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ZEAMRNBERESELERE:
SCERVEANT 5 5 1 (0] i i
KR

(REZEH S B 25 Fe o Be A BORAI AR, A AR 230031)

i B ARTEARN S ERAAGTTENE L F HAATEME, TR ERGREAE TR
PR RABBAER, FRREBOSHER ASREAMNG T TRAZBTRESE L UL, REELHLE
Bty w A AR AN — M rae 2L R AEE ICC(1). ICC(R), 12 B #T 3 ozt F X M £ I8AFITH 4L, ruwe B9R
DA EFEASEFH T BT F RPN MAEH S S, Ak, BASER 9 HEEE., EFEY
T 2014 AR K R 166 5 4T A5 B MR TR 0946 AT R A 441, A Journal of Applied Psychology £
89 85 B L A atie, BRFNEE T LM FAE, Hmidh ZREB: (DRAHRTL, HF rweEHREE
B4R AR, ICC(1)A= ICCQR)A RIME A ZE . ZEFR4F. Q) F rac T FIHRAFRSA, HRA A —BHTKE
M., Q)AL EAL I WAL, FEEXFHAXNTA, B8 K. M2 E. RE, BAMR
FEBAMBERRELSEAT E R LE S, BN @IRAGITERE R,

EEE ZEAMR; HF 4N, RE; MA—ME; ANEE

SEE B84l; B849:C93

1 3

Z R SV BT 5T 4% T 20 AL T iR
B LUK B &R R & SRR R LY
15 2 K R = B 5% (shared unit property)
My, AnEBNEER J1 . A BARRE, R e
B, 3 AR 3 A U A (composition model) Y LA,
F A P 8 53 S P, OB B P43

il

Y BB AR A v J2 R R i A L {E (proxy), X &
HHE % 4 (aggregation) (Chan, 1998), 4 {iF % 4
Jei AR A e 5 AR 2 A A i B i S =2 S, T
R — gt AT, BYE AR 5L B3 A R Y
AH L% (Cohen, Doveh, & Eick, 2001; Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000; AREEEE, &%, 2006), PEALEL
T8 BE A5 34 B3 — T TR B 5 I AP BN SR Al
B IR AT Y A I8 A TR A5 2R T S E R

- 4% (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; LeBreton & Senter,
WTE"%@: 2019-12-06 , , 2008; Shen, 2016; 5Kz, 2010), — 20 —%L
BEEE: R, E-mail: prettypigl 990@sina.com . o
U T R A e e S R K S 4 /345 (within-group agreement/consensus) i 5,
(contextual variable), T8 A2 o~ 442 U LI £ 8 5% & M5 1 Z2 A TERE 36 e — 8 A 0 P4 B A — B,
&, ¢ FIRRRAE . ANER Y ) Jo M 1 . N

> 4 T B4 By o il =
Pk (formative)H 4, ALK 2 1 v T A 2/ 19 4 £ 28 W s (o ‘makﬁ@ﬁﬁﬂfﬁhﬁm@ﬂ”mmg%’mm
U (0 s BT e, AR A PSR AV UESE (Bliese, 2000; James, 1982; Klein,
AT A F AT (S W A, EE, skl
SR, 20105 TR, JrRINE, BOCH, 2004), X HEARTE
AT Z N, J5 SR8 2 U & IR R e Jh S sy > PEETIE R L ABHEE rwew, A JAFATHH BHE 1R
EERE i p rwewe NATICHE, J53X% M rue.
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Conn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001), —J&£H PN {Z [ (within-
group reliability)fy 5, i 2 P& F4 AH
F—tk, BIIEA AR X AR GO AR, TR 2
Y 0] o B R AHAE, W AR AR LA 2 N AH OC R B
ICC(1). ICC(2). J2E4hHTiY > . KW
4 50 i B 3R 3 S M R OR R T, AR A RS
e ST . B 2 2 WA I 4 8V BRI
B F I, 52 R T AR R —
R BT T B 2 UL, AH N Y AR ST i R
BRI A 3 > P A 26 3 T — 4 T A e ) ¥ AL,
Horb BRI 8 = A, 5 SRR kR 48
PRI RSE R REA G

B, JCT LN — BRI A5 BE AT 3 R 5
PG W E AR . AN — B A N5 B 5
SOGTELH N7 S P AL (] A S, ORI BLAl . MUl
Ho TR BT LS A AR, 55— bR ]
DU R G RRREEANMENFELR, —BE%51E
I E LR . George M James (1993)% BAHf$5
h, BeHAMDLESRMN, —REHRE LI
FAERE AT AR Z R, RS FUElIA
WP R IR, Tz, REE Y
PES A 2Z R TCK, HN—BEA =5 2
—FrifE(Newman & Sin, 2020), A3, HHN—E0k
MHEDR rwe ARZ R R, %) 52 B Fdl
WA (group size)sZM . Jii 437 (null distribution)
BEE A Y S 2GS 1T 22 %8 (Brown & Hauenstein,
2005; O’Neill, 2017), [ it 250058 25 7] B 4R 5
HNAF BE DU R b ik 2B 1 o 18 A AF 5T (Woehr,
Loignon, Schmidt, Loughry, & Ohland, 2015)#4i
TREE, K rwe HEAIDh— BRI RE I A
K ICC(HF ICC(2), B LI NIEE/E N R A/
FEbRE . BRI — B TN AR B A SE BRI
AT O AE, B8 K2 R 2 5
SR, RHABXT ZF IIRE A 0 1 25 S AT A B
£

B, ORT rwe WMITEMMY, FEWRIE
3 AT TR 1 BRIR) R rg A& — DR IEAL RS
(Krasikova & LeBreton, 2019), i@ i3 FeA&4H P9 A% 51
VAT 2 PR AR S 5 P43 58 A B — B 9 51 2
AR S ZAEXE KIS, 15 315 25 7 S ¥ s 2D L ] DA 3R
TEZH N — Bt X B <58 e A — B v
T R <BEHLE R, RV 5 B 9F 4 24 50 b o3
AT BT b, fh ST Y D53 A R S 34 45 4y

Aii (uniform distribution) s 5 4045 o Sk 1M, WEE
T A RV AR 22 (response  bias), il 143 1] 3 L6 ik
TR AR RGPS, I B3 A N T 1 A
i 1) 1] B2 AR 5 (Bliese, 2000; James, Demaree, &
Wolf, 1984; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992), ryc th 4
AR AR o FR T 34 45 4341 R BE 7% B8 B i 22 14 5%
M), AR 22 il fi Il 220 i I — 0P 9 Jee R S5 A
Hitsm s R E s mbHN—%t, cARZ
T 3 XoF 24 45 00 A 143 M (e g., Blliese,
2000; Brown & Hauenstein, 2005; Klein & Kozlowski,
2000), {HARXERS RE B A3 A0 AR . 3, rwe
TEAS G 125 B Sl R A 22 75 1o DS 82 43T HE R
WHE T L5l

W=, RT AR FUE . SCRRORHE Y
rwe M1 ICC(Q2)LL 0.7 N HEAE /K i (e.g., Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000), fHHORBZ )= $2 11 T B %E,
IR 0.7 LI FRE T T bl 3 (arbitrary) FIUHLRE,
HUR— T Z B0 SEA0 A W0, i EC N
— R BRI 505 B A bR TR O — AR AS il 2
R (Cohen, Doveh, & Nahum-Shani, 2009; Lance,
Butts, & Michels, 2006; iFf& 2, ERASEL, 2015),
ICC()H FHM R A 0.12 tA J Ul . A5t 5
HHT 1k, & r ) FHE 8 g ie .

