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o 2R 4FEE], —Z M (congruence) A M UE i
(Tit) I 58 7 TOUL AN 22 UL J2 T 1 L 28U 52 vh 32 3 T2
&1 (Amos & Weathington, 2008)., IT4FEk, #ik
8 22 1 [ N 223 DTG AT AH DG IO SITIERIT T o 9
PR TUHE(2009) . BT 2% X B AH (2009)#E4T T4~ A -
ZH AT L 7 T A SEREE 9 AR R EATIE F (2007) i
A7 T HEEH) 545 B HBOR VT FL 5 T8 A SEUENT Y, Wk
T E Y (2007) 34T T AN N -HR 55 VCBC T Y
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FE A5 B RO AR, M PR OGAE N 2 07158 |
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e H PR 22 S 43 80T 7 AR 1Y R D v s R) R,
Jf H AT DL A 30 7 — SO R b AT BB LA
To 8 1 22 5 0 BOUR B0 AR I 4 (Edwards &
Cable, 2009). X Fl 7415 5 T J5 2k — o223
(Kalliath, Bluedorn, & Strube, 1999; Ostroff, Shin, &
Kinicki, 2005) A T RIS . JE 8 a1 Jr v
PR B S bR ) E, 220 S AR U A
A 25 BURNE Tk LA I 3 (Edwards & Cable,
2009). #Rim, 2wzl J7 R0 RECE LR RS, R
il 7 2 B HFE— Bt et o TR e . BfEAR 2D
Byt 7 2 mIE Iy BB I (e g, KRE, £
e, 2009)%) AR B [l R A, R g R S e ik
Z 18] 5 22 1Y Ut B A LU BCSER

H T I KA 22 IS R A A — B P
Do, BN E N AIFSE AR R AR T N 2 H, AR SR
M7 VR WA IR P AT TR B A A Al |, R
S HAE — SO W58 U T AT T S A9 i R
VLT, SCE FRNE S =5 B, A
W11 SR FH 22 330 2K 10T U A 30— B01E 5007 1 B AR i 2
JEHIBFFEBAE SE 1 R X — 7 A 3 SR
Je, AR3CH] e LY I 53T (response surface analysis)
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BT[] Y 5 28 o T2 70 F A 1 I ) 1T 0 28 A
S T 7 TET PR B BEASRRAE, RIAn o] ) F e 1A 56 1)
ZER L SR B W] R R I =4 IE . e, SR
WA FE Rt X BT R A T X U B, e
IO T BE AR AR T 2 e 14 B9F 5 7 Al 8 A 46 J2 T 1 Y
RO, T 2 0K Bl 05 R A R AT AE R S —
EPERTTE B R ALK

2 —EEIE S 20

21 EFH#EZmKEVETHIE
TEAE G —BET T, 2245 1(e.g., Amos &
Weathington, 2008; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005)Z % ]
25 5743 B0 B 2R A A 00 et A 2 ) Y — B
PR, IR AR D3 AR AT (B A Ry B — 1 TR0 A8
B B H 7 AR — T
Z=by+b|X-Y|+e ¢))
TR, XY 4350 2R W58 A B R — 2
PERIPIAS F AR 1, Z Rom AR RE, e WIFRoR
BEHLIRZET, —222F (e.g., Tsui & O'Reilly III,
1989) 51 #f — 20 ok FI°F- 7 25 (T8 ok R — bk,
BARR I Banr
Z=by+b(X-Y) +e )
WA 5 R (2) R ) R IR R, MIRAF AR
1 77 2
Z=by+ b X* — 2B XY + hY* +e (3)
M B Q) EIF R T FEG) LS T AN H AR
T IR KA B, ARG T — kI, I HLSE
bR EAEE L IE AR B— 2 5 X M Y
EASE, 5 XY ARG 5=, XM Y REUATH,

H XY ZE R 2 — . ARG —
NS TS N R, T 2l OB R R
X SR 23 (Cohen, 1978), FEAMFE 728 H Y
— KI5, ATRAE R R

Z = by+ b X + byY + byX? + b XY+ bY* + e(4)

FREGERBEBEL LR —k2mk, 5
D7 FEG)AH E R T R 3k i P A Y B AR S, 1B
BT 53 Ab— AR —X M Y I RECH 0.

