE AT M
S} 509 W om kL EEHsEE (maximum likelihood estimation method)& A-&% 4 A=
= Bgkvh

23], Bearden $(1982)& 53¢ #igthel wet ¥k asl7t LISREL®| #Astef 7|
e o] 2Ry WEel, REF AAdE I S xgo] meslolop ek s
gob, TES MARECL 2] AREE vEA B 2yt BESNE TF N2 F7t
A7 weh G TEe ANee, Az nyd tate] Lie] 271E 2674414 10,000
AAA L el A A3AZ A Fellold dTE APt

229 qFAFe wEW, BEF £39 APl BEY A7E AR 4R
e ob%g AEM Aol vehtA gtz dged, o Aste 7hedt BRI ATHEE
& gRe =7t Aold ASol A& o+ QT (Gweke and Singleton, 1980)2] 2 3} 9}=
FaetE Aoleh 2, BT 2y Asds zRe =Zrst BAAFA d¥E VA
= Aoz vebged, %, B2 A 1007 o] 4its F¥ol A= LISREL 2§
o AREE AZssl A AEEE BAAA LEEE Ao Gon, ol A FE
gt 28L WobeA Hd AAE 2YE BAE GEo] ° AT A28 ekt

Bentlers} Chou(1987)% E2-o 27§ AAss A& 229 FAi7t 23 are] 5 o]
ok @ w sttt %, B 2 FAslbR B o 5 A 109 o]ef ok 3}
w), 2o THEAMY BERSHE vebd A5 ol Ax, THESAE e A
Aol w mEel 9 0% Fejok deka A

o5 2 QAF AsNA ¥ wlo] &FEE B AL ZYS B, F7 5| o) of
B pe) M =T s R ko] Hste onel Bofol wpzt ZebAle, B4R 2
B mAE Aolx 1007 ol A& Heick dhe), WEHEIL 4 ol ¥4 g 2ge) A
oo pERE RERSHE e A folE T st FAEAAG F el <ol
gld AoA ez 4% v webdschz % ¢ 9k whebd LISRELe] WAz st

2 489 Aode olue A% mese] B¥e| 277 A ik @ ek
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2. iR (Identification)

o) figeo) ol g WeR(Identification) & 7FdA EHol A Lfffi(parameter)s] o] 7t
87 e AAA= Ao|c} Joreskoget Sorbom(1981)-2 143 1771 (information matrix)o|
BES:E (positive definite)e] 73 w7 @7} gloka 23 4 gleka &fef, of 2] LISREL
g o g8t o FAEL LISRELzzadlo] AlAshz Andgdel Ao wef A4 B
8ol g7t frEatestel MEE AAAAt el Joreskogsh Sérbomz 1 s vhet
zo] LISREL ol gt &4 FAx AAA &3ty o1 olgh ol Azl v
o} FEZEIREE(identification status)& A A A= AL AxH FPoloh. 5, HBRET 24
A AL @Eho] o WA MHH AL st EAee T3, 2¥o) MR #HEd A9
3 ) HREEE) A A HED FEE) FA< zlo|ch(cf. Bentler 1980). wetA <
ms wetold walel Ml BT e AnsE WAZ GehA ok Pk

mol] R g SEEAS SA Y A5 MMGREKS FUt s ok ¥ M) TR
wA 1} zrolol gk Aelvh, o 2ol $Fuw EHL Ut BRA NF Hx AEE
zzgd, eo2 Myt HEIGE AT BEHEII A9 dA slebd de MERE
(measurement modeDo) 4] 7 FHo} AR ZAAY Sig-FoHel A8 E o ook
st Aolrh. U HEHIAC) WS #iA (structural model)el v ¥ EEFo] ¥ ut
efof ahe}. o]ol Wl g MBI M-S Rl =1 ##k(rank condition)o] ct(Long, 1983).

59 BE BOA/ERMES) oHE pAgiel Wd dIER o Tl 173, 1 & BT
(identity matrix), B% (I-B)gs =, B*S mFEsl=A e s (structural
equation)el 3 etz T AAAR F ol AAAL 78 kol Fol opd ZE FIE AA
Bed wEolR FHlel et A elAA R, TE rOPESKS] REBRA A% I E
7 o] o}zl {75, % WEITA e HEEHTRLRN A3 78 AL F o A
A7 53] o) Eol oyl ZE FIE A ste] wrEelA frFlol e stk oj=el o]
wHEES 75 Bt 173 I*5 Agste] & THIB®I*]9 B(rank) 7} BETRA
o HelA 1S EME A —%K3d @RS Y (dentified)z e, AAGF A2 A5
A5E ol gatol MANTA ek

