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KR ABFLENFER AT TR, AT TR REEARFRE S, Kot ERLT L
EF AT E BRI E AR, A TR e ST B 7 ki A B R F), Bootstrap tAf R MM LT FFHM
Fel BT EEMEFGTA T &, MU HRRRFE S EETERRRFNH G R, R IR 2 I8, Aaxt
TRMWH T CIEEE Logistic AR My EEY | SRFEAE RERNKELBEARAAR, AxTE
BHIFAELZER TR LIEFR, BFERS S QI AER T FRFRA, A, 446 B0 -F3L9%
T EATE BRI AR,

XER A TR, KRB, MR E, Bootstrap, N =HATE F
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ZF, W AR ok L, AR B AN . IR B AR A 2K . B IRRAE
WAL RIS R EE, #ln, DA, RE. &, B AT A AN EER R, whal LI )
Fh23 2 % 22 TR 2 #0522 A A el S e £ 7 AT RE VD R e S 4 1) o f s A BRI A T R
N o A RARN, AR e T R A T R A AN, R IR AT N KA R, AR A
DR AR S B %) DT ik o AH X B B MR PR AG RE A8 T B F 5% XTEEAPER T SN R A BRI E .
FHHRZR . BAEMAEe . g EE R 2w AR e R G A A 5 R A T SRR AR T 4 1Y
PRI W — N TR bl Bk s A7 M B s s R, TR Darlington (1968)7E Psychological Bulletin T
JERFERETFHHKR . LREHTR . SCEH SCEE TS T AR B A R AR, TS
2 b B AR i 1) T B HE Y SO BRI . AR KRB, AR ALl R B, (HE
BRSSO SR AR AN L, o, R PAEMIAATEW BRI . S5k, O BR AT 5T 42
FAR G A A BEAE HE B SR B e AR T L #5> Hr (Budescu, 1993; Azen & Budescu,
B, MR BUNX AR SR &K 2003) . AHXALH (Johnson, 2000)55 AH X 24 1
BEl SCAk . BEG R /N DR 2 R4 A Bl v AT PR, FLhH THX EZEN—BE L. [
{EAE VR RI AT RS LT, R A B AT AE R 5 IRSAAON S AN, A AR R (1]
RN Ve T L A R )8R B3 1, 45 2 T AR TIN5 224U, coefficient of determination)i) 5t
ik Eb 1 (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004), X SLF8 4R AY S
SRR AR, & SRR A] R

il

Wk H#H: 2022-04-06

s 1Rttt 32100894, T V22 BRI 97 o ) SV BP9 U
AT H (2020PIC034) % Bl T 4578 w8 T B TS AR A A A el e A 2 0 HE
BEVEH BT, E-mail: guxinS7@hotmail.com M} Z WS AR B 36 A 25 R, (H 2 , BRI 25T

145



146 O BB 2 g R

%31 4%

SR DT A 6B T A o R THIR AR i B AH X B AR bR
J&i, W58 o e ) AR ESE A 6 4 U7 28 A o o 2
PR H R B B0, —> A28
PERBRERT N DAL, S0ERA L%
8 S TR A S A e 1 MR . B SEEE
fdi H bootstrap ke 7 i A AR THE AR ifE 1R
FA4 15 E {5 X [H](Azen & Budescu, 2003; Tonidandel
et al., 2009). [A]f, oA & T DLy 5] 5 ) AH %) 2
SRV Oy s, HAL R BRI = L B A
A8 R VR, O a B SR
¥ WAIEE (Gu, 2021).

VAR, AR HE M 5T 3 i B At — 2t
iR N Z2 R 78 & B A Y (Azen & Budescu,
2006; LeBreton & Tonidandel, 2008) . Logistic [A]1H
*ﬁ’ﬂ(Azen & Traxel, 2009; Tonidandel & LeBreton,
2009), ZKFEATI (Luo & Azen, 2013; Rights &
Sterba, 2019), 45457 B A (Gu, 2022)%5, [F]H,
MR E IR TV 2GR T AR AR
SR PRI HEWTH 2, 40 R 42 dominanceanalysis
AT T HATHHSHT, R 42 yhat o] DABAT 34
ST RARSF A 44T, R £ bain F T A% B2
B D307 DR 73 A o 03 B AR O AL TR 7 v A
LA R Y DL LA R 58 i A R 5 B SR,
TE O B 22 405k A5 ) 1 792 I (Casillas et al.,
2012; Richardson et al., 2021; Modersitzki et al.,
2021),

FEX BRI AG SR AR RN R B 2, Geit e b
J5 W FIASERL (1 3 A B A TR], {EL H i P = A
K SCHRER R AP o A SCE A AH X i B PP A
kB IR 5 He e, S Bl O B T A S U 2
SRS i A A R R oL A K W R P B R EPC G
BT IS SR T P

2 TERAMEZRUHITMAER

A A WAL A 28 JLAD R FH A X 312
PEFEBR, AR ) SRR -
Y=a+pX ++05,X,+€, (@9)
Hpy 2 KEN N @SB E R, o 2
BE, X, X, JEKEER N i J ANEASE, BB,
X RIEI A BB, €~ N(0,6%) L) o® NI
PR N 5k 22 10 i,
T E TR R UL, B e — A R A
¥ i 1R, @ ARG R AR R, SR

BE O ) BN R Ol A AR A Y ] AR
WG, = o + BEFERIES, + BE AN K, +

BEEREE, +¢,i=1,2,---,N, )
IR R A R BUE IR | iR Hilk
SIR2ERRE 1A ARG, B B S5
i, FANMEIERE SRR ME KA
Ko WA IrERGE S . BEIRK . SIERE
FE L [T v ) R X B A

R

BIHK ] TSt

BRI

B R ]

F1 TEMHEXRHER
A5 bk RSt R EamK B
RN e 1.00

2Ny 0.80 1.00
RS 0.40 0.50 1.00
BT 0.00 0.20 0.10 1.00

21 HERBESEEARY

B R Y A4 B X M R B, R
T B LA bR, 187 1 A A A R0
S, R T T DR T S B
BUMAE S . (LR, 16 2 HAE bR 2 W T RO g
Fofl AR, B % 0 P R R R
S BB A IR M6 7y = 0 (L B R
BERERMIE ) B AL AT X, BT R

