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CHEFBRERFEHA, ) CUTTTREE R, HH 310058)

ARG BT RO M BB IR, 5 SRR ST DA SCAR XS L i B X SO IR 2 R AT R, ANt
X FEAEDT 5T 7 1 b N — SR X AR A TR , ASCH ARS8 3E L o L 5508 4t 145 1 43 B 85 S0 Ak
T B AT 52 3 G 1 B D7 VR T VR 28 1 S8 IABIF 98 B T A A B 20 an ] 38 38128 5 25 (consilience methods)
s R 5 B SCAR IR R BB R R B RE 1, SR 5 40 O B S0 Ak B 5 I i X 4§ 4 (measurement
invariance/equivalence) i) @ DL M AH G G174k, fRIG BENF T 2 )2 4% (hierarchical linear modeling)
TEE SRR ST BN L T IE S SCIR ARG ik (R R TR a3

PSR SR IR MERXTAEE; ) AP

B841

1 SRS H DRLR OC R Bk AL

ROk
1.1 B R B B R K R I E (8] ’R

K AT ST 56T AMETENAE . B fF
MBS T AEEAR 2 25 57 B A 16 s 1 55
] B (] 32 3 ) R kR, SO S © S iU I
JZ R E R B SO S o SR
RINEE I R, — M SO A R B, 7R
P B LA b 1 SC Ak 22 (8] AN AR A 7K B0 2 AR
HZ B OC R AT AR, I SRR —A> A AR ok
ST SCARARON (B2 bE, JEIIAL, 2008) . B SCARIFSE T
SRR B AR RO R R AR & AR S, AT
R 5T & Jo3 38 i AL 4320 A0 7 3 R A7 3N | HERR
A BEAYIRVE AR S SE N, 5 SO o e o o
SCERHFSY, FLNTERLEE AR T AR 1 SIS, XL
A A UE SO S5 880N Z R BRI E R

PR 6 2R I M0 0 B = A Ak 1) R
&4 FERZ AT, 2) JRE MR FERE N X
#, JFH 3) M FEERM KL, BT XA EE LS
WA He B rEf# B (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell,
2002), 7EE SCIRA G, AR SC RIS &l 2R
ZWME, A RE R A TE TR S, Bl
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ARMEVESCARAE Ry F AR R R AR TR S RS e 2 i H
HiPE Cook F1 Campbell (1979) $2 Hi A4 B s 550 5
(instantaneous effect), J5iPA T 3 2 A0 25 3 vT e 2 [
IR A, BRI T 58— 50, AR50 R 2k
WY AR 1 AR AL S SO Y R AR i AR A . PR G R
AIEE AR R Dy R g, B R XE SR TESE =
G, BDEHERR SO LA B H e AT RE A AR R R
XA R (Bl T30 — M LR R BRI 4
B — AN SR T, 38 H WA T B R
RSB, T s SCAR I 5 1 DR SRR 18 9 B ROME
RO SR G ] IR TR V8 7 %o 4 SR A fi R
12 BXUMRPERHERXAERERE

TEES SCARBIE ST, BIF9E 3 BT R BRI — SS9
2] BERZ MAITTE A R OC R HEWT, DUR GE e
% (statistical conclusion validity) . PN 3 % B
(internal validity) 114 7% 24 J& (construct validity) =
ANT7 T3 B ik B ] @t

5 SCAR B 9T Ge T HE VR RLEE T TR AU A A —
B TR R 0 2 VARG 50 Y 2, —SERIFFE AN “ W%
PR A5 IR N — e fff 5y H R T LS8 B AR
DA EEZ MR SA BT 25, HA
GRS, A — e S I EE 3 ] 5 R AL
TE—ASUARFEAR T 3, TAE S — A U TR AN
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2, R AR R R] 5C R 7E M SO R AR AE 3 2
S, MBS 0] 5 R 2E = 0 V. TESE e
VO A5 T T 4[] R8T A 5 i X6 ) 18 5 ) X6 A
(structural equivalence) 1 #% 5 X} %5 P (scalar
equivalence) #5621 . 41 4NFR 2 5 SCARIIF 52 A A
AN R AEAS [A)AG A ot 3R ) — BUPE RBUE A, T
VAT T2 X0 %o S ) ) R AR A 7 A 5

