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1 ABRXZREMR

X LEFER—ANE R ERAT AR,
TMARITAEEREROCAEGHBERE, B
Mt EFHHRITNMBE SRR OEER
— MR A (Kenny, 1996a). AFFXERZALER
HEFEN—DEELSR, ABXAMNHEXHR
HERABMLESLOEZNEEZEETEZ —, HMA
REERBT AABSHSOBEERE) bFH—
MRBEEY RIX—E8, BABRXRMBE AT
BRI KEESMESTFHIARE AGXER
= BN 4R BR b 4T 3 # (actor) B W & (node), N 1&
Z )P 7E R 7R L BB 45 (Wasserman, 1994). A
W, ABRXRRPTFARNZ SRR AL A
FIBR & HEAT B9 .
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EANER W RTT, EEMR M. EXA M
HBp, RT“—X—"MRA 1, BFE—XTEL”
F<% 5t —"H2E R (Kenny, 1994). BT AKRER
FHMBEXA. B, kM, XEME. FiE
HRUEREXRT NGRS T —FHTNE
Bredm, MBRANEELKEYE, BaBBAmR
H 3 F&” T (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). iX Ff
RTEME, BREND. BRATAENER,
WREETPHIL R 3T R, /it & RAEFRR,
£ F R i (Fiske & Taylar, 2007). =, &M,
M. REEE B, ABRXRR—ANREMNT
B, FEAFNRBEHE, MNXAMNE., 4#F.
. BREUETHR; XRAPHRNTEAGHE
Pz M. AEEEE L ARBETHXRE
LEAFABERR. BN, Wk, EFKE. B
RRFEN T EETRNE, (BRXF XA 7 &8
ERRINHE, BT FRRHFE. XR
PSRN FELRRTREXEE, BEM
BB R AE IR,
EEZAGRRBFRT, SFENERX KR
BIBT S, WEIMEEEERBXNEE, Al
XEMBIEERER T ARXRFHE KL,
XEEENAHSER M T K E K % (Kenny,
1996a), B EER AN RN LM H K.
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2 BT EIE
2.1 REHXRER

MEXRBEHE: RABHOESERBAE,
HATHELERHIRER, —BOESTAETRRN
KA. . KREXRRSP: KF, FF, LBl
bk RS HAEXR, AEXRE; TEHE: FH
KRR, LTRRR HiemE: PIRRR, TA
KR, HERHL7EER S HHE LA
R, B KEXR, EFTRER, NPXAR, LT
BRR, IRRER.

EEHRAMKARE D, RELESHFHE
HIAEBH R K 3T, B EXPFEHRXR L
WEMBESATX SR BERNLATX S
B B 3 B8 (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995), LLinf&4t
HARERERBARR S, 7] LURE M HIHE T

KR RMET WRE RS EERTE P,

MR EERABEARE X, FFRF Mi4E
W7 LTI WA LURAE A G ITX 4 5
S B AT AR AR ER KUK 43 7
HEME. BARRT LR SMELX 4, FulE
HAHAR KRR, NITR BRI XRF I
ERMBRANBENTHERER P RHERE
B, AT X 5 0BT HEE X5 1R
i HEm S BE 2 A B BI(Kenny et al., 2006), X
STBNZAFBRANEZIENEX, BEITXS
2 5 th ] LA 4T SEIE 4 % (Gonzalez & Griffin,
1999).
22 TEHER

FR3EAE B 7E o 9] 0 0 Y R R B I, AT
LL4Y K =FbAE B (Kashy & Kenny, 2000): X i8]
TE, AR HFETARBMIZE, HEXAR
XAy R A AR ) . bl AR Ay B A3 iy S 38
F, HEBER AN A Y Z MELET,
MR THEZRBRIERZLRRY;
HAm b AR RFBAFAXN ROAR S, B
BRE—ARMELEE. RWNALE, TRAR
TR RS 2 6, RSEERFENZ B ZE
ER. LR EEHES, HHBE AR AR
B ALREPNTRESHNELAELE; L
RIAPWXSTERRERTAZE. BETHR, &
AR E LR R AEAKE L. g
#. MSTEERERNHRTEERBER
2. HAZEEARRKHR TP EEIERAH