RA W YR AT DL 2 R IR R A <2
BT R Z —, RAEAE PRI /Y #2AE H
LG R B J2 U 22 5 A 5 B A AE LA LA
AR RBEEREVERA I, M, £2)2
FEAEE N ER OR, B2, AR5 e
REZEDTZZWEAIE . 22 A Fi
TRV A MT AR ARGy k iis L, X EUE R A
o << B A B A S I A L TTRIESY, AR
b FORWR R N B SGE o ABESE ) B R AR X
— e, Bl N R b B R R T R
EWERA, FEANEWRA: F—, LR =1
AR Ry Aa 5|, 38 AR Y SCER Y R G
JB . PEAN LA K S SRR T XS B, A B A
TERAAE Y PR I0 A RS R, 48 s Sk )
Mg IR Z Al 55 =, X =/~ G5k [n) J 3 47 3 B I
SN SRR, FEUCIERE b, ASHRFTER N TR
B A APEHT 5 R G AR R I RE, KRG
S VERG I AR B E 2N — B, & AR A A
B 20 N — BOPE TR B 5 PR 4 A5 BE 4 AR 3
SHERE L RUE, TR AR S 1
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AR I A HE R T X S HR AR A R
2 &
2.1 HAFEEE

SR A BE SCHR B # m 1 E ARKOT F R
P, RE 2 T S e 2p R F X6 04l 28 65 TR) A 1) 3L,
FRATTUL 5 DA ] P 4 B 2 A0 0T P v s B B A 8 ),
ABEFRHER . (DA S NIAURAE 22 AR 7
QETHEZE ARR RS R SE R IAE
HEZAARMT, G)ERMHLEM, HEITH
FHE R Z, UAMXERNT &S, &
ZAEPET 7 T, B CRERRHA ). R
TER ). (BB ), CEEWR ). (RHFEEL ),
CEHA) A CEH T REE ). RO
W R RALAT RS, RATGERT (0
R ) A COLELRRE Y 2 T,

[RYE, kil B E MR SR, 5 B NIFRIE
TR, AR T Tl 5 40 2400 #2440 Y
= By A g #1 P Journal of Applied Psychology
(JAP)? iz Il s S [ A1 [) 2 [ o 5K A 5T (e-g
Meyer, Mumford, Burrus, Campion, & James, 2014;
Woehr et al., 2015)H % UL (1) STk A R IH T
22 XEEER

M\ B AR P R A SR, A SRR R - (1)
o b & 20— AL & ()3
BN RRPERG & TE 40 2 2 AN AR BT A I 3R
B Q)UIHAR A T I AR R G IS Y
PERE I 45 B (rwe . ICC(1) . ICC(Q)BL 7 Z /3 b4k
Ry, @)KkFEME N 2014 4E 1 H 1 HE 2019 4¢
12 A 31 Ho X F e, JATLAMR 7 =20k %
FEARSCHR . — & Ok ik R, 7 Hh I 60 0 ) o
KRRGHWMARE”, LR “rwg”, “ICC”
S5, JFBRE K A RN RISE L, R R
B 0 SCHER B G B, B AR SCER, BT LA
R, & BT 2014 4ELORFEL LT H . AT
WIS HSUEE . TRHEHE. A5
HERH R RN RS0, Wik cmk, xf

3 M AT B SR AR [ A AR T TS AT
B, (E R TR RO BT R, ABIESE B T IAP — (330,
S LA T S B ] A2 3 ok 5 2 I A b B, G
Pra R A RIS 2= HAh AR SCRR . A, ARBFTEM & T
X FEL P SCHR I LB PPAY, JAP 945 R E PR 2%

T JAP, Bl Psyclnfo 40 2252 f 10 WA 1 0 % o
VEE R BT 5807 T e, SRS HEAT HOXT | bk,
A SCHR IS B — B L . W12 AR SCRERA 259
T, bRk TORICEHE I T, BRATT UK PR Ak b
WEHFER T 8 Uk (D& R JESE, TokiR
R A 3 2 R A BB (6 ) o )R AZ IR
M2 AT T R LB R AE SR B &
LR SCHIRIE A 251 ROh3C 166 . #E3C 85
W), FEMLEE 1,

2.3 4mig

MR T 5E HETE B A g i o, % —3Lme
HRTREPER SR LA T LT A T 40D . (DI
ARG R, BiEAMK. MR (A A &/ AR 5/
AR AR AR ) . REIEL . A R
A NE . () FH 0 3R G35 2 R G 50 48 b 2
SERHCEE . (3) 48 AR 1 R FAE KOk TE . (4)
REVH,

SCHR G A P N BT IEE SE A, HLRRR R
e H—, MAERHSCCE P BEPLIIZ 10%
(15 ) AMBAREA, W5 AFEATHE FETS 19207 i,
Y 5 o6 ¥ 5 B I L, R A GRS — B
93.75%, 4ili Z Ak AT I 8 S T . 2R
=L RISk A W, PN A0 £ TR e —
B TAE 5 =, S B SCER g% s, &
AT 5 B 5% B SOk P BE AL AL 10% (25 B HEAT
TR G RIS R, IR 50 T SCRR Y A A
—EEH 95.40%. i ICIN A ASIF S 14 SCRR R S AT
B AEE .

3 £R

3.1 b7l

166 & SCCiHk A, oA 384 MR TR
B8 YRS, A H AR R 142 15(36.98%) . R AE
150 1~(13.02%) . T AE 5 88 1M(22.92%) . AT
At 93 4~(24.22%) AT AR & 2 14(0.52%)
BRI 8 9 1M(2.34%), B 362 MEE R T 8

R SR S T AR P A AR T (2-1-1 AR ER 1-1-1
MR I T AMERZ A R AT 45, FRATTHED X 5 4k
Kipd T 244 2 1 B A E P oo A EE T2 2
MUE R 26, ERXREOR ST HT T (o B AL s
R AT RN, ARFRIE IR T R A, Bk LEMEER
AIE SR
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x1 HANELRER
Ri R SRR i
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

