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The Latent Structure of Adolescent Health Related
Risky Behavior: A Taxometric Analysis
WANG Meng—cheng, REN Fen, ZHANG Jian—xin, YAO Shu—qiao
Center for Psychology and Brain Science , Guangzhou University , Guangzhou 510006, China
[Abstract] Objective: Researchers have increasingly suggested that adolescents with risky behavior may suffer more in
the uncertain future. Detecting the latent structure of the adolescent health related risky behavior is important for clinical
diagnosis and intervention. Methods: Responses were obtained from a large sample(n=3226; 45.87% girls) unselected with
regard to convenience, comprising common junior and senior students from four cities of China. MAXEIG, MAMBAC, and
L-Mode were performed with indicator sets drawn from Adolescent Health Related Risky Behavior Inventory. Assessments
also included objective Comparison Curve Fit Indices. Results: The plots of the three procedures supported the dimen-
sional construct, and the CCFIs of the procedures were 0.53\0.38\0.53 respectively. Conclusion: Results yield converging
evidence that adolescent health related risky behavior has a dimensional latent structure.
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