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* # % 7 & (Research Method) °

ZEBEHESN: KBERENA

MET KRS THRF BRE
(FIL K2R, )M 510006)

W E ACHEF HEFFEREFFHR, ARASOFTETEXEMRNRGTA B ERK
REMET M AN E TR, TAA TR Z 70 ER . F R85 — A A0 R W AR BEAT $ A
B EERERMNFY T, LESCATHRMAFCRIRSTGH S DAL RIS L5 R, HEE
B AR — RS, 12 5B RERGHRSMAIEGEBEAERG Tk, FEFHRTAILE
BRERATELEERREINOER Tk, BA L AGHER 638 3) &4 M7 24 A (Dynamic Structural
Equation Model, DSEM) A X & ¢9 & Lo T a9 @8 75 ik, AR A%k X % #5453t (Group Tterative Multiple
Model Estimation, GIMME) A X & # & T Lag @i r ik, =3 TAF@ B EEIRZHEFH ADEAR
S Ja R AT AL

XKER HEER, WEF, HEALEHFTRER, MEK ST

FES B84l

1 3l

T BRI AR R AN E S, MR
. 1B . TN R IR AR AN — AN
A, MR o BRI R R A3 A Ak
(Vallacher et al., 2002), &%t A8 BT 5T sl T T

il

B ARSI AT Ay LA O 285 B A ] 22 £k 14
AT REVEATEORG AN A I, 00 A AL A A 2
K& RN T A U5 7 T (Hofmans et al., 2019;
Lazarevic et al., 2020; Trull & Ebner-Priemer, 2014),
H4E Bringmann %5 A(2017)/5E X, B4R 5

e e . SR BIF 5 3 0 P 1) ) B A, SO B A 1A
FEITIE BB AL — & R L L0 A A7 1 BE G it LR ] A B e A5 B 5

FRICASUI RS, (LRI D RRID g g o b i [
SRR MBS0, ARREEMMRIIRAE ) e e s 0 2 2 o
HITELE . AT NS R BLPE 2 I (Setodji et al., (Bolger & Laurencean, 2013), JE— LA EEA K0
2019), ] BB -5 BUME 5T & X T TR N FLRAE AL ADIE’U(?‘.}*H??jJE‘Jﬁ]?‘.}’ﬁ’fh%(?{é%ﬁ% s 2016),
FESHIRMRECICRIE 55, 2016; Setodji et al., SEAR S, B T LR 3 TR B %
2019); B0, Ty FEVRASBINTIRNIMIETTE gy iy ot o o 50 S A e
ERERIROOCR, BROCEALALT BRMEASBETT g rabsis . IR A SR AS )7 T 4021
e T R ORI AT g i B o R M A L2 A B 0 5
(Prull & Ebner Rriemer, 2013), H %, AR PR HHRIE K T AR AR

EACBERAR AT I RLIIRAL . POCRIORE, i g R, 04 A0 B O 2212
7 FH 3.0 2R ) 2 S48 (Chen & Zhang, 2020;
Windt et al., 2018), 1, A JE17 M (Lanza et al.,

ek HH: 2020-08-25 . _
* [ERHARE ST H(31871128); HH ¥ A CHEL 2014; Shiffman, 2009; Weinstock et al., 2017) . J&

REHFIE L 54 T H (18YTA190013). SEAR (Chun, 2016; van de Schoot et al., 2015), L
WAEVEH: W4 5E, E-mail: panjunh@mail.sysu.edu.cn YA (Malmberg & Martin, 2019; Sturgeon et al.,

1948
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2014). PRERERFA] S (Munsch et al., 2009) . E%
% (Howland & Rafaeli, 2010), A& Befi(Trull et
al., 2008; Wright et al., 2015, 2016)F1i& & fii F
(Lazarevic et al., 2020)5% .

Trull 1 Ebner-Priemer (2013)48 Hi, %5 438 &
D5 i ke 1 AR Z2 BB R A N SE 0 = i R RR,
W TERICIC R 22 © XA H 8 415 3 5 10 340 5
&S JE %5 (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013; Sened et al.,
2018). FIER| W AR B IEAERNIEZ NS,
PN — BB 50  TT Gf (07 42 2 38 B 5040 A 6 T 52 46
B, AN FE T T8 1 0 AR BRI AT Ry 28 AL 1Y
S (MRIIH, TR, 2017, HICHE 4, 2019). 3
5 PR XA A B 0 RS 1Y 52 (22 IR g, AREE,
2017) . ANMKRTE H A 0% b iy B X (R4 4%,
2019) LA B A~ UL R PR 376 21y v 32 00 S5 A a1 22 1k
BUEA 5, 2010; TKIGE, BKIEE, 2015). X 2R
FE % K RV A A% B 1 2 J2 4R VR AL (Multilevel
Model, MLM)Xt %5 4538 5 8040 17 50 A1 (48 1B 1%,
TR 2017; HFAE 4%, 2019; KR 45, 2016). 2K
1M, 28I B 5 B A B o 2 7E TR JL L 7
PR T e R 1 0 2 20 (B A i ] 14 722 A )
Al 52 378 A B B HAB AN R R 1520, Hamaker
& Wichers, 2017; Molenaar, 2004; Molenaar &
Campbell, 2009), Kl 1t X %5 238 E5 50808 18 73 A 7
PR T R ER

R T BRI AT T T AR A R T
W TR, SR E e UL 4R 8 B ST T
R LR HAT ARG, SR B AR E R
B H R I3 7R (MLM), LA R H B3O
903 B O3 ¥, T E A4S 3h A H5 A O 7R R
(Dynamic Structural Equation Model, DSEM)FI4]
B LR AIE T (Group Tterative Multiple Model
Estimation, GIMME). & T 5 E W Hb B MLM |
DSEM Fll GIMME 75 SEBr A B op 145 £, A
SC3 SR JH 3 =AY 5 ik AT SR A 35 7 R L
8o wa, AT BRI E B A SRS R S PR
700 R 518 A BB 7 ¥R, AR SCE KX & Fh
T AR T vk A AL S o NS P Y AT A, D
2%

2 BEEEMRAERRSE

21 BEBEHRFZE
AR GE B 7 Wkl W SORR Bh & A ik

(Ambulatory Assessment, AA; Bolger et al., 2003;
Sened et al., 2018), H 4N LFH LA ARIER : (1)
25 %5 WUFE 1 (Experience  Sampling Method, ESM;
Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 2014), | iZ N T A
AL 23O PR U, SR A 32 0 IR 4 AT
#; (2) Hid ¥ (Daily Diary; Bolger & Laurenceau,
2013)F1 B 1 #2557 (Daily Process Approach;
Tennen et al., 2000), i# 3 gAY 4 Hids, BE
A O B BE I [R] AR AL B B (3) A AR I AL vk
(Ecological Momentary Assessment, EMA; Stone &
Shiffman, 1994), & HF G R AP , HLEIE
EMA B MR B TE H AR 06 B H R i 221
FRR ZS FIAT D B, 7R 3K S8R RE B 2 I 2
Bk EUR P B 2ok AP R IRR, R A FEER
E AT (0, R A RS2 B X R 25 Y
R ZU AR J5 HEATAEZS; Lazarevic et al., 2020); (4)
Bh 7 Wil (Ambulatory Monitoring; e.g., O’Brien
et al., 2000), B i B IR 5 1 18 45 AL,
X R SE F ARG i e (A il 1 ) R A 5 28 4R DU

— kUL, BB BRI T TR T AR
3} =25 (Fisher & March, 2012; Trull & Ebner-
Priemer, 2013), @4 A A X0 [ FITAL; W
M H RV A O BB Y A R PEAL
75 A A WAl b, MRS R g S5 H Y,
BT LA [ 5 /B8 AL TR B 09 B 1] R AT B FRIT
fili, BCHETERE A AR TR (Reis et al.,
2014). AR A A E T XSARAFAL: (1)
IEi] 7 o 1] [5] B 1) 1 41 5 07 USRI 7E 20 7€ B
FA 5 T B ] A5 01 28 4 Rz 119 5] & (Fisher & March,
2012), HECHE R 19 i B AN 23 S AR AT 3 ik,
BRI A Y PR 5y 1A o SR, [ E I (]
[E1) B 1) 19 A o T B PR Sy 52 g [ I ) 5 K
A SR, T 22T H A B ) S T R AR
R T R b N T N1 P o b N A Y X
15803 B0 12 3B 1) B 4 (Fisher & March,
2012; Hofmans et al., 2019), (2)7£ FfALET [ A1
A 3 i b, Bl as ZA E WG B W 5T 58
B4 (Fisher & March, 2012), AT LBl
DL 3] — 2 AR 2 55 H2 X T8l
T, BEREE WCER B IR R R, X RS E
PERTBEXT WY H AR 3 R BRI 52 i 67 4R
(Fisher & March, 2012; Hofmans et al., 2019), (3)
KRR E S AF B W 7 5, SRR B A AR
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TR F A E I A 5 50 RO 1) W AR
(Fisher & March, 2012), HALSAAE Tl IR 5]
W R AR DG B . AR, XA
5 ¥ WA 0 04 B50HTE B T A R A Y S
IR B 5 B e R R AT U 2, (LR RN
B Re E A 19 K A OF 3 Bl Kot ) B OY AR 4R
(Fisher & March, 2012; Hofmans et al., 2019),

Ak, 5 ARG WA AR, WEE A&
PEASFIZED) . O BLEAT A 1 B FRPPAE E R R
AR AT bR (A0, B AL BB TP A L B
B ERE, DL R AR AE R By TH 4R AR B ),
A J2& W4 5 B9 44 38 (Trull & Ebner-Priemer,
2013), PRIAR DB A B AR HH, [ I LA
PR WA T Z BN =X . BRSCFA
[R5 438 i kB B F AT L2 % Fisher M1 March
(2012)., van Roekel % A (2019)/3CEE, DL EATC
PSR SEF RGN ENUN TSIV N (S
22 EHEBEMRAENRE

