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Abstract

The aim of this study was to investigate the measurement invariance of the Meaning in Life Ques-
tionnaire between Postgraduate Entrance Exam candidates and non-candidates in college stu-
dents, and test the difference in meaning in life between the two groups. A convenience sample of
1338 college students completed the Meaning in Life Questionnaire and were asked whether they
had decided to take National Postgraduate Entrance Examination, which divided them into two
groups: Postgraduate Entrance Exam candidates and non-candidates. The results showed that
the two-factor structure of the Meaning in Life Questionnaire fit the data well and was strict in-
variance across the two groups. The t-tests revealed a significant difference between Postgra-
duate Entrance Exam candidates and non-candidates on the presence of meaning subscale (£(1,
1336) = 5.968, p = 0.000, d = 0.33). However, there was no significant difference between the
two groups on the search for meaning subscale (£(1, 1336) = 0.142, p = 0.887, d = 0.01). In con-
clusion, the Meaning in Life Questionnaire was strict invariance across Postgraduate Entrance
Exam candidates and non-candidates, and candidates reported more meaning in life than non-
candidates.
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1. 5

H 2016 i, FRE ML AR NETE S AL EORFr R KBS, 2015~2022 4F, 7 Pk
H15.8% (P EZF AELL, 2022). EWFE4IREL, FWt S AR QBB TT A RAERFE R, K5,
AIEJR, 20135 JAEF, 2007). (HEKERZ B NIEHEFEDT, MU 2 —DUEAH FEAN N B FEE.
HEZ, B MARLES. BAAEASNERS? st aE i, A8 XHHEER =K
BRERIE. EEME, HARMEAZE S M (Heintzelman & King, 2018; King, Heintzelman, & Ward, 2016; Ward &
King, 2017), THHFFEXJVMHE. WIXAMEYE, Fohd R A2 AL, Wn]sefk b5
WA —— N AR R K

NAEB BRI EE F 82— BEAKCFINE B OB R RE G 2R R DLAOE B
DIRERIFEFH(King et al., 2016; Heintzelman & King, 2014). Seligman (2012) %Ay N AE & UBGE —Fh/b#ie
BHEA G ZOERIE VRS . (HERITIARZ, G BB epEE =L, A HM, sF8
FRVR LA —FrE Ny, B A AR BN B X (King et al., 2016; King et al., 2006). EEM:, H#rEE
TUIE f N AR B SRR OB AR, A AAERXFR N = i 3 #5228 (tripartite models) (Costin & Vignoles, 2020;
Martela & Steger, 2016). FAAIX =R 53 B35 3 SO 52 1) A R fe A i N A 3 U (Heintzelman &
King, 2018; Ward & King, 2017).
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FEWHE SR ERX =AYy MRFAME, B DS swg 7). Al m, iy
RISV B ARG I, 2023), HEEMEAFT MG AR, FWE R AW 7 I L sk
VRN, A, AELAE, B 5K, M, 2022), HORZH BRI AN HERN S I RICE G, B,
g, 2020). XAE—EREEE EARIL T HIMENGESI M. Bt AT, M TAEREE, EH
REFAEATREAR I BT 2 (R UK. IR — R HENA KM — NN EE VRN TR —EZE4 A
1B MR B AL IR T (B vs AN BT . ANA2 7 %5 (Meaning in Life Questionnaire, MLQ) (Steger et
al., 20060)2 8 H, 27 A VAL TR ML REA T A% 2 o LR LL 077, HIX
PR ERIN MLQ 1E PR 4K A2 2 A BAG — o B2 B2 1l 22 558 1% (Measurement Invariance, MI) (Meredith,
1993; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). IXFHERIAK) MI SEFR ERTREFFANESL, AR MI AGL, A FIFEAAE
BR EHFE 0 2 Rl A Re LRy HoAH RLRE BT I 22 7 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Fik, 7£ T fide 2
AT ZLSEHEAT MI BIASSS, Wl DR E R BROLIY .