5 SCARAIF 5 AR PN R0 RE T T H R ) A
FEREA e REME | DL SR A 9 e ft FH %) 00 i s
FRONOY S 7 20 IR SO 25 57 o REAR B R PR AE
MY 5E 5 e B REAS Z (A BR T 3025 |/ LAAh, b
B ZES, MIEEX A2 R mA RSk
EFAGEFEEERWIEIAN . FU Leung, Lau, I
Lam (1998) Y — 5% A& 307 s X 1Y A X 7
T G EF 2SR IEAR G, E I 56 =
W R AR G5 R o (B — Dot R K
M EBREZCT MM AMEE, fERmNAnEEAT
PR BAR B RACHE AR, W A A TR T X5 %
Tyl st B I EARDG, PR I 5 2kl
L Z IA] Y OC R 0 AR B AN 2 Sk 25 = i A
T TR BN o BRAEAS (Y PEVE LLSE, #al s
A Ak 22 St AT BB SR R AT 9 P AR A D AL
Bl Hui 1 Triandis (1989) % BUANAT T H e i
$r T 36 ENAE 81255 0] 45 1 B AU o) 3 — o 79 Al
e RN 7 2K, PR — SE B Y 245 SR T BB 2 i T A
07 A & 58 5 P i A8 A SCA 4 B 1 22
SRR .

5 SCALEFEAE AR A8 b UL B[R] A 3 A,
FEAG S ME 2 R AR A SR E SR AR X
G B RIRIEAE . e S SOz A Y SCRT
AEFEAEAR KAASTR], 54N Sternberg (2004) & ¥ A
A SCAb X T8 1 R A AEAR K 22 50 7EAR I —
e Al iR IR ABER AR R R TR IR B, BRPE S
SR ANE (Serpell, 1993). BPfHifif &0 & X AEA
[ SCA AR R Y, HES R ERE 2 AL nT RE 21
R 25 o BIANTE T [ SCfb b, S i A
FE SCRE R FT W RS R G 3, 2y
SCAE R AR ANRE IR E S, DRI A A i Sk T
Z 2RI o MY 5 R UK ) R 2 1 B Y
P R0 (), AR 22 5 SCARIT 9 o0 B AR SCA
A2, USR] bR — A 2 T A S B A e s A
BN — N ZH AR RN . Bm, AN
XFAE . XTRFSE MR R IE B A BGR B L XIS B Y
2N M DA R S 3 3 ) 1) B A PR 25 T g D 55 885 S

B S ARG A&
13 BXUHRBPILCEAEIRHALR

TEH B —2e22R BFSE3 [R) et I AN BB A T
JUAR SEE T R MERR O ANTEAR Yeii e rh, BRI
LG A5 W 5T 5 AN T RE G 2o Bl AL 43 A R A A
SEERAERAG B U OC R o TEAE YIS AT
AR VASLES T ik AT . RO 2%, Caporael
(2002) 42 3 A 52 2 W] LU FH R A6 A 1 2 5248 1T
RGN Tk WA B —EE T LAIE B B AR e B he,
{EZ AR IR ) A Z UE P8 R SR HEBR TF 2 B AR
fipBE, DT —BRIe XE LA B B . ik “TER”
(149 22 75 THT B9 TE 5 4 R RO 8 A 9 45 SR 6 i ik ¢
RNV T, YRS SCAUIFSE 7R B A7 AE 1) — LB [ 7
IR . IR M 8T8 H Leung F
van de Vijver (2008)

5 SCART S I SR ik AT LAl 4 Fh 2t

1) £ &% 5 Y7L 2 (contextual consilience) i
L2 AN F SRS Sl SCALHER IS, T 2R sk
GURES S HES UMW A, WA IS E R ¢ R AL T
A I 3

2) £ )7 YL 5 (methodological consilience)
A HZ MO, BlanEA s SRk . A ars
TR, RBUEREAIE TR, S SR ] Ty ik
AT E A R R 258

3) Z Fp I %) 7 2 (predictive consilience) #&
MZ R IR e R B e 3 th — S FU ik, 2R
SO HRAS B E, AR RIG 8 T X ik A~ PR ARG
R IHIE R,