AH L T SR Wi o2 9 7 i, W AR B R
TIERI LS B IAE . (1) 5 REWTHIESE b )5 =X
B3 i AR L, % B2 38 B U7 VR X2 I
NN FRIR g B SE 2y, W LA
U/ I AR R B9 92 14 R 22 (Stone et al.,
1999), PRI, Jifr 7= A= i) 2 B 38 i 5 A X T S 1
AR LA SN v, SRR AR Bl B S RN
(Sened et al., 2018), (2)5 84 WrlF 5% 1 (1 LB %= J5
AR, AR A BT AR L T 2 A ] SR R
AR A, AR BIE ST T AR ST A N T B
Wit Bsf (1) 1) Bl 2 R Ko A HAE FH(IRAR 3 4%, 2016;
Trull & Ebner-Priemer, 2014), (3)% 48 i )5 1% 1)
W& 5 By B A S B R AT, AMURR T
LU E B, BORBEAR T 2 012 DU e pi ik A 3
TR RN SRR R s e, H LA AR A DS
R RN AR R (Sened et al., 2018), (4)4E 58 i
FEX AR EENE, RVTFRE SRR
P TE] FAS A P /) 28 5 (Curran & Bauer, 2011;
Sened et al., 2018), 1 £ .0 B2A W98 A9 BRIE FMB R
T A XA N Y ot 72 (Intraindividual
Processes), {HFLECHE 53 BT 144 0T A1 2 % AR ]
2% % (Interindividual Processes)AY#1d (40, Lau £
N (2016)EHXf AN A 8] F A2t 7K P28 Ab X6 PR S 4 114
SR, A5 <A NS R 00 R R 25 R kT AR
A IO XoF B KM, S T B2 v B O A B X — SR

MIZEIR), PRI REAS B OC T AR N X R 458
1] GE R AFAE M AE Y (Curran & Bauer, 2011),

TG MiE B T ik, AR i BA
MR OE . AR G838 B 7k WO Y EdlE B A LA
U 550 G # 0F 10 1K Jahng, 2008), - H.
N A] [A] fR AR, AL 2 3 P SRR ST TE AR X 25 WL
R B D) RURE [, R] A ek AR 35 {1 1 22 b
(McNeish & Hamaker, 2019; Nesselroade, 1991;
Setodji et al., 2019), {HANE A H THEFEAK A A
S A8 b 2 (Jahng, 2008) ., 1M 25 538 B 7 vk
Xof 5 5 F 0 ) R AR AR S I ) TR L IR O 22
(Hamaker & Wichers, 2017; Walls & Schafer, 2006),
AT LU R A b iz e 725 2 I ] 72 £ 1) 52 e A =K
(Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013), RUFWF5E X8R
AT A B0 B 2% aok A B T ) 7 A= 1 20 0 Ak,
VLR A G ) B B % 3£ 47 8 58 (Collins, 2006).
AR TR GEIB BR D7 ik, 25 A8 B T IR TE DA N
K- B R, A RS BRI A e
KRBT, 23 T R GEIE B DT R A e
KT B8 AR AR/ T B T A 38 ) R R Y )
(Fraley & Hudson, 2014; Hofmans et al., 2019),

SR, % A8 BRI ST Jr Tk AR TE 4 M PR IR
BRI A B0 F B S (Sened et al., 2018), fAF
WF5E A 14 R BE AR T AL 1 B G R, TRA
3 M A R R B 0 S fb 0T B (Baltes &
Nesselroade, 1979; Molenaar, 2004) ., F| F 25 42 18 &
Tk, WEIEE AT LS A X B T A
PRI, DT S DIOAS o 2t 3R A R R A X
AT A SLAYI6 YT (Wright & Woods, 2020); J1i8
ARG AR KCE 1928 5, K3 I
R 2800 2 11 E 8 4 ) B 2 AL B 2 AR A
(Hofmans et al., 2019),

BERHENER SR E

25 38 B B A SR 4y 2 A A, BKE
(5[] S K Y A B IE R T 7K 2(M AR IK )
HIZER, K 2 M5 H9 AT LIgE Seitk £ T 5 = K
SFcm, AT, EifEgs R A MLM #5174
Hr(sk 4% %%, 2016; Schwartz & Stone, 2007;
Walls & Schafer, 2006), #2172 5K Y573 A
PN RN AR ] 5 Z2 7K - (Walls & Schafer, 2006).

31 FHEFEE
PAPIZ B MLM g5, — Bk id, 2 488 BR AL

3 &
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PE P KE 1 OGHEANA P R B A AN [ I [i) 5 =2 1]
MIRFR, MKF 2 SREARKE BBy AR &) 1Y ¢
Fo XFKFE 1(BFE SR, UAFEE—AIKFE 1
TN AR ek (I 0 A, AR 0 eI R RS 2
FARIA R AN F (Heck & Thomas, 2015):

Yy =By + BuXy + & (D
o X, FORAR GRS ¢ AT A ] 5 A
Bo: T B o3 B s BEE F gL, g, RN IRZEIN
(&, ~N(0,6%))o TIHb, e 50 bR AR
AeF ] 7;, AT AV A AS S m A RIPKF 1 R

XF TR 200K, R AAAAE— K

2 T AR R A AE A ], FER I SRR R

Boi = Vo0 + oW + g 2

Bi=vo+ il +u, (3)
e, By B A SRR 1 A i B AL AR B i
HLRRR, W, K 2 BIBNAS &, 7o v 200
SRR 2 TR AR i WX By« By FIRER, v
Yor Zen X AR o 45 AR R AEKOE 1 RRER AT
P AT BB AE AN [R) AP (8] 47 75 42 S (BEATLAL N ), HLax
—ZAR ST RE AT DA AKSF 2 B BTN AR B AR R . Ak,
K 1 FIKSE 2 ARSI a) LA B A 22 T
AR IR o AR AR SRS v 4 58 R B ) 2
RAEOL, T RAX AT 2 2 0 gL, il & e
[ S5 E T AR, DR — L E T e MR
[

A MLM 9% 5 0938 B AR i, @ s
B I ASAAE KT 1 B3R 2207 22 o AR, fH
TER B AR, XAREART] i ok —Lk
[A] % (Jahng & Wood, 2017), UNZSEhRIER A i
fliiT4%(Hamaker & Grasman, 2015), %5238 55
i v 22 YR A I A e (] ) B R, AR 2 T
P ] 852 P 0 S AR W] R 25 52 B S i I £ 9 5
W F T EARKT 1 ER 25 A B EDE RN
(Hamaker & Grasman, 2015), LI% [E—Fr H [BIH
v (Lag-1 Autoregressive Effects)hfil, IHHf =
() ER2E ¢, " LA R i (Hamaker & Grasman,
2015):

& =D, te, “4)
Horr, BR 2200 e, W] LA R 485 30 vh A 25 JE B 1 1A
R, IRMIES 3, B e, ~N (0,02). @ F
AR i BB BENERON, B A ARTE 2R bt
() o 0 o O 22 ,, 7E 2 KR b 32 3 b — D o s
(SRR . B EHRE @ 7E KT 2 REA N

(Hamaker & Grasman, 2015):
D =D +u,y (5)

Hh, @ R A R0 B RIARON,  uy, 2
NSRS NIV RV VRS e ) SH T VR Py i L5116
ik, MMIEATT, uy~N (0,02 )0
32 EEZE&MERNRE

FRGEH) MLM AT LA REAS ) A% 0] 28 £ B )
(] 42 A 14 5% 28 Hh 2 A7 72 19 22 5% (Walls & Schafer,
2006), {HZXFEERURGE R TG, TEr T a8 2 4
RUONE | HRTE AL Bk [8) 5C 2R 4 58 B2 1 ) il 1 [ 22 £
kgt fF4EM MLM A7 16— 2 16 )5 BR (L
et al., 2006). & 55, MHFFEIAIOCH: M &R AL
FE SR, A PR AR E TR, %
i) MLM J5EETE S MR & X b g A1
Ii1] 2 5 B AT B 23 777 A2 RN I 1 (19 2 80k 7 (Jahng,
2008), HASBEfifp 22 £ b s 1) A5 A4 1 290300 78 A4~ 4
)47 7E 4k 25 53 (1 17 81 (Shiyko et al., 2012), HK,
MLM 3 {53 Bl LR IR D — 5 14 43 A 25 5,
WNEZS A HEFEEOT, X R E B AR X 2
T A, PRI R T 3k AR R A 3] AU S i vl e
EAUERG B (Piccirillo & Rodebaugh, 2019), %%
X—[n) 8, Ke % A(2019)¥8 1, K D ni-i £ 245
*@ﬁﬁiﬁiﬂ(Bayesian Multilevel Structural Equation
Modeling) 5 5 £2 {d #4934k 1E & 20 A (n
Student's 7 43 4fi, Student's ¢ Distribution; &4 1F 4
3 Af, Mixture of Normal Distributions; Tong &
Zhang, 2012; Zhang, 2013; Zhang et al., 2013)f )1
MR T OT IR RS S, T RE T DL D B AL SO A
P IS I3 A1 I S EG T A R 1 1)

J34b, FEMLM B, WP AT Eam o e
Ak 2 53~ i 2L 1] 7K S R 2 N 7K S B9 RL R (Curran &
Bauer, 2011), &4 b X 00 2% 8 f Ab B s A0,
FEARBE O B E O ASE, (Hix ey
IS IS E BN A R, T — e85 00T 25 5 77 R
B K B4 22 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2019a; Curran
& Bauer, 2011), 41, {EFFLERTEER)Y | (Contextual
Effects; Liidtke et al., 2008)a¥ H [7] 5 %% i (Nickell,
1981), LA B T A 42 Sy (W4~ B LA B 2830 19) 5328
At B A7 7R AR £k % % 32 R AR (Link  Function) % 17§

VRN, AR TORP 1B AR X, ISBLT, KF 2 17
K X, Ak A R AE RSN
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BLT, ARG T7 B o 7 AR R S B o 22
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2019a), 244k 5% 5 ¥ 2Bl
LS (Missing at Random, MAR)TAJE 584 Bl
HLER S (Missing Completely at Random, MCAR)H,
MLM A (8 2 14 {1 TG 05 R B 390000 2% £ 0 52 ) 1)
B, L5 .k A 3[R R AT e ok S5 3t 1
H) i 2= (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2019a),