K F {48 B (Kenny et al., 2006).
2.3 dEP L4/ E R RIR

B B4R 0 AR B S v BR B AR AR T A BR
REBEERFME, LA B9 57 0 % B R X s
RIEEBEN. ATEFEEFEUMNSTHEE, &
B JEMAL MR SRR . i BOT B 3Rt
KR EIERA, WA %36 % B & (Kenny & Judd,
1986) . £ Xt A 0 X 8 (9 BF 7T & ', Kenny
(1996b)$2 K MU E R 5 :

B, B AT EEAMUSE, mits
KYHAL. BE. S HTEOA. B
S AR IE A S & B R8T b il 45 %
PRy 3 B #E AT B (assortative  mating)(e.g., Luo
& Klohnen, 2005; Kenny, 1996b; Watson et al.,
2005). 3X EEAHBUE A 19 IR0 ST AR BRR 9 4 4 BN
(compositional effects)(Kenny, 1996b). 38 —, Xt %
MEL. FriBXt SN EE - PMANEARITHE
EWRHI S MR RN XRKEE
4% 1 (Kenny et al., 2006). =, HEE®W
(mutual influence). X F 3 RPN H FH
AR R 2 [H 7 B R R B, A B R e R — A
LRARI WA ERZN, EETFAFRXRPH
“H BE ¥ (reciprocity) . 30U, 3t [F4yiE(common
fate)o BIAKT XN FAEREAZR LM E h— A3k
FRERNKF LM ERERTEN. XG4k
BB AHFBEXNBHERENIER %,

2.4 IEPM I/ B RIEREIE

XA HERT, RA—BROERBRE
M ERERRNE, BER2TE—1PKF
THRAREFRERRNZR LRSS H A
KFELFERB S ZE AR, ARBHEXE
BEWUHRBEAEENN. EEMHRRERREFRER
HXRBEEMHRR TE. BEERRRS 0N
X2 WE, T Cohen X FHRXBEEHNKNMIEE
RIErT MEN I HERERNSE. WEFEN
XaHERE, BAWMUERBRER, MENER
&7 B9 3k 2t 7 4 4G 36 U T A 4 B A 56 %5 (Kenny et
al,, 2006). FEARTX BT, HBEEHIIM
AR, FHEMHEXRBCE AT ESE T
HREERE, WNTURXRHEAAEXER
(intraclass correlation, ICC), ¥ —Hit & H i
H: ICC=(MS, —MS,,)/(MS, +MS,,), Bl sxd
ERMATEZEEREZANTRIOLA
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(Kenny et al., 2006). ICC Wi H R, 7T LUME
R R G 24 4 SPSS BT 434 (Alferes &
Kenny, 2009).
2.5 Griffin & Gonzalez (1995) W7 HiGEIRM

HXitHAZE

EHERWE ICC MR —Mik, s
HEHMKPHMHR, SFEU TR HE B4
MR ERN— R XU E ST EMRE, 0F o
R E I, WAMKXITEMNE K 2n MEE/E
Bl. B=, MBRHEKEEE. FEZ—RIFERK
Xt 48 P9 43 5% (pairwise intraclass correlation), i%3§
R ER RS BRSNS BIEERTNALE, A
ME 3 2n MR, REFETEMEX, mREREBEA
AF B TR B A oG )R B8 B ZH 9 B 3K (cross
intraclass correlation). =, BEHRK, WIEH
KRB ARBITRIE, TNA Z RKit
ITREEMRE. B, 5 MEFERXTKERN.
Griffin 1 Gonzalez ¥ Kenny 1 La Voie (1985)]
BEAAMRBA R T Al E A I, ME—1 %
A5 B A B R X A A K SE D g ot oK S R RE g AT 43
fR. BH, IMEKFRRENKFEHLWEESE
BATRR. B, TR B B B EAKF L
PR RERD K ERERENHE, mMIFE