4) HEA AT B (exclusive consilience)3s B A5t
F TSR B R SR AR LA AR, BT 3 $ A UE 40 HE R
B2 B R A M AR B AT LA A R UL I 2] A 25 B i AT
RET o
14 BXUHRPICEAZNARE

FEES SRR FE i, 9T AT DR — 26 5
A0 BT 53 5 s SR 5 A0 AT 53 45 SR X0 BT i TIE T 98 Al i
AU T, X SESEmE AT LAk 3 2,

B — 250K W &R 40 b 8 TR W% (systematic
contrast strategy), fuff 1) = kb % % W (multiple
contrast strategy), 5% AR 4 A 5% M s B9 A S Ak
A AR B /N 535 PP i B 3 A4S DA B B SCAB R A
TIwtge, Bl s 558 “ERFEL-DAELT X
AYE R B T RE RO BIF AR 48 51, T T LA Al O X A
A BEACE B 3 A0k, thinH A, BhE | £HE,
WA ST 25 R S X FE R T, WZ AR 4518 L
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2 un S B SCICRITSE T 1 A 1B R e B 43

A B AN SCARREAR ORI 5T 2518 W i 15 AR 2
2)A 1] %5 % (temporal contrast strategy), Hi % %<
TSR YE B AR S5 AR B AR K
T H SO AR T R LR T MESR L 1), DRI AR Z2F 5%
38 IR A B R A A R 5 4R SR AR AR Y
BN, BT A RS R R R B R AR . B IR
B RGHSENCENHEAE FW2ES . flan
Heine % (1999) 7& H 25 1 3C Ak 22 5 (W58 X L

TSR R R, R SCIRE N 2 A R AR AL,

AT 5 UE PG 7 SCA S FETE R iy F K r ik .
3 FBCRE T AT DAHR Ak R GE LR S . S —Fh
Bt 7 22 B WL & (random  replication), B it
— AR KA B Y 22 SCAAEAS SR HEBR TR VB 72 &
X4 R e, ELIE R XA A BORE RO I R . 2R
FpHURE 77 202 2 AR AL BURE (diverse sampling), i i
20 SCALFEAS SR B R e B B i SO Ak 22 R o fBRan
FE— X SCA =z 0] B Y S fk 25 5, A 5 — %
SCAR Z [E) Al BEAE A AR & LLAM B HE B SCARRRE
TAAFAE 22 5, A0SR AE 36 SCAk 22 ] AT DL ik S5 i 0L
RNMER, MATEEZS T RESEERER
) e — Jt PR BB A O O 22 R G R
(systematic sampling), EI7EBURE IS 2% FE IR 1 A
i, PEECTEIRVE AR & L UCEC B A SCAL R T HE AR,
PN HEBR TR 18 722 £ X0 AT A 21 A% PR G R

5 ISR Mg S U A 1 SR W (covariate  strategy),
A5 1) BB — 1 AR B R 1% (simple covariate
approach), RPAXH1 AT 37 1) SCAb 4k FE AR A kP
Ap g, WORFEGIX BT UG, ST AN 0.2,
D) 3 Y 3k A i AT g S SCARARRON B B IR 2) 2o
PR &2 K I (complex covariate approaches), 7EiXFi
Tk, BFRENA T 2] Be Y SCA4E BE AR b
PRE ARV 1 LA L B HERR e 2 A U A s T
s A AR B AR T, AT DS N 3 AR
XA B A2 AR A P e, PRRMBLE R 54
P i 1] (in-group favorism) 2 [a] £ 1E 5% & (Chen,
Brockner, & Katz, 1998) ; 3) . 3 fk 1 B
(monocultural extension), 7E % £ 3C AL 30N 1T fE #Y
SRR, BF5E 35 AT LATE — A SCIRFEAS AR R S0k 4
S HAR R Z MR, Fln Brockner 4 (2000)
TE AR P o RO AE Hh 36 AR Z [ M 25 5 I,
IAE 2 B R A il 3 3R — EAR IR 48 AN TR
5 B 22 (R Y 2~ 3500 5 B 2R ARUAS ] SCA R AR 2
[ 22 5, DRLIGSCRE T 8 FRAG S R i AR P 0 F
AR R A AR T o