4 BEERHIESTHENTTER

R Y FENRAR B 5 AR % A 3 R AR i R PR
P, H5 BB 58 3 TR A b A5 98 A AR N B 3 B AR AR Y
S ARAEFIBLE, T T 30 4 R R I
AR38 BR B 09 43 A I 1, 4345 DSEM (Asparouhov
et al., 2018)FIZ5 A T AMAFIHEAR(S BB GIMME
(Gates & Molenaar, 2012), #R#& Hamaker % A
(018) I FrsE, 24> 1) 5 4. 18 B3 B dls 70 7 J7 1k
Al L4y A B LR 897 5 (Top-Down  Approach)
1 H F i _E 9 5 3 (Bottom-Up  Approach) H K
Ko B N 0 i s KT AR R ] R X
BARIK T 19 sh A %00 47 BR (W MLM, DSEM
G5, 3% HLA AR U T 340 A AR R A TG AS 2 4 % 1Y
AR CNTE =K1 MLM H1, 7K 2 MR F 2K F
1 2K, (EAERX KT 3 Z2HARA KT, i
A 7 T S R A AN AR B B R AT
Br, FEHE— 25w b A TS [ AS R f] AE ARL Y A5 <X
(41 GIMME).
41 BLEMTHAZE: shSERTEREDE

DSEM 7&#% T4 MLM [ L ifi F i 8-,
WA, AT ERAT IMEESR, FEiHE kg
4 MLM %}y R jif (Asparouhov et al., 2018),DSEM
855 T 2R R OL ., B MLM., IEE
| #5 %Y (Time-Series Modeling) . %5 4 J F2 5% 7l
(Structural Equation Modeling, SEM) L M i ZE %4
. 4% Y (Time-Varying Effects Modeling, TVEM),
BN Ry 2 T T 430 4 2 3B R RO A T R i Ik
Z—(Zhou et al., 2020) & 58 A F FE R[] ROBE [
WSS AR, X B A B AT DL B AR O AR i
T 21 i B 22 I A 2% 32 B AR B B AR S FTRT R] AR
B 52 WA (E AR, DL R 32 381 H At AR £ 78 S T
(B8 Lt JF 38T, Cross-lagged Effects) LA & X4 {if s}
[A] 5, ([R1 B 3% B2, Contemporaneous Effects) (%)l &
BRI, HAN, 7E DSEM H, £75 & {48 4]
T A VAR S RS (R S 19 708 Sk R A T AR

411 FHiERE

DSEM W] LA iy J2& 3l & [ F 15 8 (Dynamic
Factor Model, DFM; Ferrer & Nesselroade, 2003;
Molenaar, 1985; Molenaar et al., 1999; Zhang &
Nesselroade, 2007) 7E & 4~ R 1F O T 1§ @
(Asparouhov et al., 2018). ‘B 25 A 2 JE AR 1 ST e,
W58 i ARAESS ¢ A B TR S WD AR & Y,
IR RS TTRR Y, IFIE] ¢ B9 RR S TR
Y, VARCBR AR ] 0945 5 ok s, A i
FERFIE A ¢ BB sh 24k v, X =gy, AP
Y, =Y, ,+Y,,;+Y,, (Asparouhov et al., 2018), {4,
X B FEARTE T A H o Jgs2 3 109 TAE R ) FAR
55 45 KV AT I A, A A G R ]S e BT
YEE IR Y, , K R e T @ fETAEE )
B 1, | L XA TR T
T — LR Yy, (N, — R, AR 2R — i A
PRI T AR R IR 23 ), DAL BR 25 M AT 8] 14
— RN SR, AN i AR R A 0 T AR
ALY, (A6~ 7R, 33X 88728 Al i ok I T
AEAL G« I ARTE LI 8] 5 5 00 B 135 26 22 1k,
TR ] A5 %) R 1 28 R T AR R KT %o 24 1 B
iR

Fe e #41) DSEM B HEAIES Y, , | Yy, P
B Y B =AY, BRI BT AT 08 BB R AT
WA A o )R S P A, PR AN 2 BT 1Y) 5 4R
ERBE TINS5 R T e 5e ) DSEM. A, 1E% %
BB, R =1 U RN ERAE— U
U EF TR R R0 6, T A S AR R R IS T35 R (e
e =1 E RN B A — KON, =1 X TR
A VEBA — By & X, R B A A7 AT gE A
T 75 B (8] 45 5 B 3800 (Asparouhov et al., 2018),
Asparouhov 5% A (2018)F5 11, WF5% & W] LAAR 45 5
PROFIE T M & 5 Y, X — Wy, BB R
K BEALALNE, RISRJH P2 1) DSEM (Two-
Level DSEM); 2k —$ &5 Y, ,, HEEH
JZ 1% DSEM &% (Single-Level DSEM), )2 Fl
H)ZH DSEM 15 SHESE N A RRIR A0S 0,
I, ASCKE YT ELAY DSEM HEZL R 105 ik R B A T
e

158, 5 DFM 2{8l, DSEM 7E/KF 1 %8 T
AR AR (8] 95 50 ¢ B0 T RESZ B Y T K EHET L
YN 14 52 0, A 455 0 ek A5 L 45 A 5 A A Y
(Asparouhov et al., 2018):
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L L
Yl,it =+ E Al,/itﬂl, -1 T E RlitYl, ie-1t
1=0 1=0

L
zKl,le,f, -1 T ELi (6)
=0

L L
i =t zBl,lnm,i,H + ZQH!YL i1t
1=0 =0
L
Zrl,litXl,i,t—l +& i @)
=0

Hh, p, R Y, MR AR R, A TR
B, R K. B. Q. TRamFARBGER
S Sl FenikE, WEN 0, 5556, DSEM HE
BRAEAKE 2 BoKAF 3 AR A0 (Asparouhov

etal., 2018):
Yi=v+ Mg + KX, + 6, ®
M, =0+ By, +1,X, ;+& 9
Y, , =vi+ Ay + KX +&5, (10)
M =03+ By + 13X, + &, D

Hp, Xy o A — WA RRE S (A RIS ) A7
TE2E 50, (HRBERT AR 1) A2 &, X, S —41AS
()R 5 (FE AN [ B [0 5 0 (B A7 A 25 5, (R B A
WA B, ny  F s AR Y, R Y, KSR
(VS B MR, DSEM 7E /K 1 2% J& T i i)
TR DN AT R SRR L R D R G R,
K 2 FRAMEER R WH, S5E%%
JEBRUR ] (2, DSEM ik 76K - 3 % 18 1 i [ 45
SR

HLROR L, DSEM 78K 1 A g [l )9 228K
T 000 RN A 0 A5 2 B AL mT A — 2B A
KA 2 FUKSF 3 S TARRE, ) 25 S ) A A D
I () 5 55 ) 45 57 5T ik (Asparouhov et al., 2018), %t
FIKFE 1 BRECs (n, s o] LIS 0] 2R 5008 4
R, HIYTEHE . W BN A, PIOTER . |
PRI oy, 45, FLBEHLAON /T LAEKF 2 FIKF 3
BEOTIRA sy, R sy, PIASIUAY, IR0 9 R4y
St FI I [R] K¢ 5 149 45 i i B¢ (Asparouhov et al.,
2018), W, 7EE:5E# 9 DSEM REZE R, AMRFL
45109 19105 2R 500 B AL 80 17 47 4 A A M R
R[] 79 A T A SR U . X P BRI AN 7E /K 2 T
Al 32 B S R T (AR S 19 A8 1) 1952, [R] s
TE/K- 3 32 BHRE TAE H (IR TR)RR S 1728 1) I 520
Fefpltth, PRI s 2E, Ho 22 M RERLSUN AT

VIR s A B BIE Y = Exp(s, , +55,)

AT FT LA 43390 A1) FH A 4 R B ) 48 S5 ) 72 0 % B Bl
BLRG R 547 BE (Asparouhov et al., 2018),

McNeish Fl1 Hamaker (2019)45 Hi, #H b F
MLM, DSEM 5¢ 576 T & R LR J7 i 3t 25 ) A2
1Y 3 [R5 F0 28 SRS RO o AR fER MLM
B T LB 38 8 S I () Y 8 AR A,
M EAT AT DSEM 2L 43875 {H S 5 [i] ] s AS
E ARSI BE R, MLM ) Bl 2 S5 it Bl
Z ¥ %, DT X S B T ok B ™ Y [A) A
(McNeish & Hamaker, 2019). 1Ml DSEM & F|H
/K %2 JE 7 (Kalman Filter; Harvey, 1989), % —
Fish TEa) A5 1180 SR 0 5% 224 7 ke 2 s () 8 ) 5040 225 1 C s
A7 T00I0 FEE B, AT BEAR S N BR (Listwise
Deletion), A I 7E &b 3 s 2 008 77 T A7 B K4
#oo JAh, AN 3.2 WETR, 7 MLM W, RS TE
e L 3 PO bR A il 2L ) KT R P KT
ZWi (Curran & Bauer, 2011), {HAL5: ) A8 &=
oAb 7E %% 4 38 B3 EE h SR I 4 (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2019a), DSEM Fo i xf AR & kAT #4,
SR W72 & b O A O 2 (RIAE 25 4 O FR AR A &R
5, AZER X WN X, Xy o Xy, S5 5)
SR AT AR ) SR HE B R TR A 4 R B I 1 — e
S0 (Asparouhov et al., 2018), FERZHEBEM T,
AP AR 5t O A B AE S B T T R SR
B AG gt WA A T IR AL, BEAR LT
AL 55 1) S AR i 0 Ak SR 1 7] B (Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2019a).

THEE AL, DSEM BRI [A] 1 45 ¢ WA,
87 S B B30 X — 45 R AR 0T BE T kR
(Asparouhov et al., 2018), il 4N, -7 52 [A]
f10 FF [ ] B 7T BE 2 25 AN 5% (West, 2018), fili75 i ]
At AR O T R — [ , DSEM 75 %
BN — A FE R ML, X AT 4 RN b
B, MATAE 2] — R B LA U {E (Asparouhov et
al., 2018), filfun, 4 PU-4~300 25 500 8] B 43 301 A
0.5 K.0.9 KA 2.1 K, 7T LABESE— 0N i)
[R5 6 = 0.5 10 IAS (9 e /NS, 5 DU AN T o B
B RN to=0,0,=1,6,=2,t4=4. HTF
G ANAETEWRN{E, DSEM K412 757 s W0k il 2 {1 40 21
(Asparouhov et al., 2018), Asparouhov % A (2018)
/i, S/ REIERE 0 SRR Z LR (E,
T 1) o < D00 T 4 S B 2 A ek ] 39 S5 7 16 R [
— AR, RHIEESIE 6 MikE. X
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A e BE 5 N & 18 R I TE] [B] B% 6 {E, Asparouhov %
AN QOISR T B Rl iy s 18 .

