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Abstract  Objective: This study explored the integration model of well-being in Different Ages and Gender. Meth-
ods: A total of 3192 Chinese residents completed the subjective well-being scale, the psychological well-being scale and
social well-being scale. Explorative and confirmatory factor analysis techniques were used to test a series of models in order
to confirm the proposed latent structures of subjective well-being, psychological well-being and social well-being, and ex-
amine whether these models could be validated successfully with the different age and gender groups. Results: Mthe corre-
lation analysis on subjective well-being scale, the psychological well-being scale and social well-being indicated that there
are remarkably positive correlations among them; @the proposed latent structures of subjective well-being scale, the psy-
chological well-being scale and social well-being had stable validity and reliability across different age and gender groups
of Chinese residents. Conclusion: Based upon previous theoretical and empirical works, the present study shows the inte-
grated model of the subjective well-being, psychological well-being and social well-being has stable validity and reliability
in Chinese people.
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