5 = 2K g 2 £ J7 ik 9K W (multimethod
strategy), fuff 1) fiHZAHAE 8RR, ANEGHE
e bR A e S AN R R VE R A G, R A
(] F PR A8 s g A AT AT BRI 25 21, B4 A4~
SCARERN B TG AR 7 T S BN AT et S KR BRIC
2) ZAPSIERmG, AT SIS AR T 58
R RSy, HAF5RE AT LLR ] — S e S vk,
AR Ok 2 M ¢ S B AN 38 % (experimental
anthropology)” 7571 (Cohen, Nisbett, Bowdle, &
Schwarz, 1996), R[5\ — L6258 ok il i ol sk 55 5C
OB, MTITHETE R G &R, A S ik 5 STk
NS TR R RE, KRG RN AR R
KA, RS PR AR R A o tH IR T ) A8 55 SEBa 4
PI LA LUK S P 2E s FE 35 A B A8 1 1Y) 52
¥ (ecological experiments), #5531l LA SNRIE
B AR e R AR AU 0Nz, ) T i 2R B v g S 4
PRI 2 AR Y S S ER AR R Z G &R 78
By A K 0 Stk 4E ) SE 5 (idiographic
experiments), WF5¢# AT AYENMARKE B “HRYN” SC
Ak, Bt s I« Sk i3 357 (culture priming) J5 2, 1)
Bl 2 AR R SRy, e . il
# N%-5% (Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez,
2000) ; YR AT DATEBAR B SO 4E i AR 5 kAT
Jash, Flnay LaE gl A B O S R AMIE D
AN Z Ak, ok 90l 5 3’ — BRI X A 4k B
(Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991) .

2 BE SRS R I X A

(=8

X G MR B SO AT 9 v i — A R A 1)
L SCAR I 5 R LA R Y SO 2 ] LA
RS, BTSN ST b L,
SN [RRE PG IR 2 BRI A T U — S8 . [RIAE, ()
— AWt 2% H AT REAEAS [A] 19 SOk A B AN [ Y
SAg W], Elan, WA AT 4R E g T aE R U AR
— MR Rz g, i ERORA AT R YA E —Fh s
T, A SR X A 45 B R AR A R IR 1 3l
I S U AT RE S R 22 . PRI, RS SOk
g, BRI LM kMgt T B, R
JITIF 5 (AR A& AR T S b R I (sl 5 40 77 =)
AR
21 HERXMEM

HE & % 45 (construct equivalence) 8 & & 15

e B SO Z ) ELAT AR [R) ATk S o B A1) i A 1
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Bhaz DL S B B2 IR Z SRR R B T 26 E
SCAG TR A, Horh — S AT REAE ik A
A AR BN, Farh, Zhong #1 Organ (2004)#1} T
o SCA T 08U AT O 1 45 44 (Organizational
Citizenship Behavior, OCB), /F% # i i X v & 3¢
N5 OCB HHRMAT HIIWAE R /028, JFXF BPY
Jr3CARTT OCB Wy N4EEE, KRIAEH E ST —
L8 OCB 4 )% i N I8 -5 15 J7 3CHE T OCB AY— 2L 1
Aeprtizifr, H—sedi iz HAeh E e i gl x4
W R, GnRAE E SOk ST B E ROy
OCB Wyl T H, IBAHZH T OCB H iR LE7E
HE ST BB AN A . [FIRERY, 7R E SO 2
SISO, AT REAE Y O Sk T L B A AN R
., F K4S XU (paternalistic leadership, Cheng
et al., 2004; XR{Ai, JEImiDy, #5057, 2000)HF 5 44
O ERT CRHET . CHERT 3 A AT o, R
WA BN RIEYE, BfEELESCT, X 3 fpfr
AN — 5 3 R AS AT AR

X ARk 8 0 85 M 1Y) 43 T o — A BB A A iy T 2
W Al LU LA T s T |5k, hRE
BRTHE S 451, W R 2 R A5, AT DL A
A B S TEA A SCA Z TR A — 3, flhn, XFF A
R XA, T RARIAE VY 7 SO A B R T A
AR R S TR P E SO T W (e,
Cheung et al., 2001; Wang, Cui, & Zhou, 2005) ; H:
W, B9 AT LA S M 5 e AR DA & 2 1)
14 5 Z& (191 AN AH 3¢ Z 550 7E A [F] SCAR = 3 A7 A8 10 5 Y
Z5, WAIERYTE, AT RE 2R WX A S A e SUAE
S 225 &5, TUE RS XS AER
MR LEZAROCHR, Q1R XL RAFTE XA
) 22 5, JF HAF9EE AT LAHERR Ho e ml e Ad 1% 5t 28 ot
) fif RS, I AT g R B MR AR A R SOk =2 1R] O R AN
POE