GRS 7.260 1 1 1 0 1 2 6
P T BT 6.953 1 5 7 2 3 1 19
R 5.158 1 1 4 1 4 3 14
FHITIE 4.668 4 5 3 7 4 2 25
B P 4.280 4 4 2 2 5 5 22
B IR 3.813 3 6 3 5 4 12 33
TR 2.968 0 3 5 3 1 1 13
Lo IRAER 3.285 5 5 3 3 3 6 25
L BIR 1.641 1 1 2 1 1 3 9
JAP 5.067 23 21 16 9 11 5 85

it — 43 52 46 35 37 40 251

TE = R SCHA T v R0 0 A A B 2019 WU T & 5

B, WHETE 1~42 Z 18], $H{EHK 8.27 (SD = 6.45),
B 6, BIIECA IR 6 ANYAE b7 54.97%,
A 15 M 88.12%, A 333 MEERE T
Likert it R AT 43 008, I 5 800 6 £1. 7 sl
AR 55.86%. 12.01%. 30.63%, A 354 4>
R BRI T ABL, A 1.68~41.00 Z[i],
YIE N 6.02 (SD = 4.18), F %y 5.10, AN
#Rat 5 AR 47.18%, At 10 #9.5 91.24%,
B REE SRR EES rwe. ICC(1).
ICC(2). FZAHIH F K%, 17 40 55(24.10%)3C
BRI T 4 N8R, 101 55(60.84%) & T 3 415
bR, 13 55(7.83%) 45 T 2 MHEFR, 12 76 (7.23%)3H]
ET 1A ERR; A 156 55(93.98%) R E T rwe fH,
150 J5(90.36%)lt45 T ICC(1)H, 146 55 (87.95%)
T ICCQ)MH, 50 55(30.12%) 44 T F K i gh
By B 137 [ (82.53%) RIBT 4R T rwe. ICC(1)AN
ICC(2). BABN I, A 6 MEEH 1CC(1).
ICC(2)id /el F A58 A B 28 0 9 24 A 1R )2 ik 2
i, HRTaigReIIRZER.

85 ks JAP SCHkH, g 282 NMEREZ TER
A8 MRS, IR TE 1~23 ZE(n = 265),
BI{E R 5.68 (SD =3.92), ik S; HH 5 A5
6 M. 7 ST RS 37.59% . 11.35%.
37.94% (n = 247); AP AEAE 1.63~218.99 Z [H],
Y(E M 11.56 (SD = 24.49), FAiECH 4.76, K6
SARTT, A 71 55(83.53%) 4G T rweft, 78 55
(91.76%)# 5 T ICC(1)fH, 73 5 (85.88%) & T

i R F, JAP 4% JCR 2019 R H T

ICC(2){H, 56 %5(65.88%)Rk& T F MIR4LEH>, 61
R (71.76%)RIFHR & T rwe. ICC(DHAIICC(2). A
4 AR AR I AN A PR T RS R E R R A
32 rywcERBEER

rwe VABLASREA LT B THRL, A2 dill,
WRLE——MESAN rae B, WMIREITA R
AU rwe BIME. PAigk. JEE. AR FHER
ZHH0 %53 5 {5 B (Burke, Cohen, Doveh, & Smith-
Crowe, 2018; Cohen et al., 2009; Klein & Kozlowski,
2000), N3 2 s, SRR SCER A I 90%41
BT rwe MMES, it 25%M04 T A gk, |
Fwe M3 LT3 28 o) 5 1) 20 8500 4 5 ZRARAIR,
HA | BCHROK T, BSrsR, Biffh, 2014)58 %W
HETX 4 Wigite, LHASEENE, HA 3
T SCHERBARRAR A T rwe (EARIE I R0 AE, H
o2 RS CEERSAR, XIERZL, 2019; 254, JHA%, 2015)
[ B (5 T 39 %5 A AR S 0 A, 1 RS OB 4-3,
WA B, T HISF, 2018)H K T %A, 0
HRBEA 2 B JF A A B, MR ELZ R, JAP ST
B 15 e TR, b LR R T
3 PSSR . RS =T, 6 R

5 JAP SCHRHIEAT 3 Rl T #2518 8 (average deviation
index), HTFIZIEIFILEDHEAYS rowe MXTEESR, ASCH
Aifigo

O 49 RSCHR(TIIC 31 R L TEIC 18 ) BAT B A2
rwe MURIE IR AR, KRB HAR N “rwe B>, FIEH]
PIE R S, B
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W T 2 R 5501 AR A3 A, 8 Rl T
1 P (3550 MR A /i 45 4 5%), T S 4
THH .

BIRA K Z BRI A VR rwe (EX R ) J5
Gy A, AR E T3 A5 50 A R AT A BUR 1 F  BRA
eI, FA1S I Woehr 25:(2015) ik, H41 B bk
RGN0 TR R, X Ty %
IR rwe BIERT O SO AT R R ME SR T, 2
WL 3o v SCSCHR A AR R A P — B0 AR
B, M rwe BERE, B35 0.8 MYZERHT 80%,
IKE] 0.9 MR R 40%, XA 0.871, i
h 0.876, HA 2 MR rawe HEMLT 0.7, H
WARBEAT TR G M rwe TBCRE, 551 0.9 19
AR 70%, SEHEHN 0.908. JAP SCRRH I rawe
{E A 4 TGE THE AR ISR T b SOk . o34,

SCCHR AR A A TR R 3 AN rwe 3
B394 0.84, 0.93. 0.70, JAP SCHk i w25
S AT 12 4 rwe B{ETE 0.67~0.97 Z 8],

33 ICCOHERMBEFR

3R 4 TH, thacscikd ICC)EmEE N
0.276, TN 0.250, 90%IKE) T H w685 FI K
RIFE 0.12.F 19 MR ICC(HEML T 0.1, H
A NREBS . BAE 14 MERIRE T O 2204
W) FREGZE R, HA 1 ANEEARLTE 0.05 WEE
K, EHWME TARREBIYE,

JAP SCHRH ICC(1)fE Y X5 (8 Fn v i 25043 531
90241, 0.210, IKF 0.12 By b il JRE T Sc e
Wk A2 A EMEIT 0.1, Hp 3 RRE,
163 1~ F R IREs g 3 AR, Hd 14k

X A
=)

R2 RN rac BERBREBER

et ok (At

W gkt

455 H
n % n %
¥E 313157 87.43/72.69 138/53 88.46/74.65
LREVA 5 92/76 25.70/35.19 41/29 26.28/40.85
T H 53/13 14.80/6.02 21/6 13.46/8.45
05 3 K1) A 1 4 B L ) 32/4 8.94/1.85 12/3 7.69/4.23
AR Y )51 537 8/31 2.23/14.35 3/15 1.92/21.13

T Fh B, </ A g vh SCSck, A JAP SCHR: Ny =358, Naap = 216; °N oy = 156, Nypp = 71; 5 3 /N84 ] I 42 45

T BRES AT AR S AT T Y rwe BI{E, BAEAEE L

®3 BHANBPETHFSBE rwe BEHER ST

5 S RN Fr) 728 kB B L A5

AR Giit n M D Me FEne|
=0.7 =08 =09
e 311 265 134
rpSCSCRiR rwe YA 313 0.871 0.071 0.876 0.572~0.990 (9936%)  (84.66%)  (42.81%)
. 92 84 65
rwe "L 92 0.908 0.067 0.926  0.750~0.980 (100%)  (91.30%)  (70.65%)
. Y 3 g 142 102 42
JAP 3Ciik rwe YA 148 0.840 0.084 0.840 0.630~0.990 (95.95%)  (68.92%)  (28.38%)
70 61 37
rwe H v 5k 74 0.878 0.089 0.895  0.610~0.990 (94590, (82.43%)  (50.00%)
{I Me= "|"4§Lﬁ(«
F 4 HERTETB ICCO)ER IR St
) 5 S AR (A Bl 2 )
i n M o) Me S| tnillsle *
=0.12 =0.20 =0.30 =0.40
o . 304 231 127 61
LI'S'T N 336 0.276 0.141 0250  0.011~0.790 (0048%)  (68.75%)  (37.80%)  (18.15%)
. 195 132 69 39
JAP ik 247 0.241 0.157 0210  0.010~0.851 (78.95%)  (5344%)  (27.94%)  (15.79%)

e Me= Wi * Ak RS HIERE T 1CC(1) > 0.05 #Y 3 A8t
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34 ICCQERREFR