— MUk, DA AN T AR T S R
TE/INFEAS (01 100 T A8 LA 22 IR 19 7 1 LA W A
RIfE v (van de Schoot et al., 2014), {HXFP{fHEA
AN I B A AR Al R O vk e AR DL S I
(Depaoli & Clifton, 2015; van de Schoot et al.,
2015), TEAAR TR ENIE & 45 A PR % S50k
EAIEMEE . 5 HA 2 DUHTHESE R Y
72 {L) (Depaoli & van de Schoot, 2017; McNeish,
2017; Zondervan-Zwijnenburg et al., 2017), 7EFE
A BB/ Mplus BRINYTEAR BER 115
DSEM B AW [a] F 7= A= M 1Al 11 25 S (McNeish,
2019), ik, EREAREER /N, BIHFRFH A
e 4 A i AR AL A B 50 R SR B A
B s A ek Z R E BRI oL T, RIE
TR AR A S B (R T ) L T SR X S B0 B A
V70 B BR il B4 S8 56 43 7 (Admissible-Range-Restricted
Priors), ATV KARE Lz DSEM M S4fh
1145 5 (McNeish, 2019).

412 HEEPESRILE

DSEM W] L) | A 1w 22 15 KB #E W (Deviance
Information Criterion, DIC){E MR-G5 L&
HI$8 5 (Asparouhov et al., 2018), DIC # T il it
Wi 3 v B A5 Y He 458 (Spiegelhalter et al., 2002),
DIC B/ AL il . SR, 24 DSEM %
BomE L . BT E RN, REEZEAR
A RefS 25 M ER) DIC (Asparouhov et al.,
2018), X, Asparouhov % A (2018)#1, WFsv#
o L3 I W AR R BN [ B B ALRY IR 2R aE AT
B, DUBfIA DIC 27 2 &k 2R i EUE .
413 MBREARR

DSEM 7e% 4218 BR B 19 43 B AEAE il 5%
MRS E 8, DSEM 256 2 R J5 ik AR 35,
RETE R G . 7 (58 M 0 455 A0 r 2o 4S8 £ 22 ) ST A
Kk % (Hamaker et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2020), &
ASAN Sy B X6 7 A 1 1 AR A3 AT, T DA = A
F UL b ARG AT A, AN R AR IR R T AR A
B R W By [ S, DSEM g A28 i
2 [a) ¥y ] g 57 [0 9 %445 (Asparouhov et al., 2018).
YR, DSEM fiE Jy 5 bob 2 42 38 BRSO v S 0 Y
FRIEN AR (N, 25 JERR DA B S
JHWAEAGEE), AUAT L2 AR Gt A B il A ] 1) 22

b, AT LA i [ 5C AR BE I 8] 59 3l 2548 Al
(Asparouhov et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2020), % 7h,
DSEM X8I S Al 1R H DL it S AL A HE 22,
AHLE TAE G AR 2 IR O vk, DU 7 00 T4
AR A B AR (5K 4 2, 2019; Zhou
etal., 2020), Song Fll Zhang (2014)%¥ £ 2 45H)
Jr AL S DFMARSS &, 22 2K 71
#l(Multilevel Dynamic Factor Model, MDFM), {H
2 MDFM A7 7E BEALAR R B, A A 2 S SO 28 50
AT R B, T DSEM X 5 1 A B HLRL
07 R A A Y R, RS AR B 22 1 DU
B[] 5 S FHBE AL, AN 23 % Hol R B 215
i [ #Y 1 4H (Asparouhov et al., 2018), Fij ARLILAF
FER W], DSEM 1EREALALN 19 (A Ak D7 i 8L
143 75 (Schultzberg & Muthén, 2018),

SR, DSEM WAFAE — L8R 2 5 )/ B . 2EXT T
Vi) s AN 52 (0 B (1] 45 5 A b B b, S R] B ) (] B 6
FIEEESXT DSEM /K 1 SE Ak 1128 5 7= A —
FE B2 (Asparouhov et al., 2018; Asparouhov &
Muthen, 2019b), Asparouhov %¢ A (2018)7E DSEM
A AR O, B T AR 22 B AN A i Ty FR AR
% (Residual Dynamic Structural Equation Model,
RDSEM), A I 5 A5 Y o (A 5 1 (] 09 1 52 S
Je RO, PR 6 A Ty R AR AL R o3 N 43 2 BIR
[i5] FsF ][] B 32 2% 1Y) 52 ] (Assparouhow et al., 2018),
Asparouhov I Muthén (2019b) LI BF 55 22 B,
TE LI I 8] 5 5 1 [B] B AN — B9 1% 50T, RDSEM 11
FAIEE AR DSEM R UL nfafd, JLPF A%
B i [7] [ e 1 520

Sk U, DSEM 7R % 8238 B8 19 40 b
AR 258 5 AL # (Hamaker et al., 2018), {HAH
hiE I 1F 2 B Pk, mIETHE 2.0 Gt
SR W9 A SRR ik
42 BTWMLEMAE: AiEKSER T

AJF Lok, DSEM A58 MLM —#E, 9%
AL B L R B A RER, A TEAS R A
TEAR IR B R B AR, A [ ik 22 8] AT e 2 &0
KN A TR] (G 2 B HLSON AT L] IS (A
IR (B S 1) 728 B AT AR, TR — PP L TR
PR 5 (Piccirillo & Rodebaugh, 2019), 2R 11, &
TR AEE T A AR 430 J5 25 0T BEAS 2 R AN [F)
Ry 25 B (Fisher et al., 2018; Turner & Hayes, 1996),
R IR S PR A AR SRR A AE BT, B X
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PARBSCHRE A S 1) A A ASE IR 1T BN R A RS A IR R 1Y
E#/MZIS(Miller & van Horn, 2007; Molenaar &
Campbell, 2009), B i [/ — g0, AFRAMEZ
() By BARA B . AR AR SR A A R B A 22
5+ (Hayes et al., 2019). B, ARk Z
HABRU R E TR E TR RS it 504
(Foster & Beltz, 2018; Hayes et al., 2019; Piccirillo
& Rodebaugh, 2019; Wright & Woods, 2020), #|]H
T NGB F A SRS ST R
BAAR L R AT AR T, W LAAS B SR
M. B ELER XM EE R, DTS YT R T TR
FAS Y VIS BE G J7 %0UH (Hayes et al., 2019;
Wright & Woods, 2020),

EL Y O R WO TR W e S N ]
By S BTk, (HIRIA A2 3 T — 28R, an, {3
FA NS BRI GRS T 5, 45 5 22 20 5
RS RS, TS B LA BRI (Gates &
Molenaar, 2012), #ltZ — & 1Y% i 14 (Spencer &
Schéner, 2003), H i, Gates 1 Molenaar (2012)7E
XA N ROBEL A LR 1, &5 A ARG B
P, $£i GIMME % —5%% . GIMME f¥lJefE
T B RE M B R MR (Functional Magnetic
Resonance Imaging, fMRI)AEHE 34T 7 82 1,
LI AR A AR K 22 b N T A7 S O IR 28 U T
SR AR B BUE 0 B (Foster & Beltz, 2018; Gates
et al.,, 2020), B AT LAgE AR 2ok 3 A4 10 7 ik
FNHE F HE AR  J Tk 2 (8] ) — Fh 7% 4 (Beltz et al.,
2016; Wright & Woods, 2020),
421 FHEIRIE

GIMME & —FP sl 25 M 4 (1 )5 1%, B4 A8 it
YRRy P 265 o ) — A5 5o R T — L B] 7 1)
WL AR B 7,(0) (p x 1), GIMME 92 3 F iR
(Beltz & Gates, 2017):
1,(6) = (4 + A, () + (B + B, (1 =1 + &,(0) (12)

Hrf, A (pxp)F oA [F B ] S A A AR =
A5 2 [8] B9 371 (Contemporaneous Edges), T DI P fi#
AR RN A [RIRFRUN . @ (p x p) R #5728 1719 A [
— B By it S5 %0 (First Order Lagged Edges), &/~
TEMFE] A ¢ 0, 22835 85 b — I S &2
() 2C 2R, T RE W] A4 11 IH R0 52 S IS 1AL
BLo &(1)(px DFEREEA 0 (iR, GIMME
R A A A5 Y e T 48— 45 ) 5 P AR AL (Unified
Structural Equation Modeling, USEM; Kim et al.,

2007)%E 57 . Fl DFM AR [R], USEM J& £ %) {2245 12 (1
IRV AR i) EF T HAR (Kim et al., 2007), /£ USEM
fAEAl B, GIMME 38 X 73 1 MAFIREAR R0,
TR RN RO A, i FAR g &
NN i Rl AN S 1 A {2 N Y N e i
o, 8 IR RE A AR R R DL R R L S A AR
i Bk, GIMME F A0 A7 20 BROR B fa 45« (1)
R TAL B (2)3 T R 2 B MABIRL hAETE Y %
&, AR b B IR (3) DU A Y
SRR ST AR IR (Beltz & Gates, 2017,
Gates & Molenaar, 2012),

GIMME R8Ny, FRIET & (¢) 5 I ] AH H
ST, AN AR B R I )R 4 M e 3 (Beltz
& Gates, 2017). K, WF58 8 T ZORE Lk Bodhe xo
I 1] 3% — 7% 1 BEAT A1 U A0 Hr, 25 B I T 0 725 6 1)
&MmE, PSS RIMERZETMA GIMME
AT IE R B 5017 (Beltz & Gates, 2017), B4k, 5T
FnT LB B R4 A 2 AE & (Exogenous  Variable)
YRR, DA 5 Bk 45 A8 12 B I (] 722 Ak 1) 4 3
(Woods et al., 2020),

TERF AR RIS 8 57, GIMME 4] 4 B 700 4
A, RIEEIEFEE (Modification Indices)¥f 4~
PR RY A0 AR TS I ] H A, RO R ik
KRB EFERIAU A 1 BEAE A BEBEAN A AR A1
1 (Gates & Molenaar, 2012), %%, GIMME LI#E
PRAERIAE g 3R AR BRI IR Y, X 2% A AR AL 3%
AU A BT G i B A, 1R B DA
R, T GIMME & 7 AR AN AR 7 (1
HARBE 0] I Gates F Molenaar (2012)F) CFE

