R R
20174 > %5131 63-88A 63

2 il i 22 9] 7 T IR A2 1 T R 5 B 2 B B A A

(EF:

S gy
BB RREDAHKFTLEZ

RFEACETEH  BERARNGEHREZTLAAABAERLEROELEDE Kb BEHEZ
SHHERGBRE > BERFRAABEAIRTIMNFTEREZBMRELABE - AR F BB LM
RESWEPT LB HBEEE "HERE ) B "rWER ) (BARKERER)  &—FFEEEH
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BB ERMERBETLAOMNEEREARE  HBANF YV FEBRARGRBEZITAY LS
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= z=A
= " 8aM

it B By R R R A2 1T Ry R R i & O BRER B R EEL (Akers, 1977; Akers &
Sellers, 2009 ) » HEHE B I H 25 2R 2 #5203 FF (Durkin, Wolfe, & Clark,
2005; Higgins & Tewksbury, 2007; Lilly, Cullen, & Ball, 2007; Matsueda, Kreager, & Huizin-
ga, 2006; Pratt et al., 2010; Ward & Gryczynski, 2009) - 2Xifi - fHBIWFFE B RE 5347 S5
(A = AR o> B B A TR0 AT ) BREE YA F DAPRSE it & B2 T Bl G A AT O B R 2
TIAREHTEE L
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TEHE G e s ARSI S B R - PRI B R AT REIEE - P e R EER
FEMRESE ~ ERREELTT Ly - A DR EUE A B RAETT Ry (Akers & Sellers, 2009) o #&3% 53 #7
T AR HES B i 0 7 [ P e et s R A T T e i B 2B AR 3R (Pratt et al., 2010) - 4K
i kS B B R BE R - AR E D FEIIR AT R 2 BN et A IR
ERBHIRAIT R ? FE L MR 21T R s D EAE B R 2= R AHBE I (Lilly et al.,
2007 ) » IR Hi 2 R 0 22 (R 42 B R A2 1T R U2 B 0R 1 2 (R GEIERY RS RS » (72 [R]85
ZIT R EE S L 25 E (Gallupe & Bouchard, 2013) - B[S » HIMRZTT R
A B2 7 ) T A A B A BB i [R5 [ B8 A ( Akers & Jennings, 2009 ) » = AE AR
AT R BB S R ERERY  E AR ETT MR E Rt rTRE R o HHBL AT A - BR TR
i 722 RIS EHE AR 22 1T Fo i BRI B 22 5240 » IR R R R E A - rlpEHRE
17 Ry AR AN TR B DRAK (1 52 B8R « SR » 8 At € 575 B G W B ) 2Rmes T IR A Jeg R
s B RO BB U ST A B A B R 2 RS R 22 1T R RO s 0 (40 < GRAEEA ~
302011 5 S0 GRARBH 0 2012 5 FESEGE « F£3CF% 0 2007 5 fEEHE ~ GRIEAA - FEAHLE -
2012 ; Benson & Buehler, 2012; Miller, Loeber, & Hipwell, 2009 ) » {5 & £ it 2= 5] 475 1
AT R BERF AR - R0 TIEA FIBERARES T B fm 2 RS R B 2 5%
T ATREEMR AT R @ AR RIS o Ry T PR ITHE M I 72 R 75 B8 AR 21T R AE A8 A g R
B RAS T K52 - BRANEAE T HT IS B Bod AW S AE V7R P Zg I JE T -

RETTERNAEARE - 16 L B Ted (40 R ~ EF300 2011) » fF5EE K
FFZ RS o IR - DU — AR AR R 22 R 51 i B AR S - (R FE A TR
AR RS » Ryoe RHIE - HERR F - 32t @RHERAH S B AR Z I ERR A - HlE
7S ] RE R R TE [ FE A E R SR T IS (central tendency ) - BRI A8 TE ] BR AR R REAAEREERY
L PRI EER G PR S BT YRR o STEEIEE (40 - BRI ) /Y
WIS 35 20 R 322 v REK AR E R Y BR AR - 1 55 118 5 A2 B T A T ey 5 B
ME » BUEHYE R H I E R A - SHMEEHE R B E Bk (Wang & Wang,
2012) © Al » FESATIE B » =5 ] 5 3R BHRE R IR 72 R SR A2 1T R s B B e
2o fERE TR (SEM) S HTHIFER - o] [RIRE & 2 () S rE vh i SRR A2 s 2 0 (H
EIREE A ~ SMIFIEAlZE Bl - Bk 8k 2 Bl /M 925 % F SEM 43 #7 SR ER 5 122 il 1 72 70 75 24
7297 Fe I 52 28 (Meldrum, Young, & Weerman, 2009; Rebellon, 2012; Young, Rebellon,
Barnes, & Weerman, 2015; Zhang & Messner, 2000 ) - ifij [ P H# A W52 & H% FH &

