fres oA EBATEHBASS
A5 65— B HTARAT

Az T
—# B

ERENKRIEZHHEETENTIERAR : — &M
AR HERE XS54 (micro-level analysis) o ¥
REEH GRFENKSH (Mayhew, 1980) » BRARE
RHE o F—HENEAANERRHEZNERERIN (
macro-level analysis) - EMERBMNTHESEHESLE -
—ME » MASTHIRERBEL K WEABHERTEE
EBANRETA— o HHH » EESIEE G B &N HE
B BRE—-HWE R AR EFARFTEINERATRERRD
HARROES o &R SILTHFAEBESZHR (ecological
- fallacy) o 8 MEAMNEHESERHENERTREESBRHET
HEREES  HRFSBCRAELUSHBEATRIBED « 2
TS BB O R DL S R B it B AR S ABLEF I 2 — (
Rossi, 1975) o

HHMATBHARELERACNWRERS o TEHEHZ—R
RARZAN A EEETRE o UXERL G258 FHRBRTE
HEATBONSTREREABREENEZE - AT L2KE
REEEARHAATREEENEENEE-NNENERA
71(Mayhew, 1980) o $t¥it — By » ERt @R R R BMER
MEZ 3B o Hrbr —sh RS HIRFRE Gt RSB AREEE
 REBEREBRREZNHAR (Mayhew, 1980;McNicoll, 1978) o
BARBAGTROERNE » 58 % O 30= R E AR
'Zkiﬁ‘-}—-ﬁ%ﬁﬁ’ﬁi*kfv‘f%&)ﬁ%’:fﬁ%lﬁ%%ﬁm FRteF MR e

8 fee (t+EEA) T
**oh SRR REBE A AL R T EIRTE &
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HEREMNA~EITER > EERHESITERREBEARR
HEBNEHEARSYE %(Blau, 1960; Flinn, 1976; Freed-
man, 1975) o E@E&HEATREND LR RIS T
(contextual analysis) o AR TR —EHRHHEEMEA
BxEEEERRNEFER—AEX (BX) BHE - ZRIRE
S¥ > HEEXZTLBNKAREAZ L BEBRENERRHAIL&
AR A TR D o M UM BT EREREER X AL &R
GEME AFTE A WEEHCD (structural effect) o

K R RRE STV EE Y » REHIMHKBERERH
AEAE AT R 58 o AL LB EBTITRNHRERFIRAH
ARHE S HT R BB EF R B T R AR o R » KU ®
FRME ST E AN e REKRNARSENEE

= RS TR EE RS

EHEBAGTRR » RAEREEEEARZRNER &
REREST  W—EEEEAEAE  REAWNTRVEFERE
BEHEN - ~BEANHETRMEIBERASNRENEE  BR
HamBBWER (collectivities) » it ~ it ESNERE » Y
Eh o t@HBR—-RAREBRRASEHEEARS TR ENR
%71 (Dogan and Rokkan » 1974) » it @B REKREEIINER
PAANBYTEEHTEREEANEME (Merton and Kitt, 1950 3
Blau » 1960 ; Larzarsfeld and Menzel » 1961) o 4E5EHY » it
BRGEEEAATR - FEL > BA% (Durkheim) Hit €&
EE (social fact) WHHMUK » HEHEATREEEKR
HERHERAARRELRANEE - BR3P » RZH%
&4 AEHBEEHRE  BIERKBRALX Wil eRNEHH
BIHRBEATREEENSTERNZRN FE I » EAEHE
BREGHFN MR EHEARR A BN GRE S8 (Cole-
man » 1958) o HHARERBNINEERAFWERE » MAE
MR FEREL— o
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R AN EBRRRI SBRAREEHERANFEEN
S o EABE SR B WMEESIHEERE BB BEANSE
£ MAZEIABAFTZEBEHERAL GHEE - BEANEH
HREREHEEESEE > AEFAABEXHESNEETEN
RBAFE HFERERE LHARRBEATRNEE - EEMFN
FTrE2myhmug ERcER LR v R  WRER
BEHHATE o MEH DUBREANER  itES AR
g0 B {7 p ML BB A AR E B AT REEEENE MR &HA
BHEASHHBRERBERNS T  ARWELXRHERI S &t &
HEBEHKE - it - WEHRBATHURRER
B ~ B E— Aot B (attributes) ZBHIBHER » HI®
BN EENEEESEREATRSEENEE - AHE » H
ARESTHFEBINERAKERARBATS N — B &
oo Rt RESUAENESLNEZHISENRBARES
BB TT

