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LR FEEFAGHINARMGRE T EHFEINIRGAATF, TEUMHIMGXE, BRER S

HmE, 60 FR, X—FHEAIHZHRLTHRAIRE, REREFERMARLEHLER., ZBRFIE
EREA, AR FEEF LR AL, KERR. MENE., FAXTFRETIRER T X B E, A RIRSE
AR B XA B AR Z R R, 12300 F H MM FiR £ Aw A LB 5k Z R0 B E A 5 A AR T & A,
RALFLEAK., AMEH T SHIFAAZELR kT F RN EF RN S EAERGZ4, LA
TR A S RANEEITAE LR TR E R R, AR ER B RBOSE, BAER T RERAO/E, 2
B RIRE 01, £ E 8 T B AT R RO B B A

XEER R FEEF; XRFERE;, ARIKRS; ARkt RE

SRS B84l
IS

FL[H] J5 #5748 55 (common method variance) /24t
SRR SUE TR AT P gk R R 4R T Ik AR (]
R AT AT AR e A A — 2 R R D kR
MR GEAE  B AR =, AR A~ AR i Rl —
I A B kA e ] 22 &b (9 0 B R SR
H el —Z2 %), ot 8y IrE R, Bk
3t [\ 7 2 A8 5 (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003; Spector & Brannick, 2010; AEZT
A, OiRER, AT, 2013), #EIE AU S MERE . AL
JEE A i 22 RAS) S TRD U I A DG 3R 800 Al T 22
(MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
& Podsakoff, 2012; RBZLA, BKER, MH54H, *BE,
VAL pT, 2012). H[H] J7 B 22 (common method
bias) A H AT A= A HEAS, H8 UL AH ¢ 2R £ i 25
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FLA R R BRI, 2806 B0 T R0 WL AE
KRB B = Ak, A I AT BES R B BH P45 2R,
T EURE R 19 N 2R O R AR (Doty & Glick, 1998;
Fuller, Simmering, Atinc, Atinc, & Babin, 2016;
Min, Park, & Kim, 2016), 2% 5% 36 Iy 3048 55 1)
PR T S Ay A a) i AR DGR SR 1 T IF R R R 2
PINIEE=X AV (N PN T Sy N 1 S S e ]
T3 ¥ 1 HE ABBON AN R R (artifact), TCEE2 N
12 %8 W 4% (nomological network) it 52 3t Fll BE % )
SR R R MEME S SR (Reio, 2010).

e B HAVE BAEAT N R s, S )
T3 78 S — U G 1 3, LU Ak
1ET, BRI A5 e i AT S, 5983
RE KRB BMC, KW Z e T, /X1
B ISR BT RE I S < H AL UL IR S
A5 T 604F, {HEASIARB IR (Doty & Glick,
1998; Podsakoff et al., 2012; Richardson, Simmering,
& Sturman, 2009; Spector, 2006), & MIRX} 72

' %30k urban legend, 8§ AMTHAGEIEHHFEU N ENFIL,
HE SR BERIE
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B HEFNIR BB, LA R AR T E R
BEIRRS:, AR 2200 5% 45 SR 58 o5 L E; <AEY IR
Fik, XLETTHESLE SR, BARGH AL, H
R 22 B3O TR o e T e [ T A8 S5 3] Sy 5 i
WO A R R, R P A ™
D, A7 B 0 M () e A S T R v R A A
HEFEG, BAE 1998 F 2003 4E[H], 4 5 FE MY
S T AF I ) A B 871 e SSIE IR SCH YA 365
(4. 13%) [ H T3 — R AR (2 06, ™A 2, M
BEAE, 2006); HE AR 22 E AU 0 23 A 2t g
[ [m] 5 12728 S5 [m) BB 4 465 (Pace, 2010)

TEE P, E AR A7 28 (200404 48 T TR
IERMENS IR MR LG, SRR
il R DG X — [ R, B 22 A8 i e TR R 1
I ) 7 vk AR SR SOV AT PR (R, 5
H YO R R MG FBOm LA X o My, 3t
[F) 17 25 O 25 6 D0 A DA Ay S ] 5 5 i A ) 286 T
Bz —(hLEE, EWW, FH, 2018), (OB
) 7E 2018 4F 3 H TH 938 3C A K 415 b s 7
B IR A, Fh2 SR Y ) 4 28 5T 400
TEANTE R I [ 7 9 fim 22 (0 AG ) s ol F B, 33
o3 B 25 R HEAR N 2 o SR, AE S TE A B O s
LR FEIRIE ST, W KB 0 B 5 3 AN 15 R o
330 A5 30 T A v R, PR LA st
BT BEFT I SR AT B S8 SCRY IR EE, XA
WG Z TR, B T HEGEEE A A PR X
7 RS2 e T Oy R RN 2 AR DA e A A (R
(), %o 3 ) 3278 S S 1 e s (R A R G
b 5 W) 5 BF 5 3 R g AT 3 ] O 9 A S 11 b 2
IS (Richardson et al., 2009), UISRAEE M IE
WO AT — () R Y 2, FUR R MR SR
AL —A~ Harman FAH TR 56, BHIFSZ AT
AEMM B LS. Iz, A 00 B2 F 5 A X — 33
PRI, KA e IE Jw 25 o AR SCHIUM SEUEUE
I, T 3 ) i A S A e [w] O v O 2 11 ¢
R, B 3[R i AR S b 1) [ R AR, R
BT B — b [R] O iR AR 5 08 RUBS PE A O 1%,
I JE BRI SE 45 R, R B
TGRS . WA AR . Bl AL RN .