— kB, GIMME (% — i SE IR A A (145 7]
Pk 280 07 AR JS — A I T 5 A 000, ) 8 28 RE 5 4F b
e Sy 2 &L RN SR il I (ER %S =¥ S
B B A A R B B AL AT S I R A 5 I (A
Posteriori Model Validation), VA5 F 2157 &%
J& W = B AR A (Beltz & Gates, 2017; Beltz &
Molenaar, 2015) 3 it f& 3545 284 1% 56 1E W] LA o Ao
A Gk 22T & (1) & A e E Ok SE ) (Beltz &
Gates, 2017), Beltz #1 Molenaar (2015)FE4HN48 T
GIMME 1 J& B A58 R B0 F 1) 7 v R B, IR 4t
T AR A LISREL XA5

£ GIMME M3t I, JFee 2ot
TR, 0 Gates 55 A (2017)4 1 1% 18+
2 GIMME (Subgrouping Group Iterative Multiple
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Model Estimation, S-GIMME), Beltz il Molenaar
(2016)42 W Zff UL J7 %2 1) GIMME (GIMME for
Multiple Solutions, GIMME-MS), LA} Gates %5 A
(2020) £ H 1 e F 98 AR 4 AT #AL Y) GIMME
(Latent Variable GIMME, LV-GIMME) ., 7t GIMME
g 5L A, LV-GIMME A H#A T H 24 &
(Instrumental Variables) ) ¥ ¥ Bz i/ ik Ali it
(Two-Stage Least Squares Estimation, MIIV-2SLS),
[ Fsf 70 /7 D0 ek A 282 R 55 A A R 988 7 75 A [) A Ak )
FAEZ S o BAUREIE R4 SRR W], ML T X5 %% B
M BT A, LV-GIMME #8554 A4 AG )
B A TE AU (Gates et al., 2020)
422 MRBRARE

SR UL, GIMME 15 % 8238 BR800 19 73 b
HA M, SR TR AR T,
GIMME L34 EBARILE . (D)X TREARAL Y
AR H T AR, KB MA S A
B T AR RE AT Y 35 D — LU B A A1
Ki%l(Gates & Molenaar, 2012), AJ LI gy /b
AR E B R, B TR S i A] R
BB A4 2% 52 (Beltz et al., 2016); ()R iF454
AR BRI S5 1 2 [0 A 78 S5 Sk, JF HAB SR AT
—AMACRE X TR Y 22 S 05 AR R, A
E G b A A AR (R AR AR RIS, 330 T IR
B XS NBRS HER T R U B A B A R X
(Wright & Woods, 2020); (3)% T #HR B 1Bk
B, TEHA 10 A0SR BT B E 20T DU
i R AR () B A2 21T AT (Gates & Molenaar,
2012; Henry et al., 2019), 15 4l 3% F A1) 77
ARG, GIMME W BoA HAAF i e s B7E% &
AR S P 9 [ I R OR AR v 1 A R s, —
SEFERE L RRAR T AL BB 1) XU (Beltz & Gates,
2017)c 735k, GIMME TE#PHRAF F BN, B
RE 1 Zh 4 A A A A LS T AR 1) 45 34
BAEbR . BRSBTS TS R 4l
T T 5 15 B . GIMME 38 ] DLECH B
WM 285 R AT B, TS T PR S R,
T8 35 & G A7 TR B 2 AH LR e 4 78 A Y A 0
(Beltz et al., 2016). GIMME AL A] LA Bi#fF58 &
NS (AR F B AR B Al YOG R, W] LUK i
AR BRI S BG4 5, KRR IR Y7 300
FNTT04E T AR A 1

AR GIMME 7EX) % 8838 i Bl 1 0 i 17

EHEZME, BeREFE—-SLEHR, &%k,
GIMME A5t | & — 8548 K 3l i gy i, T
HE 1 B0 A 7 3 48 4 (Overfitting) 25 [7] 51 (Beltz &
Gates, 2017). H:7k, GIMME 3= %% 8 745 & ] 3 Ax
(Covary) ¥ ¢ & S ML, JC3% s JLF- AN il el ] A
1k 1 A5 i g ARSI 3E 1T 4 AT (Beltz &  Gates,
2017)0 N THIEARIKF LA B B 1) 28 Ak i B A
EEVEH, BF5T T BEAR A A- (R A o 15 3 [
SHEAG T T — 2500, 40, Kim 58 A (2007)F]
JH— 826 A% 7Y (General Linear Model), #7551~
PR T AR S (AR AR B R K BCE )R USEM
HRAS R A AR R B AR BRI . AN, Beltz %A
(O13)FIH ¢ K56, it USEM 45 21| A (AR 70 g%
e, &0 e Ik ) 2 2 B E AR R B R TR
T W N 22 5 . 541, GIMME B8EA 2R
ek (] 149 280 07 A RT B B] 1k, N 25 RSO v Rl e A
TR HQLE‘@F;?(Time-Varying Nature; Beltz & Gates,
2017; Foster & Beltz, 2018), {H3ZFrfF5% #a] GE H
PR it H] G FR B A ] 2 A AR . B
GIMME %23k 45~ 22 Bsf 8] 5 st 22 1] 0251 [61] i A
&, OTE R A BRI ST, LN Y A A B
[a] 1] B 5 5 S AN ZE ) (Foster & Beltz, 2018; Kleiman
etal., 2019), 5 4h, MR GIMME Xf T8 1
LR BA RS, HesRk3t TN Rk
i [R5 0 000 22
43 TLIEERKRFEEE

DSEM B &0 LITE Mplus F528, HACHSIE
AIECH T, OB E TR DSEM #4784
B B 1Y) 3 A5 43 B R AR T AR Y Rl (McNeish
& Hamaker, 2019), IT4ERIHM N £ T DSEM
A9 W FHBF5T (Armstrong et al., 2019; Hamaker et al.,
2018; Racine et al., 2019; Zhang & Zheng, 2019),
M GIMME C.ff 5H[F 41 R {d(gimme; Lane
etal., 2020), tn] LIFIF LISREL L\ &% MATLAB
) TR AT AR, AR ke A I AU 1
BWEZ WA M GIMME (Beltz & Gates, 2017;
Bouwmans et al., 2018)5{ GIMME f{ 4" AR 15 ik
7% S8 38 R 8Os 1 o B, 0 25 T AR = 1Y
S-GIMME (Lane et al., 2019), LA K A] LA [R] i H
ZA BRI T %2 GIMME-MS (Beltz et al.,
2016),

R T 2R E X DSEM il GIMME
bR BT R . S8 A e e MLM
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FIFRARA B, AT R H Mplus 8.4 F1 R 4 gimme,
Xt McNeish F1 Hamaker (2019)#24L )23 T 5038 7
134T MLM. DSEM Hl GIMME 1Y #4843 #7 (B
PRARA UL X 2% B B 53 ) o 7 SRR 136, McNeish Fll
Hamaker (2019)X} 100 4 #3X7E 50 ™A E] £ B4
AR 7K (Depression) A MAAKEE (Urge to Smoke)ift
T84, FIH DSEM — &5 KR [FIE 2 A4 #0
PRUTHIAR K F FIWAR B Z B s A R, DL
AR S A 78 S (TR R 0 RN R B2 6 ) 7 He v it
ETER .
431 EHZSELHEERNIIERT

McNeish Fl Hamaker (2019)04 %04t W) B 49
FE AR 2 TR (] R R A I a, HHAR
W 4R K B2 79 26 P9 A 56 & #X (Intraclass  Correlation,
ICCYBEKACC =0.387), FEILA LA H MLM #:47
BRI MBS WA AR 1 SR KT | B[R] AR
A 110 B L R ATV X R B )5 W) AN [ A A
[ AF AR I 22 5, R I AR BDHF 4 STy Bt AL AR
FIEHLALR AT MLM B B Mplus 1385 DL W 2%
MBS A)o R T AT MM RELS SR, FRATHIKF 1
8 T A i (AR ZK P #EA T A AR B4 48 o0 A o AR Al
3TN T MLM B RB A A, EKFE 1 A
T i AR R S ¢ IR KE AR Y, T AR R

Y, =B+ Bi( Xy — X))+ BT, + & (13)

b, X, AU X, B R R AR AR ¢ AT
() A5 A A AR K S DA B AN i B SF S ARK S, T
FORM B[], AT 1 4 TR A
EARFIA RIS, HiX—A8 o] 58 0] LI
ARA B ok H TAEFIRBER R 1. B, £
7K 2, MLM BRI ik AN F

TAHEES,

Boi =700 + V1o pg i T V20Wrpe, i + oi (14)
Bi=vor "W, + 7aWspe ;i (15)
Boi =Yo2 T VWi + VoW i 1o (16)

Horb, W Ry, OR0KF 2 TN AE &, S5
PR R AR T AR I FIZEE 7 o MLM X1 A9
BRI E 1 FR o

Mplus 8.4 BRIAXT MLM 3 FH R (AR KA SR A
11 (Robust Maximum Likelihood Estimator, MLR),
AUk AN Fe 1 i AR AR AR Y 25 2 (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2017)., 415 7 B4 H AR Ak 19 25
AT LAR DS A 31 O i o S5 R R, If’EF
JIRNGRJE R I3 R vy (4 A IR A A A T 5 B R A A
B (y,,=0.458, 75=0.286, ps < 0.001), A
R B EE I 8] 0% 3R 1T B 3G N g = 0.157, p <
0.001), {H 33 Fift b Bisf 5] 25 b 7y i 345 A A 445 (1) 1% it
BLAUN AN BEBE A AR B 19 TR K 8 5 B2 e it
Be(ps > 0.05) TMEBACTHE =B, AR TR AR AR
AR ZI(yo, = 0.741, p < 0.001), HAAER TAE
FEJIRIGRBE R T3RR3R SR 7K 7 Xof T A Ak
féﬁ‘]wﬂﬁﬂii&jﬁ(}’u 0.270, p = 0.001; 7, =
0.334, p < 0.001), B2z, MEAR G TIEE S
REEIE 18w MS”IUI KR I LK, HL
T LAV K S XoF 2 R A2 ) 5
432 HPELEHFEERNIIEET

5 MLM # Ht, DSEM ] L J7 (i b %o %% 42 364
B v 1 B AR RO BEAT @A AT . ARG E IET
AR S R T AR 1, PCR P2 DSEM,
McNeish I Hamaker (2019)F%HE, W AR A
TR 2 B B (LR MG R R S, IR X
B HEAT ) [B] # # (Detrending) ., Asparouhov