FEE A RR (1) () M) ] DL & BUE AT T it
(PN 25 A P 5 T 225 52 (1) 230K ml )5 5 72
A3 AR T T R4 B — SO RN A T A [ A R AR
IR M AR LR 1 06 R DA R AN [ AR 22 B
WS RA R MR, QZ2m HIET R
ARG AR A o ) — BV R B ) 25 (B0, kR 1T
A — B RO AT BB T 3K A5 25 50 )
J e T Z2 35 3 7 R AR R . 23 ) Y 2
AR BTV A0 A A 7 AR i R AR A R 2%
F, [ATCHEARYE R EAG T A0 25 5 R R 1 A i ]
M) — B . I, ZERAH 2L S 22
SEOBC A R R, w e B AR B
PREL R A R A5 A5 B8R 19 S, B [ 05 5 R ) P
AT 22 A R R R R A R
2.2 BURHI

o T HCER 22 5 4 B0 2 =k A Y el
T RRE— SRR T R 22 5, ARSCRIF R
(2010)BIF 58 H XA~ -2 2L U8 DU A 4 B — B0k
555 T TR AR B i (DA RIS B R o) P 5%
B B OT (L) . QMG BTG, 4R PR
R,

Fz1 ADANHELAMER—HMES R THEBRETERIEWN =242)

- [l 1 E)= ¥ ) =% 3
| X-YI R’ X-Yy R’ X Y X Xy Y JEE R
SCFE 1) —0.40%* 0.25%* —0.13%*  0.30%* 0.29%%  0.14%* -0.01 0.14%%  _0.16%*  0.35%*
B 0] —0.31%* 0.11%* —0.11%* 0.14%* 0.17%%  0.18%* -0.02 0.03  —0.13**  0.20%*
FLI) G 5] —0.40%* 0.21%* —0.12%* 0.21%* 0.25%% 0.08* —0.17%%  0.24%%  _0.09%*  0.22%*
H ARSI —0.43%* 0.23%* —0.12%* 0.26%* 0.29%* -0.01 —0.13%%  0.42%%  _0.17*  0.28%*

W *FTRTE p<0.05 KF T B3 **R/RAE p<0.01 KFEFHE,

M 1 =R S SRR R, R
B, 2255 M 22 R US ART LAl A R AR
RS S AL 1 RIS 2 rp g ] )T AR RS UL T
Y (B — Bt AR R BAT R A2, ol
SR VLR TR 1 AREAY 2 B4 56 5 2 AT AR 4 1l .
FESCRPIT ST, o BEE— 20 XF e = SRR AE Y A 4

JE E ) R FNH R RY (i R A R? X EE
PRI e e e B AR S, AT LA Ik b T 8 e B B
N R KRS, [FIRE SRR — o o
PR AR i R RR B, R FH 2 000 [l ) bR FH 446 % (B
FF- 7 (8 1 77 X RE A R T 22 1 AR 1 78 57 BRI
Z b, R 3 A 25 RAR R T AN AR SN (A
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0 [ 0 ) Wit T AYESS SR b ] AR . AR
FIRERY 2 v g [a] U 28 K00 mT LAt o e — B i
B PRI, TR 3 v i 224 0] ) R B
VE B BN — B RN, Wt Je i By A 5
UERHE 2 15 SCRPIIFFE BB B 2518 . LR RS i i
IO TE 3 M A 22 30 1] U 2R 50 — SOt R A A i
WK ARk

I VAT g RS E 2T M T UE X 31
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TR R AR A E G R, T E
I S (T A T o v ey L U DR e T o
=Yk EE A AE SCARE 5 WF AR A A9 ¢ &R (Khuri &
Cornell, 1987; Myers, Montgomery, & Anderson-cook,
2009) . X — 73 My B3 B T S A A N T Y =
TR R o B, R A S i L T Y
B RAE . B /IMBE B 25 (saddle point), 3X ™ &5 7E
T T Y 4% A7 18] B R RERECY 00 MR4E Khuri
Cornell (1987)ABFE, 435 n] LA 223002 0] 5 77 74

oy A REO AR, BARR R
o _ baby ~2b,

(5)
O 4y —b,
%:qm—%%3 ©
4b,bs —b,

H 5 R (S)F(6) T A1, 24 4bsbs= by* 5}, X, 1 Y,
WA B, A5 2 Ud e N TR AN AEAE 35 A, IR 4
JOF TAT 53R 2 — 4 - 1T AN 2 BRI, 3 A AR ] Y A
HIRFAAVAER B R R . QiR by bs A
by [RIB 2, B BaR N O, AR, AR by, bs
F by AN, T2 ) 0 T 598 2 R T A A
NS

W TANMEE R R N, AWK B
FEE — 3 AR B T AE D s A AH RS o n SR e iz AT
JE I CRECIRTRT) T, TS 2 Y Vi) 7 T AN DB 338 4 1 il =%
TESS— E5h kB KA, MI7ESE — 340 F s i
JIMEL; A SR R L MR B CARIR TR, 82 1 I R
T AT T o 1 R AR 20— F2 il R ERB R/ ME, A
55 R bk B R R an S N R IR R, R
2GR MR AE S — F b F IR B AR, N RER T
BRI F 4 IR B KM, F4hr R A EAE AT

A 250 ml 307 R 0 R B0 5 AT, BARIR .