FRE Al 0 5 8 B, 2 B 9 L e ]
BT A LG G AR, B AR IR L
AR, X, A A Y AR L R,
B X, B 1R 220, Y BN (b (L,
FRUE A1 0 R B B, AL 0 R 0 A
SRR G FO A A I, A A I R
BOATIRREE AR EE, EH R
REBEFCAD AR . B, AR 1 IR
BB, S RHES) | LTI KA IR B A
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PRUEAL IR IE R B0 B, =0.83, B, =0.00, f; =
—0.17 , {AIX I A& & > B 3l G A
B,

H A G R BORR A 01 05 R B0 mT Ak 7
— AT E ATy ] BB AR A A e E A A
Fro [ ASRANHISERT, 5 R B T Ar v Ak Il
HRE . HY A2 E A e, PE A —EH %,
FHOC RBUR T AR A AR it 1 SR STk, AR AL
BE R B R A AR RS T HAL A RS
(BT AR, A R P 7 e X R A e A R TR o

IS R BORR AL 1A R B TR 7, B, S A
WS S — AR BT ] R B B AR
RUERI T A AR & 0 B SRR ek, HLr
A AR B, MEH%ET R, XEW®E R 1
Gy, RIPRAS BT 2 MR S BRI, TRBUE AR
AT HC R BRI R B B o 2 7,
B ATE A RER, 1B, =0 X FRIETRBUE
PRF, 5P AR R AR DGR AR AR mLE R ECH F
() [ A8 S A N JE AN LY 5 AR A A S
X i A TSN A1 A e A A () 1 A et A
Mo R R R ST R R A R R A R LA b
BBy =rfy=0 o AN, M RBON I E R H00T fig
AR AT, KR BE bR ol LU i, &R
T B E: (19 # B¢ (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004),

O FL2ERE IR W AR A, WAl 2 25 b
(AR . B . 2808 K55 RIS 5 T (1
FEFERCE . A L T AE) . BFFE A B AT A
R P A o 21 A S R R TOUIN DA N A B S BT AR,
R AR 2 Y B . AHOC R, AR IRTIE R AL
B HTRAHG AR I 55— A il 2 R R A i AR B ALY
FEAE 21 8 A OC R AR A )3 R AL
P18 N B8P 2 S R A A8 S A8 ik 2 P R 5 K0,
n, 2EBLRE T R R B bR AL 9109 R 50y )
083 F1-0.17, {HILERA RN IFIE R 0.66, —H
A5 Sk (1 AR AR b 2 AT R R B i/ T RS AR Y
TeBAEAT, DRHOUE T A R o b Ak, [l A2 v iy 43
F ARG, P52 B EFKE, #E LN
— 2 AR, A2 ) E M TR AR AL
1A 2 i S L
22 REE

] SR R H48 B AR® i BLULAY AE B R
TEAGHEAR, © R T A AR R AR 5 AR 17
ZEfRRE R G L, W B AR AR DTk . AR

X, e Ja itk ABERIN Y R Bt AT R -
AR} (X)) =R*(Y)-R*(X_)), ©)
Horr R () A R RY (X)) FmAEE A
X BRI R o R MR R A 1 AR B ALY
AL, W H R X, X, X, BB STk Al
B AT IR AR R A R? 4R AR (X, X, X;5) =
R*(Y) = R (X_pp) WA, ot R*(X_,p) RARA
AR X, X, X5 A R L R S hRiEqk e e
FRECKL, RPHENBEARREF AL RZTAE,
AR RN 7 2 f BRI BT R AT R L b S E AR AR
(75 R FRl . BLAh, BT A A8 B e i AR ALY
RS Z MRS T R (Y), AHEFR R 105
Wt TS BB, 3% 1 DGR BUE
Merl 55455, R*(Y)=0.66, “£RHAE 1M R? 3
 AR*(X,)=0.51, & 0K AR*(X,)=0.00, £
JETEIE AR*(X;)=0.03 .
AR (X)) RFE BT X, Fo)a — A I ARAL ]
i R AZ A, T AL AT LU AR B3 A RE, A
W HE AT T R 35 1 F M AR (X ) BN
AT A BB AR AR (Kruskal, 1987), i,
T 4 AR X, X,, X, X, H 41=24 FOR[E 59
HEAWIT, 1# 2 B3 T FAR I AT, XFFHEA
KT (”)7X3 ) R Sy RZ(X1X2X3)_R2(X1X2) >
XETHEAF ¢, X, B R? il R (X, X5) - RA(X,) ,
Horb R? (o) FOR B MR [ AR BEROBER R L T
AT T X, B R* B ECREIERIFE] AR(X,) -
(HAAER S, i A28 R a2 M
TR RK RP(Y), NIk, R 3G AT {E T
Aili T 2% 11 72 A X DR A 7 22 SR Y SR LU
X T ARG AR, AR (S£FHiE D) = 0.57,
AR? (BWHK) = 0.08,AR? (FEEFERE)=0.01, %
Ji kg A A AR BRI E AR P, Bk 4 T Hh Al
AR N EENE, RS MR R, R

O 0 60 ©

x| [x] [ %] [x]w
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[DERERS S € E AT NS SN HE PN
WA X T T A AR, ZINEH RIS

A8 4 HEA T T 10 A A8 5 R HEaE, 24 J =10 B,

A L EHTREE .
2.3 Shapley {&

F b, AZEREAR R RS TINAM
HAS AR A G, TS5 3> A 22 B AT B9 HA
AR P IG5 AN 2 HR)F (a) AT (b) T X5 1

R* MM, #M R (X, X,X;) - R* (X, X,) - Wk,

R % 18 A28 5 ] LUFE AR S B 74, X Rl AR
TR PZZE LR S Pl AR IE
o MK 3R T X ATEARTAE . BERTHEIEA
AFFHIG R® Bt i IO R EE AR, 33 AT
R R 78 i i A2 T AR AT REAN ] o

K3 AR TR

Shapley {E 43 fff il 2 3L T X FE 1) S, Shapley
{4 B4 % Lloyd Shapley 76 SR ZRIB I 5t T
$2 11 (Nandlall & Millard, 2019), T8 EIFE
15 5 %A VR R 25 R R . BLR j xS
S BB 2 5 B P 8 A B ) 2R BTk
K j IMAJRE2 44k, Shapley {H 2B E N
AT 2 515 B0 0 JhRy STER B ACRT, 1 T A B
%N Shapley {22 e 2 IR S 50 1 iEk
1555 o Bkt AR YD Shapley {H 7454,
s RS S5k BLR, WEkmEash R®, Bt
R0 0 TR 7S R AR T AR ORI R®
HiHE, B H X (1 Shapley {HH S(X ) &R Hi40,
T 4 ANALE XX, X, X,, B3 EHTHAE
X, TREINAM FH . X AT (4) 1 R 3
Hoy RZ(X1X3X4)—R2(X1X4) N )\
HAR R BECH 4, L X, A T4 (4) R A