2 FHEWE: XEFEERSHESGE
RZE Z 1N 5 Pt

F[R] 75 3 A2 S AR T i A 22 AH A 0T A, 2

— AN WA DT T, BB AR R Ay MO A,
D2 BAZ A B R R, (HE TR & TS
(B, DA [ R i e 1 g G U o v )<< il
i —— RN . A, EATREREN Z i
FAETHIG 7 REZ2EFH AT TSR . IR
TS AT ] Bk e gk AL A A AR AR g s 1 A B
BANCRE - ENEREXR,

MGk R BK A, 2 A IR R D7 R AR S Y
MR H £ i — £ J7 ¥ (multitrait-multimethod,
MTMM)4E B [t LU s A7 45 1k ad o 76 MTMM
RRAR RN 26 B R AE SR, R A AR S Ay
A EABEER | R SRR 2278 7 (Lindell
& Whitney, 2001; Williams & Brown, 1994); B E
T3 7R S AR ) AR Ry AR S, 3 R DR T —
FH2 5 (correlated trait-correlated method, CTCM)
BEAIAG T 7 1:78 5 o RS S BB, st Ry 3 T
O3 AR S g R 0 O 2L B R, MR,
2014), Podsakoff %(2012) 545 T 1987~2010 4E[A]
B 5 WWEIE, KBRS AR S R H ol
18%~32%, AL S04 LB FE 40%~48% 2 [H],
WL UL, HILERESIAGZ S P L Fk
# 30%LA I, UEBH Doty 1 Glick (1998)F1I &
L[] 7 v AR S O A RS v G T [l k7Y [
ATCIEHL . ASae, AR I vk R IR AS 3 2 ik 1 dole
FAFRH T MTMM 43 #7 45 31 il Fa 4d 4 (Malhotra,
Schaller, & Patil, 2017; Meade, Watson, & Kroustalis,
2007), F B 058 & 3005 ¥ A8 S A R S
6.59% %] 16% (Malhotra, Kim, & Patil, 2006;
Schaller, Patil, & Malhotra, 2015; fE4l, %k ¥t,
2012), 52000 4F- LLATAYHF 7T A0 LA W2, 4 A
THIERTERL

F T AT G0 e ] Jy i A8 S n] UL B 11 52
Wiy, AR Ay LA R AE 1) e [ D7 v A 22 17 32 1 A o
5 AR R B H, B3RP 22 0T DL I Ak
(inflation)B, %45 (deflation), {H23 % o] R S HUR
BRAPEZE S AN T RS 5% 1 2 K 5007 B0 in #0U8% (Fuller
et al., 2016). AhTT 3[R J5 2R 22 75 SR A5 WL AH 56
S M2E M, R T IR,
AR SR AR TSR IR, 38 O S SE R R T LA A —
Xof ) A A o8 A ) 0 AR ) v D0 i ) A et
] 25 55, P AE 7 TR AE L A AR (DU B e 2
[F) 5 VAR 22 I RN o BRI T AR IE S 25 SR a0 R

(DB . #0902 ATk [ B — 23
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SRR . ST AR 5B B 7

W 5 R 589

WEZFRE@MZMPEHR | FWidxR). — IR
R S, Wb IR] Ty kAR S A A T2 S S5 4 1)
TF0 4 d B (01 FH ) T 15 B — oA O e o
#5% (Brannick, Chan, Conway, Lance, & Spector,
2010; Chang, van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010; Lai,
Li, & Leung, 2013; Spector & Brannick, 2010), A~
A AR, A AR B A AT O[] U i 22
(common source bias), fFF|MLERAT(E, HLk
e N 2 S AN U SR M 4 5 5 5 4 (Brannick
et al., 2010; Spector, 2006), LA UL LR, 3
— 52 25 30 B AR O ZR B D = o [ 9 g 22
JIE SR 2 ()R DG Y U 1y A8 i (R AR A, 7Tk, £
A3}, 2016), Podsakoff &£ 1) 2 WL /A A B, 42
KRR VEEE, B—ZWEHEAHCRECLET
59.5%~304%[1) i ik (Podsakoff, Whiting, Welsh, &
Mai, 2013; Podsakoff et al., 2012), > AsiHL45L
55 figp AR d 11 56 2R A 52 B HE AL #E # (Andersen,
Heinesen, & Pedersen, 2016; Meier & O’Toole, 2013;
I, BUER, 2015) [ 5 Ik 25 7F 32 00 55 1)
SRS AR B (AN 2 SR | AT 88 ) v B )™
(Favero & Bullock, 2015; Sharma, Yetton, & Crawford,
2009; Tehseen, Ramayah, & Sajilan, 2017),

