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Assessing the Model Fit in Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Guo Qingke
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Chen Xuexia
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and 6 sample size conditions 150 250 500 1000

2000 5000 to test the capacity of the 8 fit indices and 2 — index strategies recommended by Hu & Bentler to avoid a and (3 type error. The true

model is also a CFA model with 3 factors and 15 items but each item only loads on one factor and in the wrong model there is a mis — specified

factor loading. The results show that among the 8 fit indices NNFI CFI and IFI always produce the least sum of a and 8 type error their best cut

— off values consistently fall around 0.95 across all sample size conditions.2 — index strategies can produce less sum of o and {3 type error com-

pared to single index strategies they are especially useful when sample size is small.

Key words Structural Equation Modeling Model fit Fit Indices a and {3 type error





