[Ipunoxenne 3

IIpoBepka JIOHTUTIONHOI HHBAPUAHTHOCTH IIKAJ,
HCIO0JIb3yeMbIX B HCCIEIOBAHUM B IBYX 3aMepax
[IpoBepka mpoBOAMIIACH COTJACHO METOJOJIOTUH, NPEUIOKEHHOW Ui  HCCIIEI0BaHUS
MHBAapHAHTHOCTH HAa TOPAAKOBBIX IIKanax'. AHanm3 mpoBofmics B nporpamme Mplus 7.42
¢ ucnoib3zoBanuemM napamerpa WLSMV u knactepHoil Koppekuued no mkosaM. M3mepurenbHas
WHBAPHAHTHOCTH IIIKAJ OTBEprajach, €CiIM IPH CPaBHEHHM Mojeleil mokasarenu kadectBa CFI/TLI
1 RMSEA mensutics Goubie, yem Ha 0,01 1 0,015, cOOTBETCTBEHHO®.
Jns  Bcex mkan ObUTM mpoBepeHbl 4 BIOXKEHHBIE Mojenu: 0a3oBas (Momenb 1),

¢ GUKCUPOBAHHBIMU Harpyskamu (Mozenb 2), ¢ (UKCUPOBAaHHBIMH TOporamMu (Monenb 3),

¢ (MKCHPOBAHHOW AMCIIEPCUEH MHIUKATOPOB (MOJIENb 4).

M kana o6meit moruBauuu / General motivation scale

M&%‘iﬁ‘ / Xu df CFI ACFI TLI ATLI RMSEA ARMSEA

0,040

1 65,382 25 0,994 0,089 (0.025: 0,052)
0,036

2 68,392 29 0994 0000 0984 0005 oo 0,004
0,032

3 78.271 38 0994 0000 0893 0001 o0 0,004

4 84.941 43 0994 0000 0994 0001 0,031 0,001

(0,021; 0,040)

Ipumeuanus. 3neck u ganee: Xu — kpurepuil Xu-kBanpart; df — konandectBo creneneit ceoboasr; CFI — Comparative
fit index; ACFI — usmenenue CFl; TLI — Tucker-Lewis index; ATLI — usmenenue TLI; RMSEA — Root mean square
error of approximation; ARMSEA — n3meneane RMSEA.

Notes. Hereinafter: Xu — Chi-square; df — Degrees of freedom; CFI — Comparative fit index; ACFI — Delta CFI; TLI —
Tucker-Lewis index; ATLI — Delta TLI; RMSEA — Root mean square error of approximation; ARMSEA — Delta
RMSEA.

IlIkana npeametHoii MmoTuBamuu / Subject motivation scale

Mmzfl‘ / Xu df CFI ACFI TLI ATLI RMSEA ARMSEA

0.025

1 198825 123 0,988 0,985 0015 0.031)
0,023

2 201953 131 0989 0001 087 0002 (ol 0,002
0,025

3 28719 148 098 0003 0985 0002 ool 0,002

4 258051 157 0984 0002 0985 0,000 0,025 0,000

(0,019; 0,031)

! Testing Measurement Invariance in Longitudinal Data with Ordered-Categorical Measures / Y. Liu [etal.] //
Psychological Methods. 2017. Vol. 22, issue 3. P. 486—506. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000075

2 Muthén B., Muthén L. Mplus // Handbook of Item Response Theory. Chapman and Hall/CRC. 2017.
P. 507-518. URL: https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.1201/9781315117430-28/mplus-bengt-muth%
C3%A9n-linda-muth%C3%A9n (mata oopamenus: 10.10.2022).

% Chen F. F. Sensitivity of Goodness of Fit Indexes to Lack of Measurement Invariance // Structural Equation
Modeling. 2007. Vol. 14, issue 3. P. 464—504. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834


https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000075
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.1201/9781315117430-28/mplus-bengt-muth%C3%A9n-linda-muth%C3%A9n
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.1201/9781315117430-28/mplus-bengt-muth%C3%A9n-linda-muth%C3%A9n
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

IIkamna ooueii camodpdextuBnocTu / General self-efficacy scale

Mmzﬂepll / Xu df CFI ACFI TLI ATLI RMSEA ARMSEA
0,032
1 91,001 45 0,989 0,983 (0,022; 0.041)
0,031
2 100,620 50 0987 -0,002 0,983 0,000 (0,022; 0.040) ~0,001
0.027
3 105,661 61 0,989 0,002 0,988 0,005 (0,018; 0,035) ~0,004
0,029
4 122,931 67 098  -0,003 098  -0,002 (0,020; 0.036) 0,002
IlIkana npexmerHoii camoddpexTuBHocTu / Subject self-efficacy scale
M,\‘jfc‘)%“ell‘ / Xu df CFI ACFI TLI ATLI RMSEA ARMSEA
0,008
1 15,954 15 0,999 0,999 (0,000 0.031)
0,015
2 21,956 18 0,997  -0,002 0,996 ~0,003 (0,000 0.033) 0,007
0,016
3 26,677 21 0996  —0,001 0,995 ~0,001 (0,000; 0,033) 0,001
0,030
4 48,477 25 0984 | —0,012 0,982 0,013 (0,017 0,043) 0,014
5 38157 24 0990 0006 0989  —0,006 0,024 0,008

(0,007; 0,038)

Ipumeuanue: Mmonenb 4 TEMOHCTPUPYET YXYIIICHHE KAYeCTBA, TOATOMY JOMOJHUTEIEHO ObLIA OICHEHA MOJIETh 5, B
KOTOPOH CHATO yCIOBHE IO paBEHCTBY Aucnepcuil nuaukatopa Ne 2. Monens 5 He JeMOHCTpHPYET yXyAIIECHUS 1O
CpaBHCHHUIO C MOJACIIBIO 3, IO3TOMY IPHUHUMACTCA KaK HUTOTrOBad HW MNOATBEPIKAACT YACTUYHYIO CTPOTYHO
HWHBAPUAHTHOCTD.

Note: Model 4 demonstrates deterioration in quality, therefore, model 5 was additionally evaluated, in which
the condition for equality of variances of indicator No. 2 was excluded. Model 5 does not demonstrate deterioration
in comparison with model 3, therefore it is accepted as final and confirms partial strict invariance.