(2) i gk B ] o 7 [i] —Bof [ 00 a5 PO 22 2340
RO, PG B ARTE R C A P A B R
T EoME A R R, S BOR G R I K
(Podsakoff et al., 2003), WFFXFH, 7EA [ I} ] 25
(IRTFE 1 3 24~ F ) D45 (4 g 223 TR] 4 A OC 2R 80Ttk
JINTF— YR 58 B84 I = 15 1Y) 45 4 (Barraclough, af
Wiéhlberg, Freeman, Davey, & Watson, 2014; Johnson,
Rosen, & Djurdjevic, 2011; Wingate, Sng, & Loprinzi,
2018),

GBI, EEW KRR AN Likert
1 RN TE S IX 4352 ) FIIE I (anchor) . AR Y 15
SCTE M BE o SR FH S 100 PR 2 (A [ e X =5 50 M
TR o) AR Y Likert &5 300 £ 24
&, 183 A O R B0 I 5 (Podsakoff et al., 2013;
Schwarz, Rizzuto, Carraher-Wolverton, Roldan, &
Barrera-Barrera, 2017); W%, BEAE., FEW
PRI 23 36 FRE 3 R FE bR B AT L 5 LA
1% Z B0 B I8 ik (Schwarz et al., 2017; Schwarz,
Schwarz, & Rizzuto, 2008),

R 2 ISR AT B T B AT R A 2 [R] 75 1
7 S R ) 7 9 i 22 A I R AN DX 1 o DAAGE I D7 v

KFE, ZHBNE T ARERE AL : AR
B AE LR 5 A8 S, F AH D& R B0 A S 4 3 )
B BEIMERAR -3, bR
BEMITEER PR EE PR, B
Al UG [F] 7 48 S S AE A, (RS DL A2 I S
FEIAR T 0 < BUAra ; ASad 2 B0 5% & BLAH ALY
J7 VR FRAE S5 1 I A O Y i R, AT L S [R]
Pl 22 D IR 25 70k AL

X P JE 2518 &, RIS ]
Xt e [7) 7k AR S AR [R] 5 1 A 22 1) 6 R Acn R 1A
g —, LRy A R, L) Dy i 25 0 R
L [F 5 AR R L R 5 R AR B A
A [ SR ARL AR 00 St 5 R T A R A AR R R
GiAs S, FEAHCRBUW R, E R
KERZVIRLERM RIS R, HABUL Y fFA7E
FE[E AR A, B ) O v A 2 A SR K
EAREAHEN, BIATE Doty il Glick (1998)1%
WFoE v, EARA 83% By ML I AR & 2 % & A I ik
H—2p L L ERVEFE LI R FRIEF I 95%E 15
ST S (R (22T 7 N M S [ I e AR e A
¢ TP A7 e, (R (W) D vk i 25 AT AR IR 4
JUEE, I G TE  [R] T kO 2 1 RN T AN 2 2
) 7 kA8 SR AR, AR AL A kA8 AR5
P AR TR 2 J3 56 2R M GE v, S0 5 3k B 0 o
Je A {8, Fuller 25(2016) MR IIBFIE L2 0, 1
HRUE B KT, A ) O AR R S A R
FE (R AR S 1) 60% L) IR, LR D5 Bl 22 4 4
WP, A LI AE O RS ik 22 R AR, &
S0 TR A ) v A S A R [ v O 2 1 52 4
S H =, DAL ik 22 ROHE I R O TR AR
JEJLRTAT, {5 DL 6] 2 28 55 330000 3 ) 7 s A 22
A—ERZ, R H TR I R R,
LI AF DG Z2 B AR — g <Al 2 B A W 45 =,
A KB B AR BRI E R . — R T BB,
A AL X L [F TR A R AT BRI A R E, A
W) 55 52 5, 35K T 2R 28 4 o) A T i 1 3 [
IR T ok fb R R AR 22 GEILES 4 799).
3 EHPRRIR: MEBRFZETRRE

T KA AR T — SO I T T A S ) ik
25, kB 2 1 W 98 M AR B R ™ E AL A
BURE < KRBT, A FR 9 R IR R AT G
BL?, 32 3] — LBk 5 i I A RS N R, B
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SR SRR 7 AR S RS R — D, XN
BB R B O B 2 B 2 AR R 1 ) 2 R DA
Sy — Fh i B AY W B¢ (Kline, Sulsky, & Rever-
Moriyama, 2000). [F] 2= (1) <9E 457 — FL<Ap 527,
B2 G [ R TE A SR T T R R R b iy
AN, I 2 0O BRI A PR 408K R e K A S P T
G N R 14 BRI R R o AEFE S TR
— SR RS AT I, M T IR, RO LA
PRHE4 . PRSI B T RS B, A TR A
Xof e [a] 75 12578 e aek AU
3.1 BEBREEFLTEX