FEREI,

K2

B
WA,

ﬂ&dﬁ,ﬁ‘kgu D JE— ETJ-'E] it

K1

K1 ﬁﬂﬁlhk?ﬁ%ﬁklﬁ”%ﬂﬁﬁ’ﬂw

5 RO RE, JrRER R AR, TR AR i

ANRII B, ¢ F7RE ¢ A~ I ) 5 LI A3



1958 O B R 2 ot B

%29 %

(2018) AR IIBIF 5T & B, DSEM 1 5] Bsf 47 25 i) i)
AT B AO8] B 43 B I 4 06 T 22 A PR AR
2%, Y% ] DSEM (1978 :——RDSEM i
172 #r. RDSEM 5 DSEM ¥ X % £ B T
RDSEM 735l %f 25 Bisf [v] fa #5151 Tl 09 R0 38 S I
SN AT ARSIV I A S T AN 2
4 7 FEAGE AL (48432 8 TR0 3 0 58 S I 8500 o
RDSEM &%t DSEM ff 1 J&5 i 48 H B9 — Ff 25 =X
(Asparouhov et al., 2018), KL%} RDSEM 4
A [AFE AT LA B R 7 DSEM 9 40 A 5k 72 %
S

MRS B, TEAKCE 1, WA AR Fn AR
IKEAEAE AT ( Dy s P ) 15 S I
RO, BRIV — A Hsf T8 531 00 A 7K P 23 ) i — i
VF2) A2 4 R AP AR R 7 A S ) ( Dy ) T T —
V) 55 P9 52 R 3 B8 1 T R 2 Xt S — isF [ st AR 4T K
7= A Dy Vo FTRAIL L3N

o
Yom o | | Butmwsrn, i S, i

i T, + ()
Yoo o | [ Botonim,i St it

rﬂ&,n} I:%”&',i %}fﬂﬁﬂ,i:H:gﬂb’(,i,tl:|+

Dym,i Povw—sim,i || St i, 11

l:d]&, it:| (19)

S, i

5 4.1.1 %h DSEM AL, RDSEM
ACAE T £ 85 70 3 4 2 SR AR 22 I ¢ 1Y A [ I RS
SUHE TG B o 2 mg ;= Var(Sym o) Ty =
var(Byg o) WZEAKT: 2, /- O AR RS
E/(J_T*Zi-/}jﬂ(ilZ( Mg, 1> Mg, i ) SO NEE
( Doy, i> Povisno, i» Povaoe, 1> Do, i» B v, 1
By -ngia, i )» VA SBIREETT 22 (T 1> g )EI T
feZ B ARE TAEE I AR B2 R S 5 . 7E%
FERR 22T 7 22 I BEHLA N B, A T PRIEAR 22 0 5
# N IE%, DSEM ¥ BUN 82 Ja g5k 2 T 5 22

S, it

(w) -
I:Y”W’?’} :{ﬂwﬂ"”}r Vi, (17) g, TN g AATRKF 2 IR . LI, 7KK 2
Yipwow | | M Y;mw);w R A 2N
[ g | - 1 Vo, mom Ve, mm U, i
i y y u
i LA, 4 KL, A AR, i
s, Vi 1, 410t R, 04,
Lo, Vot VERN T BT Ve, wom-mom || Ui, i
Do, i Vs VL, AR Vg, wom—snds | | Ynm-sm, i
Dy, i Vies-mm VLA, SR - VEiRT =T Ui, i
=, + W +Wogse s |, (20)
D s, i A VT Ak, - 404 Ve T AT, i
By wt; | | - YTt -t 1 Vs, mponti | | Ymomonti, i
V-t 1a)
Bivigswtia, p V1, it i) Vg e, 40— 7] Unrg—nt e, i
log( 7y )
lOg(”nwﬁ,i) VLA, log(mg) VREE, log(my) Uiog( g, )
log( ) L Nog(yy) i
L 0g ﬂ}f{lﬁh’,f | L 7T1’]—‘, log(7y4) L y%{r}i, log(my) | | Z'tlog(zzm”),‘l) ]

o, A F0(17) %] R A8 48 5ok R 19 43
i, ARA)~A)F RN 1 AR, 2A3(20)%F
PR 2 BRI R Mplus AR DL 9 25 i B 3%
A). McNeish 1 Hamaker (2019)f9%03E AL T
AP S 00 A e v RS, R e A ) A AR K
1 BYETR R BAEKF 2 2 AR 53 100 AR 22 1
W R R HRE G B e 2, FRATH AT LIS Hh
TR 3 25 st () e 7 A TN A8 2, e 9 T
8 P2 A IR, 0T LK 5% 2 T 2% g 19
BEDLBON A R MR IR A log(mygy ) =95 +55.,» M
T4 JFE 40 S AN A RIS [ S I B AILAION, o FEAR

flrh, T i A, HBALE N 2 FR
DSEM #il RDSEM ¥ 1] L [sl i iy H A v A A
AEARUEAL O AE R, HARMEALE RAbAEK-F 1 Ha il
TSR A A A TR A 2R B - 2 45 R (Within-
Level Standardized Estimates Averaged Over Clusters),
R S G b RS W AR R AR K - 22 T ) 28 S
JERON AT A, FRATRAIB0Z Mplus %t H9AR
HE AL 25 0, HobR AL iy B AR R B L
Schuurman %5 A\ (2016)AY SCTE . KK 1 brifEfk R 5L
TEA RIS -2 45 53 o, WO 1 A
VAN, 5 ) 88 35 ( Dy g = 0.177, CI = [0.142,




ERVE: K& Ty 5 AR BRI ST B N 1959
RS T4 KR
g, i Mk, i
Y Y
IR, AR,

P2 WA RIS K T 1 3 5 0
VE: TR R, TRE D AR B (WA AR R, WA R AR 5 5 R Ak R A KT
B, A Dy, S HIFR AR RIS KT 0 £ LA, @y, BT, , 4RI 16 D 2 O AR AR 4 K 1
B ] S K T R ARG 58 MR RN . g1 BRI, Sy, P Sy, 5F BT R WAL A A K 10522
Wi, oz, By, AN 8 S, W7, Sy T A DU RS, A e S S AT SR B

0.2117), Fif— s [A] s 9 1 A 22 T ) Al 3 0 s
— I ) SR AR o T3 A, i I B
TACIES B 4 £ 4 8 10058 9 00 ( Dy g = 0.721,
CI =[0.704, 0.738]) Tij— M} &) & B9 AR K S5k I
— ] 5 53 R A R ) 5 e A TR B, (AT —
i I 5754 5 A 9 2 T L AR AV I — i i 52 £ S 2K
(P = —0.069, CI=[~0.102, —0.038]), £
AR 2, TAEIEJ RIS EE TR Iy R AN, L

HERRCE R 5 (7 gy gy = 0.362, C1=1[0.190, 0.515];

Vs = 0.220, CI = [0.055, 0.3717), WA #cEe
4 1 10T U1 28002 58 (7 g e gy = 04423, CI =
[0.220, 0.5941; 750 ey = 0-212, CI=[0.016,
0.3881), MCHAKER AYIRIZEITT ZERER (71 togm
=0.355, CI=[0.227, 0.474]; Vs 1ogimy,y = 0-211,
CI = [0.076, 0.334]), DXt LIS AR 4 22 £ 5 22 1) 5l
AU WK . RDSEM (1945 itk —2b %1,
A R R A R A A ARSI B A (1 [T ),
HAMAH) TAR R MR EE IR R, 3 b 154 4l
BAR , FATAEHEAT MLM 95387 v % SR K1
X IR R A A I ) B0 B 45, T RDSEM. ()
ZERARBLT AR T [ A0 53 — Rl B, BRIV — i ]

SR A R R TT AR ALR S — B[R] A A4 AR K7 o
IS AENE R, AR (B] 4 A BRI AR T BEAEAE B 4t
FOBL IR BRI, T DSEM SRR A ] — B 8 v gt 57 i
mPAE B4R, X ATRETT LIRS A ok B £
BT B R & o
433 AEKSERFKITHIIEER

AT HFI gimme X — R A#£4T GIMME 1
BT, EXTBIRSEAT T AT, HRFE L
W B3R o B BT R £ R AR TR R B . AR VT LUK
Jir T 50 A0 XoF B ] i A [8] U9 45 31 A 5% 22 T A
GIMME kA7 IEX A 438, Wn] DL 4% B )
YERHMRAS TN ALY, AT 25 R 4% 25 St I e )
AR $(Woods et al., 2020), & T 5 H Wi 5
UL B )R RO, AR )R FH AT — B 25 5 1)
BT DS — RO AR AR S ], B 3a
Ry W AR K B Y A U i (URGE) B P[] 22 46 1Y 5
adh, BEE R AR, TR AR R B
S8t S S ) X R R A B g [ TR A 38 (1 5 25 ok
o 54l v Bl () 2 P AR Ak s, g5 R an &l
3b FiR. ATLAE H, IR IR AR AR 2R A2 A W] s [a] o5,
SR SRR B EY ) SR 20
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AL A i L P ) 42 24 1) 22

TE: P 3a J MR BB A D O 4 B 1) 22 A 1 R MBS 3 1] 3b 2o BRI T B I 1) 2 AR A ) B 35 2 R R 45 2R

E RSB Z B Ak [ iR AR S, R
WA GIMME #4787 . X FEAak i, HAm
BRI 7K S i st 18] 7 470 UL A mf AR R

l:nurge, i(t):l _ (Al 4 Aig)|:77urge, i(t):l n

Ndep, i () Ndep, (@
' g ﬂurge, i(t - 1) é:urge, i(t) (2 1)
(@, + Q’I)Ldep,,-(t Y + )

FEHB, Mo (£) T 1y, (2) 73 3 /R B 7 AE
] A5 ¢ P R 0 AR B AR K -0 A (2 x 2)3FR T
JE AR AR K S 1% [a] B 350 B 46 B, (2 % 2) R i
S AR R 5 4 AR JK S 22 1) i — B W S AR R (First
Order Lagged Edges), {45 [ [8] 5 138 X3 J5 &%
No FHR i TRz BB i DA, i B
g TR R RHARRARL R (550 , 72 R GIMME #E17
Bl o sk, AR AT LUR B B 2058 X B R
B v AT REAEAE 1Y B AR AL B, T LA
IRIER AR (G0, 7F gimmeSEM R 7 B
paths = urge~deplag, TR 7446155 v £ 76 T
— B[] 5 AR AT 7K ST 1) 224 7 R A R 1 T
7)o HHEWRIEA R, WAL NS B 1 k&,
DUECHE S 3K 3h EAT IR R U 1 A (Beltz & Gates,
2017; Gates & Molenaar, 2012), 7 3CHF) FH & P
gl R IR .