3. Wi BN

LISREL®. 9] %7t @& RiE# (goodness of fit index), FHHEEA K IEM (adjusted
goodness of fit index), RMSR#]<(root mean square residual} @ y2zke] AL}, yEE
Ao Fhais 2 B39 mepol hwal glAl rebAl #itey HEBE AAE T ek kol
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71 Hgell, T2 e AFs AFA BAHARZA o] Sk e, MRS EE
o azle Egels Ao, #AY 255 ZAHE AdAez 3 ol AAY #Es
BH ol F39 2R delx HES #HA Aok Moz R a5 FAEA
¢ ol FotAA Z-Esl wAl(false model) & wholEA FFo] AAv] JMEAY A A9
A B8 L utolEo]Al = v}(Bentler and Bonnet, 1980).

wt2bA LISREL 2ol Slej4 7134 28 HFL 948 AHgsts yi-test/l T2 2
7ol wiet F F By Wl FAESLE FE ELY ZUld FEE A G AEE A
Mrtell F2 8 ghel, o9 sl Bentlers}: Bonnet(1980)% =49 #& HA = 244
Z 2y, &, A5 15 ojud AAE EA3NA g S4A AAT AT 294
B (null modeleletx Y23, o] YL 74 ¥ vlad AL Ay
d & &el, (Z¥ D Ego] ofEoll whe} A HhERY B d e g4, 2y 2
© EE ALY AEE fldx ARAR] BEERC] 24 F (29 DY 2y 9xd)
o (29 DA E,

A =2 = A=A = A= A= A=y =Fo=0

o] Hr},

g 1. &3 ot Foe] AmiE, po) Rdsiel Mils 8RN, A RS E WEe
B é, mol A7 39 AANGH AxE A
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259 Wl wad, BREEEctE sl T9d 299 B 9¢ A2 AA=

tabal el wheb EAEPIN(ack-of-fit) =l BEMA) vzl oA eg odnt

W &t e § e AEAEEBNFL: Normed Fit Index) & Al 4stz, o

Ao} ghell o=} BRE B XS FAHE + Aok Aol

FO Fh
F,

0

NFI=—"7—

AN A, Fo, Fem 22 B (e RaERH BAs v 2t HRE od 23)3 &R
By fle] JBAEEES Jebdich. NFIs Anet 7i4d 23zke] Agest Lo gho] 14
ZhekA Y, xf Gl Al Yo A4 strizste AAz Zgo] deht sRASE YA
wetel] S8 AEE Aok 2y v NFIE 9rhs e 2] Bt vlzdta o=
Al Afrd zart dsleAE g9z 94 @7 Ao, o] EozAe A A
9 ol® 23 (tautological & trivial model)ell ol & 4], 235t A % (perfect fit)E 1}e}
4 w7 Utk o] Ay, NFIS| #e A9 1o} =ve, wheba] James, et al. (1982)& NFI
Aol AFeE ZHE GO HTERBCPFL Parsimonious Fit Index)& A48 21&
A| ek et
PFI=(ds/do) {(Fo— Fi)/ Fo)
oAl A, do,deis A7 EHEEAS FERP B AhEE vedd. PFIE AMEEA
NFIj 4] £A7F SAgid 539 A4, fEEKS o] A “07e] A & 4o vt
4. EEITY WEHE

LISREL =l glejd R 42 FE A LEHEEEMaximum  Likelihood
Estimation Method)& At-&st=dl, dl =344 S A&3ste 3+ 8 714 G
A 57t AR FEHA6 (multivariate normal distribution) 5 # 3v}= Zlojth, H 49
¥7 FEAAE o) F A% Add BANMeER 448 5% shdd] el F glom,
A= =ARe Si/IkSEiT7 (variance-covariance matrix)e] wil 73 FAX = Bk
LEHEE & 7 gt 2ev A5 Fx7t FERSAE Astedz ERSME
H4E s Bag FAEA i, o] FAAS HAD Fxe 2EE SstEal vehile
F, %4 ol9)e] kM (higher-order moments)ell E3sl AuF meidhA @wm, KK
Zi(second-order moments)ef] E§d AunbE A&t AAS G W Eel HA) FAA
g & 4 gA sk webd AR EeEel $AF T RALEHEERS e AW
& ABEHIGnput data)e] F27b FIEMGL A Sl RALEHEEY o 2te 5%
Ze 8k (full information technique)e] o}yl #IMR= fH# (limited information) - o] &3}

r|o



Aol Atz & £ gor, of#Hd B LEEReke) drht HAY FA W ol Aol o
A= A a7 IA &

w3h, LISRELojA F2 AR AL &5l o] & A3t o= (pearson product moment
correlation coefficient) W47t Mol - ERFIE Aoy wEAERY BAC AP
A9 ol FMRMMGES A3 vEhdns oA gich olol ©isl Havliceks} Peterson
97T) & JEEHRpo] LISRELS] 158l Anged vAE d¥e 2A & A=
wz gk whde], Kowalski(1972)e) el #2% ige) o JeEstel ofF WA
& Aoz ebytrh. Sharma, et al. (1989)¢l wzd AEst vgTEEE @E AT 1=
Bl t-ratiort S sbEz, £EA T rEyE whz2A g Al BA LRSS
»m gk et