0 3 174 O UL RS ) %) e g << B 5
FH — 5k 1) 4 0 BRI A B4 | 7 i, i LAk
PR | IR S S A I Uy VA LR T, R
5 T8 T YD Bl i 5 % 1, (LA GE— 4
ARG IEZT]5b

Bi—, RS EAGE S AR . O
PR BRI h 2R B B I SR TR
MEM ., BIE%SAE KM QK S i (self-referential)
AR, EATTTE 2R 52 0 B OB NTR 2%
WP B BRAT R, HOA AR B S A4 F A F
A BEA R, A R Y5 ECHE Y TR e DL £
Ik (Edwards, 2008; Podsakoff et al., 2013; I H i,
2015), AR 45 A A2 P BRI i = 8 T R R
1, HAARNBERD 7 AC g RS, B2
o AVE, AR SRR O VT E 5 A AR K
AT e P4 KA 22 (George & Pandey, 2017),

B BRI R RN A EEM ., E
PR AR — A R UL R S AR T, PR R AT
6 G I e T EORE R R AL, A RS 4
TIT AR A GRS, OISR A F R i ik [H)
I i 22 A4 8 O B 48 HOC R 2 A JLIN B0k
(Brannick et al., 2010; Reio, 2010), AJ IR &5
Hu U 5 AR R A R DT 2R Y T PR S SRS
DA FE 52 R0 58 365 Be s H A0 SRA A st/ NI ) 7 i i
ZEMME H R 2R A, — B & E] i AR DA
B3, ISR SR ol 2 T, — R
SRR BRI R T RE R B, AR

“HRTT AL UL 1 E % # Spector (2006)4 HEfif il

WSk B AR AR A TR 2, AT AE — A R
JI A LA 56 2R BOR BN GE T 35 P N S LK,
HSCBREOLR, BT R AT 52 AR AT B %
HR AR e, AN 3 AR AT 0 i I, X T

VLT 8 A A IR W AP AR IR . B
Z, IEWRNREIEEE LS PRk — R Bl 45, AR
TE A A UE B B0 T A0 DX 43 45 2 15 3 4 5 1
g, AR IR
32 WVHEREFAZHGEE

S B R IR A A S T2 I A B R Ak
R IR, AT s — RS AN T
M AR AP &, LR A 2 R T —
B EOR AL E—SC B, R R ALY 48
LR (AN ISt BENRED, BV FEdE. fEh
H FeA 5 AT s, ST B s B 5T AARAS |
THER T B —H iR X A e R R, 52 3% %
A3 3 A, B IA Dy R L . AV Y i
Z%(Chang et al., 2010; Favero & Bullock, 2015;
Pace, 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2013), #Rifi, 7%
PR IR B R R IA AR — R R 2087 difAR
SR, R ok F AR VY G 2 1 BRI 10 2808 A B
SN H—, WFEE MR EEXNZAE T
it = A A A BB T, DFRE 4 2R AT R
Bro L APEE T A R S5 SRR R A BT
BUIFASEE DL, 17 HAS [R) S 4R 0 E A #8052 o 1k
{5 8., MELLF) E W~ 55 i 5 (Spector & Brannick,
2009), Spector 45 [} —IF 5T AR RE 16 BH (] A, AT
BT — AU IR 5 0 T HIEMLL, 25
LA T AT ARG RAT R B 48 1 I
FOAROCHE RO B 58 o BT R, A 1T
T LR BRRS, FEMELL LB, ALUA R RN
BTN Z TR, WEAT N E B ST A
X A 3 IO AR A T AR A TIRRE G I b — 3 X
AYIFR, 3 A I R B I K (Spector, Bauer, &
Fox, 2010), AT UL, A=/ 17 ix 3535 W BE A & 19
TTRAE S M, =, M AIFE B UHER T [
P 22, AT A2 A My, TEMRERITA
D7 iEAR 25, R R U T A - 260 22 (Edwards,
2008; Meier & O’Toole, 2013)Fl[i]—ZH LU 51 ()
Mg E Gy b 2%, BB, 2015), H=, AR
B p Ve L i B R Z A REARLFE, BT RESIA
WORE G 22, 40 53 T HOA 7E T RE A% 15 2 AR 1
SUSOTAN LS FAECR RIFE, A SERENE
A4 &I (e.g., Carter, Mossholder, Field, &
Armenakis, 2014). Mok, BEUMFSERM, o T4
KT —8C A S, 207 VEE [ e 30
Wy, I+ H 3 4R 5 1 H (Kammeyer-Mueller,
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SRR . ST AR 5B B 7
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Steel, & Rubenstein, 2010),