AR AT RS D EM A M RN E B T R R -
RS BRHEAANTRNEE » ARAEEEEMARTY
H¥ MASEZEIIFEAERER FAKTR BEEAREES
FEERBEANRSE > BEEEREEHEDELYE (ecolog-
ical) WIHEFE o IRIKAVTHIR GRAFE—FEIITEXARRE
BAREBXANEE -#RER » EEAANEATRWHER » (K
EAVRARBEAARSHRERBAFTBHEBNEEOEE
AR » REF A FEEHEUBERNRABERNRRHBEAT
BHBETREVESN 0 aFERNEATREEENEBREA
33 o REIRE ST RE—HEEL GRS E - RRILEH
RBEHAETLERNAWHEEL » MATUETLEER (
social collectivities) WEEH—ZEBEH T > EABATRHN
B -
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=~ RS F

%%Eﬁ%ﬁﬁ&%%ﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁigﬂ’gﬁﬂi(LarzarSfeld,
et al, 1972) - EEBRESNTARRESD - BHEZ —RIEG
B TR E—REH BUEF-EREHENEE - FRE
BN EE AT EEREFAEBESEALENI G
AR BB A FTR T B EE A ST MR (patterns) B2 (forms)
WEE - maER ARAE T EEREB R R BEAREN R
HAWARM S (contextual effect) » WEREARMK MR E

(contextual propositions) BB HEARE - it SRR EEA
BHETRNEEBTERRBREY (additive contextual effect)
WREEMW (interactive contextual effect) o FTEE R %
M2 L RS A B 2 R 4% AR A BT B it & R s
REBHEITIAEE » MARERROEERE o EEREHR
Ko HEEE LR EREA TR AR TRES R B
B BENMNAI TR MEMA B R ARt & iRk
BEBRENBIIAZ BT A TR R » HIEBZ B M/AFB
RYERSHIRH o BEIRY : ERMEREA (N=2000) > fiR n /g
BBz B FRE r=.20 » EERIREHRR L EE
Wi » Bl A5 context A (N,=1000) i context B

(Ns=1000) B > fR3%7F context A B context B ri Eae
20800 .25 MEBHMERKLTRREEREENSS o HRH »
fR 2N context A r, WIBRMRME RN 20 BEERO » 7
#E context BE: » ri, MBRHRTRERRE M )R B RRE
EMIBMR . AL EZEERT > IREBEEMQ) » BEELR
BOBRBREALHMENFG  REBESERRT  RTRE
BT HEYERIRIE KT o

EfFR—EHRRIE RGO T EE B R HRRE
BRI TITER o IRIES TR ERARSRRB X WHEE »
FIEA SRR » AR —EITER > REBWBE T
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HEHEEANTEEENYE - EATNARTE » ZRED
SR (total effect) SREBAYIRIE AT (contex-
tual effect) o MEHRIMBERBHERE—~@EER » FrEE—MEF
Ep (nonmetric) HUBE > HEBRIERORAMTRTHE
A e BB A RERPHMBEATRERSHERNFRITE
A BGE o IEB DRI EHELETR YA HRME
AFS - EEEERHENYE - HEPERNETRENER
FEREMHEREERBARROEN  REFZENMEAL
MEEE D B4R HHREMRFR  BREEHAERR
BARZHEA » REATRHTAENYE - RN NER
R WRRREHRIRE B THERMER LG - &
BT 4 SRR RN BT S IRESHTUHREEN EER
HRMAREEE o AEREFL  WEZHFBEREY
iy o ARCE BRI VT HEAA R o * DUT F# /RN -
LERRE S TR AR ¢