E A& B EEREX FHEMTHER
Bk, —EXMBERTENEE, BAXTRE
FfETH AR, #TEHEEENKRE,
mAEMMFHFEHEABLSZHEZN(Kemny &
Judd, 1986). 43EH L FF 76 T AR 7E 7> 44K F
LHEIT g TR, SRR — BRI
HASHEAEATERNRR L KM IE
4BV 1 fn(Kashy & Kenny, 2000; Kenny et al.,
2006). X RS SR ML ST R B AR
ZJa, R BEPSNTFEARTEEFHEMT
i, TSR I A2 K 33 o A A M 2 R AE P DA 5 R R
12”(Kenny, 1996b). AARMSHMEKMEGHEE,
AR THBAKETEHIE, SRAKTEK
SEHE MU R S AR 80 S B 48 L (Muthén,
1997).

3 {TE1E- MR EKEEBI(APIM)

X R AP EREREE, URAMNNTE
WA S HRE, EEER N EBNKFEN
A RE L. TIAT30E -3 8 B AR R
(APIM) U R i B B B R R R P FET BB
R FOXS SR, AT R B % 5 R0 T i DR A A Y
(Kashy & Kenny, 2000; Kenny, 1996b; Kenny &
Cook , 1999). ZBRB K E AR EMAER 1 Fin
] g Eed il

BT EAR KM
2.6 EKIER T REMRENHM
X a
P
P
. a
X

—»> Y 4¢—UyU

—»> Y ¢—U

Bl 1 7% - R B R RAPIM R Bl (a RRATE BN, p R K BB

3.1 £¥M

THERN: —MPAERUEE LB
BZALCLERZR EMBESHRNY, B 198 a
RAITEIERN, XN EET ORFARFE
RIG R, BI/NMEA AR (Kenny et al., 2006);
BEMEEWRBEHABEAN M EEEFHA
P4 R —2 M 19 B (Kenny & Cook, 1999). X5
B —MAERMPEE LB G3HRAEL
RETE BN, B 198 p RETRMSR

B, MEXFANMERBR, XA Rk E]
H3% M (Kenny et al., 2006); BI& M E#H MAFH
AREREANMSERRXRAN R AR
B — 2% 59 19 f% (Kenny & Cook, 1999).
32 XEYA

Bl | FRREEABHZERNK. £ APIM
BA T, MUFLMHARNTERNERENR:
RN, REBEANEFTEZFTPHR
HAERI, LAKREIRSS T HRRIE R B AE
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A7 MOESRERN B, B EES0HE
REEFRPR VB RN XU B AR A S 4R AR, 46T
FZIERE AT E F; HArMER,
T 4 T — AN B AR B AR A TR
(Kenny & Cook, 1999; Kenny et al., 2006). Kenny
FANQIOBEWX TEXERNMIRERERHE
B, REFEANUFERFMAMBR S, tw
Brauer M Judd (2000).

UE=ZMZEERERBEETHE- TR
(R EAE R PR, BT 5 48 R B e it
W RPMZ LN TXEENG AFR T4 FE
HRBN, MEHANZRZEMZEEH, L
Kenny ZG 3R R EREET ~2BEE,
REF—THEREES BT B RE
(Kenny et al., 2006), Bl BsEHERE S EHEBEX#
EHIXEEW.

4 APIM IS AZZEHAREE
(SEM)

FILF O BT LK BN, FREA
IHT BN E BN 35 R LA K F Al &% S i DL A%
i+: BEA 1 H#E (pooled regression), %7K FEH
(multilevel modeling), % # 5 2 & ¥ (structural
equation modeling). 77 HEIBEME BIAF I SE
WML . 2 Kenny AR (Dyadic
data analysis, 2006)F1H th & R BRI X FEME
fEZE¥i$ (e.g., Kashy & Kenny, 2000; Campbell &
Kashy, 2002)%t 15y B fh 5 vA 45 B EU B R Al R o

B, BFERFREE. RE Kenny REBKAEIA

HEMXNTERM T EERLNT, BERWR

XfF HLM 1 SEM A X ZiH AR RIBRE, T

Xf SPSS BABMIAKYL, KEE AT EHRE—F

. THERNEHRESHA LISREL RIRGHIT

S HTREE, BRRTEREN BN BRI,

FA ¥4 B 8 Ao 8 58 4 7 B 3 43 47 (Kenny et

al., 2006; Olsen & Kenny, 2006).