TR B BE W, Ag 50 ATRmA Y
UL S R SRS B 5 € P Su kN 14
ANTFEY], R —A< B, s R E 5
P Bl T RE R A B (AT e EE e 5t .
BRECI MR B, TR UERT &, JE 5 UG it 5L
P09 H R N — Mt R 23 3 0 #F A (George &
Pandey, 2017). 4K, 3K SEHRRMEAE Y “T5 G,

A S5k, A7 B0 ke 5 R R AT LA R KR
AR DR AR e, A AR H, (A4 TR TR T
WAV E F TR B . MER 03T 5 — T4
i, IRl RE 23 B™ B D 22 o 2 ST KR R U
oty ik R, WANRESE 2 U A FeAAt
3.3 HEIFEMERNGN G EFERE

TR IR, G I 3 [ T vk g 22 ) B A JEL B R
bl A HL A AN ) 7 TR A R 14 T A 8 B MR Sk, iR
BT TS R 2 S X R
PR IR, A s ie WA A, M
AU, SORXER I P B o Ho—, TR
B — BRI, R ZFh oy 13 2 i 45 2R
AAETESLIR T e 22, LB — 5 125 (R 235 SR
TEH & 1] Y ECSEAH G R BCE NIRRT L T, £
T3 4 AR OC R B BRI BB B AU . AR,
XA DR RO —E S8, o 2 07 ik i 45 1
Al REAR AN MER, ASREAE N HLBARIfE (Schaller et al.,
2015), Lance, Dawson, Birkelbach #1 Hoffman
(2010)IEHH, 78 MTMM 8 rfr, J5 3k A OGPk 25
SR AR O, TS RN 3 (R AR TE
AR5 B By y 0), HOJydkZ I IE
ARG, WLIAROC RO 2 K AE MK . A2, T
SrTta R K, Ok Z R Z BAIEMK, Witk
FHAS [ J7 3k 00 5 19 40 22 TR 8 UL A G 3 — e s
WA 22, TURORTBE, RATEI M 0 RYHT
T, WA —IrE S 2 INEN S R A R 3
) 5 i 22 o B 7R Y S AR S PRI SE R LP
AATREWE I, A WA R B e £ 8
TOHI, BARWE T 2SR H IR 15
Ji VAR, AH o 4 1 AN 0 S 0 IR A A
FAETEARD AT B TS PP oE 25 SR OO &, TR %
AR I B AN Ay o 1 AN7E Johnson %(2011)
MIBEFE Y, 6] —2H 32 A i 2 AR 5, A
I W 2 ) 4, LSS A B 8 T AR Y 75k,
S35 W 52 W35 1 S g J5 2 (Wedjters, Schillewaert,

& Geuens, 2008), AFFEHE AR T46] . ¥, MT
KZRM T ERAEE, MLl Bk
38 2 T Ok L 5 4 2 AR A < SE B A B R R
Qb F R — FE LK (EFR AT AT), A5 IR IE4
2R R A, R JC R A AR S R B 25 57
H 2R AN F T R EE R .

—F Uz, EENSRAEES KT LR
i kmZE, YIRS, RO E R
34 MEREMIKEER

BRI A AR AL B 3 R ALY, (B
ZHWF 5T R0 T AR S VR BT A S5 A R X R
AN, I 2T PR bR I R 22 AT A R TG ) A )
MART 0T o HoF005R 227408 S 70 S A% S v 1Y) LG il 4
FH 24 W] W (Lance et al.,, 2010; Podsakoff et al.,
2012), AR ka2, Lance %5 (Brannick et
al., 2010; Lance et al., 2010)iAN, MEIRERE(E
BEN 2 (unreliability, #8153 ZEUKT 1 AR
[/ SCAm], 55 ) A2 D %) SO0 A 56 22 8RN 2 [m] 7 92
ZA B, — B, BT XY R
FT R—D 73k, A R B WM E ryy AT 3R
7 AR SRR TR 5 8N 2

Txy = Ay Mg Prr, + R, A, 1

For, g B R HIARER XHY HA5 R AL,
pr.r, TR XHY B ELIEAR R R B, Ay, Rl Ay, 20
SR B — W7 v M X X R Y BB . MR ]
VAFE Y, XAIY (8 0000 A 5 D 7 352808300 Ay, Do,
KK, SEEER R, FE, B XY
1F B B AA Ay Ay /N T TCINTE 0.8 1 HL
{EEEKET, ZHET 0.64), HIXERBENL A
A 45 99 (attenuation) o PHIUAHNS, XL AH 3¢ &R 4K
FIERUNAT =FPE L . a8 T B (I A R T 40 ok
i); bAKT EAEE KN T4 ); o % T BAH (I
k&5 F 45 vt ) (Conway & Lance, 2010), X $27K,
T ek 358 25 14 << R R AT S0 00 0 A OGRS 3o g
B ELAE, INIKS L[] 5 i 2 4 thl AR AR I