BT AR o RS BT A JEE R 2 ] e (A A BB 1B A JB X
HRERE—-EEXR » REFMAKT HERUBRBIHARE
HEHEERENAATRNEE - BROAKEHARARETR
ARG ST T AL ¢

BAREFR=EZ (WARE  ERER > BAXERER

#) o

Heh o MARETLURBEANI G - EHROLE Y - ZBRE
FAHEHME : BRENRESHHRE - BTIRER%ERY(glob-
al) RIEREER Y EAENEYE  TREARERETIRL 5 8
ARG EASERHEN - HRH FRRARNRARRERY
iRt RE AR EMEARENES KR EBBEME IR
GraMEInNERE (FYHE RERME (MLAHE B

1 pR#xSy#f(contextual analysis) EI#B#X 5 (network analysis) 2 AN[EHY » B
REHBLTBHREZR - WMESTREEEARAZE - ERRIUERZ M
RRCRAIERYT » IR SR RIS @ B RFT RN B AR ATREBENEE-
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BB o EBIE 1 AV SEM A AU B (Larzarsfeld and Men-
zael,1972) » A{ERHREBHSHH (analytical) Bt
(structural) Wy%H o
R EAWTREFRERY  Z » EARERERE
REFELBYE > XRY » EESHHERIT

Z =a+ﬂ1 (Xl,Xz,"',Xk) +,32 (Y],YZ,"',Ym)
+ﬁ3XkYm+f (2)

Heb aREH e RBY AREBAEBHNEHEGEATS
REREE—ANEBER Y THANESEETRE ; 8 Al
REZRAXRHARTFHBEATBHB IS (BIRBEAYSE
ZHHD) o B REE TN EEE T o 8, U rREREAAR
ReHHARPHEATSEERTALHENE BN EE
RESEEAIHARRREENRE  RIEFEN T B TR S
EEHENRE FREEEBHWEAEBR L EHARZHE
BEREHEHRNBEATSEESMNE S T > £ EEE
Lo BRI HTEEELE B B fo—— FEH S (main effect)fy
WIE RS o

R ARERBEN R TS S BE M HEEHRE
T Bk A A TR ST 43 R R MR 1Y 0 AT M B R SR o Bz 0
BRAY  WMBRERN S EEEZAR - B —RTHSEE
BOIEREMEHIRAE » 8 Y. » EIEHESE, RENERENS
H—REANWBEALHERE (nominal scale) » EEFK
ARREHBERARIEER » GlHR L EE g S —Eit
ESEZHEARETRNEE  MitEXEBSBREXRER
BERRE > SAEABERRENRERER KRB
REHEHESHGERUAARENKAEE - SEEAHE
RE—BRITRNERAD - WBEEEBA N B Hik
BHE A TSR IEEESHT (analysis of covariance) o w5
Y. ESE, E-ATBENERNEEREETE » REESH
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bk R s R Y 0 B SRR T RWBERNME
R AR R EBEAZ RIS (partial effect) o B
ERE L SERENES (structural effect) INGIE Y=Y
% B % (contextual effect) o BRTHEHNMFELIIN
B B 0 IR A D B e R R o (EL R — R ARG 53 AT
BaFE  AEMELNERE LWHELRE - ERBINEE
BERAHREIVHE—F - RERES NG ETIRME
LS E

BERNSEXBESH (multilevel-variables analysis)
FRABRESFRBERBEATSNEBORERNKE T ESR
B% (Flinn, 1976) o EFERFEHEHRANSBIEES
SV A A : LBIESH (covariance analysis) AR
447 (contextual analysis) o FERIZHBERE o LRI
S# (covariance analysis) XERUREHET > MRS
FRRESBENEBREANSHANRERES o DTS
E

() ILBIHSHT ¢

LSRR RE —EERERE > H—ARERE (
criterion variable) WE/ % » X RRFEMET EEEX M RE
1 (metric variable) HEREBETEANEE - SHEGR
HitRESRAESBRBHESN - BR - AEE B E B E TN
DRELESHERMAR - T B R o BRI AT AR A B R AR
% it & 07 T RO R R TR IR B B R A TE TR E A
BRRMEBED -