ola)g TAAL ATy Ad Ane wAFAE Brietz, ol ureh 2o FA
We AAds dskA el AEe gch ol & Eol Bentler(1985)2) EQS model
& 7t w4 FEEMM: (skewness, kurtosis, multivariate kurtosis, & elliptical kurtosis)&
griets Ax 2 AR wATAS AR up & #E ik Celliptical generalized least
square & arbitrary GLS method)& 3§38k glrh. =& Lshmoller(1980)¢) LVPLSC =2

gee 94 Aae Fxel AgE A @ b (partial least square method)& ~+-§-3
2 g}, Joreskgs} Sorbom(1986)¢] PRELIS 3.2 20 & %481 (multivariate kurtosis)
e yopstn, Assh A TEEE H A o] ARl qE WHEE k4 #IT I (asymptotic
covariance matrix)& A Atehe A A7t gl o 0], Joreskogsd Sirbom-& LISREL-Viel 4l fnifiiy
/] B e (weighted least square method)e] #3 ol v @ WiSERY £ B HHET i (asymptotic
distribution-free estimation method)& ¥ Aot gaA sich

9 Ay Be2g 4AE AHAA LISREL-VE A% g zzads 78 4 e
7 W o] ¥ EEo) AZA FE& LISREL-Vs Qubd #iitsn 7] A =2 2 (BMDP, ISP
2)% o} &3t o Astz}t Fheh,

5. AERE HAMHRK

guye ANHE dFdd ArE 4EAF B FAAH, o] 4% ofd W
A= 3 wol JEFIM(ordinalolgt @ & ghe 2% A2EA49 FPL |
(categbry)tﬂ] #4 (integer value) 3 ¥oldtz, AA As7} SRR (interval scale) 2 &
Asqor] R $re) T4 v 15 oo wz} LISRELejA F2 <
Baes AEEE HHGAKRE dols AT s, isiEr wpsp 2o, FelL

wn
e

ol

;




AT At N dell HEMGE 438 vedkn e ol wepa w
Tt ¥A3 MHdk(discrete type)d vebiAAv, mEES—#y(dichotomous) W49 %
o] =4 dA s E AgEths A& FAE AL F gk

MERE— 8IS 35 2x2 Zp#R (contingency table) 2389 Ay & £ 4 9w
Pearson(1966)-2 ©] .2} 3 7 (tetrachoric) 424 45 A4 22 2] ksl cl. 2 2o Olson
(1979) ol & xch LsAA, MKl Sl 455 25 s1xx Qe Aad A
% F d=F %e 2 (polychoric) 31 Z2) 4 2] (polyserial) A#AFE Ayt =
2] ARt e N BERoRE He) MRS AAdde, ZelAed AaA S i
ol Mg AkE Al oed AAY AL, #LF FL #Emos
BHtAuE AA e 4548 dgs BRET, #A8 BEEn A A9 7
e R Ao F4%te Zojd. I, EEEE Xv Xol od w4 Xog ity
vstohs shA s A5 i X2 W 8AgA Dok _

LISREL Zz el W] dddel dsl ool 7 4% 2 w54 ds
2y ARYAE Aot AR Aok o AP, F A BE ddgel] sols Alm
AFE AAdsta, F H5rt L5 Hggyeld, sr#l&(contingency table)g #43le] Zg
RS A 4kke], Shivk el = e vk ERECIR, 2 SIS kol o
b GRS e A A sk el B 24 o] Ax dr Hi 4
e Ho] PHEM (positive definite)o] R A LEREERE A14T 4 9A ), TFoa) o2
ARE A5 AL = &sl=, FEBHERE (non-positive definite)o]wd JEindEmy KA
st (unweighted Least Sequares: ULS)o] A§-¥|ojok etz e} zehr}, w754 3
A A e FolAsHd S 2L Mt BES AT 5 g EEkel dch

6. 3R (measurement residuals)Zt2| M

4o A% T4 Bi(psychometric assumption)& k#7487 Ao gde
Aolth. LISRELE o4& 2 3A%47 58¢ AA3A Fahe Aoz e wo] 2y
o] oA oz AX HAHYNE FE YA YL AEsed o83 uhi e BA
71901% 5 vk duAA A5 FlAr =3 AEe=E Aol “E2AE HEEBY
frolei”et= spAeleh sfikslyl of AL Aoz AP & Foz AL
£ 9l A9y @y wRolrk, o EFo] Mackenzie £9] o F(1986)e] 4] B 475 (the
matrix of residuals of the common paths)-& 2 &3 A= & 4] &40 a7 Aatso] ¢
Ao vieputeh ol wiEt A RS A AR, 2y WAKD FAHoE §

?



g% Axg ZAARGGASEE=I1S, Ag5=1, p<.01).