LDz, X AT © 1 R R

N R (X,X;)-R(X,), FH(©)R/MH 1, Hik
X, HEA T (C) KMy %{‘”'
PEA BT T RE T 45 R 58 A I ACF 24 (8 B
S(X3) o MFHIRS TR, S(ERHE ) =
0.57, S(E W) = 0.08, S(EEME) = 0.01,
Shapley fH[FIFEREMS /MR R>, 534 F 4 EAHA 5
AFE B FRIGTERCR, T J A AR, %7
EHREEENTERE N 2 14, Y =10 Hf,
HH T ZMEIE.
24 RBSWH

oy —Fp % AR i AT R
(dominance analysis, Azen & Budescu, 2003), H/ifi
FHAR BT LR, R ST =AM R e
KRAFRAT— B, TR AP A AS E X
EATTMARAIAS B PR RP B E . flanxt 4
AR X, X,,X;, X, X, 71 X, Al A28 A8
HERSE] (X (XS A{X X} o BTEX
s A X, LI A X, #BRETS I £ (1 R
W, WX, ZEmT X, .

MM R AR, MR 24 A
AR, HOEORBERUN S A, Bl X, F
X, - in AZS SE 1 R34 R* (X)) > R*(X,), Tfi
SR (X, R HE (R (X, X,) - RP (X)) <
(R*(X,X;)— R*(X;)) o Mtk Azen #il Budescu (2003)
FIAT AR R SES R bR« SRR —
M SRS LA B A 1 AR 8 A ] K/
A BT AR R B3, MR —Fh RN,
X W RPHEFHHEMBAT X, , W XA
FHET X, o MR R AT RET RPN . —
A A H B T A AR e 5 RO AR AR 0 T 24,
AT AR TR, A X R R R S
FEERT X,, WU X, — &I T X, . etk
B IR F BN, SRR LR T3 —
H . Ak X, — BRI d(X ) R .

LA G I AR Ry ], 36 2 JRR TR
ST, kAR RINAM TR/ N, AR
A SR R B Bk F R 5 PR AR A DG R AR
B9 J7, Bln X, A ZE £ 0 R HE R 0.64( L3R
2 W k=0FH1T). X A {X,} 1 R® B &
R} (X, X,) - R*(X,) =048, X, LA {X,} 1) R* H it
R (X,X;)-R*(X;)=0.67 , It X, A K/NN

“1/12 . X,
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k=11 F %M R ¥ 0.48+0.67 _

0.57 (W k=1FH17),
2518 P A F8 A 10 - 4 (.
O BESE4T) . dige 2 nl s, T Ben 80 2 4
(5%, R TR T E IR K ME R
55 G R R B 2 (AR A A SE R A 41
P, M i — L S AR bR T A5 B 2 A — i
TR,
x2 RBEDWER

P E N
X, g — e S48 b 45

0.64 + 0.357 +0.51 057

. & () R® Mt

X, X, X,
k=01 0 0.64 0.16 0.00
X, 0.64 0.00 0.03
X, 0.16 0.48 0.00
X, 0.00 0.67 0.16
k=1 0.57 0.08 0.01
XX, 0.64 0.03
XX, 0.67 0.00
X, X, 0.16 0.51
k=2 V1 0.51 0.00 0.03
B 0.57 0.08 0.01

— AR SR AR IR A R MR, BT A
AR B — R s AR 2 S TROR RA(Y) .
Fe AR S BRIPAG T S 6 PR AR B 25 g B Y BT
Wk, SERCHFNFAA N S AL T 5 2 B
KIMEE . WA, DLl LLSRAS A BR il i 28
AN B, TERCARN D E A e g AR
T 36 JEC A, 1 72 S R X B
REERRIKT R? #1418 . Shapley {4 .
*ﬁﬁ%%’“ﬁ*ﬁ?ﬁfﬂ’]@lﬁlﬁl ELLE =Rk
B LMHEN T EEEEE .
AR? (X;))=8(X,)=d(X)), 4)

I H AT AR BOPERR (154 11 A e PR A ity
PRI HI TR ()M R, BIVKE X 1825 B fg
i 9 TR B G — A 1t (3)REAS it A
S I TR, — 4 I A TR 2 P A
BB T B2 A, 00X T — R 4B A A
X, il X, B4 B FREIA d(X,)+d(X,) -
2.5 HMSH

53— Fl R 43 DR A8 7 92 8 7 1 2 4 e )

(commonality analysis), SHI AR EZ, ©
ANBE i B 11 7 22 BE BB ST ML 4y 25 A A AR o
M ARAFAE N L )7 20 BB oy o e o Wt i
R T 22 R0 53 ARGy, — A RN, 2 m
IXRESE th 5 — F AR SRR 7 225 — > 3Rk
N, FREANAERILFEMBENTZ. WE 4 F7
N, MR R R A AR R Ty 22, WIS E A Y
_xﬂ&ﬁﬁMﬁﬁtmwnﬁ&MﬁnA
BN X AR STk UL X, AR TR U, L
&X@n%%ﬂiﬁqw<XM$miﬁ%fﬁ
U+C, o HZRMMBRRN U 2 A EfEE
AR R B, BIDRTSCHE RN A AR o [ 4
Hh =B A RO 3 A

Uy = R*(X,X,) - R*(X,), (5)

U, = R*(X,X,) - R* (X)), (6)

G = R(X,X,) - (U, +U,) =

2 2 2 (7)
R°(X)) + R°(X,) - R (X X,).
Y
X
X,
B4 e
G R O VA | B S T S AES  o/ W BL  §

(commonality coefficient, &% CC). HHZNH
Ay, etk RE A 2R DL i 2 i e
F RS 3R 3 FII T Z gt ml F AR Y
IEVETEE SR, A I REZ A RP(Y) AL fE

2R RE IR 5 22 BT 22 76%, “ERMRE )
55 ) A SR R A R (0 T 265 T 22 24%, X
BB T AR 22BN Uy 2%, T UL AR R RE O X
DR e WA e Az A 1 4 - N
FERORE A 0, {H A2 B 68 I A7 B KA 3 W) 2%
FRIEBEMARNAR 0, B 5%FRae 7wt
[RIZCnE 1 8. FRR 3 I, dedE AT ar sk
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A B BEASHE, Ozdemir (2015)%f X —FLARAY
itk A6 M A7 AE 3 1) 25 1 (suppressor variable) .