4.1 REBTENAX S8 MIE APIM HBRE
TR
E—PMAAIRANFRRERE TESHEH

B AP BERE R KRB LTRR. &’

SRR, JTRAXSN, BEHXF 176

o BEHHAWE IR,

x| ARG HIEHER

Dyads M_Ref F_Ref M_Str F_Str
1 36 27 8 11
2 20 17 10 11
n 18 15 12 3

.188(0.102)

20.65(3.19)

0.101(0.102)
0.601(0.100)

E: n RAHF o FHEE, WH 20 MR

1 FA RSB SR AT 2347, # SPSS ¥4k
A Prelis LS, FH“Dis-APIM.psf” 314,
BERTENBESWHEEETE R, &
HGEREWER 2 F. BTRERTHHFRN.
MEFMREFERENER, ELHEKNEESD
WMAANARE. S IRERXERBEER
2 ¥,

0.605(0.104) 45.45(4.886)

21.85(3.79)

4#.20(4.752) U

B 2 SRR R B RO B BUR ) O TR (35 5 R K 9 AR HEIR SE)
=2 AREMRALREG

B R e R E R BREGR YR &
ERRIER S RS EQ GA(1,1) GA(2,2) 0.603(0.061) o) ABEMERIN %S
R BIE EQ GA(1,2) GA(2,1) 0.144(0.061) 0.28(1) P HIH%
BEHA. PHZE EQ GA(1,1) GA(2,1) 0.391(0.089) 14.81(1)™ BHA. PRI%
LA, P EQ GA(2,2) GA(1,2) 0.358(0.087) 21.15(1) ™" LA, PREE

%: BB ERTRENERMAMT . **p<0.001. A=TFEIHN, P RBE. BRALREMERI AR,
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42 BTBEHT X9 HEEE APIM BBEESH

ANERHE 3 MekR IR, BIILE 12 MEfR. )t

BESFP, HTHARNWERLSWAHEE RN T MNOMNERRES . R
B 7% (Kenny et al., 2006). bEidF 7, R  ABRERBMMNE, FRENER3 F.

T3 MBS RTUES

BRARRE RS2 3B HKEER X EAEAE) g
By / / 70.74(42) WERE
ITehERN % EQ GA(1,1) GA(2,2) 0.962(0.132) 0(1) ABHR B %
RN BE EQ GA(1,2) GA(2,1) 0.157(0.102) 0(1) P#5 14 5] 3%
EfEA. P EQ GA(1,1) GA(2,1) 0.663(0.157) 35.52(1)™ BHEA. PRIYE
LHEA. P EQ GA(2,2) GA(1,2) 0.621(0.156) 30.43(1) " A, PAKE

¥ AR SR ERERESRBERHT. ***p<0.001. A={THIZEYN, P=XEU . BELERERERMEITHER.

4.3 £F SEM HIHF

X F AR 4 BB R SEM Hik& N
{8 {# (Kenny et al., 2006). SEM 77 A8 % T H AL
ik fet s BRI R BLE I LUT L RegE At

AN IRZNEN, BT EEZERDT,

e LB ER X R HIT R E ML, B
MR T TFHABNERREERAERZEN
LT R AR R b RN A £ N RE
MR R . APIM ) SEM - i m T 1E
Fl SEM —HEEHE &4, thinfEnas
A RERAFLMERR U RBRE R IERBE
%X TR X 4 x5, £/ SEM il
fe Xy APIM 347 4 7t (Olsen & Kenny, 2006;
Woody & Sadler, 2005), X} T8 X 43 (1& 7 2
BRI BRIL, F F 27K @ L BB A B X
£ HEFR (Kenny et al., 2006), {8 SEM J5 ¥
HEKXK.