2o EEmE MY AW $4 44T & de AL ohith AR MEHEDT
gae aAsE AHd 0EE AJe dTAER Stk A2 ALt RERE
o) Ae e R Aol AAHE Ao FHA Ak

A, F—3 ZkA BB 24 A%Hdez 4 (ongitudinal data)d Aol &4
o glolAel st Az Al g & Aok

24, A—% MEHE—dE ¥ dARAE F
o] HAE A,

i, @A (construc) AMF XMl HAEA g2 adddel 2 Aol A 249
A%

A, 2eb LfrEECchigh-order factor)el AA= A 4AF Wl Azte) A5 A
£¢ &5 F A

e} Fornell(1983) & w8l AY=E AAADTtzAA WERE M M) 4
QoA e, weA ofw Hisy, ik Rl gefok #, A7k ARE #
e del MEHERAA 249 249 fol AEMe= WA G 7ol 3l
g5olek Sebz Shsieh. Bagoad(1982)% olel RE WEHEAS 44 259 &
ASAAR = Aol 943 etz FHAR. Gerbings} Anderson(1984)% ©| &} 7
o FiRpEo] & olop goka g

o] Aggor Qi EL FH

IV, Wile) PR

1L R W ER Al

P ey A$R ARE € Aol AN A AH AxptA G4 787 WA
oz date] A AEsHE MBA mzadd g $AES BE R WREES 24T 2

= Aolwh (¥ el AAA AUH ZTHL Taylor(1980)+) Sl 4As o 4719
#i7ey B (latent variables)7t A& Geh o] EHA & z2aye i WEE
(0S)= Haol ¥ WEETS)S 2§ o8 oA wE fifEel gk RERE(OA)
st AAHA, 2l AT BEERE A HEA AT HEE(AT)ol o4 A= A
o2 Hgtrh

e A BAE e e HEAEReE e £ Al




» s

Gal 3 che (Eel @ BE(0A), EEl te ME(AT), H¥d 9% MEETS)
D A WITE(OS) 7] HEMA

~,l Y ¢

- o 21
i | 1LJ+~ ox 2 (os

J’z‘

’ D\" Ll
rs\</u

.;/ \
b .k \ z?\mﬂT——e.
€3

OA . z=ragel 2 filFEel 9§ BE

AT : #H o3 EE

TS : KFHol o3 WERK

OS: 4% W ReE

2o ohE fliEel @ BERE( Rz F 1A §5)

X #Fol A MERE #1067 AR RE $5)
Ll EEd A BERKE #2021 BkERE RE %)
R WEEE RE #1440 §5)

yo . BEEE) WRE RE #2024 35)

s  BE g WMEE RE #1021 ¥5)

Yol EFEA N WEE RE #2049 Ak 95 35

3]

=08 b+ el &+ 18]
A7 NN 7,95 BER NEBEEA ne OA e TSE Jehi =, &1, & WEM S4
Mz A £ OA, & ATE vieplivh. =3 991 » 9 69} % AAd = WEHRRAL
gt bt

M i 0
¥yl — |40
¥ 0 A
M 0 17 72

)= (3] 2] <[]
Aoz A mEmmel o B9 BAMA €% Hl-HARTIIS et 24,
o= 18 4]

o= [0 4]

€1
€2
£
£4

n
+




n

P 0 Oz
0 0 6%
0 0 0 Ou

b1
=10 O
0 0 8

7 BEsEES 7o) BAE F9 shish TIE MRS x7] 9%t S&d @A
zro] mA= Ak &,
H=2=2,=2=1. 000.
ool Bl o], BIEME F @A shiel WMifEE FA A9 HEFL g Aol AA
Ha. &,
3,=0. 000,
2. @42 27

Aux 28e 49 BESNE sty vz $3¢ 2yely] AEd Had EE
o 2= 1007 ol AL Holok & Aeolch A&d A8 REAR arle 7874 o, 20
A o Ao} EiiBZk(missing points) & ¥t & EE MNE A o) & 7470 9] EEo
AZ 246 ALt g, ¥ Aie 29 A7 QoA ol 4 HEL 7]
mAA Topd, 42 ARE FAs] B 2% AelE 1007 ojde2 Z A A oF
& Aolth ool ¥, AR A%Hor FHAde A A {3 %0k (missing points)
o detele AEA EAL <8 By BERAT (stepwise regression) & Ab&3te] o &3
A dhedont, W35 AE (missing points)e] o3& 9 K ERSN AAE FF
o WS o Esjolokd Washes T A AFEelsl) W Eo A 7 T
AFRHE RASHE ol AHEs gt

3. M R

e BANZRE 4 F dE HfES e 20 o] = w—7é5]°1°l= B T
= Ay, s, An B2, B, &1, &, &, 01, 02, B, ¢n, P, B, $ndl 1570 o] = Fel o] =
e WR(dentification)s} H& 7FE FHYF AA 2 8}el 4l (identification
status) & H71ets] 918t o} 8¥ & Y& AuE TS A4 Hez ity dE 2879
SH-4t4 8 o)7 LISREL 2229 $ o &3k7) el WA WERES 2 FHel e
RSl S#-dEAarESo) s WS 2ol SM-itoEel o E F dete AE vehiof
welok stk AAE 45 AFY FA-FTEAE ol &3ted AAET 1 EA-FEAL
Lol Az hgs} e AFE Ak