2 5 alA, ek ICCQRUE M AE N
0.695, KN 0.714, KBMESE R FE 0.7 BRI
Mk —2F; A 38 NMEER ICCRYUEMT 0.5,
H s KA JAP Uk ICC) 4 E
BEEAY 9 0.596., 0.630, KT 0.7 BIUAE =2
—; A 70 NMERMEMRT 0.5, H 4 MRERE .
35 XFRESIAER

H 112 5H(67.47%) P 300wk A T 20—
BETEARIRIFE, 64 55 (38.55%)51 1 T 3 IFE
ks JAP SCHRH A 20 55 (23.53%) 45 1 T R FLY, 44
R (51.76%)51 I T 3Cilik, W 6. JLT-FA rue (i
HAEH T 0.7 WBRUE, ICCHRYRIFAELL 0.12 FI
0.05 A2, ICCQ)&H FHRIN 0.5 F1 0.7 (3 3C3CHik
IR Z kT 0.6). e SCSCHik 7 Rl AL 14 5 S
kA B e SOk, James (1 3 fR 4
ML 37k (James, 1982; James et al., 1984; James,
Demaree, & Wolf, 1993)A4 15| K HiE 18 4% %, —
TG 1R 55 45 1R A I 55 o & 1) SIS UE A 5% (Schneideer,
White, & Paul, 1998155 T Z k5| HICC(2)HY
— AR FHE0.47 Hh HIZ30); JAP CiHkEE 51 H
BYN & Bliese (1998, 2000)Y LeBreton Fl Senter
(2008), #£ X James Fl1 Schneider SCHY I B/ .
4 g

X P9 My B HL2E BRI 2014 AFE LR
(4 SCHR 2 BT 22 B, 4 K 22 8000 3 3 =2 (v e v
NIVEAAN/ QIR ST Se Ui X L ok WAk &1 2N
Mrev Rt B R, 2@ rwe. ICC(1). ICC(Q)%
BhR o B A P BEIEIESE . A HR BRI A
KE, rwe Al ICC(1) 3 38 55 55, ICC2)HH X WK
Woehr 4§ (2015) [7] Jiil T 1998~2012 4F % & T
Academy of Management Journal 25 4 {343 g #H T
(4 189 f SCHR, K I T 5E 10 10 rwe - HIME R
0.84 (n = 486), 44 90%M{ER T 0.7, I 30%HY

AET 0.9; ICC(HER 021 (n = 416), Hid
T5%M9ME & T 0.11; ICCQ)ME K 0.66 (n = 372),
HAERE—FWERET 0.7, AUFREEILET JAP
B SCHR, &I rwe. ICC()FT ICC(R) 44 7K -4
B2 0.840. 0.241. 0.596, Mk b, 5 JAP SCik
AL, FE N SCHERF rwg. ICC(1)FI ICC(2)HSFE 17k
F(0.871. 0.276. 0.695)5 /&, ik F R FHH AY H A
o g i — %5, XN — A MTE A s, P O 7
2 B Sk A R o L 3k B B 3 K

Ty —r i, E AR R A Y R
FETE—SE RIS IR, DAFTAR — KOCHE [ 43 b7
WA, ATLLUAZE 8 =k

S —, XLy —BobE R4 A B T RE A
X4 o REBIFTTWE rwe. ICC(1), ICCQRYM A
TER G E YW PATH bR, RGO RES
IRE] TR, X IS R A kR R S R
%, — B NS4 N5 BT B 45 58 BT IS
(U0 rwe (EAR &0 ICC EHAIN), FEAf R4S SR
A PR I 52 T I T A S5 s 3R A I S
2 I] 22 5 55 20 P9 R S TRURE B R O AR Y, e
12 N — BT AR ICC AU BA iR, A
&1 1% (construct misspecification)Hy KUK . X —
[ EFE JAP SCHK H A 55  o

B TR rae B AR RE B RS R A o Y
WFSE 8 3 55 A TR rwe B
EME—RES A, EENNERFLEFEX—
AH AR R, R A SR 3
TS T R, U 2 BWIEHT %016
VIAMPA IR AR o AEAXTHE, Meyer 28 (20140 T
111 RS BESCSCmk A G 440 D roe (i, &I 24.1%[1
RS T IR, Hoh B 69.8% (8 Y & 15 4%
3 Aii; £ Woehr 2520 15) [ SCHER LB, AT 10%
W) rwe (E 1A T 5B R A 5310 AT 55 40 05 1Y
JAP SCHRHE 21.1% (15/7D)44%5 T 54346, FHrb
73.3%(11/15) [l TAmA . nl UL, BRI

x5 HEANEP ICCQEMBIRMS T

, N TR B A R AE A Bl B LA
KR n M Sh) Me benc
=0.6 =0.7 =0.8 =0.9
. a 241 185 93 35
v SC SR 322 0.695 0.177 0.714 0.047~0.991 (TA84%)  (5745%)  (28.88%)  (10.87%)
. 133 84 36 14
JAP SCHik 232 0.596 0.204 0.630 0.100~0.980 (5733%)  (3621%)  (15.52%)  (6.03%)

e Me= WAL AN f HESG MR T 1ICC(2) > 0.5 1Y 3 PAsH:,
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*6 MANEERMXFERIT
€l
Uk
rwe 0.7 96/12 James %£(1982, 1984, 1993) (41/10)*
cc(l)  0.05 28/1 Bliese (1998, 2000) (12/28)
0.1 11/0 LeBreton & Senter (2008) (2/18)

fabr JSHE B3/ S0 N

0.12 32/4 Schneider %5(1998) (10/1)

05  34/0 Glick (1985) (0/5)
0.6 7/4  HEZ(2010) (3/0)
07  30/7
TE: SRR, <2 HhcScHk, A JAP SCik; TR SC

k5 76 0 R 3 FHEL TGRS LG &R SCHRR 455 BN B3 Fom
BT EL

FEALA BRI 349 55 A i i g, H 520 A1 1Y
i A AR A S 20 A1 0 TR AR ] 4 v T A
WH5E . 73— BUREE RS A g e s, R
SCHR R TIREHN rwe BIMESCPAIEL, 20
T rwe TELAY I BRI A 2500 S B ZHE rwe IME I
S R T AR rwe TEAE T3 %
I, AN DRI rwe 1EL7EZH 1) A 3 HORN 20 A5 15 10,
ABIRAR, S84 AT REAELE D rwe TEARMR L IAAS B 2R
GRATRH . XRTOHA AN Qg5 —
KA 2B rwe (R