Lance Z£(2010)%} 18 1> MTMM % [ B4 543 b7
AR T AACE o SR FHAH ) D7 00 o 1 R A
B34 I AR O R Bk 0.340, (DA BEE
BRSO 0.332, @O BET; AT
B Ja, AR5 1P 350 6 R B (RS X R B
pr.7, BTCIRAGTTE) A 0371, SHTHAME M 2 5

WA AT B 1 2518 (p.444): <« FE[E Dy
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T A B — Ty PR A B B A O R B AKX — B
TG U A LA, (AR C R B T H B N2
—ANE T, RO TR 2 A WA . 7R
A —T TS, Fuller 45(2016) R\ T 2 7
ARG, R, HEHXREESH, kK9
TE A BE WA T 3 FLK(0.77~0.80) B, L [R] 75 i
Ao R EOM O R BN B4R, MR, A R
(0.97~0.99)iF, b [F] 7 A8 S o R B X RN
MK, XARIFH 35 T Lance ZEAWE . HFE Dy
PR S BORAEAE, (RRE S 51 1 35 1 L [R] 75 1 I
25 T A R T 0 158 2 1 U s R 1 O
O 1% 1 B2 K 30007 A B A T 5% 25 1 1 i A
SEAHRIY), FH R — O R SRAT I AH OC R AR 05
b S A R R Y FLSE G R o

X — P8 A5 R BRI UL A S e, A
AL IR R SCUEAK S, {2 Lance 48 At 7K,
B EA S EI2E R TIZ A . BRI HAb R R,
PP B S 5T R R . B A AR
7SR AF ST T P A ) A BRARUCIR 2, A [ ek 0 55 1 i
IR ZEMIHE A, B THOCREONIZ K,
B, F R, MR R 25 Rk, A A
F %, el 7 HA 51 . Favero Al Bullock
(2015)IA>H, Lance 55 (it BEANTE FH 44 & 0 1 2L
SRR 0 HREOL, B Sk L B ORI AF G FR AN T
AE PR I, RS AR kA Rm gk, — B
HAXHE B E KT 0, Bl TRBHMEZR, X
Pt T BRSO A SE R R BT B G
AL AR 5640 58 2 A A 0 B, 1 sl 2 7 A i B 3k
INAIOR PO NANESE 22U Gl S G IR A R ERTTZ
NN ARTE S ECUW W NTE IR P SRS N T
#), AEKREZ, Meier Al O’Toole (2013)12MEE,
A0 3000 k358 2 AT HK T 2 B 0N 0 g, S Rk
T LTI R ik e 25, O AS R 22 R AN
W58 A R R A ] 1 2 6]y kA8 S ik A AR R 22
S, E I ) R S RV B v AR AT R, IR Rk
RATRERHA, JOvk o8 A HERR L Oy vk w22 . I
WML E, ANRFTAVICERRER 2] Lance M SE
TG A A5, B i R ek e e R A i
SUBAS /MRS, AREA S, S8,
Lance S5 MHI AL ER AR IRAT S 105 BE A 4t 1%
ZW T — R B, R B R
3.5 FHEAFZERSHESFZTRNEK

Conway £l Lance (2010)¥:“H 48T H ¥ 51

Ry R AR AL R D R R 22 1 SRRz —, R
K AARIEE F G 2, HABAS R 7 FRE)
B4 237 A AR e =2 R AN s AR I TR
(unshared irrelevant variance), & A4 & AHPERY
45 (Brannick et al., 2010), “JEFLZE Ty 540 i)
PR T — AL AR 053, RIAE OGN i 7 12
B e ) S A AR 2 Ay, R B R R R R Y 22
Sk, B OR 3 [F 5 AR S 0V AE A .
Z W8 &, Spector 55 (Spector, Rosen, Richardson,
Williams, & Johnson, in press)¥f /7 kA8 i T
A M E, NN AR R 2 TR As £
BN Y . B REZ A1) (unintended) 28 5t 1 5 A,
Horp—38 53 2 A A R prdl s RIS [A] 5 AR 57t
Iy s A AR R, EARES, ROk
L [F] 75 #5748 55 (uncommon method variance), 3]
7R AR S Ry VA AR S BAh, LRI R Y
J7 R85 (85 P AR S o 1 e R LI 1), EATTAEEE
AR . BT 4y, OHERIZY . BEB K, Aig—
W h ks 2R EE, BAEZKR,
VIR — B AR SE R ik 5, [ S48
kR Bl — s NI — A
F, AR D7 ) B AE G PR, R Uy vA 7 S
K MSCPEBAR, ARIEF JrikAs ok,

TXRE, AT I 43 450 B AR S 1 A3 fif

Vo =V +D Vi +Ve )

Horr Vo 2 B S, VR alifir i & A 351
AR5, Vy A FIIERHE M, 5 E )75 58 5,
Ve BIRZELSR . DV S TILE Tk Ak
LR RZ