—<_




& &2 14! /H
31 el
& | %4 | w4 ,‘
n W t} o) tlo)
- __‘___.__ —— _ -
P R T

utebA, sMAY REE Ao s BAMRES =3 (partially overidentified model)o) 2}
s # gk

T&A Eel didte . Bel A3 #E#E(rank condition) & AEEte] WAbgE A 2
R NS ot rEd S MY ¢ dddh TAA A g L Hel Ara A
FA A A E3tgch

4. IEHE TR

LISREL 2ol A&3hs RALEHEEEML) O @& FHALEY fitting function) =
24 s SBE FRSHE vdeblichs sHA s $525 Aot orld A RBELE
W=, F=log|2|+er(SZ71)—log|S|—|p+q|2A, A5 LISRELjANE £7 $A45=2 3

A A2 FAHANE AAAA oz FRe 3 asehs KER HK (terative
procedure) & A3t gledl, HFHor A H= F4Ee AF A4 Ryo gty
T2 TEAel B FEAT AN HEE stme A} vk oo S92}
A S F=07} s8], @AeE#E 320 =0

bR B FAAF) chdRA Tl GANA FG Azl o Avh} G FE B
Aol dd ALZo] o]FeiAA &L Aulelv Az LISRELRY 9 slete] T84z
£ 4] (covariance structure analysis) Z&-& o] &3l A%, ATAL Frste 2 A5
vtel RS AYste Ao dkstslel shx YUwh zEd, oM AR E W REY dF
2}'%% AAFe] AHEEE Qe AR vhiEk AR Eol A aA wolua] % Aol
7yl stoll A A LEEHERE R (ML) 2 AF-&-3h= Zlo] oluba shajogivh.

thi g TS drhste wWde oelsas et B =Fo A Gnanadesikan
(1977)¢] A A& —a{LEE#E B R (squared generalized distance measure: SGDM) & 4}
§3te Fohshaxt ok w3 MR (skewness) 9} Jup (kurtosis) 9 I’ Agostino-Pearson
o & Aol JAdHY MM (marginal normality) & % s1gbth. W Rl FHEMERRE




{normal probability plot)7} 7z ¥ g=e] &) A==l
JEEBREES e AMAE SRl FHM(univariate normality) & % 7bet7] §138l AHEse
7Hd B A whwQldl, IR KBS Tl A% T4L A

ng(x;—fc)*

Jhe VEIXSX?
{g"l(xi_f)z] 32 {’é(xi_}fz)}z
°] ot
BMDP 24 #7]4 & o| 43t & lo| el 7t T3t Pearsonst Hartley(1966.

Pp. 207-208)9) EA ol }ebyd 2 #fElik(interpolation)e] 29]3] o] F EAl g9 5%,
199 e T AHE Bes ek

Vo 5% r 1% bt upper lower
443 | 618 1% | 5% | 1% | 5%
450 | 3.87 | 2.27 f 2.08

o] F3ke vh&F L Tl o & Mol A FFA F(omnibus test static) ez A FH
T ek
X2 b)) +X2(by)
oJAL ALE 29 2 Bxelz & < ¢ =g (D’Agostino and Pearson, 1973), ¢ 7]l A

1 K ¥ LEY R

Memie o P on | v [ on x| x| x
skewness .49 .48 .16 .34 17 .02 .73
vbi/SE 1.73 1.67 .34 1.19 .59 .06 .55
sig. level <, 05 <, 05 insig insig insig insig <, 01
kurtosis —.10 1 —.53 —.50 .03 —.44 .46
b2/SE —.17 .19 —.93 —.88 .05 .76 .81
sig. level insig -insig <.01 <.05 insig <.05 .05
2 2. D’Agostino-Pearson i
Mo ] % | % | v | n x| %[ X%
X(VE) I 1.79 1.75 | .38 1.2 64 08 | 2.5
P(B) .55 .70 .18 .18 .65 .23 | .87
X(by) .12 .53 ) -.01 —.91 | .39 —.74 l 1.13
eI 3.2185 3. 3434I L9725 2.441 L5617 .554 ‘ 7.7794
sig. level insig mmg l msig insig insig insig | =.02




X2 b)=bsin h™'( Vo,/0)

olz, X(@ve #HF PU<Sbin=n)dl &3 BREERRECT Ardx FEe
D’ Agostino-Pearson(1973) 2] =#} Zo] A #HEES o] & (extrapolating)s}e] <givt. = A
7k B 20 gops]e} vk o] ATl wEm WE oy, oy 19 FEE HAIEE B
ol 9eow, HWHE yi, ¥, Ao xee HES AZE Rolrh omnibus D’Agostino-Pearson
testd AAE AFE A pube] FAAHo2 o3 Aoz Ve

EE At 44 Aatd-2 s Zhevwl dege] iy ATA4E M 852 gobAA
sl gl, BB T45H# (univariate normality)e] %#tE IF$4: (multivariate normality) 2
wAskA = Rgrh. webAd 54 E#ME(oint normality)E W rhsbs Ao Wl 2
EFAALE —#EERE R (squared generalized distance) 3 Algdle] 54 M Goint
normality) & FFE3E HES AHL3g e, —HFESEE sk(squared generalized distance)