IS AEYE R T2 M (CFA) AR 2 1 5 74 5 FEAR Y (ESEM)# AT T84T MI RS 56 {H CFA R iFse X
Bger, XS PR E A I 2 SRR AN REAR i M-S HE . 1 ESEM BE AT PLANER 2 AR 170 M (EFA) B
FEFCVFAS X A far, 34 CFA WIDhRE, AEAEREAR RO T CFA 48L& & #¥E (Asparouhov & Muthen, 2009;
Marsh et al., 2014). FI T} Marsh 25 A (2014)I\ ¥ ESEM & —#uét EFA Al CFA I ST — SRR IRF,
FEAR T E ESEM A58 MI ) 13 MEARI(ILFE 3). AT X EREFFREET MI KR .

R FRTR, YETHEC B EAL TS MLQ TEE W R A RAE TR 24 A1) ML, H7E A F E A
HRFAEENERE UK B2 R S0 =R

B, K MLQ XA 74544

7, AT MLQ EPIAL RS Z 8] ) MI;

H=, R MLQ ) MIBRSCRSOT, TGS W9 240 K22 A (BT vs A BT E MLQ L5370 2 5+ .

2. 5%
2.1. #ik

K7 AEEFE 55 1374 445k B iR T LI SRS R 524, HERRE AN 2 i 6 )5, 0T 1338
ARG ZRBRIER M 18 & 3] 25 ZA%EM = 20.1, SD = 1.35), F4E 491 N(36.7%), &’k 847
AN(63.3%); K—# 70 N(5.2%), K24 760 N(56.8%), K= 145 N(10.8%), KIY2A: 363 A
(27.1%). Hrr, 547 N(40.9%)Fx B CEHW, 1M 791 N(59.1%)FrH CAFHH .

22. METHR

NEBNABEPH N ER: NEE UKL %K (Presence of Meaning, POM)AI A4 & B T & F
(Search for Meaning, SFM) (Steger et al., 2006). POM P¥Ali— M A/EZ KIRE FIRGE R B AR ANAEFE X
(B, IR TME S ANER ), 1 SEM MIPHE— N AFEZ KRR FIEF A SN ERE LW,
EAESHRECHNER ). BNEEREIL 10 NMEH, POM fil SEM %5 5 4. XFEANEH, &HEE
57 HER( = E2A/E, 1= 22/ LIFMEEHKRRS B S BN EREE. NEB SR
A BT {5 BRI RLE (Steger et al., 2006). - i AT R IBESH (2008 )44 B R BB RH S0, H AR BN AE R S
¥ S (C-MLQ, Chinese Version of MLQ)TEZE#4) b 5 5 In) %5 56 4 — 5, 1 BAG B {5 BEFIRLE .
FEAR S H, C-MLQ IR ER. POM 3 ERM SFM 4 R K AS B R E0 3~ 0.844, 0.843 FI
0.855.
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REAREFRBON DB EEL, B <37 RN, FReFE? 7, ZXNEEAP ML %
| FORE G0, 1k 2 REA LT,

2.3. BUROHT

s A 0 BN Mplus7.4 i1 SPSS13.0, 35 N =AN D% 1) AR EH CFA 1 ESEM K% C-MLQ
FIXUR T 4540 2) K% 41 ESEM kG4 C-MLQ 7E 4L K 2ZEA (BRI vs ANHBFA)Z 0 1) MI, Bl
5% Marsh 55 N (2014) 52 1) 13 /MEAY; 3) MRHEEAS & N 15055 (A M . Mplus FA 2R 5502 A e
FUBRSEREAS ¢ K56 (1) 45 S 2 PR AR 22 2R 78 C-MLQ L5y %2 5

BAR Marsh 25 A\ (2014) 82 G MI RS 13 A, BF 70 I8 S E B REHL P DI (Meredith, 1993): &
A% 1H (configural invariance), 59%{H(weak invariance), %% {H (strong invariance) /™% %5 {E (strict inva-
riance). X PUAS MI BRI ZKP RE] &,  B9AE 3 2 SEAERR R IR $I RS . A ERAR/KF 1 MI
BENZ G, ATHEERARTER ML AR E . TESEERERNETFHE. BT58H RN
RIEANFENBET S — R, ER G P SRR 30 (R 5E D SR A AR 2 . 99 S5 AE TR S S B8
(PR b, KPR AT AN RN BRI AR S, X RE B H 1502 — AN AL, O R R 1R AR A
EAEANF NFE TSR R o T 98 S5 ) [ B o BR] -1 87 A AR AE A [RI A4 b R D AH S, BUER AR A5 =
F AL T A EIREAR A Q SRAE SRR UK EAEE, HE St RS E R iar, W
T2 Rk o] DR N RO R R I 22 57 1 o PR SR (EE s S (A W e 2Rl |, g —2Dag g
H (5% 22 T7 ZEAEAN R A BRI A AH &5, B 22 07 26 AH 55 s B R IR R (B BEE /N B4R Hh R KRR AR I
XFERINE, ARSI A A 2= St mT DLV AR R O R R AR 2 R R AR T