&3 HUESWER

R H7AE CC TIrH(% RY)

FRE S 0.51 76

BRI IR 0.00 0

FEB R 0.03 4

$REE - IEHK 016 24

R - —0.03 -4

IR g sy gt 0.00 0
PLRLAE 145 5] e

;E;;é HAMR= 00 0

§53 0.67 100

L2 BT BB A ff B AR i (A] Y OGN 400 o)
AR, 3 et A R RN N TR RO 25 A PR A
A 0 PR AR 1 7 25 19 BTHR (Ozdemir, 2015), FI gAY
[ fEB0 2 2 B e R A AR M A R
2.6 HEXNEST

FEX A 4341 AN 5] 10 £ 11 B 1A A8 1 AH
YEEM, HAS RS, & A AR
[l R B Fh R?, BRI, AR Y B
HHREIFR A ET R, fHSREEAERE
AKX, VERXT LG AR, R
I B A B A DGR FEAR S, T E A AR B 1Y A A B
VAR B O R] R RUE R D e 1 28 o ) A )
PEFE bR o AFR QSR JE G AR & BEAR DG, WIEZE
Ap i AR o DL s s A AE i, ARk mg
FEF T AN REAE Jy AR X B A

AR YLK — ) B, A AR 7 v R s A AR
1 1] 9 3 1F 32 7% 17 (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004), it
X, WG EAE R, Z, WIESSER. B, R
Y RIFEIERAER Z, (iR RE, b
Tz, EAM, B B Z, ke ¥ 17 2 L
B, A, 2 X, FEE Z, GbRAEALEE R, T
Z, GARMK, 2, WA X, H Z, B9 KR
A B Z, e X 7 22 He il EL A T JRUAR A
A LU I E R AR A ROR, IEXX RS S
BRI A R T7 2, B S A% =1, Lk T
Ih B 78 i B 1 2248 5 0 bR AE AL BT 0H 3R B0 [ R X
BRI, A 2,45 =10 BIL, A0, MY W Z, ke
07 2% 4R BEE] X B LL ), Xt A2 B2 Hz k SRR ED

Y B X, R T 22 L. i T =AY | AR
X1, X5, Xy, AZS X, A AL E A
wi =417, + APy, + Hiby, - ®)
X T2 iR AR AR, weE R JT) = 0.57, w(E
BT = 0.08, w(HEEFEE) = 0.01,
AH X BLE 43 (4 A R AT S N - (a) B R
I [ R B IR SCE AT (b)FRAT iR A A IE
AR R B ()R AT I 28 AR 2 R A AR Y &R
B (ZE AP R B MIXTRCE ) LR RN R®
Oyif, REMSAT AR A EENE, w +w, I LR
X, X, BB B, O A R A X AR
BB TR RR . XHZ T RE LR,
PUE S W N NI b i (DB U - e & 2 NS S
BEH 2% 5, 73 4h, Thomas 25 A (2014)35 1% )5 i
FEH 1E 38 A8 S i B 1) 25 43 L B D iy 1 A% it o) ol
FH 5 AT 2 e T A R B ik
27 TEEEMHERNLEESIERE
A i RO EE B A R R AR M ANk 4 T
TRo KRERGF AT FBEE AR AR e AR T, SAHE
FRBOABRHE AL 1115 R ECA DG HE R A RE L AR it
41, 5 R A S IR bR RE IS fif el X R AR iy
LR TR HL AT LA s 4l B, . CC .
AR*(X)) . S(X;). d(X,)Flw, HiERESAEXT R?
AT RS2, TRBUEHR B, FIILE S BT R AL
CC #RAFAEXE LB A B A 1) 8, K [ i AU T 1Y
R*E-#434 5t | Shapley {EAI—EAE 545 E A5 41

x4 HEMEEMIEIRETL
EE=R0 et HEMB R mAm K
> X

>

&l

AR (X))
S(X))

5
X
X
X
\l
\l
N
\l
a(X)) v

Q
9)
2 2 2 2 X o2 X o2 2
2 2 2 2 =2 2 X X
2 2 2 2 X 2 X X

N N

Wi

Ve r2 WHCREGT 7 B R A I I R R Py
1B, SIS R HCRBRME AL I A R RGTBY AR (X)) MR
WHE CC R IEHES T RABG AR (X)) - H R B
S(X,) % Shapley fif: d(X ) JHRHAIHE: w; WXL .
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FEIITA S5 R . b, PR3 A X 78 & 8 Bk
oS B R, HE SCT AR E AR
B, PRI B . AR KT B R 33
1| Shapley fH . PLF4 B Ik 4> BT AR TR 2 K i
BYTHEA o AR XA A3 A R T A — L A
JUT MR TP S5 5, wi#E v LB R R & WL,
AEXT A H 43 B B D AR T B RBOR B -

FAE L 3P A SE BRI 5T [R) 8, &5 Hh A X B
TP EES % bk, WRFRE HE
7 B PR AR &= ) S BTER, IR 4R D¢ R T LA
YE N BB MIAL AR, R E HoE A&
X PR AR s B A R DTER, IR 4 bR o AR [0 R AR AT L
YN BEEWITA bR . B2, DL EIERBIARE LY
AR AR ETEM . IR, WARBRE
H A BR A [ AR a0 R AR A A A R TR R S [R] BT
BRE MRS = [H YOG R, W LAGE A 3Rk or b, 7
W, NSRS O [ AR % (R AR i Uy 22 M BRI
TR, B4R B 5 AR A R A I Y M
TEALTE AR, 275 7% IS SRR AN A0 Rr ST mk, i i
F—A HAR X R M TTRR LG . ARG R 4 Higs
B, ARSCHE SRR BT S A E RS bR, R
SEXH A Shapley B TEAL 45 R 5085 Hr 48
[m), AHAR 33 B B OC i 0 B 2 0 S I 2 B i
Beo BLRHE, Q0S5 B G A X P Y
B, MM ALRG P, R R A
TEAL R [ 28 5 (A X 4, U) O 36 R X AL
HEiRbR. e, EAERENE, I tHx 21
PRARTT B 4% B AR B A G REUE RS B, AR
B A B FE A (Gu, 2021),