AN, Sy 4 T R S T e A AE 1 U Ak 25
W ELEME S BT e, BR B —Fh SCA-F- A 1Y
752 (decentered approach), B[ [E]ES M AT I3 BYAS [H]
SCAR KR £ BE SR AT o AT AR SR B, AN DA
A E 5 FIE— iSRRI
XA (Hofstede, 1980) , fHIT4FE S i F i 45
BN, FE— AR TR AT o S
(GLOBE, House & Javidan, 2004) , lf55# M4
SCARE A B RE A B AT O A H L, AR R
FEFEAS SO AT 43 B AR S AR A& P TR R £
A, RIEWH AT HEXfkN; Leung Fl Bond

(2004) AT A AL 23 38 W AIF 5 A 2 AN ] SC Ak v it
BURH
22 MEBHIXTEM

TEAKHR I P IF TR, ARG A M0 Sk,
BRI % 45V (measurement equivalence)., H
RN T HARAS B AE AN [ ST ] 98 o0 S v,
ANBERF AT () 50 B AT LU, DA FRATTAS RE A
FETEAN R SCAE T A & 7 57 B —3ny, witingk
IANBEIN I ZER I 100 5 2 KT 90, B MRIH
B AT SR KNS A P A AT g Tk 7EXT B
FRAZ f AT 5 SCARIRDK T LU Z i, FRATT e 2 48
XA W SRR, — S BRI, 5] 40
KB R &, W] LA LR A By e r D X 4 . (BAT
SRy 10 B 0 X S5 ) A N7 AR B % L LA TR FRATT
FE TS 7E 85 SCA T T T 37 D0 % A5 Y T vk R
— BB A5 B Ay A,

DU B AN X S5 P AT B2 H T 45 B 22 5 R 1,
2% B 22 26 15 SIS vh 228 i B g ), R
WIFFE AL A AEAS [R] SOk ) B A o Sk, 2 5
SO ARE S 1 [] 45 v A — 26 2% H AT BB AE AN [R] Sk 22 1]
FETEMR 22 ROk AR IE SCib Ry . e MBS ERA
[F] 5 A 3203, TEX e 55 B - EIF A 5
W] o SR X i 5 Ak e A I o ) T B e A S0 fk
2E 45 B, TSI T HLAS 21 9 85 SCAR 9T
ST REAN T RE . BTLA, FEES SCARBIFSE rh s % B
SR I T AT 400, PRI A% B R 25 2 S AEAE
KA

JH R 43 A1 5 SCARAIE 5 Hh il - (%) XoF 48 A ) it R
WA =FhJrik, WA 2Z 00 (ANOVA, van de
Vijer & Leung, 2000) . 5 H & i 3¢ (Item response
theory, IRT, e.g., Maurer, Raju, & Collins, 1998) . &
E: K 2 43 B (confirmatory factor analysis, CFA)
G o 2SR B B FRe R AN o 2% H 2 S
AFAE SCAR A 22 10 1 B SR A1) 2 %o S5 P [R]85 6 i
P PR 2R A3 B 7 1 DB b R T AR A (] STk T]
X A SR A KT o FE LR FRATTXT B Rh 8
— MR B2

J7 2253 A B A 2 45 B B B o (B AR R A AR
i, SO R R B (O TAd)E N B AR i,
AT T 22570, AR SCARRLE 73 19 28 BAE T 3
BIFIRTEA R SCARZ ], 2% B 43-E 5 B4 0 6 R 5
KA, REEXDTFEFERZE .