CFA #1 ESEM 31 F 2 {g Al KALLSR A5 1 (robust maximum likelihood estimation, MLR), LA S X B45
] BEAELE I AR IE A5 0 o LA FEFE bR 3% FH 2, RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) & 1 90%
‘B 15 X [A], CFI (Comparative Fit Index)fl TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Jackson, Gillaspy, &
Purc-Stephenson, 2009). 7 K28 5 ZAEAS R R/ NARW, Rk E 255 H A LM FEAREUE . RMSEA /)
F 0.08 Nittr, /NF 0.05 AR CFI A TLI KT 0.90 Aiktr, KT 0.95 Nk K (Bentler, 1990; Kenny &
McCoach, 2003; Kline, 2010). ESEM 4% Mplus 27 H ERIA ) GEOMIN &} 52Jief%, K GEOMIN Jiefs
& A LU 187 P10 [ T 7 faf B PR 45 #2 (Asparouhov & Muthen, 2009) .

13/ MI R 7 [ LG JZ R B R R fE24 ESEM K56, iRERR 2 (8] 05 B LR F A
fibr: ACFI fl ARMSEA, 7437y CFI il RMSEA MITE AR BRI (8] (A AE , W SR A R B A A
1) ACFI ¥&A i 0.01, WA PLA N IZ AN B (400G BEAR AR AT 22 5, AN R4 266 0 & 56 8 1 P i s
(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). W1H PR R ARMSEA S HE 0.015, WA AE A 40 0B 548 1 11
#(Chen, 2007).

3. &R
3.1. C-MLQ KA E F44#9: CFA vs ESEM

CFA 1 ESEM {45 AR L IAESR 1 A% 2 . CFA R EIR, B 9 sk, C-MLQ Jr a8 A 1)
IR B i E 8L 0.60, 177 265 9 R IR 7~ 6 fif Bt 0.40 . POM Al SFM 22 7] 5 A 28 R B () IEAH % (r = 0.431),
VLA FH AR WA XA, & F— SRR U F . thsh, C-MLQ B 145 MTE M FEAR,
WA 20 45 = A B o o A& AR BE A8 AT LABESZ: CFI A TLI 339885 0.90, HA =5 A1
AR CFLISHERE 0.95, 1 RMSEA MI¥)/~NT 0.08.,
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Table 1. Standardized factor loadings and residual variances of C-MLQ in the total sample

= 1. C-MLQ AR ATMINELE FRARMIRER =

B CFA ESEM

POM SFM Uniq POM SFM Uniq
BH 1 0.773 0.000 0.403 0.734 0.122 0.400
H 4 0.867 0.000 0.248 0.843 0.078 0.249
BH 5 0.830 0.000 0.312 0.787 0.120 0.317
wH 6 0.790 0.000 0.375 0.768 0.073 0.375
BH 9 0.442 0.000 0.822 0.530 —0.243 0.727
BH 2 0.000 0.675 0.545 0.194 0.600 0.542
BiE 3 0.000 0.696 0.515 0.095 0.666 0.514
aH 7 0.000 0.758 0.425 0.099 0.721 0.434
BiH 8 0.000 0.829 0.313 0.091 0.797 0.318
H 10 0.000 0.723 0.477 —0.036 0.759 0.436

H: MLQ-P= ANAZ XA ER; MLQ-S= ANAERSUET &F; Uniq= REHFZ.