3 TEREMEEEMG R

AT AT M M S .
52 o p RS AR R ], 1B AN R A
X B B E BR A R g1 5 DL B S 4 sk
B, ENEEAK RN N=200, £ RENE,
i 225 3R 1 iR nIES - sdE . H
TETMmE, XBEEAN—A8EE, JERGIFE
A A Ty 2500 B 5 B A T 58 e A 4
3.1 SRESGITHEMR

A8 25 A0 X B B 8 B A DG FR B0 bn v Ak [T 1
RBOATIRM ¢ 075 o LAFRHEAL T RECH ], @
KB AR B Hy: B; =0, BIAT 5 2 bR i1k 0109 &
pGERRTE 2 S RPO EVR = N = B T o = 3

X B, = 0.83,P <0.001, & SR B, =
0,P=1, FEEREXIN = -0.17,P<0.001, i3
B LAFRHEAL 1009 R 5 o S R dE A, =R e TN
BB X B NS A B E R EEM, A
FMEMAAZ R WAREARID R BREA B
255, WA Wald A6 56 0 W R 50 22 5 35 ik
Hy: B =By =0 A, XFF =485 Mok g
HIHEWT, 28 Wald f36 RIFE AT B8, SeitThsidn s
+ 43 F (Braeken et al., 2015).

— Bt B A AN G A R 254 b B Al AE 3 A
PREACA, v LI bootstrap fHIAE J5 1244 i 19 il
FEOT AR . X B — AR HE B i, X+
KK N BREA, SR F] S 4> bootstrap FEAR,
TR bootstrap FEAS HFIHE R REFE IR, BT
BT AEAR AR A A o ARLRUREAS th— R S F8 5
i) bootstrap AL 51 4N IE 5 PT7R 6

N=200
60 d,
HI _____ d2
50 "‘. d3
"
40 1!
=y |
g30F
[a]
20 -
10
0 '.‘{ i . /.\ .
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
4

B 5 —BALAFEFRAY bootstrap AL 4> A

R il B 43 A BT 3 0 S84 A s A 22
SIAREDS . E{E X%, Bootstrap $2 AL T H 4
{37 & 15 X [8] Fll BCa (bias-corrected and accelerated)
BAEXE, 95% & 7 X [E 9 T FRA I FR 43 51 2
bootstrap AL 2.5%F1 97.5%43 i %1, BCa 15
DX T61) ) i 28 T A 3 5 32 X 7 o7 A X I ik A7
PR, A TR B A 45 R . ARIEAL T AR R
A3 Wald GEd i, JEiFRELw S f T —
LSRR BB AR, BT AR Y W
TR . DIBIREAR A ], 2#FHRE T 1 —
ML BAE AR d) fETHE S 0.57, ARUEIR N 0.04,
bootstrap F i &5 X [8] [0.49,0.65], BCa &5
X [8]4[0.49,0.65], Wald &1 K 14.36, P {H/NT
0.001, DK Ut~#B}RE 11— 54845 iR 0,
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2ERHRE NN K — AR AR 22 7 d, - d, 1
AR 0.49, FRUEERHN 0.06, bootstrap H 43
{Z X 6] #[0.37,0.59], BCa #{Z X [i] #[0.37,0.60],
Wald S5 8.79, P fH/INTF 0.001, nl%024FlfE
TH)— AL FAE IR i E KT E IR, B
Bl T % i gl g b, ¥ BRI L E I K E
T, Wald 56 F1 bootstrap J5 7% HBEHEWTPIA~ B 48
X EEERT . EW =AU R
B, AT EZE R

At T EMEAR ARG TTHE R K/INMKIFAE bootstrap
E A v L B 5T 238 A A X B R T R 2 B
Vo UL—MEAR3Adgbr R i, BAAEAS Al o
N d,=057,d,=0.08,d, =001 , & T K F
d, >d, >dy , #47T 1000 IX bootstrap A, I3l
HE— LA E R, H P 980 4 bootstrap FEA F
W dy >d, >dy, WEBEERTHE N 98%,
3.2 WMErSEitiEd

P T AR e AR E B A0 B B W] DL R IR
B BERR . BN, H,:d, >d, > dy 2R TEfRREEL
T2 R G, = A A R A LR T
Y E B R EUIRAR O S B e ) . B BRI
FRIBAREE . DU 0T RS 90 VT DL 45 0T Al OF R IR
DL R DU A S B A FR bR . SRS
R, DR DL T — 2 #(Hoijtink et al.,
2019): DS A6 50 BE A% 1 52 FE Al B T W 35 PR AG 5
ANRE; DU B A T AR SRR R IR
DLt Hp B 7 i 408 1] ol Gz 30 P A B LA b ] R A9 YT
Bk, A2 EBEZEGREIE; A,
5] ¥ il % I 25 55000 100 AS T WS 42 T B

DU 37 B S B8 A6 WA IR T 19 21 B U8R
[ {f (marginal likelihood ratio), Hi TR IR
FRERRE TIRARMN &R RE, FHRESH
BB 9 DUt 40 5 mT 067 Ak R R R 0 8 Bm AR I
W R G I 5850 % B0 HE, WP RS &4
B 5 fy DL 357 R W 87 A S o A B0 48 A 26 YR IR
WRE TGS MR I E . DU+
1Y fEifb FRIBBFR Savage-Dickey %5 B L1 i E 4
Ho(Mulder et al., 2022), 5¢56 % B 8% Se 56 A% 2 ]
WE I8 bR AR BT, WIE SRt
Bl O IR %5 BE RN Je g 86 B o )5 00 % B ulUS 5
WEE T B G S RE AT Al 1, W5 SR A IR AN
YT R LU B Ja g2 . SRR sk 7 B
Bery DLy R A AT AU R B bain, HZ