% SEM 53 HTREST S 2 (8 3R A= W 2 HUS T 1V 2 - (HE SAERFEI R &
F| - A ARIER T T IR A 2 B iR i - T R AR s g E N (4 s AR BE
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LA ) - AR AEAH [ B BRSNS LA A B ¥ e BT R 3R B | - ATRE
DRI F i 2 B 2 A R SR A7 AT 5 SR AR FE A AR UM (Brauer, 2009; Hox, 2010) » {HAHRE
oAl 2 a e S Sl [ BB R - DL & IR T B E BT R ET e (Muthen,
1991) - AIREXI L E i 22 B ~ (AL RO SR BT ERR - U T SEER=R1 11 ( Stapleton,
2013) » B ] REE B A0M A B R AR MG 3T LARYMRER (Heck, 2001) » (KIL - FBdE— 3R 15 g
TS A I RS R R % -

S50 - IR R RS - ERIR A R AR AT R REFE IR
FERIR B 1 22 52 o tHRRIEER - B M R 22 R 42 SO 22 1T e 1 52 28 B 0 mT BE IR IRF A7 A R AH
i (PR ) BERHP (MEA ) SFRIEAN R K - AT 23 AT IR Al AR 58 B i 3 A [F] g Ky
SR (Muthén, 1994; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002 ) » {H15-WF5E n] GERHRE R0 R e by
FHA - AR T A REZERR (ecological fallacy ) » SGEHHE ISR AR R R - IR TR 78
% (atomistic fallacy) (Kaplan, 2009) o FHAER A Z B AL — /A g X B —F5 A e
8% SEM 23 Hr B Al B R RE S St JE B S MAE UM » B sE sk B AN R Ry 88+ 3l Al sE
BRI AZER o KL - Jiikam B E AR R A 2 KM (multilevel modeling, MLM) »
BLL (1) ZRERE SN2 - S AR ER B AE B AR T Ry 1
MERASET < (2) KPR DA 43 R R RETERH I g R - e HERR IR D T A= R IR R 3%
(Preacher, 2011) - #Xifi » [EIREIT &2 EmAIAERI BB 9t 388 » VA Brauer (2009) ££
F MLM 23477 J5 352K W 53 AN [R] 5347 g R B 52 28800+ AH BRI 920 3 PR AT 12 il ffm 72 [R] 47 4 i
AT R RS - TE 2 A R 1 22 (R < MIRAS SR A ERET « IR - B R R R AERR A
SEER] MLM TE8R 5 1 i 7 [R5 S 221 T Ry s EERA R | -

BESR + 25 J8 K 53 T RE S v ik BEL g B — PR AR A T o A7 B SEM 0BT R » B ity
[F] R 3T £t 2 0 o IR 7 S Y SR 65 SR 2 288+ T AR AR WF FE B B AG £ FH Y 2 g KA 1 7 12
15 (multilevel structural equation modeling, MSEM ) 347 » FuiF[RIRG % & 2 #4800
HRl SRR AR A - NG SR E i R RS 2R RA TR - RES RS HERY PRE AR IE AU RATR - fi
B R IERERY T ST AS S B HE 3 ( Dyer, Hanges, & Hall, 2005; Muthén, 1994 ) - #Rifij - FHf?
MSEM #éE g Ry B » PN b Bl i 2 [ 47 B AR 21 7 Ry B T v 2 25 (R R A7 A0 2K A B IR
& R AR A » (Rt - AHER R B —Jg 2K SEM » $% ] MSEM 25 H HE % - Gt
—HHIFH -

ok AT B R R RIEER T ATREEMR 22T R A AR (A g R B ) - il Re R =
17 R e AR IS BENRAS Y S B0, (BRI B ik & B8 B AR Y 20 - DU FAFHRA W2 AT RENE R
TR P 0 53 A7 5 i A R AL B G A = B PR ST B I R I B 4% - [ REAH B SE 28 38 B - 2%
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CRIERRE B T AT ) S R ERH RS e BEAFAE R IR - B Z BB~ Sb
WFFEF AT o [AIE - AT FeqE 2 A g 1 Bl O SR O R HE 3% - 025 R RIS e
BT Tk B EES - EEHAATE ¢
1. BT e il i 22 () A e T ) R B AR AR
2. A e s R E PR T B il 22 5] 0 0 72 1T o s B PRIRF RS2 2 - 1t o 2
i A 38R L Ao B RS AH R B I S B 0 AT T R R RO 3K