9=, WIFHEEBCREL, #agI AR BT
SN & R G AR AR Y R A AR Ik R, R
FIR) AR e AR AR AT 9 I A8 00 7 5 T 2P 1 A 0] P
(Biemann, Cole, & Voelpel, 2012)F-1E#5| FH IFH
Hko hSCREA SOk AR =02 48 T ]
FIRIFAE, B RE % 40%5) T ESCHk, W E 4
RANMAEIE, B RUADTH IR, #l,
R ZWFEAEN G rwe  ICC(1) T ICC(2) A K] FfE Fif
HEIHT James BYHR:—im CBR(CANEE 24 19 1984
FRFT IAP ML), PR EBR THEFE James
(1982) 4k | — A~ H 5 Bk 2 27 5 1R B2 19 T il
ICC()IY“FRAE” (0.12)74h, X JLF SCHR A HE#

7 James (1982, p.224)EIJE T 1970 4EAR X LU IR Y Z 15
WhoT, RN — B b ALy 0.12, fHXOR 84l
ICCOHMLER, BEET 0 M o GXILAERR I N
JTMET HA—FE), it 0.12 BEASSE B 42 Ay ki 4,
TR ICC() A R L

AR B AR — 8 AR I R B, 1ICCQ2) Y H) B
TR T 047, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7 &4, Hrh0.47
JZ Schneider 55(1998) M\ I T\ B ST B Th 3245 114,
0.5 MARTE I T v =5, i HJE 0.47 By {A,
FHLAC P A E 2 B K A AR AS Bl o 32 i T A
A2 H TR 5T 4 B A AT 20 A T SOk R A i AR
ik, SECLER . HEZT, JAP B IFE SCHLS]
FHSTE . SFE T ERG, B9t R 4
[SEZY g ] i

5 RERIBIAESZEREIN

A PRI 5T 2 8 R M R EBUOR R, 51 E
HR A = A R B RO IE AT . ML R
Al Y PRI B AT, (HIRATTIA R X S i 2 i
PaslRSER, AETHEITRBEYERE 24,
TE T 5% 5 0 R A S e = B RIR 98 . UL,
AR B K DBV 0 20 B SCHR &, R sk 4 A
TP —HIT, H 22l 8 0 FH BB 5 3 4R
B S5 BRI
5.1 REIERMIEE

2SR IR A N — B Al N M
M5 FANFERAESE H R, FF3EH BB R ESE 41
KFR, T AR A BB AL T OC F Jh =5 fo
AR SUE NG B, 83 A 4 50 iz R B o
B, R P 2 B A — 3 1 M 7 0 B A ff B 45
[ 2 SFe AN i DX 530 b ol T, Ay 285 SR % ik R el >k [
M(fRBedE, X5, 2007), LAFB M ERIE R SLIE
D7 T HEA T R T o

B, QSRR B R e 2 A R A A 1
WEE T, 2 & AL N — B R N AF B
BRI, I o7 R S B 3 A7
FEFHRIZ U, Mot B 27 1 £ B B e R
2H 7K 1 B 43 B (Newman & Sin, 2020), {HiZ40 %k
VR S S A P9 A A I B I AS B L B L A (B
B Y R (AN N B e N B
Y52 ) 2 A T 3L [R] BT (Kozlowski & Klein,
2000); GISREAN H A X R EA N, ke vk R Y
DR MIEA -, S p AR e LT
FETERIAR L, Rt B A N E B I — A e
AR 2 A B 3 TR A ARG 4E A R & (Moritz &
Watson, 1998; T¥FJ %5, 2004), MMASIERIRE
WA B LA, WEER, e, 2010), AT,
BA 0T EAR RIS AR B R — B/ 3
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=4k (sharedness) W], X HAE i 2 N —BbEfe A
TR, RIS ASE Y PEAG 5 Y S TR 2 N — L
PERGIR, 41 P — B IR bR R 7R 41 A P43 19 8
(B 22 A R PRS2 1 3 B BB (Cohen et al.,
2001; Dunlap, Burke, & Smith-Crowe, 2003; Van
Mierlo, Vermunt, & Rutte, 2009), ] LL¥MATTE4)
RE BN PAIRK

AL ZT, 2N FEAS 4 ) 2 9 R 5 Y
BBk, R OG0 21 ) 28 SR EIX 43 BE (Chan,
1998; Kirkman, Tesluk, & Rosen, 2001; Quigley,
Tekleab, & Tesluk, 2007; Van Mierlo et al., 2009),
HZ T DA B RO, s/ AR A R 2 fih &
R W — N E RG] . = 41 1] 78 7 7T R 3
SR IR . T BUER IR LT, %A
At F &  T0I g B IR A (Bliese, 1998; Bliese,
Maltarich, Hendricks, Hofmann, & Adler, 2019;
George & James, 1993; James, 1982; Moritz &
Watson, 1998), HiJ 55053 45 v 5 & . XA~
R, NG A AR R A e i 3L =
FEPEA &N T — B PR # PR IZA & T DL S 3
A & 7= A B ) SR BK (James, 1982), i %
A2 ZR BB T E R I

Hwk, WIZIE FFE, HNMEE R — i
JE bR N — B, BN . HEE
Jre Bk 46 T AT, N SR A ) AT A X 2H 2R
(organizational climate)HF5T, 5] ok fi i 3R
A Y MR AR L SE R ICC(1) (James, 1982),
Jy ICC(1 )33 S B2 LU 2 ) 28 S 5 2H PN 728 S
YRR /N, ICC(1) R AR A A 1) A2 Sk . A
WZAE SR, WAt N — B . BEPLEER
fik(Bartko, 1976; %/ Jlkui, 24k, 2014), (HHI7E
T, AN S A )R S O R I R Y R,

ZHEATLARIBABAR R, BERTEES BB 1CC AREE
HN— BOM R AL A S B4 (Bliese, 2000;
Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992), filln, 7 27T 6
A 4 NN T — B PGy, A 2R
AT DL 20 R) AR AR, THERAE AR ICC(L) =
0.74,1CC(2) = 0.92; {HWZAZMELRNH 5. 6 4k
BB A AN N oy, E— AR X A
M rwe (B3 B A 0.26, 0.45. X5 48 i s
HNAE BB, BURREiR At & A N —3K
PEMTEAME B, i HX — B A R 0 N U
BATTAE /AT v & BURE AR SOk ) ICC(1) . 1ICC(2)
5 rwe BHAIMEE AN BE (1 = 0.08, —0.06, ps >
0.05), #H—LRMWANFE SHN—BMIF L%
JREE R o

HI G, AP f5 B Be b OR B fi S ) —
ok, Gt EARRHESR AL TN — Bk, A
G REGE ST, HBZEFF], ICC(1)
M ICCQ)TEILZ AR SR . JUER 5
L REERIAE T ICC() S 7] 22 58, EA
R L B R AL A A AE PO TR, T R A
MEZE X RMERBI, HE¥ER, 2012), HiE
G AR R I BT R A R B AU TR bR . ICC(2) &
2PN T A BV I B Y R RE M, BRI Y
%E(Bliese, 2000; Dixon & Cunningham, 2006),
SRR 1ICC(Q2)3E bR L2 T A H M AR Y
SEIIRA- o 5 LA B 2 B R R B, TICC(2)ZE RN
THCGE, fiihd TR ETEH B ORS8O
TR R TTEREE, AR SO A Ao 2, i
FEATHE M L A E 0 P Sk sy, SRR B
E VAR SR (5 B R i, s
B2 M ) F AR E R Al (R 9 I 2 L
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; #f#2, BRALEL, 2015),