FES T2 0 Gu % A (2018)F1 Gu (2021), I
I3 PR S A U A ) A AR oS LS SRR AL G
5, 2018). AN KL AR Y g nlpg: DL i P
T 0 5 BRI AR

x5 NMHHETFRAE

BF BT AN
1~3 B
3~20 R
20~150 [

>150 B g

DABRAEAL IS RO B, DL 37 P R AT
A 56 A 70 e T M A 0 e o I e
P2 T W, W REPEAN AL A 25 B IK)Y
8%, B > B, > By (Guetal., 2014), DIFEIIFEA
HBl, 5&EBEME H, ML, H:pr =0 X
BF,, =8.17>3 ¥ /R #% H,, &K MRk
HEKOR %, H, : 2 = 2 AR BF,, = 0.00 <§

FoNEYs H, , “ARHEJT RIS ST IS AR AL [T &
B REXSR: Hy: B> B> B XL BF, =
4.14>3 R EZ Hy, = A RAE bR fEA
ARCF W EENE R N e BE Ty BB M
e Ling e

— B F A R [RRE T LURT DU 7 R A 5
fan, FATIN K27 FLE 1 %] B B F0I 2% 1 i i
ZEJCRE R fe o HEE, T ANER E A ) I AR IE AR
JER AR T H AR E N, FEAE S
AP s

€)

H,:d >d, >d,
Hs:d >d,=d;’

N4, BF,, =8.63,BF,, =0.92,BF,; = BF,, | BF,
=9.44 KW H, o Hy Z 2 HEHE L E L,
ARIEATR L DL e R 138 34 5 Heeml e,
bootstrap AL Ik R A, & TFAMER T B
AR e MR A M 25 SO RN (R
B =A R A AR i E B LA, bootstrap 54X
ABZh BT E BN, TORIE T ST R
AR, DU R R A IR E T BT R
B, AR B PPAE R AL TR L ARk
(B DL 7 iR A G T IS A A o B e, FEAR
it B EEMERIFSE Hh 13 FE A1 bootstrap J57ET V2 .



%1 R AR AR d R H AT A ) D7 0 1 e BT 153

4 TERMEEMNERINR

BE T AL 171 5 2R KR 722 A X A PEAG
A R R 3 2 R AR 7 ] 9 RS | Logistic [nl 45
R BEH RS . RS AR A B Al 1 A
WAL R B bR e R, 3L vl Lo A8 i 8 M R AT
HEF DL B e it He W, o3 bl B2 5 [l RS R AR v Ak
FHAGTE . HEF SRR, X BN ERA
T S A S BT R XA R Ty 1 A A
Y I

KU A 0 Joe 21 HC A A Y 1) SC B 2 R 4R
& 1Y 5 25 M BB 12 R? (Azen & Budescu, 2006).
R SERIBIAA K, B E: () fE: RPTEO

1 ZM, 0 R RERRZ UG, 1| RRERMUA,

(OYZRMEA: : R X T4 5 A9 A8 B e B 2 AN AR
s (o)Fi k. fERIRU PN —A AAE R, RPA
NOZIE A, ()T fRREE . R EW LS THM, 7
SET R JA, 7RS0T Rk T LA
M AR B AR RN A R MRS B, Azen A
Budescu (2006) ffi Fi % F # % #H 3¢ (canonical
correlation) 1Y) 2 76 K B I & (multivariate association
measure) /N ZTC R*, ¥ — MR H 53 7 48 A 9 e
F| Z2 K A8 2 B TR A | Logistic 8] YA 58 T —
SR HAS A TEDL, Azen FI Traxel (2009)fi 3k
FRUSR R R X [ AR R HEA T 50HT. Luo M
Azen QOGP H T 2K AR, 2K
SPAE R R AN R LR S HESR S L Rights il
Sterba (2019), 573 A HR g 8L 1 7K )2 IR
PEHUA 20 R, VA AN [RIKSE R [ A8 B AR
TEPE, ST BRALRIT] DLy T A S Y OC R,
Gu (2022)4 {5 F 43t J5 12 4 & B 2540 7 FE AR A,
T 1 A Y 85 B AH 9 4 B (model-implied correlation
matrix) F 1S B AR RY, 1520
L

EAS T 4347 4 i 38) JF Al A 78 1 O i 2 0
IEAE R LA I A iE M Al T R . W F 2 AR R
SRR, EHEATT REUNBES B TR AR 1
PN TEAH %, LeBreton Fll Tonidandel (2008)[]#£ 41
HEA R IESCENT, fERIE A RMEARZ
[8] A3 3 o XF T Logistic [l )RR, #H/N " IRAELE
ASF3dE FH, Tonidandel F1 LeBreton (2009)fdi Pl bR
b Logistic [IIHFREANE R IEAC A 1 HRA R
o AL BB FHAE S5 R B R

— B M AR it R B T S HL
YR B A v ) [ AR TR v PP A A R
7 14 FH X} B B M (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011),

A EE P ) N DR M T A TR 4 i )
/) Logistic FIHBEAY  ZHEA G EIHAER £
O AR AR A, (R R AT
SCERAPEIR A BT NG5 74 7 PR A3 T A 1Y)
RGN . filan, AR LB AR R T
N AR, PPAS AN [R] A AR M R T
R LB 45 T A AR B YRR A (8] 2 RN (specific
indirect effect), H /7% i 1Y 47 22 0] $2 5500 1T LA
%78 T AE B AR 1 R B0 BUR M 5 (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008; Preacher & Kelley, 2011), & ¥FE
(Bl RN 2 5, W bootstrap J5 4 £ P~
AR A [A] 5230 2% [ (contrast) [ bootstrap F
S R 22 8 1E B AT X AT HEWT, 5 B AR X [E]
ANLFE 0, TR B PR AR R () 250 A T Y 22
% (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; 775 4%,2014), £
TN Y LB S HERT AT E Mplus 1 R -
lavaan 55 25 14 7 BB R AR (4 v S o AEL, AE AR X
HEEMIAG T, 28 A 2R 0 R B2 0 R AR A
e 5 [ A 4558 rhob ofs b 2R Bt bkl 1) Y [ 2, D
H— A AE 9 B B AT RE A A A AR R
F o T [ VA TR H A 1 R R R O L
S5 BT FAE XAy kO R R B 2 i rh A A,
A g 1 J R 2 22 2 rp A AR R 1 B A A T A A
RIS %, BB R MR . LT R4 ik 45k TR
Mo b, B AT N AR AR S A
AR YIS TE, AT B PR A A 3 4 2 HOHE
PR M IR A FR R T o

5 TEEMEEERNOCEZHRNRA

AR, AT HETTORE G EE P i Y S B
i, W5 1E SPSS, Stata, SAS. R ZZL /MR
TIFE T 45 FhAH R EZE AR AR TR S T
AH 5& B 1F (Kraha et al., 2012; Luchman, 2021;
Groemping & Matthias, 2021; Mulder et al., 2021),
Hrp R AU T a0 RIEH s T, R 8
dominanceanalysis 7] DA X 28 14: [m] IS AR 7R (5 PR A
MERAER), T~ LRI DL R 2K S A T
AT RE T I3 bootstrap 2 BPE; R {1 yhat
AT DATE 2P [0 U488 780 rb SRS 3443 B R X AN
J7 31158 bootstrap {5 X [A](Nimon & Oswald,
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2013); R i bain 7] LLFI FAE X 5 ZEPEFR AR A0 £ 1
(EAE 7 22 MR T3 — R G TS A T A
FE bR 19 AR BRI U R 1 DL e (R, AT 2
AR i T B HET ST W (Gu et al., 2018).