B HRGE

—  AEHR

Defoe * Dubas ~ Figner B van Aken (2015) Ay T - FOELLRARE B E
A S ke - s A F RN E DA B R R - TREREDE R
BEERRIBI R B4 ATREZRIE R ZZTT Ry BB I EE - Burnett ~ Bault ~ Coricelli B2 Blake-
more (2010) FHEEAREFR - 14 BAGH PN EBEE & Bk ARG il
14 SRR\ AR A T PR RRAG - BFSERVEARGRET - B EMFEE R - B AR
EIF - iFEEAH 100 ME 2L EAYJE R E (Hox & Maas, 2001) » DUERSEEEAIR
W EREERSSE (Hox, Maas, & Brinkhuis, 2010) » K[t - AWFEER#Z LIS P HEIG E R A2
183 R » = 5079 A7EF /\ERERATE R RS 5 -

—HRIA

(—) E@EREFABER

Kiftge2H GEAE RILEEEER#E (TEPS) » HFAEMERREREMSE (TYP) » 5RIRY]
B30 (2011) ~ HfEHSE TS (2007) DURSSHEE ~ RMVIEEHES (2012) FEHF
gerh - HAGHES D F iR F R e TR - T iR 2 R R R AR o IR
AT DA HY 23 EfRATT R - AE 2 (1) #5 - (2) Bk - (3) BHEEAY - (4) Rig
FFFEERIARIEREHRPE ~ (S)ERBIABAEMTR ~ (6)FT28 ~(7)#5R ~(8)fliFs ~(9 ) M ~
(10) WEHEH ~ (11) BEFIZEY) (A1 : s ~ IR ~ 223kt ~ K ftan ) ~ (12) FEkfE
Mg~ (13) BLZANFAEMEZE ~ (14) BIACKEBEA 18128 ~ (15) PREEINES ~(16) Bl ~ (17)
FIE ~ (18) HIF ~ (19) £S5 bzl (40« HEREGHER) ~ (20) FOELEE - HTHSEE
s~ (21) BRI RSGAT (40 BEIBCRIESE ST » (22) 2MEIREE) « (23) &



1 £ B 5 #H15 £ 17 & oAk #8 3 R 67

EHHEHC  EENEEEZHEE O FERE-FERN - AT ERAREER T mE
11 R o BT IR O AL o~ TIARL > T247 5 T3 42, T4 RZERDLE 5 - WAKKUHEFERY
SEIEMRTF RIS Ry 1~ 5 o 1500 i 22§22 fil 22 () (5 P FEE e B = ARBB AR A L) - oRE
2 1l 22 [F) (5 A I Yy 23 fREIE L Ry B E IR RV B I - TIPS -

(Z) EARETRER

8 A A 721 7 5 P T B2 DA i P B M ff 22 (R R A R 23 (BRI - REIER TR R EE 25
HHEVFEREFN - EFNIRZTRIEE - EREENEE R "0 X~ T~
3R > Td~6K > TT~9K, B T10 REAE 2 73BILL 1 ~ 5 3o » 19 simaon i ATE
w7 Ry I B B R Ry AR AT RE SR B - RS L — R A S AT B BOR B A TR I
JE o 2 AR IR - RIEEMEUER - teAh - DZHERIIRE - Y E AT TR
B2 (Mplus) FIBRT - R AR T Ryl R TEAEREIE - [RIRe =5 & 22 [EREEr IR - 5
B ORI SRR AR TR 2 B BN L - AW SE 32 2 H RO R R T 2 i 22 (R 5 2
T EA NS BOR - HI2 M B2 i 5 5 g B K B R I I 2 (Wang
& Wang, 2012) » K|t » fFEXFEHBJHHERBIED T - A RETT R A EES
IREVET » FORB D ERE R RAETT RV ER -