% E KRN SR E B ER » Equation(?) 38
T

Z =a+ﬁ1 (X1,X2,“',Xk) +,32Ym+6 (3)

Hehr Yo fAEAmEL > #HE 2 » - FitEm o WEEREZIH
HEARBR—RIINSHEFEBH (dummy variable) H %
SIS ER » B Y. EEEETA m- 186 K (dummy
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variables) o BT Ll s MEARGE 1 R AR » Y,=1, Yz, ¥
#B%Zi’é 0> ﬁﬁ% (21:a1+,31 (XI,XZ,"',Xk) + B2 (Yl) +e€ o
D) > EEARGLE 2 UK ERE » Yo=1 Y1,Ys, -,
Yo=08,
Zy=ar+p1 (X1,Xz, X)) +B2(Y32) +e; (4.2)
R RE HE
Lo 1=am 1+ B1(X;, Xz, e oo WX +B2(Yao1) +ém_1(4.m-1)
RE—EEXENEARS  Yos 1 Yy Ya,=0
Zmzam+ﬁ1(X1,Xz,-~-,Xk)+ﬁg(Ym) +ém (4.m)
RTEBNEN  RMBFE~MRE ENBESER o ®
EATNE B EREARS » MATSHERE :
Zo=a+p; (X1, Xz, Xi) +e
ERBHSHR > HRIBHRNAAGSHES BB EAR
FLo o EWELE  ~EREM o WHE > B Eq (4.0) w9
REMEY (a+8) AR > IR LIR AR T R EBE
REBEES o BERE AR 58 8 5 A7 (dummy
variable analysis) o B/ —HRILKEFFEREEEFE
ERRRKNESE » BB Zo B Z, » Zyyoee Zun o fRin F-test
BURZor 2y Loy L WZBREME FHEZY BB
REBEHLBIHERED HERHNARFHEATSERE
EWEE) o
EEEﬁKTﬁﬁ?@?U%Eﬁ%ﬁﬁ%—ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ@—ﬁég
RS ERERNKFEEN SRS, REREI KR
EROMERKEETHEINE) - EREEN, Mt » Bt
TOER T R AS = 70 20505 v BROB A 17 25 o S 0 0 4R HIE #5347
BRL LB o
(R 73 HTEk -
IRV EEAMRER T —HE B « it @it
FRBREERRRAMAANGTAREEFASNBETE . >
Bﬂﬁﬁ%@ﬁ@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁkﬂ’ﬁﬁﬁ]zﬁﬂiﬁi\gﬁgﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ S
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AR AT EE s BRREAFRARE—EHFRESR » TE—
iﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ‘lﬁﬁi@ﬂﬁ%ﬁ@%% o B BB BT SRS
M sEEE RIS ERD TR o EEEETREN o IRESVTHE
ABERTUERR ¢

Z=a+p1 ( X1, Xz, Xx) +ﬁz(Y1,Yz,"',Ym) +€ (5)
$ep Xy, X, X REAWEE o T Yy Yo, Yo BEER
REEE 5 ¢ RBE o EIRESFTET Y1, Yo, e, Yo o BRIGEFR
B fERE -
w— o MEEERTERER S
H EEE%WR%Q&%‘%E@@A@&JX%—*%*%EE% °
maER Y BE X EELBRN—EEE - fil Y., F#8
BYX, W » PRESRLAE o EERRESRANENHE
BR) o

Zmatps KXo X +h Ko X) +e O
%%uﬁﬁﬂgﬁfl‘zﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁﬂiwﬁ BHIR /N X LUEE
Tl B M AT B K HE 0'@%%E—¥#—E’9%%i§5?—ﬁi$ﬁﬁ@ °
BY Ry RRE B YRR GHRT °