I3 —Fh 25 ZL I 15 0 A Y O ik T H I
1 B (Item Response Theory, IRT). 35 H 2 W BliS
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X TE 2% B b0 520 A 8 i B AL HE AT 53 At OF B
i 5 Ak il 28, item characteristic curve, ICC), Hi%
2% H B9 X 43 (discrimination) . ¥ (difficulty level,
YRR %, popularity) FIAE I R Bk, B2
[ ) SC A
exp[Da; (6 —by;
RO =6 a) g e L@

i (1)=0FRA i B AR 2o — A~ S By L b
TP T T 1A o R Mtk . Hih, 058
INTEIZS H P RS (an LAy . BEESE) b
IR, P(O)R iz sk B & M HES 0 1 iy
WE 23 (T B R T R 3 3K 0 2 M 3T O S R R
FE). D &— gk, W18 1.7 a #oniz sk H
MK A B, b FeoRIi 5 AME R (3038 8 ), ¢ 255
F2E RIS R .

XPTFARE . G&EE WA O 5, ALK
FHIfaifk 14 Rasch % %! (Fischer & Molenaar, 1995) ,
R AN FEAESG I, O B 2 45 B W IX 43 ok 1

__exp(d-b)
R(0)= 1+exp(6—b) @)

it I H B by B8 43 B 4% B B SO 22 19 8
B R AR R X0 R EOUE B AR A [R) SOk =2 ) A
e & 225, WIFRIRX A4 HAFTE Ui im 22 . TRz
FHIGLE S0 BRSS 50 SCAfi 22 i e, n] LR
Flre, SE BT SRR A T . S A
(175 IR TE & A SR 430 Ak i+ 2 80 (X 43 FE T e
FE) ORI R EATHEA R SCAL R 1 25 575 BB HE A
(R 7V S K 36 B SO I SR A A | ik
FE SRR Ui 28 S B 22 0], 7ERIUR UG
HBZES

T 5 5 3 W DA 36 31E 4 R 22 49 7 7 s 40
15 SO 5 Fb B I e 0 S5 [ 8T, DA I PR 3R 40
Breyfa BE, 5 SCARAI T R0 f X A5 P S — > 2R AR
PO )i A [) SCARAE AN [ O REAS, FEBCRE
ARZ A RSHECRR A o ikt 2= 4 #r e
FETEVR AR REEEAE | Al T AR 1 5 UL 2% 1 D) R 3%
ZZBHAEMCR, TEZHEARRUETER R 5,
NI AR 5 5 P AR b R RN 8% 25 Z [ AR FE LT K&

Xg =1 +A0E9+ 657 (3)

R E) T, X7 FRFEA g s kA AR
i, SR N AR R, ¢ ROREUE, AFRIBAE &
EXPULIN AR B X A EHH AL, 6 Fmmk 2z x5
FORTEAL g H v AR a0 UL AR 1 (%) [R1 0 7 2

FAVEE AR A ER 22 SR AR S Y, IR S

bR 1 SOOI ST T 1 A 1B R e B 45
2 (1) T LA 4Ry
29 = AJDIAG +OY 4

TESE(4), SR AZ & (0 75 25 W 7 2206
M, OR/RIGAS T 27 2200, AFRRIE AL
FI UL A5 B 1 R BE M, @ nFR 25 0 256 1 e
5 SCARBIFZ Fp I % S M Y TR) R, N AR AR B0 IE 1
R HRE, BRI AR SO A Z [0 AH 5 24
FEME R T AU AE . WO REE 46 1 To M5, ik
AT LU REAS 2Z [ E A 2R B 5 S0k i il
R

Vandenberg F1 Lance (2000) 45 1 K& 1
CFA HEAT I & X S5V A AT AT, JFIAAN T — R 51
PRI o FRATTHE X L 2L B A T

1) 3BT AS TR SCARAE AR 22 [] W08 00 A% 6 17%) T 22 P
TR A WX W 5%, R
W HA WS X — B, AREHITUER
B T ILT-BA vl REAE LI AR /1 4% 3 5 AT 55
o1, IRZURIF A HATE - 2K
55 o fH TN B AR SRR AR [R] TR A T X A
P, PSS AT D R B AN e S — A B T

2) WA SCAFEAR Z R & BA 45Xt
4=V (configural equivalence)” |, 45 % 25 BT 45 A
R SCAREAS 2 [B) 2 75 0] LA Sk A AL TR R &5 44,
WG NG A XTS5, AN RE AT 3 — 20 1 %)
ST