5 7o A,

dp=(X;~X)'$(X;,— X)
J=1,2,--,n,

o] HrAgL (X—w)/ 21 (X—pw7t Afmst P(=3H59 # xa—Eri-"é 7EA =, ol o
XE Ny, )8 25 Ze

vtebA milwte] b @AER 5, a% (a—p)7F BT 25 =& 308 A9, 2 i
B Ft(squared distance)-2 y? -5 4=(random variable) 3] a3 E3) ok 3c}, el o] o
Be Agse A PEE e, o Bt A4S o]FEr dE AL ARk HAn
B =RdAE A zdel W&e oshe] Shaffer 25st A G wo}l geste WL A
£8t712 P

A, FEBESR(squared distance), 4% A FL AXEH AAd 2 AAR SAANE )
Ay, F, dP<drP<- <)l
FRL 2NE FE PIE R, 2R, M R/ e 9

o

2

hid

=4, ¥
=t .
AA, 2 Fel vzt sARE HdG 4% Mz BRE F, A A FAF
(Oi—ENYE=FZNE—/AE)/ AN E)S Toed, AZ5F02d 2E e &
A Pea=2(0:~E)*/EE A48 At E 3] AA =) gtk o] Azbef wham]
A9 28 gho] W(eritical) g2 2T A7) W Eo} AL AFF 4 gow Azl
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% 3. PEREE @M (Squared Distance Test)

22 value O,(chserved) E;(Expected) (0:—E)YE;
= 3.3 11 74/7 L017
< 4.6 11 ” .017
= 5.75 15 1" 1.8b5
= 7.1 9 " .234
< 8.6 9 " 934
<l1l.1 7 ” 1,207
>11.1 | 12 ” .1931

$RHE  x*=3.7568
WFH - x%.05(6)=12.592

¥* 4. BRAEMEED FEmMEMPARTO OB Rl HK

ML ULS
4 1.000 1.000
2 0.813 1.000
I 0.667 0. 607
A 1.000 - 1.000
s 1.254 1.339
s 1,000 1.600
A7 1.216 1.100
8 0.509 0.455
n ‘ 0.303 0.307
re 0.610 0.558
o 0.181 0.166
Bag 0.101 0. 260
381 1.000 1.000
daz 1..000 1.000
d12 ' 0.260 0. 257
Br'® . 0.553 0.581
') 0. 297 0. 249
053 0.527 0,429
034" 0.300 0. 309
02 0.000 0. 000
7' 0.339 ' 0. 000
Byp® 0.556 0.631
Y sigeol A7 RERE 0.919 0.940
X dgo] A AAAT 0.719 : 1.000
Fz 28 9% AAA - 0. 856 0.706
AgE 0.916 : 0.982
2AAEE _ 0.803 0. 961
RMSR A4 0. 065 0.068
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2o 44 AAAY Ant EAEAE (hormal probability plo)s) WEzz %8 el
deh ATHEEE B A5 dREe Mt gol H¥d pmse gA fesl, o
ASe £A Was %A dE Bhnz A4E F A Axgch o A% WS
o AE AT A% ANE B el BEel, RATERERS ALRE AL ¥%
a7 59k,

weba, 9#74 5% LISREL-Y Zzaao] 874, MRl 2o 43 Bt
Zolme AUASE, BEEN EHEK 79 43 dadt EFAd9 $RASE
Aasgch @5 Bol, Vb Yk 27 74 2 54 Az aasAdect, 44 F433
o vxel wed i mE 4d e 4% AAY depdch oebd o] ¥ ASE
MREEE 27ste 49T T A% 2 el 02591004 0.2772 Fhsseh

w

of

o ruln

5 7l Et

BEBHE 3 6,8 92 e E44s 249 Joreskog(1982)e] s, AW
ol BEA} VI A, @3l o) HEAS AANSE G FA}E AR A
37] oMol AEA AAMS 79 AL BAE g 2AdE Ao ot F
gob. ArlAE BE2HE T A8 10 FFel AL wEed, o A =
Cronbachg) 42|28 T3 H&A ¢ A4 29 HAEF 244 F= Ao daszeh 1l
A §E2 alpha & Fa AxE a=0.561805lck. ojel wat A wst mae FHA ¥
bzt EFEo Al E J B vAte Bz thEst el 0,09 L 2