= DHTRER

FIfA 2 8 K SEM BB A MRS IS - LR E % Jg K SEM 1 ZUHETT 70 AT 4 20 35 5
R AR R B 2 B BT IR RO i R - KT - WS 51k R HETTHE SEM 77
HTELZ Jg X SEM 2347 » Shgid s piR 72 B A7 g R EHS SR Y522 (Dyer, Hanges, & Hall,
2005; Heck & Thomas, 2009; Mehta & Neale, 2005; Muthén, 1994; Stapleton, 2013 ) »

(—) ERESEMA#

B SEM T2 HETT 2 )8 X SEM s HTeIRTE D B - HETT B SEM 7047 - BR T wlAR
L 12 M O 22 R (P B A 221 T R I R R P A F I RS 2 (R R R e 2R )
G+ IR ETERE B il e 2 [F) 2 I A R T R B2 2 - BRI B RO I G R 5e SE
B e EHERAZN - EESE RN R e g SEM Ui & 1 DUR S8
FIFERERH R o 220 B RO KGR GR B USR03 8 i 22 (5] 425 S5 18K ffms 2297 TR T AE 35 TR
e

AN [EI R i 25 2 BORH RR BT 2 P FH A B — FE AR I 2 0 AT B - B RT 92 E 3R 1 SEM i
TR A AT - TR B 2 (SO E I 8RR - A BN EIS RIE R 2 Bk Et
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(H o AEEFTRERE R CRIERRT AT - S DLIE R A ST (exploratory structural equation
modeling, ESEM ) 17| S =047 » 5 2 H R ESEM ¥ & EFA Bd CFA 1925 - 1E[F
— O TR B AR T IR SR RS A R PR R BB RS - 0 PR R B ERYEE AL PR AR AT RS SRR 2
il LA K32 Ry B R R + ESEM it i s S i B pS IR R Ay 152 - Ktk - ESEM
FERE B R RO R ERE CFA - HRES B L IEMER AL G A 22 MIRYAHRY (Marsh et
al., 2009 ) » 73 s REER 1 KRR 0B B ol @E Bl B - HIf ESEM B2 CFA BURSRAH
[@] (Morin, Marsh, & Nagengast, 2013 ) -

7 Y B A X SR D RS A 2 A - #RH ° ~ RMSEA (root mean square error of ap-
proximation ) ~ CFI (comparative fit index ) ~ TLI (Tucker-Lewis index) 2 SRMR (stan-
dardized root mean square residual ) HUR AL ZCREELEERIAEAE o (B ¥ AT RE D24
AEH 2 . EEUR MR HHEE (Mehta & Neale, 2005) » [K[th - ARBF5E2 % HAlEE
JEFEAT AR R AL B S op B A S SE L B P © 1158 e H My FEiEH - RMSEA 1H .06 DU Ky
K (Hu & Bentler, 1999) ».08 DAyl 8252 2 #il# (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993 ) » 3 AR
18 90% 15 i l [ 2k 1 i HLAE 2 Al B R RO AR HE Y B IR 245K (Hox, 2010 ) = CFI B TLI
BT .90 - .95 Ry ml 5z - .95 DL AR GEECE & » 1 AR5 380 - SRMR(standard-
ized root mean square residual ) RIlJ2 F2R1E F s s B R R 2 A0 FE AT - E BB .08 -
FortEFGER R (Hu & Bentler, 1999) « AR AESE - S RIBIEME KR AL
& B E R - #HEER (CR) BNV EREANE (AVE) KHAE - EIEHEEE
E ff S ELE RS (E A .50 DL E (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009 ) » #H& 13 B AR
.60 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) * AVE &/ .50 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) st# izl BAG KiF
FINATESE