Wit A AR X H A 7 VR BT R S R S
ARXS B DAL T N T ol R, R
B9 (8 L0 53 A RO A B 5 125 DA R 78 3 7
22 TR HO B £ B 78 i ) AR X 821 (Cassillas
et al., 2012; Hakanen et al., 2021; Richardson et al.,
2021; Modersitzki et al., 2021), #l4l Casillas % A
(2012)ffi IR 3443 Br L 1 b4 0 BORIA T TR 2R
CanshpL . F IR A 2 b i) B e w2l st
X g Hp AR 2R BT EE B M . Modersitzki S8 A
(202 1) [l FIAH XA EE EL 3R T e s et s A0
B PN S SRS (RPN DN (I SN )
Xof TR Lo BREE A AR XS TTHR o AH XA R 5 125 PR
TEVFRRCR L, HiE M T H AR R R Z e
R, WA VR 2 05 S D 7 1 R VAl AR X B
ZLPE(Young et al., 2018; MacCann et al., 2020), {4
n, Young 55 A (2018) ) — i ST Hr il HTAH XS AL EE
2 AN IR AR AR 5T T 53 T A1 BE o 4 A X
B,

I DAl TR X e B ks 10 B O ST AT
A, FEAEDTEOHEE . 2E O M4 LT
FEAR (AW, ALk, 2014; KR 4, 2015;
SKRAET, WAEH, 2018; AT, FHF, 2019;
Zhang et al., 2021; B0k, JCi#F, 2021). 4Nk
4l B F AE 53 (201 8) fff AL 70 Hr LB 1 wh sl 1
B A FERS 2 S Y IEA T R AR DTRR . A5 R
F-(2019) Y — T 5T 43 BT 4 FAR X A H 8 T AN [F)
ST KRS o G O BE R R T o A DA AN T
(2021)fd Fi] Shapley fH, MBS T ZEEH AR R
AR N P R T

B TR X B A R R PR VT AR, B A0 B
5T e 1 B 5811 HE W (Vaessen & Blomert,
2010; Dalal et al., 2012; Ainsworth & Oldfield,
2019), %l 4N Vaessen I Blomert (2010)fif L3 4
B bm 1Y B A5 DX HEA T GE T, PLBOAS [R) 4 2
18 1 R URIPR B B iy 44 6T Bl 332 U M 1 Y BT
ik, Ainsworth 1 Oldfield (2019)fi FH XS FL Ty
T2 FOAE T A R 2O 614 2% e PR 2R A T T A
R W BRI SRR AR MO T A
DX [ 4 T 48 5 1

Xf I SCHRHEAT 23t SR Xof 8 M 1 7
FARRRAAAE LA T LA R (D) A S48 4n il
SfgRe, A0 SCHE B B Y ITEAL TR AR R R RE,
o7 AR LA 5 ) R o o (2) I FHBE TR R 22 S 2
PEWH, AT RE Y J5 P 2 H A AR AL T B A X B 2
VEAS 7 I R E AR PRI 10 4F, b inZ/KP 8
Y5 254 Jy AR AR AL (1 A8 i A MR TEAG 1Yy Y
SR EERTEE ., G)EEEIEIRSE FER
RN, UHEZ B ENHTY, 20 T 5
i {5 E.(Braun et al., 2019), (4)#k = Z5R ISR
fe', IR TAER, X EERSELB T RS
R RS HRIRL, TC B A AT e 2 A O 1Y 25 iR
LEAR S

6 TEMXEZMEHNALHE

AT LLE 2 R )L B AT B (Sesame) 1Y
— I 5 A 5] (Stevens, 2002) 5 BH — AL #4545 Hr
MY SEBR R o A R EHR 5E LB B IR 5
Wi A 36 o 1A AR 8 T L R 42 bain H/1“sesamesim”
HAE4E, ©adE 240 4 34 8] 69 SHRJLE., W
AR B R Postnumb , JEWE Z AT H —4F R JLE
PR FR I AR5y . A28 &N JLE WA T B i
BB T AR 4 Prenumb AR5 Age LI X Peabody
DA AR 5Y Peabody o 'EATTIIE R T LI FH 4
EHBEAIRIR
Postnumb = o + f,Prenumb + 3, Age + ff;Peabody + € (10)

6 IR T INAZ RN B AR & A SCHRE R A
bR AL BH R AN A THE

Fo6o WMXRHSHRAKTARMMGITE

S Postnumb ~ Prenumb ~ Age  Peabody — f3,
Postnumb 1.00
Prenumb 0.68 1.00 0.57
Age 0.30 0.36 1.00 0.06
Peabody 0.50 0.59 0.24 1.00 0.15

IR 6 BIFH I BT A 25 | i — et
#BAE bR, L bootstrap AL 1S I by E IR |
bootstrap H 4 B AR X ] Al BCa B7F X 4] LA K&
Wald #2560 455, W3 7 Fron . Wald #5645 R 3%
H=A A EAATNEZR Y EREMAE R
EiUN

3T 3 T AR 40 O B 22 S 2 IR0 596: 4 22 1Y)
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7 —BEBER. ER, BEREN Wald %
A5kt fitE e EE 5 G0 5 X ] BCa B{IX] wald it PE
Prenumb 0.32 0.05 [0.23,0.40] [0.23,0.40] 7.10 0.000
Age 0.04 0.02 [0.01,0.08] [0.01,0.08] 2.13 0.017
Peabody 0.12 0.03 [0.07,0.18] [0.07,0.18] 4.27 0.000