F=71 wOIEKE
il WarHE A Wir#E B Wy C Wor#E D Hikapiy HNE R rwe()”
/N 2 4 3 3 3.00 0.67 0.90
INA 2 5 7 5 6 5.75 0.92 0.86
/N3 1 3 1 2 1.75 0.92 0.86
/N 4 7 9 9 8 8.25 0.92 0.86
/AL S 2 4 6 1 3.25 4.92 0.26
/N 6 6 8 8 4 6.50 3.67 0.45

T “EET 9 SRR

ORISR . B RETR AN ZLE(2014), p.276; FH AN .
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I, ICCQ2)MR LAY 2 I 20 N 1R 3743 1) B (A AR
HIRAAE TR S LA S DR, T
i RS B H8 48 Cronbach’s o 7 2 LA T AT 1
ok A ST (R BT ) S A B R W TR - B A S TR,
ANTE T 3 B AR ST AR R 1 ik 2 B3R (Geldhof,
Preacher, & Zyphur, 2014; J@fR 2, DREEEL, 2015),
WL Z 2 BRI & R bR ICCQ)BUR B Z IR
Cronbach’s o i 52 B A7 55 P 4 48 1 45 B2 46
(e.g., Jiang, Chuang, & Chiao, 2015), FEET
ICC(2) A5 B Fm 1 A2 2H 208 A AR 3 M v A 2 R
TRy N — 3k o

ZRA VL o b, 2 P9 — B A A B R
WREEALANT « HN—BERAT G 5 o Rk
WA E, BRAE Y R ETRIE,
(5] 285 1) s << P O 03 1 3 L 2 5 R A — B0l 3k
FERARERESESA G E TR
ICC(1) AR, 0125 A S Ay 7 2 1) 114 22 5
A R B R A ) YOG R B B HE B A T Y
[ ICCQRRMFETRIR, MM HIEH
AR RS R R, 4N —SBhE R
A B T e B R M A A AR AR A 1
WEARIT, BR G IR N 3 EARTEH N — B
B SRR AR T SR N — Pk A N AE
FRE i, XA RS TSR A SR A L, 3
AT BE 8 2 LR AP JE S -

a MW rwe A, HEHEADR ICC E
AL,

b &FEARY ICC HEH, HABIHN rwe H
B

85— T8 S N 45 A B R R R (B R
o iRt TRREMNE sk m), BARTE
e FAT DU, (HZ R G146 50 1 AR iy
AR DC AR A T O 2 A XURS:, AR 1CC(1)
A ICCQRYEBARAL, B 3 ai KA TR, 7E58
ZHIETET, HN—BE R R AR L AR AR
BE, SNEKRGSTIAMYLIRZE, BFEEEN
RO, ABCHILAIBRAEIL T —7).
52 rwe B SHIESE

rwe 1 P I B K TR 2 8 35338 19 D40 A,
XF b i TG 58 98 AR T %6 o VENAUE Z 3, FRAT
ST 55 2 ) ] [ Ah 2% 19 T (Biemann et al.,
2012; Castro, 2002; James et al., 1984; Kozlowski
& Hattrup, 1992; LeBreton & Senter, 2008), A%

AUAE SR AR ST . 5 SR i BRAR 0 FT e SR A VA 1Y
PR3 A, TR 55 53 A R B TH S 25 SR 21
BRI R, 52 H IR e A Tk
Pe— PR AV 23 A SR Al A N — B IR BT
S, AR RSO E A — B A R, 7
PEPER AU S o0 A I, N A 40 2% 5 37 5 & AT B AT
TE S 25 o AR IR o rh— SL R BEPLIA
RWERS, WG SN2 By ol A+ kS eV
# ™ fli 7% (central tendency bias) . i K fh 22
(leniency bias)//™#] i 22 (severity bias)ZE, TAf14&
S EBEDL i B 2 5E oA, B = oA
B 2543 5 (James et al., 1984; Klein et al., 2001;
Ng, Koh, Ang, Kennedy, & Chan, 2011; Smith-
Crowe, Burke, Cohen, & Doveh, 2014; Smith-Crowe,
Burke, Kouchaki, & Signal, 2013); %4, 44
ROFELEAE 2y DB BUR R SO IR IE AR,
X D R S IO i 25 1 ol i 1Y 2R G PR 5 TRl (Meyer
et al., 2014), & 8 BLZ5 T A ZU i UL 5 I i 22
FAERE Y 53 A, B985 0] 2 B PR A0 i
MIFESCh gt BRIl . — Ml &, AR
[Fgds . EEMACWE AR, e &0 T4 H
LS BRAR BTN AR AR (DTN, Rl I AR 28 43 A
ATz AR I T (e.g., Rego, Cunha, &
Simpson, 2018; Schaubroeck, Shen, & Chong, 2017),
rwe THAESEMUG, WFREH T RES KA — L
FEAHARREIR BB AR E, T REIE ZEAR A
PRIXLE, RIS HA—: AHEEB N
7w, BRHRELHARE rywe HE PO EER,
LR A AN S S50 0T, Toil IR A B
A, SN PEREARR D . SR B, 11
AR SR [ FF(Carron et al., 2003; LeBreton &
Senter, 2008); LA 7 HIHEAT BUSRME B, RI
TE S5 TS S 53 W A7 50 T 43 3 43 BT B0, U
Zh BB A 3% 2% F(Biemann et al., 2012; Woehr
et al., 2015); A = WIHAIR A S A% 1941 L
PRER, 75 0 2% 3 B0 & ] A 2800 R 2K (missed) . HE
B0 (misidentified )zl 55 1% fif BE (misinterpreted)
(Castro, 2002; Van Mierlo et al., 2009), M SE K F,
SN ZH SRR B T FEAR 20 (Burke et al.,
2018), ATHAIRHEASCHER (A 3 4 (Farmer,
Van Dyne, & Kamdar, 2015; Hi%, 5K, 2015; 5
A, KRR, Bk, 2015)BE A MER T rae (AR
AR o TR I Y HERR AN B AR Y AL 7 H 5L
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*8 HATEBMRTENNRMRERR D/
J Al 2 Eipay X iz B JELO3 A R IIE 5T
FEe VR TRV RE & ) T4 fii 255 A1 1A £ 2 38 A B3 B0 RN RPN CRR ol = A S e
M NS 4y 5 (/v /B R ) M), TP BA PRS2 A0 . AP o | TS A B A
B PERE 2.0 R TIE 1) 35 B4 B 42 1 (19 A 7 5 e — 3 J T X 98] A o
IS . A555 LUE R E 3 (4 B 1)
i 2% TRIERE & i T =ML LS SOREH . Fd A i aliad T %%
FELILASEE, B IEZ M 2IFEH B Z LTI
LB LI 3AEEHBRZ S G, RERIEE
4 AT () 18125 2 9 B V2 3 1A R 2 HLJG TR BRAE RS 4%
SAEAE AL P RIAMATES B O ST TAER I
TE A 2% TRV RE & i T fii 25 A1 LA F2 8 ) B, 4515 5 R FEA 21 20T o L 1) 1 IR o
RS R e (/v /B R ) R (78 R4 I X 1A BRI B 4 BN I, B0V E & BT
JE SRR ) V2 Ry g BB i) AN A 32 SO (BLOLI 58 i 22 2 i