(=) MESEMZ

B EOR W IC R B B SEM B0 1T 2 ) K SEM HYZERE © AR JEiR 2 B
SEM A 2K E % g K SEM #izC o EATRIfE SEM 7347 R g 42 il e = (] 025 B {1l A ffms 72
TTRBIDHTHER - BEZEIRAAKIER 2 B RA LRI IREE o ERA LR
e 2 212 I0RF - (EZHR M 2 K SEM 7047 - 3 — D $R T 32 il 22 Al 3 S 22 1T R i 8
PINRAS SR © Bk > BT 2 KT - RIRB RSB AR R 8 (ICC) 2k
INEAFIE - S SE R P AERE 2RI T O R A S AR A R (o7 =
oy T o0}) S R e R S TE R A R SR M s A R (Hox, 2010) » #5#HA
B - A BT T 2 g Ko #T -
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W7 By » 5 ICC /N 05 F SR E SIS E RO - W EEITZ KA
FERE M2 (Dyer et al., 2005; Heck & Thomas, 2009) » 2 » & ICC K .05 I
FORBISEOR R E A E R R A AERE - T T B RS TR AT - B
R BETE S DL ICC R EF AL 2 A5 1T 2 g KA TR A T 251818 - EalR
ZEFIEIBCR (design effect) P AERYHIEE L - B 2 WULET Z HEHRE SR AT RESE
% (Hox & Maas, 2001) « %R 2 AR 3 5T BL {5 SR RE M A AR (e iR 3 2 RAYEESR -
e Fe R B B PR B 3R AR A SRS A S BRI - BRI S - A EE TR Ry 50 RoR
AR 3 ST B B BE B AR R A NSRRI » SRR SR E T P i Ay bR
RS B R IAR Y 5 65 (Kline, 2011) » HBGERYERETRCR RO A B 6 B BE B b -
IR S E A A B AN BB - LBl » 5 B R B S A A O AR R/ N Ry i B A AR
B9 1/5 » BRI BB 4000 - 5 B RE BRI 3 BT R A OB A A By 800 » #as)
At TEAEFERDER TR 4000 fEARAS 7E AR AU RIAR R Z2 4 S [RIHY 800 1H ik B B A Feh AR B 1 Ay
flEHE - R E IR SRR A SRR K/ AR B s i E Tl
AR BBUEA G AR E IR - I - BETRUREK - AR » #iEtHieE 1t
U -

SETBCRMETEARE D (n,- 1) +1 - PRIRHAMHBIGRE - ifi n, FoRHEAAB - #
AT AR GBS 1CC i S A/ N - Ktk - B 7 2% 1CC 4b - tnER g
FHA A B ANET 3 G T SUR B 2 AN E TR P RERZ 2 » EaRET SRR/ MR 2 » RIBEERHE—E X
SIHTTEAR ST IT % g R E RHERE tA B R E A B B RERAVAE R (Muthen & Satorra, 1995) ©
FE LA - BEHERR P A0 - A PIAHBR (R B FIBT AR HE FERE < [F) R ER%E - R EETa
S~ A HER B R A B = R RA TR - NGERHE B R T AR B RN R A A SR BB - E AT
FREEAR R A A B8 TERAE 20 ADL L - ARSI A B0k 20 RUTEUL T » AHPIAHRR (R ECE
Ky .053 » FHREIMGRVEETBERBEE AR 2 - KL » ARIFFECUH AR FRE .05 RERET R
By 2 TERFIBNE SHETT Z G RIIMTIZ o FE 1 B Ml w2 ] A7 e ) o A B il s 722
6] 5 R 22 1 T s B B g SEM RS E - ANfE — R o
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R A A B AH S R B AR I » ORI & A REAA AR & A n] R Mg R s 22
] R A 5 B I 22 [R5 A AR 221 T Ry (R IR 7 A 5 A B ARA g R 2 - KT > JE k%
HU5E B 5 e R RS R SRR 22 P 2 - thihiE - BB B SRR - R ER
5 A AR ZE 1T o 20 A BLARAS g R B 52 R PR 2 S5 A P A A 2 FRAETTRE SEM iz -
FELER IS B Jog ) S A BT A SR+ St — 2 R B TE U RH N AERA (Muthén, 1994) BiEgEt
R EAHPNAERDE .05 DLE v BRETRCRE 2 DL (AT SEHEAT 2 I RO RS T R 3R 40 T
(multilevel confirmatory factor analysis, MCFA ) o B2ffi {2 [R5 MCFA G » e

il

ST
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fil i 7 [P PR S A1 T B %88 - AN -

TR T i g = [R5 MCFA B Ao i PRI B R I R FR 43 AERHIER S -
(2= [ 23 {52 S T 55 S fur 48—l [A 32 E - 58 — (e E S IH Y K SR A e B PR (E R
1 - HERE S IR A K 58 A fof BEARRT H FRAGET - SIS i 38 2 5 SO e IR SR 28 S BRI A
FeFFH GRS o FERLREER > - R AERE P A B 8 s s e A Al Ry 5 FIE AR A B A T (320
N 8¢ L e VS 38 T P B 2 S8 » VB AR TP ~ TR AR I IR SR 48 B RS i E E A
aF o MR PIRESER 0 ©