TN U BARIT 81T UG, gimme YW1 4G
BERIVE N, A R g sr A, Bk
KUl, gimme T SEARAEAE IE 48 BOM B A BT
25 0 A RN [ U3 B A2, B DA RS o Y B
TN SERNER ST BEIARRIAL, O T KRB K254k
TR 5 R B AR W B RN, Bk AR R
il 5 35 T Ak R 2 B PR B Y HUL 65 1 (R 2 50>
PRI, ZER AR X R MI7E 0.01 i7KF ik
B3, A REBN ATERRA 1 (Gates & Molenaar,

2012), ASCIZBBRINAY L E, B 75%1B A AT LI
I AT AR (1 s AL, B9t mT DAAR % L A
e AT B TR, gimme FEXT AR
RIBA AT IR AR AR IR o 76 58 U R Y A2
ARG, gimme Wk A& A RERL 1Y BAR P R 40
HIGETTE5 R 1 4 B gimme B H O BE AR IR, B
TRBERIZE IR R, i 75% 9 MA L R, I Ak
RN AR K AEAE A 800 (Burge urgelag =
0.196, Buacpdeplag = —0.049) T b e 47 45 B A5 7
ML 75%H AR I B, XS5 SRR T
AR E R M2 S

B4 BRI
TE: urge: WHBKH, dep: MARAKF o BEFIRBE UM
MEEAR, KRR D IRBIR A e M A, SERANR A
BONE, MBS T 28O (B A [0 S SR 280 ) o 2%
FMLANFR B PR AR I R I 2 4

Pl 5 S BREALE A A A R R ] SRR,
AN TR A AT I AR BRI 7K F- 22 ] B 30 28556 &
FAER R IR 22 57 0 m, XA AR 7L v g A
WA E B Burge yurgelags B MALERT—
A P T0] 5 o ) VB R A B ) 2 T T — > B 1] A
B B AR K (47 %), (A A B A AR
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Bl s AREERL LR )
T surge: WOHHBKER,; dep: IMARIK Y- o LLELFRIR TE 0] PORONE, 52k 30 B il AORLE, SEZARR Al 20 0E, Mg 2 37 T i 80E (B2

5 B R RAE SR RO o

ZE AR TRINAE B (47%), B3 T BEAEAE A1)
B A [E A2 (6%) 0 73 58, 78 9 AR A, 1)
KR ARER AT DL R — B8] 5 B PR K, Hod 4
A R, 5 N 1E
434 NG

AA 435 H MLM . RDSEM #l1 GIMME i
17 5ZF 3 /R F120 4. RDSEM LA DSEM 15 b JL 71,
HIL A BIEFE/R T DSEM A4 i 7 & 8
#% . MLM F1 DSEM #J2y { i B 84y vk, A
Lt MLM, DSEM f£ 5347 % 42 18 BR B0 B fE R 1 2
Pt (1) AT LAy {3 b AR a2 ] 1Y) 1 [ 05 0 58 SUE
J& RN AT 53 BT (LA AH S5 1w 19 38 S IS 88000
(2)FT LA B 25l e R AR A (3) % AR 1 B AL AR g
AR LT BEA BRI ()T IAEZKF 1 i oA [\
AR £ AR AL R B ZE IR (SR AR
sk (6)FT LA SR AR 25 T 75 25 1 BEMLAL Y o
AR R EAEE MRS . IRA M= DSEM 7£
Mplus FHACHSSZER, W LIZ% McNeish #1 Hamaker
(2019) Ay 3L F

5 MLM #H1 DSEM K[H], GIMME J&— i it I
B H T LA % . 5 DSEM A i, GIMME
PR A 3 S AR BLAE B AT R BA A 4% A AR
B &5 R, SR AS R A AR AL 1Y) 45 ¥ 77 78 57

T SE A B0 e s 2 A A b A AR AR
AR . AT, GIMME A BEREAS B i 8] 28 1 1) 722
A ARIAY, K AN BE D7 (5 375 B AR S 1 2
(AN AR 3 S BE T ) R AR A 328 o [l
KR,

44 HifER

B T LA B AR Ty i, 7R R R AU
A AR Ty i p ., B RO
SRR ST bR R A BRSO, WEE AT
MLM Hl SEM HHZ54, 4@ i1 2 )2 454 Iy Re i 1Y
(Multilevel Structural Equational Model, MSEM;
Gottfredson et al., 2009; Johnson et al., 2005), 5
MLM 2548, MSEM FE#RFE A1 A B 1) 2l 2 5 7t A
R A SV 55 D7 W AFFE R SR IR . T
REmBEERAMT i MSEM, 1l LIZ 5 Rabe-
Hesketh %5(2007), Preacher %5(2010) 2} % Holtmann
(2016) 3,

%2 VAR #ifl(Multilevel Vector Autoregressive
Model, mIVAR; Bringmann et al., 2015) 0] J& 7
VAR RV LR [, 30— 20 SRVF R 2R R %
BB BB IEAT 0, o2 H TR LR T
2% 458 BE B O ¥ Z — (Bringmann et al., 2016;
Jongerling et al., 2015; Piccirillo & Rodebaugh,
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2019), FEll 2 H 5 M kRS &, USLH R 4
mIVAR B9 (Bringmann et al., 2013; Epskamp et
al., 2016), fdif8 mIVAR fi4 R FAR X 5 fn 1 68, EL
FRERT LU S GIMME 28 RIA R 4%, il T
TE NG PR E SR E AR 19 2% o i i AR O (Symptom
Centrality; Bringmann et al., 2015)., #k1i, 5
GIMME A [i], mIVAR A 5 bR FH )23 T2 R 11
AR . mIVAR HA I I (1) g 0 50 R H
% 38T m e o i s, (HE HREEAT
AR Y AR, HOME DL A J AR R BE AT Ak
(Bringmann et al., 2015; Epskamp et al., 2018),
FROEA R, A3C{X% mIVAR BEAT AN 41, B
PEANEY A48 7] 2 0 Bringmann 25 A (2015930,

HAN, FIER A IR R, B i
Ak v T BEAEAE — E W B AR A% N (Time- Varying
Effect), Bringmann 2§ A (2018)7E VAR A 5&4i it
R 2 RPN A N T R S TR
157 (Time-Varying Vector Autoregression, TV-VAR;
Bringmann et al., 2018), TV-VAR f ¢l F it
2T U, ET A R AR T4 A Bl
B9 &84k (Bringmann et al., 2017; Bringmann
et al., 2018; Chow et al., 2017; Haslbeck & Waldorp,
2020) 5 i A 48 BB 7 AN ], TV-VAR A
BB B[R] 5] A9 £ 2 1 (Stationarity), 1fiJ2& 1
Y 2 H i N 1) e AR R A (FF SCTE 4§, 2020
Bringmann et al., 2018), %X, TV-VAR X} F Wil
BOHE 5 B R A i (— e 0 A i

H 100 B ), H BRTHAEHE THA R
A /347 (Piceirillo & Rodebaugh, 2019), JB4HRIK)
WFFEE AT LAZ B S0 45 A(2020) ) & Bringmann
N (2018 L5
45 FHEIBEREIES A ENIEERR

T A BB SE A BT X BB RIS PR AR
RGIEPRAE G BB Jr 1, 3 FX 4% A 32 AR A
D7 ¥R B ol SR SR AT VA S LS (W3R 1
MK 6), LI (Asparouhov et al., 2018; Gates
et al., 2020; Gates & Molenaar, 2012; Piccirillo &
Rodebaugh, 2019):
5 itig

AR BT VR R AR T Z2 A B AR I 1] 5
BB B, 8 B4 b B 5 A R 119 A8 A 3 R A
FRHL, CEANARAOE | B 2B 7 v SR 5 THNAH L
1RSI IB BRI AT BRI . o T SR 21
F 58 5 70 2 38 i B vh R TR s S b i A
A [6] B [0 5 5 ) AAAE Y 1 B RO 5, AR SCF 2
8T W A B R AR T I R S, AR
3G RIS AT IO A SR A L s R R — 2P R R
A HAL G819 43 M7 )5 125, DSEM Il GIMME #5522 4b
AN T I [E] PR 50 AR AR, O T s 9 X T
el 22 F A E7E . DSEM SRR gT B 0T B Ak
B BE LN 17 % [& (Asparouhov et al., 2018), fij
GIMME M AlFE Y B T N oA s th ke,
HHE X AR B AT IRE . X LSBTy

®1 FHEEBRNEIRAEMRS

0k i [
MUMUMSEM (55155 AL AR REE A £ LRI T 25 B 5 (P L L e
A7 B 2 5 L, SR 85
R
nIVAR A L BER AT B T 67 BT 09 R A 75 B 0 AT L R
AT G R LA S A T2
DSEM T L B LR A0 1 R TR
W RIS BHLA R B B e o R TR
VR 45 5 2 ] ] R R "
(LVIGIMME it s H R, 5180 e R 30575

T AR R AL P e P O TR R R M B S A

H; AR

AR B R 0 s JE i LA B R ] 22 AL 1Y
AR A Y AR 5 TR A BN Ak 5 22 I ]

. GIMME: ZH#:/0Z K45 (Group Iterative Multiple Model Estimation); LV-GIMME: 3t T 1875 & 547 HE 45 (1)
GIMME (Latent Variable GIMME); MLM: £ )2 £ VLRI (Multilevel Model); MSEM: £ )2 454 5 # AR # (Multilevel Structural
Equational Model); mIVAR: £z VAR f%I(Multilevel VAR); DSEM : 32545 #4 7 #2451 % (Dynamic Structural Equation Model).

Tl
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RELER &
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ShAREE?