ESEM M4 R 7R, C-MLQ =R IXNA 454, 5 CFA 4R 7w —8. BRE 10 84, JLFRr
A U A7 Ao S R I, AR — AN s I PR AN SR 0B 2 Z2 /T 0.25. POM F1 SFM ]
BIEMSE, {HMEERE L CFA FE/Nr=0.261). C-MLQ XA FZ5 78 MpEAs, FRHHMAZ I
#R5EF A . CFLAT TLI ##E Lk 0.95, RMSEA N#/NT 0.05.

M2, CFA Fll ESEM 145 B3 HF C-MLQ MIXUH F-45#(POM £l SFM), 1fii ESEM # A4 L CFA #i%4!
Ae S APt AUL & 2, HLIR 1 (Al A OC R 2FE ESEM B s/

Table 2. Fit indices of the two-factor model in the total sample, postgraduate entrance examination candidates, and non-

;nild;){ FREELSHAR, ZMAMTEMAZ=EHEPNEEEIRR
xz df RMSEA (90% CI) TLI CFI
it 95.16 34 0.057 (0.044; 0.071) 0.935 0.951
CFA AN 141.18 34 0.063 (0.053; 0.074) 0.934 0.950
JSPEFN 213.85 34 0.063 (0.055; 0.071) 0.929 0.946
TG 49.74 26 0.041 (0.023; 0.058) 0.967 0.981
ESEM ANEHA 76.82 26 0.050 (0.037; 0.063) 0.959 0.976
AR 109.59 26 0.049 (0.040; 0.059) 0.957 0.975
7: RMSEA = TR ZEHR; Cl= BfFIX[A; CFI= HEHETES; TLI = Tucker-Lewis 63 AT  HAIEH
AR Z p<0.01,
3.2. LESHT

FLBCE RN I W 2K 25 46 7E C-MLQ WANEFE 10 22 5%, FRATT 7 ZARIE C-MLQ 7E 4L K224
FOBTAFBREME M. £ 3 PRINESEES TSR,

TEASE M1 LA FETEFrt, RMSEA AT 0.05, 1 CFI AT TLI M#F#E 0.95, P8 i%H A 68
g seEHA A EIE . I, C-MLQ 7EH WA W 41 K 226 v B AR 454
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At M1 AT M2 I ELESRAfAL . M2 7E M IR 4 C-MLQ W R 7158 8 fg Rl 7 S A PE P 2L\
FECEWRZEE vs NHERRFA) Z (A IR 8 9 AHSE 5, & BEFRR 220N : RMSEA H 0.046 4824 0.041,
ARMSEA 4 0.005, NIt 0.015; CFI (H 0.978 454 0.977, ACFI 4—0.001, ¥ AT 0.01 #55FH1E
DRI, §9SEAEVERROL, BV DR RS 2 ) R 7 57 A 7 25 R 2 A RN B 0 K 2 AR 2 T A S5

SRR B M2 1 MS B LRI . MS TERZLABE O C-MLQ 1R 7 47 fif 5 A PR AT R 2 o AH 55
5 M2 Mk, AR A : RMSEA H 0.041 254 0.040, ARMSEA 5 0.001, A##id 0.015; CFI
H 0.977 224 0.975, ACFI N—0.002, A 0.01. Kk, SREE ML, BRIP4 3L IR T 6 A
R R PN R # A2

FEMG St M5 I M7 [ HEBSRERASE . M7 3% C-MLQ (IR F 5177 . IR FIAR 25 7 2576 W 4\ e b 1
B2 NS, 5 MS ML, AP A : RMSEA Hi 0.040 254 0.037, ARMSEA N 0.003, AN
i 0.015; CFI 1 0.975 44 0.977, ACFI 5 0.002, tHEABE 0.01. ik, FergSEE MR, BIFE
TR R 7 Ffer AR AR 22 5 25 75 20 N rp R AH 45