it e BRI A EIRE SR A Vbys#  (Erbring

and Young, 1979) - Fi Nz Ht(Hauser, 1970a,1970b,1974) R KR
E’%B’S}ﬁiﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬂ%@ﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁ*@)\@%@%ﬂ@%ﬁ
7R & (under specifications)ﬁﬁ1%§J~1iﬁ%ft)\%E’gi;ﬁﬁ ’
LREEENBEHBERRE - B —FHE LB (Alwin»1976) U
%ﬁﬁ%@%%ﬁﬂ‘lﬁlE@%ﬁi@ﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂ%ﬁ@ﬁ@%%f’??*@ﬁ
% o 4l {3 (Campbell) gk (Alexander) (1965) H
iy A &M (Alexander and McGill, 1976) HIZRB
E%%%%%@A%gmi%%%iﬁi@@Aﬂﬁg%thﬂ’ﬂﬁ%é%ﬁﬁ}\
(significant others) TR B i B s M HE R S B
E’Jrﬁ']ﬁfﬁ’gzlii’@fﬁ%ﬁ%’ﬁ'ﬁ#lz%@@% o %% A(Hannan,
et al, 1976)&U#EH§HJR%5}B?EP’ﬁi?ﬁ@%ﬁﬁ*ﬁ%?%ﬂ%ﬁ
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B REEAFTE AN G BE o
‘ EHEFHRNWELOEHRAES B—REMEKONT SRS
| U 08 A BRGS0 PR 5 B B P A o B HER A ARNS R
RV B A B9 R B2 e A B S0 7T 4 BB 1 4 2 S 3 o E
BEEET » &1 MEBRERMESEMNEABE—E %
B MR &% o EERERAREAENESE  ATERX
EMERE > AH S GRERSR (realism) HELR (nom-
inalism) §yS & o LWHERY: » HABESBES S ya
AHBRBWESRGEE HREMANE S - 4l Larzarsfeld
BiMenzel (1961) 2 1 % B TR EE R ST RS
RGEHRE - N"EWEBmE (Blau, 1960; Chou, 1980 ;
Lincoln and Zeitz, 1980) WEBB : HESHIRREE
BEYRE > A B RS B B » TRRMEEHI A B o
@A@?ﬁ’iﬁ%%ﬁi‘z*iﬁﬁﬁ%%%%*ﬁﬁﬁ  HEEAGTS
MR R BB RE © 38 %% BIEHRE AN (path analysis)
IR R P HBURE SN ELIETREA SR AR S AR A #
ATRAE R B » MA—BR T HHIERREEE
REHE > S RRETE o
%:(ﬁFﬁ@%@ﬁ%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ@%%%%@
AT RHBR R —H R 8 4 ORI « Bt R » HIE#& 53 47 R
%‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁE%ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁ@Aﬁ%%iﬁmjﬁ&&—‘@Eﬂ‘iﬁﬁiﬁ‘: °
S EMME » BASEER (Erbring and Young, 1979)
BUATRBEERL (endogeneous feedback model) ESHH
%E?%%Q@Aﬁ’é‘ﬁﬁ%%ﬁi@i@ﬁ%ﬁ*ﬁ%% o i1 % IF $& H 4
¥ %(reciprocal influence) 824 @ fE (mutual adjust-
ment) FELMF R SREHEBAGTSH EANEE o s
EREEAZMNILGTH (social interaction) » TEAFS
HUSE M AR BE o K% » R B 2 3R DU R 135 maximum
likelihood methods) #REE (iteration) WEFEREE
AR R M 507 Bt & B RIE 5T o RAEEHERNERE
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B EERA S 2 s M it i Rl (inter-
vening mechanism) WAEHLERBB/AKFTAE » MAHRE
S SR ERE AN ARSIt G RAREEEEANSE A
EEEAERTENE  SEEN—HRAMERETRES
WENRE(LIF T — b ©

NE N R 0 TERANERESS AN THEER
AHT A —— EMEE TR - R o SRS
wEAGOTEREREEBHER —WEE o 4 KD
FEA-EREENEY » REBCERE - ERIRESITRE
S A M B A T AR 2 — o —EHFEE B RLE
D E HO L @R AT E AT RRER » HEERTREHNE
TR T — AT LR IR (leverage) o R - €
RS EERE » BhitER SRS TR ENIEBRY BME
AFBENEEGBEARERARRET « EFER » Bt
G B oY E B B RO R BOR Yy B o R A ATV —
BB ER o BEHVENRARTRAMBNBNEERHR
B R B o DT A ES R T & 4 E T RIFERHAR
S BA R I8 43 47 BT B A BUR BRI -