LV-GIMME GIMME DSEM

mlVAR MSEM MLM

5P

6 St R O o 7 S R

TSR 22 5 00 w8 B O, IO T A SR T
RS ORI B SR RS

A5 B, GIMME (i — K4 i 78 T HA
R SRR RS IR, X 55580
PR ST A3 TR0 9E B A I TR 2 0 48 1
B AR AR R FH R R 174 B30 s 4 Xt A A 1 7
HE— 25 U R AR AR R AN o X R R
R R ABE JEL 8 VA 5 2 LB 9K 30 £ v A
B 156 R AT A AR, FTRETT DLk 5e A 32
B A Bk, SR i gE R 2 8 A R B
Ko BRI, BREMESHTE F BRI A
45 B DAk R S I R, AR IR T B o i — 2
TGO HAZ IR R B9 AL 3 . DSEM X5
AU A BSOS 1B LT A BRI, X 7 A
RIPLA 1 ) s o] il S BB R 4 . BRIz
AL 7 BRI, S TR AT AR D i R E
P 7 T A [ R, ST 5 A S B B 5 i 6 S
BT B A MR AT T, O AR SCE R ]
RETE R A A SO IS g . b B R AT S

FAh, BT A R 0 Bh A Bk
22 (15 U ) i ] s s Ak Y, 3 I R A 3
i [0 22, A ) s ) ) B =7 8 B AIL A 15 0
Al BEAEAE — 5 B9 )% (Hamaker et al., 2018), JEZE

Fif 6] #4%5(Continuous Time Modeling) ] D)4 47 Hb
fifp ke I 10 B A I 0l o ) TR, (HVE G B
58 7R N4> 1134 (Voelkle et al., 2018), H i
IF5E 2 X T AT 78 SEE 3 A7 v S5 B 3 5 s () A
AT . ARKIETTEE S E I — L IRR
e 2 () AL A TR AR TS A S A S, S H
WFFEA SR 0T 00 iy R e
WHBERIT TR MR NAT A L A, B
GRS AR R, XS AT R R LRI A
Gy A, ATREAFEAR LM PE IR, AR
AR HAR D) . H A A6 B2 B e 85 0 Y
OX TR R AN IR RO 1 L (4N, DSEM
. GIMME), {H 33 i 2P ¢ 28 % 3 22 3l A8 3000
AT AR BEAR AT BB A1 . feili, Kelava Al Brandt
(2019)¥+ DSEM 5 3 251255143 #7 (Dynamic Latent
Class Analysis; Asparouhov et al., 201 ) A% &, 2
HH AR 1 1% B0 25 0 25 301 45 4 T B A% A (Nonlinear
Dynamic Latent Class Structural Equation Modeling,
NDLC-SEM), Fei/F7e 4[] fdl K17 R 4t
R 53 H (Kelava & Brandt, 2019), #R1fi, HHT
FOVE X B8 R B AT I L AR AR L Ty 1
A B, HAEARF T i H kR BE A W
W, AR T 2 07 VR A W 5T X LA T T g —
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Intensive longitudinal data analysis. Models and application

ZHENG Shufang, ZHANG Lijin, QIAO Xinyu, PAN Junhao
(Department of Psychology, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510006, China)

Abstract: In the fields of psychology, education, and clinical science, researchers have devoted increased

attention to the dynamic changes and personalized modeling of individuals' behaviors, minds, and treatment

effects over time. Intensive longitudinal data is a set of measures collected at multiple time points with

higher frequency over shorter periods. Thus, it can be used in the analysis of the dynamics and mechanisms

of within-person processes. In recent years, intensive longitudinal design has become one of the most

prominent and promising approaches in psychological research. However, many of these researches still rely

on traditional data analysis methods. Many models have been proposed to analyze intensive longitudinal

data, including top-down approaches (e.g., dynamic structural equation model, DSEM) and bottom-up

approaches (e.g., group iterative multiple model estimation, GIMME). Both of the methods can

conveniently model autoregressive and cross-lagged effects in intensive longitudinal data.
Key words: intensive longitudinal data, time-series, DSEM, GIMME
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MtX A: MLM 5 RDSEM SLiEi&ER®
Mplus X %3

1. MLM KA.
DATA:
FILE = [DATA LOCATION PATH]\ two-level data
with Trend.csv;
VARIABLE:
NAMES ARE URGE DEP JS HS PERSON TIME;
USEVARIABLES URGE DEP JS HS TIME;
cluster=PERSON;
BETWEEN =JS HS;
WITHIN = TIME DEP;! Time is only used in
the Within-Level model;

DEFINE:
CENTER DEP (groupmean);

ANALYSIS:
TYPE = TWOLEVEL RANDOM;!Two-Level
Model with paths that are latent variables;

MODEL:
%WITHIN%
bli | URGE ON DEP;
! urge to smoke is regressed on Lag-1 urge to
smoke
trend | URGE ON TIME;! urge is regressed on

time to capture the trend over time, the !slope is latent;

%BETWEEN%
URGE bli;
URGE with bli TREND;bli with TREND;

[URGE]; !mean intercept of urge to smoke;
[bli]; !mean of the regressive slope;

[TREND];
URGE; !urge to smoke intercept variance;
bli; !regressive slope variance;

TREND;

URGE on JS HS;

IThe person-specific intercept is predicted by
Job Stress and Home Stress;

blion JS HS;

IThe regressive slope is predicted by Job Stress
and Home Stress;

TREND on JS HS;

OUTPUT: TECH1 TECHS;

2. RDSEM %5 ;
DATA:
FILE = [DATA LOCATION PATH]\ two-level data
with Trend.csv;
VARIABLE:
NAMES ARE URGE DEP JS HS PERSON
TIME;
USEVARIABLES URGE DEP JS HS TIME;
Lagged = URGE (1) DEP (1);!Created a Lag-1
variable for urge to smoke and depression;
CLUSTER=PERSON;
BETWEEN = JS HS;! Job Stress and Home
Stress are only used in the Between-Level model;
WITHIN = TIME;! Time is only used in the
Within-Level model;

ANALYSIS:

TYPE = TWOLEVEL RANDOM;!Two-Level
Model with paths that are latent variables;

ESTIMATOR = BAYES;!Lagged variables can
only be estimated with Bayes in Mplus;

BITERATIONS = (1000);!Run at least 1000
iteration of the MCMC algorithm;

BSEED=1028;

MODEL:

%WITHIN%

PHII | URGE” ON URGE"1;

! urge to smoke is regressed on Lag-1 urge to
smoke

PHI2 | DEP” ON DEP"1;

! depression is regressed on Lag-1 depression

PHI3 | DEP” ON URGE"I;

! Depression is regressed on Lag-1 urge to
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smoke

PHI4 | URGE” ON DEP"I;

! urge to smoke is regress on Lag-1 depression

TRENDI1 | URGE ON TIME;! urge is regressed
on time to capture the trend over time

TREND?2 | DEP ON TIME;! dep is regressed on
time to capture the trend over time

LogV1 | Urge;

! the Within-Level residual variance of urge to
smoke

LogV2 | DEP;

! the Within-Level residual variance of

depression

%BETWEEN%
[URGE]; !mean intercept of urge to smoke
[DEP]; !mean intercept of depression
[PHI1]; 'mean of urge autoregressive slope
[PHI2]; !mean of depression autoregressive
slope
[PHI3]; 'mean of dep on urge&! slope
[PHI4]; 'mean of urge on dep&1 slope
[TREND1];
[TREND2];
[LogV1];
!log of the mean of the urge residual variance
[LogV2];

llog of the mean of the urge residual variance

URGE; !urge to smoke intercept variance

DEP; !depression intercept variance

PHIL; !urge to smoke autoregressive slope
variance

PHI2; !depression autoregressive slope variance

PHI3; !dep on urge&! slope variance

PHI4; !urge on dep&1 slope

TRENDI;

TREND?2;

LogV1;

Ibetween-person variance of urge to smoke
residual variance

LogV2; !between-person variance of depression

residual variance

URGE on JS HS;

DEP on JS HS;

IThe person-specific intercepts are predicted by
Job Stress and Home Stress;

PHII1 on JS HS;

PHI2 on JS HS;

PHI3 on JS HS;

PHI4 on JS HS;

IThe person-specific slopes are predicted by Job
Stress and Home Stress;

LOGV1 on JS HS;

LOGV2 on JS HS;

IThe person-specific residual variances are

predicted by Job Stress and Home Stress;

URGE DEP PHI1-PHI4 LOGV1 LOGV2 WITH
URGE DEP PHI1-PHI4 LOGV1 LOGV2;

OUTPUT: TECH1 TECHS STDYX;

Misk B: GIMME SEiE&E T R €45

library (DiagrammeR)
library (gimme)
library (mvtnorm)
library (dplyr)

library (x1sx)

#1. BdE gk

wd<-"~"# BEE IR

setwd (wd)

dat<- read.csv ("Two-Level Data with Trend.csv",
header=F) # {S2HEHE SC 14

colnames (dat)<-c ("URGE", "DEP", "JS", "HS",
"PERSON", "TIME") # #8E &4 &4, HH URGE ¥§
WA AKER, DEP 5 ALK 1

datawd<-pasteO(wd, "/data")

dir.create(datawd)

setwd (datawd)

for (i in 1:length (unique (dat$PERSON))){

# BRI @ BB BEAT T AL B

person_dat<-dat[which (dat$PERSON==i), ¢ ("URGE",



O OE R R

%29 %

"DEP", "TIME")]

#4351 E Bk BE URGE M1 DEP Bfifih i) 28 1k i 44 fA g 34
(detrend)

temp = Im (person_dat$URGE~person_dat$TIME)
person_datSurge<-residuals (temp)

temp2 = Im (person_dat$DEP~person_dat$TIME)
person_dat$dep<-residuals (temp2)

A 1 BB RIS A excel U4 "data i.csv"
write.csv (person_dat[, ¢ ("urge", "dep")],

paste ("data", i, ".csv"), row.names = FALSE)

#2. FIH gimmeSEM bR H FEAR FI A (AR A0 45 5
fit<-gimmeSEM (
data = datawd, # FERCER SOk AR

out = pasteO(wd, "/output"), # 17Uk H &5 R0
Je gt

sep=",", # FAIHIRSIRMT, X B csv 45 2MEIE
IrWRAT R

header =T, # 75 WIE PR GAIELESA

ar = TRUE, # #fEBR PR B IS A EH, Bk
TRUE

plot = TRUE, # 15&4%;
TRUE

groupcutoff =.75  # FEA% AT LIBE A4 A BEIARAR IR 19 1fs S
B (3 O A AR T Y S5 /N B, BRIAH 75%)

)
fit2<-aggSEM(

data = datawd, # FFRUERE Y SO A2
out = pasteO(wd,'/output), # 77 s H 45 F (1) S e f 4%
sep=".",

header = T)

SRR, Bk