6),°==(1—.5618) X 18.58(=X, 9] -4 =8. 1417.
a2y, ARE B4 Al upzm, ojejdh AF kel 27 xAo] A FEY Az
dz gFs wAA 23 ez vt
dggcha, ohE AdE FAfezd, HPEE 52U 4
AeA ARsy] 6 BEEMmodification index)E ZASH ek Adel waw A
Fiee 2,990 @AM 3714 Azl aAd =¥e) A 2E ez vEned, A
Fro AL oo g Aoz vhepudh
6. RS o4 H ER2| Bl

olu] At wheb ko] Wi Bl JEEMM, MEECEEE ) Aol RALEMEES
Agste Aol ulZhEE HaASH(ULS method)E AHE3tgich wl7tgA LA
o) EWEEEKE F=1/2tr((S—2)2elr, 237 W5 fxel ¥ 7H4L a2 3
g ul, Ftol AL FES e FAA AZAAE LT F AT Aol DAl HATH

a8z, ke s
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HaAsylol 98 244 FEx 5 (adjusted GFI)E 0803004 0.9612 A Z7}gon,
ol A& A Y Agdel Agwst Frhe A etk £F o] A4S Wd)
AZ 7% 4492& LISREL 22309 Jodx82 ALeste morh Ao wan,
AR A Fre) Avel v dFE mAA FRAG T2 QA9 AAALSE 0. 6940) 4
0.967% =7 Zhg)c}.

£ =Tl Ad AEd A44 28 2 A8E 9x LISREL Algo] " EAASL o
A7 A% FAoz AAH e, AdA mYel A3 AstBAA s} 2+ AAHAhA Y
A8 ASE, BFAo] £ @ Fo) AW RL ohrd, LISREL Asje) whami a5
FEE AT M AL, R3¢ AFes0d A84 gedon ey o
AL X-wlfgel g AA4AF A2 139 FL wel: Aoz¥yr o % gd.
LISRELe| A& of 74 &YJstx %% M(improper solution)etz 4otz glom, =2 4
deze, WESHS ¥4, LISREL 2z GHBELY 24, 4hdoz Wgy
Bl vlal 2.8 Bke] A So) ANE + 31& Aoleh whald, =E9 Zo] s44H

EHE AFH] A% dolatd $44 ARE 780 o) FAH S0 EARRL o] Lo
e AAA ohdd 54 595 g9 AdA o) Asd 2 ade] gAAD oA

LETd o) ohir] W Ee =92 syl

V.8 @

=¥ol A& LISRELS] Ahgsh 248 9 71x MBHELS =o)8s KEY BHE o
&bl =9 uhE Bk o377 LISREL o] 450 &3] o §30= MLe| 28
HEHEL T2 ERES A48 QA% o] EAEL Y Feo) glo] MLE o] L3
2 e =8, Yol wiet Hol s MWEKE S4Y0D ASNERZ 4Lelw gk &

A A8 ARt EREO Aol BAYE AR, 0 ASEe MHMY 3o
2 vehko] dEel ool A 4RASE A2 Figm, 24 2wy YoAE
BALBERTE A FMERDERES J4490. BALERER] AT A
of Anh} WAL $28 AT ol FoiAA @gord v @ Fo)qE olo] HE A
E7} ol R Aokd Aoleh. 293, oladt TAAL AAN AF el e
HHTE A% A2g £xsdolst wo) ARHLs Wl o) 5 e ¥357e B
Bio] w5 ojok & olc). |



=R E =i YA B A E A 2ot HA gekxlal, AA o]
A Hikamly MELS B8 $o8 AL 2Ye] & Higel =A% A Aok g}
£ Zo)H(Chf, 1983). 44t m¥Ye) FHEs dedsride 238 5457 daf4e 4
Al 27 Fiel A= Higel AT B2 oldsh dole AdE 2ol wEE 77 ol
2 @ Zeolet. webx LISRELEZ &S F #8512 o] myo] sbA& #itly g =
g o b ohv 2L A4 A4 AgE Higel A SWz e MM =3
T8 Aol
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&= : 520 (Identification) & 25t HWRE

In the measurement model, the following assumptions are made.

»h

1. Each of the variables is assumed to be measured as a deviation from its mean:
E(x)=E(3)=0 E(&)=0
E(y)=E()=0 E(p)=0
2. Within each equation, the common factor and unique factor are assumed to be uncorrelated:
E(8")=0 or E(3&)=0
E(pe")=0 or E(ey’)=0
E(&)=0 or E(:8')=0
E(58")=0 or E(57)=0
3. Unique factors are uncorrelated across equation: E(3¢')=0 or E(e3’)=0
From the fact that
z1=X48+3; Wherg &, is a known constaat.
Zy=hoba+02
x3= ks +83
n=mte
Yo=Asmter
¥=Aepatea
Y=l té
Cand  W=Xl=i=2=1.000.
The variances of the observed variables are:
Trn=E(€1+8) (180
= Var(,)+Cov (3, §1)+Var(d)

=1-Var(&) +Var(8,)=Var(8) 4 COnstant < s sswersssssmssmmsrntnmsinisnsnsissesi s @
Similarly, '
rmn= Az VAr(E) +055= Var(8y) F - rsesemmssirsssimsinss sttt )
Txm=4y Var(€y) +65°
D R L € 1) B o e Cesrerrarre e @

Tyy =25 Var(m)+0:
@y =4 Var(ns) +65°
Oy =41 Var(ryz)-l-fh‘ ................................................................ [RETTTETP IR LT YIS N )

The covariances among the observed variables are:




Jnyl=E(el+al)(j4ﬁl+51):]4 COV(&, 771)=COV(51, 771) ..................................................... ®
gll_‘h:RS COV(&], 7?1) ................................................................................................... C

Taiy=Ag COV(EI! FZ)ICOV(EI; 772)

Girnge™= Ay COV{EL, 2) +rereerreremtntes et et e et s e s n et e e e e e san b e e s ernn s enneees
x23,= E(29§2+82) Qami-+e1) = a2y Cov (&2, m)=Cov (&2, 7)

xge=ads COV(Eay 1) =25 COV(Egy i) +reserereesserrans sresemstosseoreesesetnesnssessessssssesessesesensonens 5
Fugs=Agls COV(Eg, 72) OOV 2y 92) +rerevremsereerserietine sttt st st e beesseastes e es @
Ty =Aady Covi(Ey, 1) = A7 Cov(Eg, g5) wrereererrreesermrmnatniesis it ete st st ecr e se et aanebans s 5
Trin=Agdy COV{Eg 1) =dy COV(&ay 1) rrovrerereeresseraenne e st st rte et cretssss e et a s et e eae ®
Gy =4325 COV{&s, 71)=2ads COV(Lay 1) ++reeereersrmmsrrnsninseniesiteriinieste st etesresnsaraessssnssseesnns @
Oxsys=Asds COV(E2, 72) = A3 COV(Ey, 72) +orrermrrerrmerrseesttminr st et sae et et sn e et aars e s ®
Txese=Azhy Cov(Eg, 72) =aady COV{La, 7z) «erreererersrmmrnemrnmntinttein et ettt et e e e e ba e e}
Crn =13 COV(E1, E2)=C0W(Ef, £5) +roerreeerrerrrtittiniiiiitiie s e ee s et taee e sseeabateesseesenneneressesaens @
O =A1d3 Cov{&p, §2) =123 Cov{(€i, £5) oottt i e e e o))
Oraxs=Aads VAL(£) =23 Var(8y) < reereoreernraimmmmiiunrtins s ieeress satsesbasssnraremneeseesennssneseens @
Oy =425 VAr(gs)=As VAT(7g) rreerreeereereeminmmmimnisiiieieiis s e veerasaensessssseteeeseserssresanesanen @
O30 =2ids COV(1, 72) =COV(n1, ga) reereerreererecmmmmiemnente e s ra st bt ae s be e e eseeasne s @
Oyye=Aady COV(RL, 12) = Ay COT(51, 3) *+ervessernssnsrersereaiensrissestassosseseseessaneasastosrsinrenesneseen @
Oays=A536 COV(1, 12) == A5 COVLZL, Pg) +rreerresrsesrasmmsmineate e et it e r e s et e rees s sr st enes @
Oyar= A5k COV(1s ) = dshy COV{RL, z) ~+rrerrersrrernsomirnasteste et et st e sbsescees et ettt srasans @
Gy =Agh VAr(p1) =07 VAr(g) - eersemrrnimmnniieine ettt st ste s sree e ersaeanssasssraessveas @

From these variances and covariances of the observed variables:

Var(§) =0 (D) and Cov (&, 51)=0sy (from @)
ZE:UIAy;/Uz.yl(@)a @)
COV(fl, 7?'2):0};;13(@) and 11:0';";:./0'1,”

Since A, Ay, A4, 25, A6, 27 are identified,

Cov (41, 71) =02, (@)
Cov(&n 71) =009, 022y, 02,5(B)
COV(EZ) 772):0'.\‘23!:(@)

Cov(fz, 71’2) = Uz;y"ff:.y;/ax.m

Note that Cov(és, 72) can be identified in two different ways,

Five different values of i; can be identified from @, ®, 8,1 & @,
Also, Cov(&y, 6)=045(B)
COV(51,52)=02113”3(®)




and Var(&) =oxn/4(@)

Var(n2) =05/ (&)
Also, Cov(p,7,) can be identified from @, @&, @ and @.
and Var(n)=¢ ../ 4(B)

To summarize,

| & ’ & ) n 1 )
& ' unique 7 ‘
& l multi ’ unique ‘ i
7 | multi unique unique !
72 I unique multi multi I unique

That is, Cov(&, £2), COV(m, &), Cov(é, 7?2) & COV(T?h ??2)
can be identified in several ways.
Since Variance-Covariance matrix of &, &, 71, 5 are identified (whether multiple or unique),

0,50, 8,10, '), 619, 6,19, 8519, and 4,19 are identified.

A necessary and sufficient condition for identification of the structural part of structural equation

model is the rank condition.

To test the rank condition for the equation for 7, fiirst construct B¥ and I'*.

S

Accordingly, [(B¥| %] equals (r,].

The rank of [B#*|I™*) will equal one unless y; is equal to zero in the population.

While this cannot be known with certainty, it is unlikely that v, is equal to zero, and we can
reasonably conclude that the equation for y; is identified.

As the equation for 7; is identified in a similar way, we can conclude that the structural part

of the model is identified,