S B0 RE B o AR )
2 A ] = A0 P A 14 25 2550 G b AU A I
3BT A RIEE B SR B A QRS RE ), TR
VA B 04 ST 22 FT 0 MR

ARG R, R e ), O ] B s
EER VAR SR X B 0 N R 0 2 N S S 1
1 C e, H ARG Y 3R R DA A R S S
FRYER SRR 2, 2 ) — B0 AR 22 2 T BA
TR A 14 45 (Moritz & Watson, 1998), HEE 4
240 W 4 (subgroup) B¢ “/NH5 JK” (Castro, 2002;
LeBreton, James, & Lindell, 2005), A TG AL
L SRAT IR A S T I A R
PSR RE, T HAS 7T 5 04 26 3898 23 S 4 A 1) ) 2t
SIARZE . L, BB E RS bR,
LN — B AR BRI L HEBR®, X AR A 4 K
KB ICC(1)H ICC(2) AR MG & 5 20% .
RERAHERR: HB—, TREKRZHE
rwe (H8E = BAF, HEEAHT T rawe (AN T
0.97)HJE—MEIRIE S, B8 B 3743 7] fig 2
A T KU B a5 (B 95 3 B A 43) (Carron et al.,
2003), IR AG A JRUn Kl , SRS OLR SE, A
HEBRA SR 1A AU 248 195 R 7R ) sk TE R0 )
(CAnAR B AR 10 sl 2 e AR A AT RE, R 5102 rwe

bR R B A A, AR AY A — AT A W i
WEFE Ml . Ho—, 7EESHE R (dispersion model)H, 1E 3%
AF 20 PN 25 5P A ik 7 R A (A 4 R R 40— i B B 4 2

Setb); o, e SEUH B A (consensus emergence model)
o, BRI TENEW . [ AT AR w0 — Bk

BB K T 2 o IR 1 1 3 1T A5 B AH DG STl e g., Lang,
Bliese, & de Voogt, 2018; Lang, Bliese, & Runge, in press;
W, ZKiE, HIBEY, 2012),

A4 1 AL BREETE K, HEHS 0l 52 3 m) BE —
EE RO S MO R E SR . YR, R 5 P
F18 g — 1 A AT B — BOME AT T T I 2
LT S S 7 A ) R e S B B AU
B O T, R T ARG rye BIEAT AL %L
BIRERE, HIATTE A A RS X AN, BRAL
LR BTN S R T, HAR A 2R R,
JRORTTRBAETE IR, ALBEE —fd, FHA
N —BtE R B B R4 .
53 XIFERIER

2H N —BOPE A A BE B SR AR R R AL
KBIFIR RN . rwe FI ICCQQ)ER) ™ M= M RIA
(EZ T AR 0.7, 2 R A 1 40 SCHRORE 306 75 A 1 0
15 B BT, R rwe JE ORBEIB IE 4 —
FHERER, 2 0.7 BIRIFHEITTHIZES; 1CC(1)
oW AR FAHE 0.12 AL T James (1982)%f /b4
SCHR A4 SRR o 3 S BT 79 28 S0 A v Bk =2 18 52
R S008I E R 2 e 8 T R N 8 L
FRANNE IR | T RBE R R T
TEFZ W (Cohen et al., 2001; Lance et al., 2006;
LeBreton & Senter, 2008), 18 %] T Mok L LT

ARG X 28 0 b v A, 8 2 SRk
HN—BE AT BE MR, HRBEWE A ST
2 AR FHE, <R B R

° B I P B BT AT P43 8 AR I, AR SN O,
SLTGIE (TR B TC 70 A T3, rwe IRAAE T 1,
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FEA R, PURBOES THRAMFAAN A
B, BUUECE  THar RUE I ST AR OC R
B, B AE), FliHBET Monte Carlo #LUL13T
) BEHL AL 45 55 (approximate randomization test)m¥;
Fiti AL 2H B BURE 25 (random group resampling) 4 Jl ¥
R, RIAFRIAET rue H 95%
BEBE NI HLE (Cohen et al., 2001; Cohen et al.,
2009; Dunlap et al.,, 2003; Smith-Crowe et al.,
2014)"°, MBI 19 A B A, L H IS WRe
AR A Y SRS AEAT 7 B AR A0 2 P — ok
(chance agreement), i EA RGN AL N —BtE
(Dunlap et al., 2003; O’Neill, 2017), Z&itFriE 52k
TR bR Y UL B, (H A A S TR
R, BOE AR R — Sl AU, S TR
W SEBR AT Y A O, R ME LR B 5 F S
1 B SR A 58 2 A R B IG U E . 5 =, 3k
Gt EVE R AR T RAFAE N — B
Tofix, EARMRUEA N —BE 2., & 9 &
T EBINFRAFAE T rwe ik 0.05 9 1 E KK
I I FHE, PR 5 NIl AR
(£ 0.8 Z2A7), MANALGEE] 10 A H i >
B, G SE ] AR, BT 0.7 WAEEbRE,
ARG 2, SRR AR, i
BRI, Geithn A BRAR AT i A2 IF 5T 75 2L

IR B R A R T AN — Bk S,
LU bR B 9 S {H (Lidtke & Robitzsch,
2009; O’Neill, 2017), A4 A g %
s, HFZEHATEIEMSEE, HETAPARE:
L I BU R NS T v il S s w4 R S et D
AR O P S R Y SN SF Y GTAN
KRB, —JE LA AR FE P K7 2 IR,
U Woehr 25(2015)XF T 200 f SCHk A L 45
ATy BRI R S m i LA G, 22 3R T
LN — EOPERZH AR BE R bR o . HURTRT R, X
FESA T rwe, Woehr 55 M ISCHR LA MY
rwe BMEHR 0.84, AWFFIEMLERA 0.87/0.84
("P3CSCHk/IAP 3CHik), 1 Brown Al Hauenstein
(2005). LeBreton Al Senter (2008)%!] % At i — E
PEIARIE DN IS rwe = 0.8, 0.71 < ryg < 0.90,
WL rwe I SHEAES 55000 Rk 0.8, (e