3) KA SCAFEAR Z [AJE & B “hE X
4 (metric equivalence)” , B2 5 A R SCAbREAR 2
[ Ax TR 2 AH S

4) K6 X5k (scalar equivalence)” , HfI
AR SCARREA Z 8] = J& A 4

5) o S AN [R] SCARFEAS 22 1] 5% 25 © & 75 AH 45

6) o g A | SCAREAS 2 ) v AR B () R O
#Z LI £ REBAYE(D), FEHEIHEE B2
A FH OGS 77 2 A R 45

7) K AN A SCAR AR AR 22 TR AR (R A
HHEE

3 BB h 2 RS ]

TERS SCARHIFFE 2 vh, WFFE 3 T B D4 19 )2
PEER I it SCAR AT 5 0 A 455 P B0 2 4%,
B0 i B A A L L AR 22 A d A A
PRS- b R BE 20, TR, TR SCfe 2 1R 2
K- b REAFAE2E 5T, MR T SCAR K- B R BE =
Ko TE—DRHEMRBIREEEIFA—E 0] LLJEHES]
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B—ANEgH (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000) . H#7£ %2
WL JZ IR AT B 25 3 B B O Z IR, AT REk
e “IXEEEHR (ecological fallacy)” . [RIRERY, BEHHOW
SRR AT B A 45 R B R 2, T RE R
JE A% (atomistic fallacy)” . 764 [R5 2
b, MEA e A NFE AN B,
Triandis(1996) 42 4~ A\ 3 L —4E 4K = 4k 724>
ANFEZZR Elae s BA AR, fEERZ
Wb, AR AN N 32 SC—4E K L (individualism -
collectivism)” RUMEE, ME N ANZR L, fife il
AN o — 4 K ot (idiocentrism
allocentrism)” AL .

X HAT R REER R, WF5E T LLAEAS ]
B 5 AT T . MRGETT AR KRR T —
ST T R A BRAEAE R R )2 G B s S e, Horp
Z 2R (hierarchical linear modeling, HLM,
Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) J&kb3es S fbifsih £
E B — A 105 #r T B (Schaffer &
Riordan, 2003) . £ 24k PEAR I 1 S 7E IR 2 e B 5L
P BT RE, SR LI AN 5 A A0 A D R
YRR AR G BERRAR S 2R B AR A S AR A
RS 2B, IR RN e Al
TESH 2 EAMRIRIY, WF5EE T LA R X
22 3ANZWINEAE R B HEAT 50 M, 558 U
HEARFZG E RN . LA 22 H AR .

A —IHESE (Van Der Vegt, Van De Vliert,
& Huang, 2005) 7E#Ri AL bt 2+ 1 (demographic
diversity) 5 €137 4% [ (innovative climate)Z [i] 3¢ Z&
(5 S0 22 S, sl 2 R MR gy 1k, B
A7 I 3k A7 e % i 53 22 A S ) A A PR 2 )
KRB PR R R B — R E A A 24
MERN 248 A5 L EAE, BRI ALERA)Z
YK Y HALR KRNSO KOS o 7E 2 2 R P
AU AT, BIESE 3 X6 o SRS 5 81 H 7 2 i
YERRAR & | A ST BB BB VR A A2 i
XPH VAT, G558 &I BA R B, KM
A7 R 3k A A 4t B RE A5 IR 45 i 0 2 A S A
BB Z R FERO IR B R i Sc e, 4l
B R 51 Z R SRR R AR L T AEA ) B B 4
Rt v, AN AR S m AR AU .

4 BB Kk R A S R

AR S B A 41 1 SO 5 R AT SR A — 28
TE R ek ZELH4ER, BT d

A FACAAR KM, B SO I IR &
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Abstract

The study of cultural phenomena is a major topic for behavioral sciences. Cross-cultural research adopts a
comparative perspective in analyzing cultural phenomena, and is confronted with several unique problems in
research methods. This paper reviews the major methodological issues in cross-cultural research, covering topics
in research design, measurement, and data analysis. From a design perspective, the paper begins with the use of
consilience methods to strengthen causal inferences in cross-cultural research. The paper then explores issues of
measurement invariance/equivalence in cross-cultural research and the associated analytic procedures. Finally,
the paper reviews the application of hierarchical linear modeling in cross-cultural research as well as trends in
the development of cross-cultural research methods.
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