Table 3. Fit indices for different levels of measurement invariance

% 3. FEBZEN KT EiR

Model r df TLI CFI RMSEA (90% CI)
M1 (ESHBRE, TEASE) 124.11 52 0.962 0.978 0.046 (0.035; 0.056)
M2 (FL[1], 559%1H) 145.03 68 0.969 0.977 0.041 (0.032; 0.050)
M3 (FL, Uniq[1, 2]) 150.88 78 0.975 0.978 0.037 (0.028; 0.046)
M4 (FL, FVCV[1, 2]) 151.11 71 0.969 0.976 0.041 (0.032; 0.050)
M5 (FL, Inter[1, 2], H%H) 157.86 76 0.971 0.975 0.040 (0.031; 0.049)
M6 (FL, FVCV, Uniq[1, 2, 3, 4]) 156.33 81 0.975 0.977 0.037 (0.028; 0.046)
M7 (FL, Unig, Inter[1, 2, 3, 5], /“k&%{H)  163.10 86 0.976 0.977 0.037 (0.028; 0.045)
M8 (FL, FVCV, Inter) 163.90 79 0.971 0.974 0.040 (0.031; 0.049)
M9 (FL, Unig, FVCV, Inter) 168.51 89 0.976 0.976 0.037 (0.028; 0.045)
M10 (FL, Inter, FMn) 183.85 78 0.963 0.968 0.045 (0.037; 0.053)
M11 (FL, Uniq, Inter, FMn) 187.79 88 0.969 0.970 0.041 (0.033; 0.049)
M12 (FL, FVCV, Inter, FMn) 189.56 81 0.964 0.967 0.045 (0.037; 0.053)
M13 (FL, Uniq, FVCV, Inter, FMn) 193.02 91 0.970 0.969 0.041 (0.033; 0.049)

E: FL = Factor Loading ([&| ¥ #74i), Uniq = Uniqueness (i 7% J7 %), FVCV = Factor Variance/Covariance (/7 Z W /7 %),

Inter = Intercept (#ifH), FMn = Factor Mean ([A T F3J%0); M1~M13 = Model 1~Model 13; J7#55 A RIEER R IRE R

F, 1 Model 3 AHRLI 75455 411, 2], %7 Model 3 #iE T Model 1 Fl Model 2. it i # A # k& T Model 1, 1fii Model
13 (BT A HABSA . RMSEA = LR ZE T Cl = BIS5XA; CFl = B GHE: TLL = Tucker-Lewis
BHG BT CEM TR p<0.01, HATH A a2 EEN.

HFHZE - hFESE H M2 Al M4 [ HEBSRNL . M4 ¥ C-MLQ IR T 9ifif K77 Z Ml 5 2
FERHNFEPH I E NS, 5 M2 ML, LG EFRFRIAEN N : RMSEA B E A2, KRR 0.041;
CFI 4 0.977 224 0.976, ACFI 5-0.001, ¥#F it 0.01. Kk, C-MLQ g R4 [ PR - 47 4o
F05 ZE R T7 ZEAE PR B BB AR S o DR T ZE AP 07 22 (R A MR8 W] LA (M3 vs M6, MS vs M8, M7 vs
M9, M10 vs M12, M11 vs M13)Z RS LU IR AN, 1 3 FREi vl i, X SR S4B 1) LR &5 SR 45 5

“M2 vs M4” S84 —8, SCRER-J7 2RI 7 22 I S EL 1
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HFOBER) PR EMERST 4 MER(ML0~M13)#0H TP 8 AL B B 0, [F fH:pE
A HABSE AN E o SR E 1P S BOEEA 1 (A EECH XA 4 %F: M5 vs M10, M7 vs M11,
M8 vs M12, F1 M9 vs M13. FEIXEEAAI LT, FFTo—XELA BEdR s LA o il 7 S8, (HE 7
B C &R ) W, M10 76 M5 B8Rl e N1 80A 22 /5, RMSEA H 0.040 2874 0.045, ARMSEA
4 0.005; CFI B 0.975 254 0.968, ACFI A—0.007, HAGHERIT 0.01. 4y JUSHRRL b A i 45 SRl
nh. G, BARR TP E SRR, HIER RS .