0~ BRAE S SR MR E

B REAERTEEEN—ARBRENHNERRERLEER
BB A OB o BT RIS RR SR
R B EECR 2 — B R A 1 BUR o B SR RBURAR R AT
AT S T o R PR B R B SR B R BE A RO 1 DR
EAEE . RATMAEBWBIE » FLABENUEETLERRRE
T R R RE B B T 0 B o DU AR ERIREERT
BEHSBURR DA T » WREEEEERER - #58HE
B B s BB 52 L EOR MO B SRR R - TR ARG B RBOR
B o

M E o & EEBENRER A nEBER (demographic
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transition theory) HUMBBEFISEMLHEBTSER (
consumer theory) o ZHERMEMERETLLETGW
BB INFRENSESERBENRN - BEREHERSH
BARFERNM G E Rt aEE L ERAN £ R » A
NEHBNHASERE FRAE L FTHELETGN KB AR
(Teitelbaum,1975) o 58 £ 3 IR (E 7] 6 15 {84 o T 34 BR BT 0%
HAES HEBRFAN I @ E RS ERAWRE - mmEy
WTRERER H A 0 Bk i & iR A o

BN ERTEEHBHHERRAZERS - FEEY
ERZ—RUNHEACRN RESTRABEUERE o S &kt
HVR B OE A SO (LB B TR YE  ENE B (BKRIE) WEAS
BANKRDREES » wHHItET HE BRYEALSE
MERUERBVEN » BRESRH - L& 5 HUNWHRARWHE
BREHEELNBHT YR it ERNEEY R AR E0 -
BUTRHEENRAREARBR BT @EH (Durk-
heim, 1933; Toénnies, 1963; Redfield, 1941,1947; Sorokin
and Zimmerman, 1929) o

W—RAHBEA LR LR o EEETENFRER
N REBEERBBEARKBIRBONE » it ER it &
R (social melliew) G EMANEETRRESS  MAD
AL HFEBERDE HEMERE » filE S (Duncan, 1964)
&S (Rhodes, 1971) BREXEMBHNEAT » KRLES
MEF NMERMANWKEREHE  bEAMTEBHEER
B HEREHRBNGE - & 5% (Srikantan, 1967) HEEHR

(Heer and Wu, 1972) MIBBESEH  HL 4 ENE VR

BB AR £ K AR s BETES MR LM EATRE (
desire for another child after 3rd parity) H < #ifEFiE
ERRBHENEENESE -

R > WHFZEEERRZNRE > DRSS FEER
MBRARBHILES A ETRNEENEALE - Bt 22
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L RARRZE  NETEA T TRNARRER AR &
W RE LN EATSNY %) (Freedman, 1974, Haw-
thorn, 1978; McNicoll, 1978) o Y ERRHEETTRY
HESHFRBNFRE L — REHMERATTRARNAGHE
i BRI RFEEST ERER EARBELGREAZHT
G EE » AR - HERPEEARSBNERTE
gkt (village) it (community) BERERH— R &R
# (Freedman, 1974,1980; McNicoll, 1975) o Rk HES
(Freedman, 1972, 1974)B T & — 184 5 17 R RYTLE AR#E 5
FHERESN  BRRT ~REMSRAETRESHITERR
5k o Z B A (McNicoll, 1975) BRIl B LIBA BF (U B K
S Tt BB AR o B KR AR S A+ AREUR DU Bt B R HE AT
i A D BOR BT AR RR o

BiE LR R ERPTE (Anker,1979; Choy,
1980) MFTARMEAL BT RERMNMEAR KRG E Xt &
ok B (L E R R AT R BRBSNET AN
GREHBEE » NRERE  BERBEKE » HEROWERT
s, RRBAGE  AEEWENYE B  BNutR
B MeBHERFLE (Caste) » HEAFRBEZRTRAER
B > MARNBEZFENEELRARMEARXGHERN
Fo