M A5 E BT, R n] LU A B R
JPHATIR R 5PN, X B ORE AR i B
WIF, PG U R

H, : Opyenimpy > O age > Opeapoay

H,  Oprensimb > Opeavosy > 0

Age
Hy:0,, >0

Age Prenum

b > gPeabody ( 1 1)

9
H4 . HAge > HPeabody >

Prenumb
H 5 : HPeabody > 9

Prenum

>0,

Prenumb

b > eAge

H 6" gPeabody > HAge

Hor 0 FRoR B, DAARHEAL 13 R o —
ML REAEAT N, £ 8 BN T Ll {B e ny DLt
SEHHERTES IR, A4S EAMRBA DI - X TR
HEAL A R %, S&8 0% H, ML, BF,=044%
NEYEA LR R X H),BE,, =5.77 %W H, 1%
FIBE 0 ST RF 3 — AR BI85, BF,, =5.54%
BB S8 H, 5 FAB R A 0Lt R T/ F
1/3, RHEIRFE LR/ BRI H, o A5 E
R, H, UM Br R T BE,, |k, FRPIHE
R8T B R SR . bR AL I R RO —
PRBAFE AR 0 DLt SR 56 25 1 T R RE A 25 2R, LB
TEFMILE 2 Bk 5 1 807 AR 861543 |, W
B TP B AR B B 22, Peabody /0> BILAE Y 1) B 2
PR Z, THAERS B E N .

®8 MMETSITHEE
Hl HZ H} H4 HS H6

BF, () 0.44 577  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BF,(d))  0.01 554  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7T RESERE

A5 A BB AT X B | HE A
ol EEE X, REERorh 5T
T FE R Ak 1] U 3R 85 5 A G e Aok P A AR dE )
BPE, AE (AR R AR DG, X SE 8 bR AS BE [F] % R
A 7R 8 % PR AR a4 B R e A A B AR S
AIRZI o AR TRPEA K E R 3 B E Y . Shapley

8. RHES P RAEXAE S A T AR AN EE
PG — TG Te bR, 15 21T 40 R A9 5 b 45
DL T 5 AR AR EE F8 5 [R] B 2% i 1 722 5 Xof A A28
RO AR TR, X R2 BEAT R, IR REMS AT
BN R A R B, R R TE
Bo BEELURHL, B SYOCTE Ay AR T
PR RIBEACR, SEHERE LS o pT; 24 B A8 B 4L
BN, B RAMENAE %, R TR
M 5 H0 X AL AR B il A o3 A AT A A R Y,
bootstrap F {7 X [HEHERF G HHERT TH . 41t
B =AU AR AR R, B
FHEET U MBI A e T4 Wy P4 2 A AR
P EZEMR)T

A5 A X B M PSR AT SR R 2 (EH AR
RN T . 56, JLHA BT FIA XA E 775 1
BERIR FA B A B, WA RGN T L4
PEVRARIR | 25 Ry PR B b, T SCRT IR, £
2 A B h LB [6] o A AR S () PR I
H i a AT R BRI RE e R0 LB
T RE S B e v A A i B ARG . A
SN [R)RE T At R® BERE, mT LA oA il AR
FrpgAs B RGP AR 5 J5 2%(Lachowicz et al.,
2018), KA B FAH X AL Ty ik 3 R B A
YRR X B TP R AR I — BRIl .

ok, RGBT R AR 43 B 2 24 /1
T R HERE R AR B MITAL Tk, BATERA & A
MIASIE o R3S MLt T A vl e FAE 315 R 38
i, WY E R 2 RESRER., Tl
PSR R? S0 (P 5T, 0T R A e L e
KEAEIMIT oAb IR, A, E—
BN AR R BB AN A N A
e Bl Z KPR A AR Z R TF] (9 R? (Rights &
Sterba, 2019), #F5%# T TR IUA M1 R® AT 1E
Par BT BBRFST BT 7 ST RE 4R HH 3X FS AR 7Y
B EL R N I FE B o FH XA T ik R S — R 34
S BT AR AR R 485 S R A s SRR R ) A,
RRAZ T VR A0 1 3 A R BRI O 22 4 B 3 IR R
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I 722 B P A9 5 325 AT R i T R S R B T ik,
MM AT e SRR T7 22 G H 930 7r o AR AR
JPEANREAR R 2 BB, DRI R
PR, SRR AT Hh A ) 5 2 2 1 7 o
PEFR bRAL 115 4 W 0 RS A PR IR A R IR DT i,
TNBEE U A N TRt e bR T )
T L (R Y R AR R, AT R ARUE B R A
IR MIEZS oA o 5 T IR AR B 2 00 AR 2k
DAL ™ A LB RE B S R (AR ST 0 IRDEE . 3L,
PR FER W Sy AR R, Al — 38 AR (N
SHENCE)IBR 2w e A AR L
N SNV L DS AV RS B S (€ U 2 e
bR R BUTOXE R? M ST fTARTE, BI4r2EA
AR Bk RN TR PR AL R T 23 52 B2 Bk R
M 0 2 (LA e — 2D R A IR, IR, A B2
P VTG A A2 A PR AL FELT 5 2 R R T S 1Y — AT
Mo dfe, AR E R PPAl e = B B 23 BT AR A,
[ s PRAT DAl 48 B 9 TH S et e . e, R
O A X E A A Dk A S N B G T A R £ i
Bt 1 3E S B T A
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Evaluation of predictors’ relative importance: Methods and applications

ZHU Xun, GU Xin
(Department of Educational Psychology, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200062, China)

Abstract: Evaluating predictors’ relative importance becomes increasingly important in the context of the
explosion of high-dimensional data in psychological research. The key of relative importance analysis is to
choose appropriate measures and inference approaches. Dominance analysis and relative weight are the
recommended measures of relative importance among others. Bootstrap sampling is often used to infer the
importance of a single variable or the difference between the importance of two variables. For three or more
variables, Bayesian tests were recently developed to evaluate their importance orderings. Besides linear
regression models, relative importance studies have been extended to logistic regression models, structural
equation models, and multilevel models. However, only continuous predictors are concerned in these models.
Although relative importance analysis has been widely used in psychological studies, researchers may
incorrectly select and interpret the importance measures. Therefore, a real data example is used to illustrate
how the relative importance can be evaluated.

Keywords: relative importance, dominance analysis, relative weight, Bootstrap, Bayes factor