5 KR FIEM
51 APIM £t SRFPHEA

APIM 7E#& L& iE B TR TR+ H BT
MH. EAmEE, 7T APIM 487 AR
Mt (e.g., Kenny & Acitelli, 2001)F HE# MR
EEUE; EREBBREE, MR AXRPH
1% X #(Feng, Shaw, Skuban, & Lane, 2007), 1
£ 8% (Bulter, Lee, & Gross, 2007)%:45 & B 511X
B FEAT A EBIEE, B HIT 50 568 20 R 8] ) 2k bt
5 & E(Kenny & Cook, 1999), 5 A f&] & B 4E
(Roisman et al., 2007), & &4l (Kenny & Cook,
1999), AR W (Orifia, Wood, & Simpson, 2002)
S . NFRTESAMEGEBNTEXRE,
49, %% ¥ 4 #% 7% (Simpson, Winterheld, Rholes, &
Orifia, 2007; Tran & Simpson, 2009). & X #F

(Crocker & Canevello, 2008) . X A H B &
(Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, & Kashy, 2005). 3 %
Jii & (Cillessen, Jiang, West, & Laszkowski, 2005)-
¥ Al B 3¢ & (Kivlighan, 2007)% & Fh A BRAHE
AE, UREMHAKEE(e.g., Cuperman & Ickes,
2009).

kR APIM B4 I K £ WA A BN, B0
WML ENSRETRILFEASUER, HELR
EFHRHERBRANNEEARERT M HEANE
BaK, MMNETBRANGEREE—BEPFHARK
TR, Rz A, R A T KRR
5 #1(Cook & Kenny, 2005; Little & Card, 2005),
thinZe e (a b, RN XRMBREISWEZ
) fy 3 #a TR A R () APIM (Laursen, Popp, Burk,
Kerr, & Stattin, 2008). Y FHKEH P, MWEE
Rt K R ER R TR TN, RS R
FE—REMHATE.

APIM 7ERREHH TR AN R REE
ANEREATARZEHEN L, BERAHERN
#39 I. LL APIM % 34217 7E PsycInfo T HY &, &
32009 F 10 A, HKERFI 68 MER, XME
B L APIM 485 1 &2 1998 4 Cook 1—H
AR REAARMSEEA IR, 2001 4 & RIGTH
B2 4ERUNESE, 0THERUMH3SE.
XA FEAEE R HERBRENFREF
FA B &7 7E APIM AE S T AT 247 .

5.2 APIM B5iE M AL R

APIM KIHESER M X EH A (e.g.,
Burkholder & Harlow, 2003)f8tk, W& FEAEET
XA FOAALL: AT REB TR, W5 A KT
TREH RN, irEMNEREBEN, WG
ERAEENENTE, MERYEITERE
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RRAMEE, WHERERNBTRPRRERK
R, FERRRWERP KR, 2877 L0
UMEBEENSE, M XR E#ITHMRE
BT, WRTHA APIM FI3E X ¥ G M4
D

Bt Bt BAR APIM 4341 AT I3 0 2 7K F I B
TR, EARKRGEAREFRARZ#, Mk
FAMER A ERERANGXR, APIM EERY
R 18 B AT O B AR YRR AE, TAHTEE
BN X BB EAE A R KRR PRI, e
BAEMEEHNFER. AL, APIM HE—1ES
BE, ME—TRSSHAEL T HER

(Cook & Kenny, 2005). B8 £ 82 FRKG K,

MARMHFARER. & APIM, BIFHLH ¢
TARERMZ LN ARE, MEARF MBS H
B, TARETEENET 3 RIEF(Kenny et
al., 2006).