33. BF IR ERER

YT RFAE C-MLQ AT B n 2R, LA A MR %, B H—
BB AR EIEIE 2 9 0, X5 —HAHPA) ARSI E N B R fhTh. Ha R EHAH,
POM #1 SFM WI¥MEHS 9 05 TAEAFEHLL, POM HIBMEN: M =-0.329, p =0.000, SFM HJI51E A :
M=-0.006, p=0.918, X5, NEFHMELEIME, Lhr EAASTHANTEIE LR EAE. B
Ui, NEHFRZEAESE POM 5 B EILTHH A, TE SFM A 5EHREERH BEER.
RIS B S 2 — 5, HHF KA (M = 4.82, SD = 1.18)f{] POM 158y i 3 i T AN WF K224 (M = 4.44, SD
=1.16):4(1, 1336) = 5.968, p = 0.000, d = 0.33; [fi H: SFM 1543(M = 5.00, SD =1.14) 5 A K24 (M = 4.99,
SD=1.09TEREZER: «(1,1336)=0.142, p=0.887, d=0.01,

4. i1ig

ATV T LU T R ZESAFER R EENE R UK EESR, RMAHFEEGEZMA
AR, RS RN LR B R R SRR . TSI ), FRA S e £ 4 ESEM
TN SO TR (C-MLQ)E AN E I R 22 A 2 18] B P A S5 AE e, DRIUE T 3T IR ELER
HEME. EX IR, BATEHIN T C-MLQ FIWE F454, I ESEM A% CFA B 3.

TAGEILE, WIRRIHSE. BT C-MLQ MZH UL ETEH IR AR AR K 5 A 2 [ I & 55
B P R I TR 78 A SRR 43 o it C-MILQ [IZE 41T 5, ESEM F CFA 145 SRR B H 75 B ) 0UR] 1~ 45 440
52 it 5 B - Mg R B AR — 2 B, HAREE, 20105 Tk, FIBERH, 2008). X & C-MLQ
A RIFEEBE RS . B8 ESEM A1 CFA BRI Z5 K KR/, (H ESEM BAY A {58 XA far 2 K
SR E MO T 0, 11 CFA ARG A RVFAE XA fif . Marsh 55 N(2014) 8 48 H, CFA BAERAE XA
TIPS BT 22 FEORAN R 1) B A FE R R MEIAFR(B 40, CFI, TLI>0.9; RMSEA <0.05);
2) P HIMSFEE R Sl 1 ESEM A R vFas XA fef, STEIXMANJTHE T CFA R, 7R3k
TR, BAR CFA B (R0 E BE 4R AR t S5 AR B & M bt , (H BESEM B2 S Hi 48 (400 & R 5 W J o
o TH., 5 CFA BAUAHEL, ESEM AU rh ity PR - [A] AHOC R At ] R 58I, ESEM B S e Bl 1 |k
WAL

%1 ESEM 45 R B7R, C-MLQ WIRRFfifef, @HERE, @ HR®ZEN %, W7 205 ZERER
A AR A SRR o DU RS M P B R A (e AL TN E AR R ANMA, I E S HAE R — I E R
FE LR\ EATTHNE? TR GTHBBYAT Fo R 22 R R AR TSR BT 5, — B TS5 (E M, #inT
PLIE— 25 il P A AR B I Bl 7 25 (R BEAR 25 57 1) FU(Reise, Widaman, & Pugh, 1993). K777 ZZA8 1 5F
EARBF A E S, (E P 2 E R A RS B3R W], POM M1 SFM I8 KA SRR FEAE A R 22 AR 2
R, XU C-MLQ TEMZ RS A 2 (Al B AH[F 0 X 7 R0 . A fifar, 0 H #kpE, RH %
72757 ZE W SEE I U BB C-MLQ 7E B W K22 AE I W K5 A 2 (A B A% SR AR, IXFE LU 20
REA B EGE B3 BERBE A 7 IR
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CML-Q ¥JfE B 45 R 5 JATHI BN — 2, BT R A B2 A A3 N A L XK
o “HEHENT BRSNS A T Z BT RIBE LRSS, 20135 J545, 2007). Z R BB T 3825 0
WEENEAE— M S EAE, dEos il BRI OB R BB — T, B, AR N (2013) KB
AEAE AT B B ) RS H 2 By T ARB WEBT B, AT TR 25 W B B3 S ) 1 A N\ Bk o i Je 42
(2007) MR B, 25 BF Eell A= AERIF 50 A2 N 2 i 11 0 B i R KSR T oA ML 2B, fh AT FE RE S 45 00 A
o AR TR B AT R —FiE B AR, o “HirE 7 2R — I AR PR AR
. S2br b, P2 ELE AR ETE S S NRB]NAEA B . 0, Heintzelman 1 King (2018)
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