1O ABSE B T SCCHER TAT 4 R rwe fEHEAT T R0RR .
FUAR

FEAmAS 430 TR MO SE, WA 0.7, XF T ICC(1),
LeBreton #1 Senter (2008)#2H 0.01. 0.1, 0.25 A
Ayt T ANSONE L RN . KN, AR AT A
Woehr S50 G W 34ME 50 5 0 0.276/0.241 (th
1JAP) . 0.21, FRATEI LA 0.2 M4, s Ry
ZOHTH F RS E /R F] 0.01 (18 3 KT,
RN B, ICC(2)2& ICC(1)FILH KL
MR, W F NS 1IcCQbfiz i, 1
41 2 FRE 5T B A1 P9 BGE HOR Z2 (AR 1 5T R
Woehr 45 I S45 523 511k 5.10/4.76 (h/IAP,
5. 6.93], BUSE Y ICCQ)MXT A, 0.7 Y
B PR AERS 0T (AR 09 L S SCREAR SOk A
MHEA—EM=2Z—K ICCQBILT 0.7). %
&3 Glick (1985)% 75116 2H 414 1Y I 4 [ 75t
W, JCI R FEAN AR AR, RA R MAY
HEEEFEXRD 0.6 (B g, FEW,
2008), ZARHETE JAP L Z B 51, FATIH
FE ICC()IAARAYRTEE T, AT LUE 0.6 14 1CC(2)
AEEZ B TR, BUCFHAN AT 8 AR
FEPREZR 0.6, iK% 8 ABTHL 0.7, WIIRAZUL L
(kR 20) s i ilF— 2 EE ARl LA ICC(2)/Y
i B R

MR, R FEAR ST 2T BB B 5T B S —
BRI B IR <>, BN B ] <7 — AR AR B
kR, TN 2SR I5 B %) A G 25 8] (Krasikova &
LeBreton, 2019), #5734 AT LIAR 4 52 B 175 100 R
TR B FE AN B AR e, (DN A A AR, IR TE T
B 2 Bk e, AN PR R B, A TS,
WEZE 2R B U, o ks 28 55 b o 4 6] 1k
RS BRI, 3R G AL AT 5% 119 57 41 38 45 TS L AN
X EEHLIR Y e AR (GF AR, 2018, p.346),

A, BA LRSlREN, ARl —%&
A2 B YA 50 7 o8 1 = R R Y
FERUER BT (R 10), BIFEH TS T, Jf
W5 K6 00 235 SR 2 B8 SCBF ge 45 SR A i o —
(B AR T SRR AT TRy . TR UL AL
(D IR ERITUT, N 2ok 50 A M, B
R B AMERE, oM R T RAE YRR,
AReHINE BRI REG AR, THTE
LM . QTERUERI IR, RO it )2
YA A 55 A A AR S22 kR A B TE — AR 2R AT B0 TR
BT 431 ARG 30 DX 43 30 B, (H I A i 2000 T %K
P B R, W @ 2 R & RGO R Z A
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&, RWE THNMAR N T, SRR IR
{1 Al X i S U 2 B P T 22 2 U R P T
TorHr, (Rl M AL AL ] Bl O7 28 E I, H AR
B GG R I R R AU B L B 2R ) 25 g 17 PR - 0 A

J& 75 AR (Dyer, Hanges, & Hall, 2005; E &, 5

M BH, 2018); i A P —

HE 48] ) Cronbach’s a

MAEIERE (0 25, H ZED%(Geldhof et al., 2014;
MR, pmid, /08, $OdH, 2019), Kk

x99 MHOKZHBEET rucoiEFE
[ N ; | 5 i"ﬁ'ﬁv‘ A A 7 "Jﬁ'ﬁj\ A
3 5 10 /8 3 5/ 10
45 5 0.4 0.74 0.76 0.83 0.75 0.77 0.84
5 0.6 0.79 0.81 0.88 0.78 0.82 0.88
10 0.4 0.57 0.63 0.73 0.57 0.64 0.74
10 0.6 0.61 0.68 0.78 0.61 0.70 0.80
= 5 0.4 0.78 0.81 0.86 0.78 0.81 0.86
5 0.6 0.82 0.85 0.90 0.82 0.85 0.90
10 0.4 0.65 0.70 0.78 0.64 0.70 0.79
10 0.6 0.68 0.75 0.84 0.69 0.76 0.84
R R 2 5 0.4 0.80 0.83 0.88 0.81 0.83 0.88
5 0.6 0.85 0.87 0.91 0.84 0.87 0.92
10 0.4 0.67 0.73 0.80 0.67 0.72 0.81
10 0.6 0.71 0.77 0.85 0.71 0.77 0.85

e N= N ARG p= BRI REG SEPRITAR rweofE K TR PG AR LA ST B (p < 0.05),
PERRIR . ARIE Smith-Crowe %5 (2014) AASALURIT 57 45 S 4% BH T AL o

* 10

HEBUFERSHELERERER

PR

il el e7S

A B

HhFE UL

LAfER B BE

LR A E YA

TILAR B 6 56

VAR FEG

1. [ Y S 52 57 AR P A 2 T AE 1Y
JA KB A

241 5 PSR 19 2% 45 b 1) 3] 5
{E, 5 fA7 348 2 R 25 AR OGS
it

LA A AL A0 Al (40 2 )
J 3 ey

2,53 445 28 RO AT A BRI
rwe IR, T8, JER . iKF]
B B 2L LR A8 PR S 3 b i
B R B4 2 A B

LA ICC(DE TS 2270878 F
Lt p

2405 Z 2 UL E o Hr s

LA ICCQECR & F )

2.0 W] DL SR £ 2 U IE P T
2 > [N S 170 7 < MO W | ¢
Cronbach’s o 1{ o 250, H 2%
(o0 I 72 {5 )

L2 &2 R B %
Mitis

2. & S5 R IH B AS A B S 18
TG AR 5 b AT 72 35 B R B0
B HRS R B Sk |
Y

1 Ul FH ¥ %45

2. TCHR I b e W o0 A

3LERMA AR A, WA rwe
¥fE

4% rwe TEAN IR B LA Ak 34

2 WS SR Z &
JAE— L, AT LAY B2 W
SAEE 10 b
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Data aggregation adequacy testing in multilevel research: A critical literature
review and preliminary solutions to key issues

ZHU Haiteng
(Department of Military and Ideological Basic Education, PLA Army Academy of Artillery and Air Defense,

Hefei 230031, China)

Abstract: The measurement of shared unit property constructs is ubiquitous in multilevel organizational
research, of which the most frequently used approach is to aggregate the ratings of several unit members to
the unit level. The data aggregation adequacy testing (DAAT) is a statistical hurdle to ensure the validity and
representativeness of aggregated scores. Well-established indicators of DAAT include within-group
agreement index, ryg, and within-group reliability indices, ICC(1) and ICC(2); nonetheless, some key issues
are still open to debate, for instance, the superiority of the two families of indicators, the null distribution
and data screening decision of ryg, and appropriate cut-off values. To address the above questions, the
current research firstly conducted a content analysis of 166 studies adopting DAAT procedure published on
9 Chinese journals in the field of management and psychology since 2014, coupled with 85 studies from

Journal of Applied Psychology as a comparison. Common problems in routine practice of DAAT were
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identified and related suggestions were proposed as follows: (1) Disentangling and differentiating the role of
DAAT indicators; specifically, rys should be used as the exclusive indicator of aggregation adequacy,
whereas ICC(1) and ICC(2) should be deemed as indices of validity and reliability, respectively. (2) Making
prudent and justifiable decisions in choosing null distributions when calculating ryg index, and excluding
groups with low within-group agreement. (3) Applying more reasonable and moderately flexible cut-off
values instead of arbitrary and rough practical standards. Last but not the least, researchers should always
prioritize theoretical considerations in the process of framework building and DAAT, and unload
disproportionate dependence on statistical results.

Key words: multilevel research; shared unit property; aggregation; within-group agreement; within-group

reliability