*tF APIM E&HMZLEH 54, BT LEN A
) SEM 43 T ik, R Bob—BH%, FHMAS%
HERBUYUNFTZEZEEN AFER T E#TILR, %
BARMHEEE. LRERE. 3R> HRAE
EEX TAREMT FERNRNE;, REHITHRAER
457 M B8 9 7 i (Little & Card, 2005).
5.3 FANEIHMS TR APIM M& L+ ARRXER

HXMREBE

EPESM ERITRE, BB XEHITR
WA APIM MR T 3T 44T, RA SEM i#
ITHRZENSW, HmERRENITHEEX B
FEMEWHEREE, T, BRINE, 2009). #
5, REBPEXRTIGHHELEHE APIM K
—ABEEMNA. P EALRKPER EaREAL,
miL"BEMABRRBTE, AEFMMEEX
P ERML S A, BATEMR AT ZEF
MK, YREECHUTRAEE, SHERS
BREER(EY FTEE, %8F, £5=%,
2010). XHB R —BEBHARAHER: FEANR
KEFHAHLZWARNEE, AERBE LR
EF, MBH AR BERE.

GBI HIT AMERK HaE
BRERHFERXR. “BEED. RETH. L
K. XRXAW. RAHEETEIRRTHR
FHTH, MATUMABEMAERT. HWmEBEERX
REZARAEM ETERR, Wit B X —FR

RENRARABBHRR, ARWE LS5 T
ZHE”, TRRZIRE LRKE”, FAN
FAREBUNENFBMMXRERE. KENTIRAE
PArRERARETEAEUMERFNER, EHE
&R E A EE AR E &K (Oyserman,
Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002); £ 7K F
R EBRMEKE GBI X 4, WEKHEE
REETEANB XA F 1A (e.g., Cross, Bacon, &
Morris, 2000). XALERHHAH ABEEKF L
AT, mrER AR, BANEKF BT,
L A HER, LREIAT LUK TR KE L
17, BEARXUE R THAF LB ME E
7, Mit APIM MEZEREEIR Y. LnEHA
BHREPABRRPHMERSEIERY
P A AR ¥ (Kenny et al., 2006), FEA XIS
RERFHE S —8 7 tend, ol g2 —A
B AHER, WRZTESHETRERME
MAFEREER, BAskRE ARG WL REFEE
XHhER. HEPNEERRE, XHUHTRSBE,
NFRHEEANEEHEF=EEW. LinaBiE
BT REXRMER; B EERFEZ
RREARNBINES, BURMPEELEN
“SFILBFZ R BErFEnhd, WEREXR, 1
HEEFHXFRABTRERETH. Hifik
T 7 XX o B AR A o A B 1D AR B R W Y AR 4L,
FATEEPTEFERENZR, RERHEY
BURBISIE . SHAEE.

22 30k

WK, ZFEE, KEH, KR (2010). FUHEY: 8BS
AR —FOEL . OB/ FEHAE, 18, 132-143.

R, TBEX, B, (2009). REWEEREBHER
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Alferes, V. R., & Kenny, D. A. (2009). SPSS programs for
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Abstract: The dyad is the fundamental unit of interpersonal interaction and interpersonal relations, and the
phenomenon laying the dyad is an important topic in social science. The data collected from the dyad is
characterized with the interdependence feature of interpersonal relationship, which manifests in the target
effect and attracts researches’ interests. The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) is a simple yet
compelling model of dyadic data, which takes the interdependence into consideration and estimates actor
effect and target effect simultaneously. There are three kinds of variables according to the sources of
variance, between-dyads variables, within-dyads variables and mix variables, and data can be distinct into
exchangeable and non-exchangeable one depending on distinguishing variable existing or not. Dyadic data
analysis always begins with an analysis of the degree of nonindependence. Then three methods can be used
to estimate the effects, pooled regression, multilevel modeling, and structural equation modeling. Next, we
illustrate the analysis with LISREL computer program for APIM path analysis without or with latent
variables. Finally, the applications of APIM are brief reviewed and future development and implications for
relationship research in China are presented.

Key words: dyadic data; Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM); interdependence/nonindependence;
distinguishable; indistinguishable



