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[ Abstract)

BS) and compare its latent means between Chinese and Canadian university students. Methods: Both 360 Chinese and Ca-

Objective: To test the cross—cultural factorial invariance of the Multidimensional State Boredom Scale(MS-

nadian participants completed the psychological survey respectively, then Multi—group confirmatory factor analyses were
conducted. Results: MSBS was not of full factorial invariance, further analysis showed that 6 of 24 factor loadings, 10 of 29
intercepts, 6 of 29 item errors were noninvariant. Chinese college students was significantly lower than Canadian college stu-
dents in the manifest variable mean of 4 factors, while the latent variable mean comparison showed that there was signifi-
cantly difference between the two groups in all factors. Conclusion: The Multidimensional State Boredom Scale holds par-
tial measurement invariance and full structural invariance. Observed mean differences on the MSBS items cannot be fully
explained by the latent mean differences.

[Key words] The multidimensional state boredom scale; Factorial invariance; Latent mean comparison
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BOM0.94, %5 3R, LS 0.84, R MR 0.86 , Ik
M 0.84 , TE BB = 0.79, I A] 19 0.86
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FEOH0.94, %o m R S 0.85, =i 0.86, 11K
M 0.85, B = 0.78, B[] %175 0.89
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AT LR B IEE R A R LR 1

1 HMASEESERSTHER(MSBS)

B E LB ER(M£SD)
i EAEAR (N=360) IS REEA(N=360)  «ff

Jibh 5 35.37+11.28 39.60£11.01  —5.10%%*
= ML TR 14.71£6.52 17.866.66 —6.42% %
I it 13.93+6.40 15.96+6.76 —4.16%5%
WEBE 15762539 17.40+5.05 —4. 20k
s E) RT3 14.13+6.26 15.08+6.87 -1.95

1« % P<0.001
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2% 58 0.388 (SE=0.078, =5.004, P<0.001) ; & M it
47 0.509 (SE=0.162, =3.142, P=0.002<0.01) ; {I% M i
47 0.439 (SE=0.104, =4.202, P<0.001) ; {2 5t = H

0.299 (SE=0.081, =3.675, P<0.001) ; B} [A] %1 5 4
0.257(SE=0.089, t=2.884, P=0.004<0.01) .

K3 ZUNRSEPERETENMERKXZERAPEINEEESTHRERBULRER

Model X (dfy X/df RMSEA  90% CI ~ IFI  CFI TLI Ay P ACFI
JEASZH (Model 1) 1572.022%#%(720) 2.183 0.041 0.038,0.043 0.916 0.915 0.904
F955{H (Model2) 1616.153%%%(744) 2.172  0.040 0.038,0.043 0.913 0.913 0.905 44.131(2vs1) 0.007 0.002
BB 55254 (Model3) 1581.930%#%(738) 2.144 0.040 0.037,0.043 0.916 0.916 0.907 9.908(3vsl) 0.935 0.001
RS (Model4) 1724.176*%%(767) 2.248 0.042 0.039, 0.044 0.905 0.904 0.899 142.246(4vs3) <0.001 0.012
R4 AE(EH (Model5) 1618.514*##(755) 2.144 0.040 0.037,0.043 0.914 0.914 0.907 36.584(5vs3) 0.075 0.002
FEHE S (Model6) 1698.917%%(784) 2.167 0.040 0.038,0.043 0.909 0.909 0.905 80.403(6vs5) <0.001 0.005
TBA3 T HE S (Model 7) 1647.686%%(778) 2.118 0.039 0.037,0.042 0.913 0.913 0.909 29.172(7vs5) 0.175 0.001
[N Z )5 25— )7 228 (Model8) 1666.528%#%(793) 2.102  0.039 0.037,0.042 0.913 0.913 0.911 18.842(8vs7) 0.221 0.000
TEREIHL LA (Model9) 1637.245%+%(788) 2.078 0.039 0.036,0.041 0.915 0.915 0.913
F4 MSBSEHEMMEAKRFEFERREFAG BIEKRESEMAEELER
MSBS 435 S EETER S SR S P A JUAR SRR S
oy vEYEl i YN Ay’ UM JIEPN Ay’ UM JIEPN Ax
Mt
2 1.000 1.000 3.067 3.067 1.769 1.769
7 1.321 1.040 4.419% 3.262 3.799 27.455%%% 1,603 1.603
9 1.011 1.011 3.696 3.471 5357 2.413 1.756 8.748%
10 1.253 1.253 3.764 3.764 1.697 1.697
13 1.274 1.274 3.767 3.767 1.839 1.839
17 1.187 1.187 3.398 3.398 2210 2210
19 0.670 1.035 9.539%% 4920 4.489 15.626%%% 2549 1.612 16.408% %
22 1.380 0.957 8.790%*  4.040 4.040 2.242 2.242
24 1213 1.213 4.097 4.097 2.208 1.470 11.260%*
28 1.301 1.301 3.588 3.588 1.759 1.339 4.954%
e
5 1.000 1.000 3.000 3.346 7.124%% 0.963 0.963
12 0.985 0.985 3.125 3.477 6.506% 1.155 1.155
14 1.018 1.018 3.265 3.265 0.837 0.837
21 0.803 0.803 3.560 3.560 1.839 1.839
27 0.912 0.912 2.838 2.838 1.169 1.169
fronge g
4 1.000 1.000 3.270 3.270 1.580 1.580
8 1.084 1.084 3.146 3.146 0.985 0.985
15 0.929 1.110 4.221% 2.932 2.638 13.715%%% 1381 1.056 4211%
25 0.862 0.862 2.880 2.880 1.539 1.539
29 0.929 0.929 2.763 2.994 5.285% 1.568 1.568
3 1.000 1.000 4.856 4.856 1.664 1.664
16 1.542 1.542 3.996 3.996 1.330 1330
20 1.292 1.482 4.621% 3.795 3.657 4.125% 1.282 1.282
23 1.553 1.294 5.676% 3.958 4.190 5.326% 1.438 1.438
FsF TR A1
1 1.000 1.000 2.835 2.835 1.143 1.143
6 1.031 1.031 3.087 2.851 5.452% 1.924 1.506 4.559%
11 1.149 1.149 2.949 2.949 0.736 0.736
18 1.180 1.180 2.685 2.685 0.495 0.495
26 1.088 1.088 3.025 3.025 1311 1311
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