2 IR A VTR R R R T VR B R R - R
ERAMWBERTES » UEBKNEERRUIEN - ENEXK
BERFEN SR E L EREMMRBESTROER > B
%Hﬂ@%%&#%AD&%ﬁﬁmﬁﬁ’ﬁ&ué@ﬁﬁkﬁ
%ﬁ;muﬁ%ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬂﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁ%%&?ﬁ%
FREAE A N BRI HEY

& RS THSH R TRSAREE
Bl st # » BRIREA FT A SRR RYIBE © 2
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— RS ATERA A B g R E R R — AR o » BT
A 7N DTS A o it & B v i R B B A B
BREMRGET 5% LHS0E o RGOS - EE R R
RERBORMBY - PMEEXHEBHETURAREHEWRE
MH» BRIRES T EEEROEE ) KRS BB oRE S
HISHT o B BRMAT B LRSS VTE=M » bR A » 0%
@ RERBESNRESRENEGWTE - KB = :

HREBHITEBRNEERE - B—Rit @& BNite
BIREEM (Young, 1970) o Ei%HRBHEEE » #218H
TEHIN RS REFEHEFRERR SR FRME i E
MBERES - At AN EBHHRLETESREENS
o RIS VTR BIIE AT IE SR TN Tt e B B B
— o BRENIHOBHENHEREKRE » M @8R DUEH
HERFREH KNI GE - Ml SRR Hie (R
FEHILE) FRERNAZE - HESEWHL 2 —8 2O
ENRENRE » WK @ERE SR EE T SEEwY
HEBNIIRS - BE » NRESTiLY » —RBEEADGE
(community) BREMATEENHRBEALL » Y@mRGE
ERAEYENI QT - MN%E (village) XEZEKXS BHHN
FHE B IR R B R E R E T4 BRESH » B3R
ik B RS kS AR HTIE » B DU AS 7L & 5 3 S R N B A A
W R R T RS A Bk E R BT £ o

BRI » THERSEEHERWRS » LA RBHE S
BB FERE DTG T RS o T HEBWIFEAS B RUEE
BHMEATRNE IS BB IREARENIER « 2R » 5%
EMHREAZ LN EBEHEANTSEEZNERAE » Ay
B-HEEEEOER L REEIRE S 2318468 - BEw
—# (Firebough, 1979) o (B RAE& ST LR IE R o Freed-
manRBEF : [HHAETAREEN —BREXBIELNE
(ecologcial variables) SifH A MMM EREHELTE(E
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o BMTEENE » AFTRABERE—SRPEL (k) B3R
REMA L EEAGTS  REBREFRFLEEN P EH
EBEIE—EHREFT o (1974:8) | EREEAN—K
R MRS TR ENHRRRRTRE ©
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CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS:
AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TO
INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIOR STUDY

Bih-Er Chou

Abstract

Conventional methods of analyzing individual behavior
and attitudes have their limitations. On the one hand, micro-
level analysis, using only individual-evel factors, has yielded
inconsistent results, and, thus, low explanatory power. On the
other hand, macro-level analysis, dealing with factors at supra-
individual level, though having more consistent findings, can
not be applied directly to individual level. Otherwise, it would
result in ecological fallacy. Inadequate and inappropriate re-
search design, which ignores the effect of group and its struc-
ture on individual behavior and attitudes, was proposed as one
of the factors responsible for the unsatisfactory situation. Con-
sequently, contextual analysis was suggested as an alternative
approach. Contextual analysis was viewed as a method de-
signed to take into consideration both the individual- and
group-level variables. By systematically combining simultane-
ously both the micro- and macro-level variables into one
model, contextual analysis may hopefully be able to enhance
the explanatory power and policy relevance of individual be-
havior research.

This paper first discussed the sociological importance of
contextual analysis. Then, it explicated the basic model of
contextual analysis and the statistical techniques suitable for
measuring the total group effect and the partial contextual
effect. Contextual analyses of fertility behavior were used to
illustrate the application of contextual analysis. Finally, the
special implication of contextual analysis to rural sociology
was discussed.