HH

fil i O 2% [ 7 A ML CF A o B sl R A X
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TR T 1 AE— MRS AR A - GG R BLE R PR B -
BT HRF 5 T2 (i S g RS DLZE AR R0y 22 B HE - (H R 28 Kot T i i s ny At
J&E o (R - A R R e 5 S B TR R R AT o FER B2 BAEET F - R
Wzed - HE PR Y A BN — SRS BRSPS BEH ML (i g A4 N IE
MERY-ROTAE ~ EBC R PR AR B AT HE R - HAIE A e 2 JR R RE /i s B X 2 B Ty
T - KL - A TR R R E P R AR AR N B S5~ SIS R 2 B IR BN - i
FH A R8BS A3 T S E 2 MLR f53 7% (Heck & Thomas, 2009; Wang & Wang, 2012) -
EHTERE A MLR 2 #E AR E IR BB E R - FAEE AN FEHEEIYE L © Finney Bl
DiStefano (2013) #&H » FEBARYALET 7k - BIE 2R & R 2 8% B IR R Bl ny 1%
PR - MLR PHER HAAGET I - FERVTHGH R ~ BEUEEC R FEAT ~ 2 8UAhEHE BAT R
HEHRE b - #E R ERRE - R ARR A TR B IR RE IO B L T » %8R A MLR
5t < AR1M - A8 B35 AEE Ky - MLR g FH R 8 i ) v B R RE 43 Mo Ry 1 it (L,
2016) < KL - ERIAGAE 2 2EEH MLR 2458 AR EEIEE BB ER ST 7
TEEARFRIE L » A Z B e 22 58 » MLR A& 32 2JEH B3 Fo B A2 B 19 2
% (Finney & DiStefano, 2013; Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012; Wang & Wang, 2012) » [X]ltt »
TR A MLR A5 HEEITE R AT » FEEREE b A iR B R 0
IRF AT H 3 By 0 DURE Se s Ak 3 1057 /2 A Sy sy i (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2011) -
B R BRSO EEAS - 28R RMSEA ~ CFI ~ TLI B SRMR 0k 34t 5 =i
FEy2% - {HAE MCFA 1 » RMSEA i REEHE 90% (S Ha @ IRyl EtHE - HElo g
G3 i EHHE R ELAH IHY SRMR A3 HE -

—H MCFA # R B RLEAC AT - (AR AT 8 - ST R R A A
5 BT 22T Ry T s ZERA LR -

— BEXSH

K B R R R R AT B o ER—ATA - Bl AR S A e
i (A A7 R B R RSP R 1.03 ~ 1.88 » e » SOl 5 3 W ey i 22 (R 005 e P B B
RELE ] R R AR B AR BT Y .24 ~ .66 (p <.05) »
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T~ EESEMST — iR B RERE SR ERER R ERF

SEATE R B G PR A L A AT I R L o [RIE - AEERET 12l s 22 (R 47
U2t 5 R B2 BB GRAT » S0 2 Ml e 2 ) 2 g i e A B R R Y S (R B ~ BT R A
A HTARE SRR - — R RS B R AR RO B AT+ 3% 2 (230, N =5079)
Ry 3108.31 (p <.05) RMSEA %y .050 (90% SH&EH/Mf* .048 ~.051) » CFI =.96 » TLI
=.95 > SRMR £y .066 - 23 fEEHZARHELINHR BT B .67 ~ .87 » ERITRIEE T
A5 ~ .76 FHEEE Ry 97 » R ERBHRENE Ry .62 - EFRZAFE—EME Cronbach’a 3 1REK
Fo 92 o BRGNS - bR 7 —EREIESN - HERFTA B EA A AE IR 32 & far & B AR S
BRI 50 #HAFEEAR .60 » P8 SRR 50 o HILAIA] - — KRR
R B 0 A B R - R R 5 R B R UK

