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simple regression lines
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simple regression lines(interaction)
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Q}O 2.810 0.036 78.640 <0.001 %%
% -0.303 0.078 -3.895 <0.001 %%
%2 0.104 0.052 2.010 0.045*
@3 0.269 0.074 3.630 <0.001 %%
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Quantpsych, simples analysis
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0.83 -0.080 0.094 -0.846 0.200 -0.265 0.106
0 -0.303  0.078 -3.895 <0.001%*** -0.456 -0.150
-0.83 -0.526  0.104 -5.063 <0.001%*** -0.730 -0.322
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MEDIATION ANALYSIS——

IMPACT OF PARENTS’ MIXTURE IMPLICIT THEORY ON

CHILDREN’ S ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND SOCIAL
INTERACTION

Ting Wang
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o Theory Background

o Entity theory : attributes are viewed as
unchangeable and uncontrollable

o Incremental theory: attributes are viewed as
changeable and controllable




Moz

o Theory Frame

o Domain Specific or General
o Parents’ Implicit Theory’s Real Impact
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Hypothetical Model

Academic

performance.

Parents’ mixture. Children’s mixture

implicit theory.

Implicittheory«

Social

interaction-
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Correlations of variables

¥

Vanables Validne  Me 5D+ 1¢ 2¢ 30 4¢ 50 6 7¢ g ¢
1.Q1424 ¢ 1112¢ 557« 1.304¢ 1o 4 é ¢ ¢ 4 s a9
2.Q1425 » 1110 6400 8940 257" l¢ é é é @ é fa
3.Q6.194 ¢ 469 4840 1754¢ 252" 084+ 1¢ é é @ é L.
4.Q6.195 ¢ 465¢  6.04¢ 13690 127" 136™¢ 218" 1¢ é @ é fa
5.Q34.1¢ 653¢  3.01¢ 908 034¢ 0194 0170 165" 1a @ é 0
6.Q342¢ 651¢ 2990 990+ 038 022¢  -041¢  109%  T43"e 1a é 0
7.Q6.185 ¢ 4720 4.07¢ 972¢ 051e 124" 174" 0704 083 0330 1a 0
8.Q6.18.8 ¢ 4710 4.09¢ 991+ 100% 0460 134" 131" 158™e 143" 508%¢ lea

** Comelationis significant atthe 0.01 level (2-taed) <

* Comelationis significant at the 0.03 level (2-tatled).+
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R—SEM PACKAGE PROS AND CONS

o Pros:
> missing data multiple imputation

> bootstrap

o Cons:
> no modification index
> no multi—group analysis

> too complex syntax
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Model selection

Table 2: Index of Goodness of Fit of Competitive Model 1 and Model 2.

Ny

Model- w dfe ydfe  CFe TRLe  RMSEA» es
Modell + 41299 14¢ 295 0969 0941+ 0042 ¢ o4
Model2¢ 1334 14 2380 09800  0960s 0035 Py
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Selected Model

Academic

performance.

Parents’ mixture. Children’s mixture

Implicit theory« implicittheory-

0.122" Social

* Conelationis significant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed).« interaction.
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Figure3: Bootstrap Sampling Distribution of Indirect Effect of Children’s Mixture Implicit Theory

between Parents’ Mixture Implicit Theory and Secial Interaction.« ’
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CENSORED REGRESSION

o The coefficient of children’ s mixture
implicit theory and parents’ mixture implicit
theory are 0.319 and 0. 254, respectively.




Thank vyou!