FEFEFEERBETRGERE, SiladR
EZAEERNREANE—ESHE, HERMUNIIGE, 5
MORE, EoE B AaR R, BN,
Hth & =G AR WA TSR, S8 R,
TR L T IE TR, HRSE & —
o PSR XORT Y LI AE DG R B ryy R
5T

oy = Covyy

REETHAUNS T A ENRIRZ, H
T XY (1 RGP 5 1 AR S Ay AR S
PRI, DU P 75 22 45 T I 4 2 A

Covyy =Covy v +Covy y, +Covy y +Covy v (4)

3)
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Hp s CREME, THMREFE, @
W BRI & 5 T Bk 22 18] J6 38 10N (N 325 350w A
#) (Doty & Glick, 1998), HI(4)RX 254504
TIURNER ST 0; 5 DU R R 1 e 2k R Uy
AR, A X R Y SR A — 7 ik R
0, M AACH Iy 25 18K, i ORI A G 22 2501 R
Fie; A S R TR, AR PUIAE T 0%, X R Y
BIE T 22 AN 3K, H ARG W] 7 Ik AR S I AR
HEXAY HEHMRGEEFHAK, M) ES
AT ARG R, S BOW I A 5 R B 4k, AT
W, T 3578 S5 e ORI K 5 28 B30I v 5 1y B e T T
T AR SRR RN B B (3)Z 4> T R AR
AHXSAS SRR

i DL BBl LA AR [ O vk AR A
D7 TR S e e, T SR AN R A 4 2y A
[, RIS 5% 2 10 LT ) ek A R 40 ) 3 )
Plw2, H, mRMEFIEAR, WEHEHFE 7
AR SRR R, A A R Y ST MR AR (B 1
B A X 7E BE S R B EL B /DS, 5 A o6 B A
FIEAS o Spector ZEIAN, A [R) AR S U5 i HL 7%
Sy 5l ARSI 5 ik AR S, 30 m] LA Af R Sl ] 248
T2 1Y H DA B34 R0 B3 T3 52 9 435 XUIS 1) 4 6 2
O] REAR T EL S, B R 2 R ity 11
1) 194 5 Z2 B0 1058 AH G 3 B0 TG I A T 1
N— B

I o SN S s
T A-SERUMESUE, BRI S, C-I IR 2EE SR, D-
Iy kA S, B-ARIE D kA 5 D A E Z MU T ik S,
A TN D Z AP T P & UL AR 5 R EOR

Spector A 73 [ J7 $5 AL S Z AN B X
SEAE AR LR J7 A A e, WA A X D
Mo AR AUl SR IR, 1 R =2 SRR

2 Spector ZF X —iEWimg W42, 4 Lance 45(2010)f 70
TR T iR B R ARG, Hb 22— B H 0,

P, EIEANIXTEA S ARS8, £
B F R O 15 S S LR DT AR R R R, R
He —F LR B TR AL B A% . AR D7 kA S
5 Lance 4RI R 2EH0IH BLARTS 22 52, X WU
L S B A e e i L ) 2 D 22 I 282 B Ay i
Jie . ATIE B B, X F AR S A A 3[R
T3 1A 22 F < 22 T3 W2 AN A AR L R O 12 Al 22 Y
U BAE LR T ORI, R E A f IR R

4 FEAER—Y: LUUNEAF O

y=:

TR FNHE 5 IR R o B A 1Y A8 B Al FR AT
— Bt DA S ] 5 A8 R B T — A e B
Y, RS e R EAAE, RAHE
TS 40 b 5 Fr R R 7 vA AR 5, A R 21 1E 0 1) )i
AR . BRGT T A XA AR
A e [R] J i AR R BRI U vk <, O R
B SEBR A TP, R T 235
Yo, H U, ERITEERAME—FEEEET
2, SN ETEC . LK T, TR — A
FH AT EE WIS, AMTEE SRR T
278 S IR BUAS TR, 0% L A ) 728 SRR AR D ) FRAR
138 YR Z A

X — W& R 2 A TE T, RE B e dt
75 SIUh A EA, #IR T ik 5En
B R, Spector (2006)5% 7, A A FHH— 7 il
B JIT A ) AT 1 B by A — S g PR AR
B — Pl ORI AT T B Y B A < IRATTRR BEXT AL
[R5 &8 St i AT B I An B %, fEE M R A
FRAN I A 4 S5 4 QAL ) S [ O AR S e — T
M2 N SR (retire) 3L 7 5 AR R X A ARIE
S HARAEY), T B R B 25 AR OC R AT
BRI BRI RS > (p. 23 1) 35 AN SRR 4\t
[ 75 95 78 S O AEAE, T2 VRS B 5 R LA AN R
SH AR, AR SUESE R, JL
1788 S R ] 5 1 A 22 19 R /INFEAS ) 2 L AN )
WEHETHMRER, XAAUH, LFEF %
AR ONRE S8 A VA T RE R O vk, R I AR vk A
B AL &2 TAE R =Y, AT DA T VA A
&Y BR % (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010),
L[R5 e AR S N SR L IRAE 7 KO, TR D R AE
¥ A, WS U R, SR A R — 5 vk T i
AN [ ) A 2 G B e [ Oy 9 73 S KU A ] o 457)
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IR B
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HAEMARET 22 PAVERRAZAMEORRAET, i 248 EREK, TR
R
REMTEA% 22 PAVERSEARER, I 24 B0 R TRAKER, 124
it 22 WA RN G EEN, 112 S E A LK, T2 4
HEER 2 A REA BRI 2 5y R RVERERE, 12 5