Fo—  HEMGE R B 2 Sl TR AT A

| M SD
1. k5 1.15 57
2. BRR 1.31 85
3. BHEAY) 1.65  1.27
4. RASAFFERARIERER Y 1.35 91
5. BRAIA B AT 1.06 41
6. 142 1.60  1.22
7. #% 1.08 47
8. Hhpk 146 1.08
9. NEyFY 149 115
10. VEHHEAE 1.13 61
11. BEAIEEEEY) (40 @ 5818 ~ EWIG R ~ ZIEfMhday ~ Kthay) 1.03 32
12. il Ewk 1.88  1.44
13. BLZ Rl AE fE728 1.69  1.28
14, BLACRRE A4 flif 2 151 1.14
15. BRIRAE NI 55 1.33 93
16. 1 1.14 .66
17. HiEE 1.15 65
18. il 1.09 49
19. f£5 B4R (40 EEREER - HERE5EHER) 1.24 77
20. BIELHE  HFIE G ERELS 1.64  1.34
21. MEIRREGRT (40 EEDCEESIE ST ) 147 1.16
22. ZEIRTEE) 1.13 61

23. WMEBFHC 1.31 81
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FEGR A B I RS RE B AR AT - STARYE B ESEM #5537 # B 4% 5 i A = B X b i e

TETE - WFZe4s SR - G asis R EE 8 - (252, N=5079) B 1516.52 (p <
.05) » RMSEA J% .035 (90% {Z #8177/~ .033 ~.037) » CFI = .95 TLI = .94 » B/~

A T P e e o 2 il U 2 (R (P R 722 1 T R s B AR = e B 0 222 R 4 SR 722 1 7 Ry
R SRR R R EGEENIEREE (y= 819, p < .05)  fEHERE
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Evaluating The Theoretical Model for Effects of Associated with

Deviant Peer on Individual Deviance

Chung-Chin Wu"

National Pingtung University

According to social learning theory, deviant peer serves as learning model of deviances for adolescents.
Adolescent learned deviant behavior, they learned deviant motivation and belief behind that behavior
as well. It may cause diffusion of deviances. It suggested that part of young adolescents studied in the
same classroom/context may behave similar behaviors. A well-known slang: “birds of a feather flock
together” depicted this phenomenon, but it has been neglected in both theoretical literature and empirical
researches. By inferring from social learning theory, deviant peers may exert both personal and con-
textual latent effects on individual deviances. However, contextual effect of deviant peers on deviances
has not been addressed. One of possible reasons may also involve limitation on the usage of appropriate
analytic methods in the past. There was appropriate statistic method could be used to quantify the effect
of context recently. The main purpose of this study was to probe potential contextual effect of deviant
peers by introducing alternative method. By using traditional and this alternative, this study considered
two aspects which have been ignored: “measurement errors” and “analysis level” (single and two-level).
Two theoretical models were proposed respectively to represent different consideration of one aspect or
both aspects. Single level structural equation model was introduced to consider measurement errors but
limited on its ability to take contextual effect into account. While two level structural equation model
was used to consider measurement errors and to probe potential contextual effect. Several indices were
used to evaluate the most suitable model on investigating the effect of peer deviance on individual de-
viance. Five thousand and seventy-nine junior high school students nested in one hundred and eighty
three classes were sampled by using random cluster sampling method. All of which were consented to
participate in this study. Results showed that there were considerable measurement errors resided in the

measurements for deviant peer and individual deviance. There were also dependencies resided in obser-
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vations. It implied the effect of the context in favor of deviances was salient. Combining these evidences
suggested that was reasonable to use two level structural equation modeling for considering both effects
of measurement errors and dependencies. This method may be not only more suitable and beneficial for
probing contextual effect. Further evidences indicated that for individual, associated more with deviant
peer resulted in more deviances. In the same token, on average, it showed the same pattern on class level.
Specifically, it indicated that as the serious level of association with deviant peers on class level raised,
the deeper the deviant problem resided in that context. More importantly, the contextual effect of deviant
peers was greater than the individual effect of which. According to results, the contextual effect of devi-
ant peers on individual deviances should be considered in social learning theory and empirical studies in
addition to investigate the effect of deviant peers on individual deviances. Comparing to SEM, MSEM
was a more useful tool which could be used to investigate explicit and implicit theoretical assumptions
or relations. Because the contextual effect was more prominent than the effect on individual level. It
suggested the contextual effect of deviant peers should be considered first and treated it seriously. In
practical, the contextual effect may be weaken by adapting several methods. The first is context switch-
ing which is similar to time-out method. Theoretical, it may be useful for suspending the relationship
between deviant peer and individual. Second, counseling methods could be incorporated into curriculum,
and teacher should increasing frequency chats with students to understanding what they are thinking,
doing and engaging in. The last but not least, it is important for teachers to observe interactions between

students during breaking time in school.

Keywords: Contextual effect, deviance, deviant peer, measurement errors.