n, ARG AT RE 2Ll P O 2R AR B R,
AR ALE— A S S B (AR I 55 1 Gt
7t ) Rl — A R 2 B 1) 06 R R A AR, X = A
ST B PRI 5 i 7 A A 2 o XA DA
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— M EAEAL O R 5 R B 45 6) #al A — 2
TR DR 227, AR 2 A BRI 25 A 53 1Y
M 25 A 5 LB Z AL, A7 W] RE 7 Az [R5 1 i
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al., in press),

L0 Ay v O B R o A 9 3 R o e Y
IR, ANE R Z R S R J5 2 A8 SR R AT
r R 3l [, LR G A i X A e g 3 [
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FE 25, 305 KA T AT AT RE S e AL A R 56 R 1 22,
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F1% ] Tk A S DR 90 3 3 o 72 i R O ik A 4
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TE TR | gtk A2tk ss. LOr
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X —SGURE 5 v T A LA T T G &
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PR Z5 5 W I [R] D5 520 S AR o o 488 i A
SERBORERRTE, AT ORI B B A R A A 2
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JIORCE)ATE, PFE W A AR, I 1
(1573785 75 2 7% RS K ) o 0 9 0 A A 24 2 2
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gr, B SAE AR R P R AL, BRI AT TR
2t A 2 L D5 A S R AR B DA
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PP BRI S L R] 05 648 57 UG
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Journal of Applied Psychology A 1990 4E LIk & %
1Y 52 ) 5 Oy YR G 1Y 5 3k 2% SCHER Z — (Cortina,
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J7 G v ) T B AR M L [R] 77 1A 5 58 4 5]
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FLAL O BUE IR FITH K E . BATA B 2E AR S F ik
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WORREE, 256 LR B T o R
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LR AR S Gy e, ANEEOR t 4 U A — 1)
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EZE T IEFEERMIG XA EW
B A E . MR, ESEVFTR, A
[i7) >fe T FR BRI 340 2 (B A5 1 4 (19 4n 5% T 7 T4
SRR th EERITE), HiX g —R ey, W
B EREESMIT . AR
I RE LA SARAG FH DG M B AT BE, 78 4% 25 AU (] 45
AU . HERZIEOT, ARBEVREET L,
TSR S SR B BRI FLAE T L LI AH OC R K
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WHIEH B A0 BB (HWERAF S i R S
TEAURFIA S L | AHOC RELRI NI X 3 o 2K
BT RS . N R A L T R ek
ZAMHE GBS, WOE GG BRI W kA R
UK o T E MR, 5w A C R B L, T
B AT 5 1 2 24 X {H B AR A8 4734 ] p<0.05 119
“TTHE A AH C B, B D a0 SR 3 B 3[R O ik AR
SR, BEWE A RS i R
AT, SX R AR S, &
M5z, ARMEVHRRME, dIE—ToRAL;
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5=, BEANROR M . S HESRAT YA R R
bk, HEATIE Y AR SRR R BB, B
HRAS 1) R A F 5T B 1, 5 X AR i TR
W 7 AT R R A, U R 7 vk 2R ROk R,
RIS R A 4 25 SR I AR £ T L ) ol Y it
F(BSZE, WmE, iR, BKE, L,
2012; #EIEEE, 2006), HIITRGERMRT R,
LRGSR R 438 . AR i FRBE I . A S n) 3
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Is common method variance a “deadly plague”? Unsolved contention,
fresh insights, and practical recommendations
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Abstract: Common method variance (CMV) is a form of systematic variance attributed to similarities of
measurement method facets between constructs. It has potential to distort observational correlations and
thus elicits common method bias (CMB). Although it has been noted repeatedly in social science research
for almost 60 years, its threat to research validity hasn’t been overwhelmingly acknowledged and remains to
be scrutinized. Extant empirical evidence has demonstrated the ubiquity of CMV and identified distinct
factors triggering CMB, including data source, time interval, and questionnaire design. As a result,
cross-sectional self-reporting surveys are particularly subjected to extensive criticism. Nonetheless, some
researchers contend that measurement error and uncommon method variance can offset or alleviate the
underlying detriment so that pervasive anxiety regarding CMV is exaggerated and unjustified. The
measure-centric approach underlines that CMV originates from the interplay between methods and
constructs, and the two-dimensional CMYV risk evaluation procedure should be conducted with simultancous
consideration of method and construct. From our view, it is preferable to cultivate a balanced and impartial
attitude towards CMV, embrace its existence, discard the prejudice against self-reporting, and, above all,
take proactive countermeasures based on the optimization of research design.
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