F—FWh: Y =po+pX (7)
B — TR
bs —by ++/(by —bs)* +by?
P = (3
by
B FH Y =pyy+py X 9

2 2
pﬂ:zg—@-(@—bg b, o)
b,

X R OCE LA R R R O, DL — F A
TN IR by 5T bs, M4 pri=15-1; 4 by
ST 0 B, TRR@BA S, XEAR by KT bs,
B— R AR — T X AR 0 i EE; W
by /T bs, WAHE—FRE—KPATT Y By
BERONTCT KINEL; IR by T bs, AN [
SE TR A BEIR BOMEAR, SRR AT 3230 01 i —
o wn, B (X, YOH py Ml pyy ARATTRE(T)
F(R)G BN FT 345 pio Fll pao HIELAE

B 53 A R = Tl 3k P A i, TR ) AR B ER A
I 0 I DG T3 ) 1 TV 6 A Bl R Y = X DL
Y = =X IR, 1530 By T A B — Ak B R IA
Ko DER—FR/NG], $ Y =pio+ puX FRATTFE(4)
Ja, AT EILL T Rk

Z=by+ b X + by(pyg+pX)+bX*+

2
b4X(P1<) +P11X)+b5 (Plo +P11X) te
=b,+b,p, +bsplo2 +(b1 +b,p,, +b,pyy +2bspyy Py, )X

+(by +bypy, +bsp, ) X7 +e (11)

1E FRFIRAN, (by + bypyy + bapro+ 2bsprop1)
A 3% 75 M 7 TR 6 1 50— R A IR 7 X = 0 b
FIRPR(BIESE — 255 Y BHAOSC S AL), (bs + bapyy +
bspi HYFE TR T3 BRI i 3. R0 )y 72
AV pro FT pry FH pao BT pay AR RT LASJAS A 17
TR A 55— Sl g AR s o ol P TR 1 D7 2 36 W] LA
AT R A Y = X BIRPRAA R FRIEK, 45
BH(by+ b)F(bs + by+ bs); Ur Y = =X BRI
RIYFRIRIII TN A (b1 — by)Fl(bs — by + bs)o

R T O A e N T RRAE 2R, WEE B AR
P i s T 2 RE R, B kR
DA PO AN G B4 A ke i A 22 20 X [l 05 7 78 9 A7 A

" AN TR R PR AR I (4 R A ] 04 e A R A T R T DL TR A s Sy A R R R, AR AR AL TR LA, A 2

U 19 (Chiang, 1974).
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Wrfl: ()RR 20 R, e F
K 5 w35 () mlH R B0 BB EFATS; (3)4%
AT R TE R BRI SR AT B R, A by,
bs Fl by QSRR S 0, R 2 A 5 Z gt =4 KB ;
(4B ey 78 b 0T B 0 [ S R O W Y,
PRI Ry Gn SR AN REHERR S 2 B I B A2 AR, I8 4 — 4k [
TN REAR G b S A8 i Z Ml G 2R, iR IiF 2
A AR BT (Edwards & Parry, 1993),

i 2ok g 7 22 1 8] IS 2R AR e N TEDRRAE 2 R
[ OCZR, BIF5E 35 T LAAR R [ )5 R BOR AR THFH]
bR g 7 TET P FE AR, O AT AR 46 X SE AR ST 4R
br b0y R g A AR R 8] [ AR R S AR R
Z 8] DL e — BN, A AR S AR o

4 Sl

kg T Uk B 22 302X (] 5 R R 10 A A — B0
WEE A A A, T SR S (2010) A T 5% £ ok
22 T X IOE 8 IR JOE TR, S0 B e TR AH AR 5 — 3
PERF IR IR R o
4.1 LRI 5 N b [ 4FE

WA N, B T 5HLYE T H S0 . B
S 1] F 1) R E AR S A E L B — B
FREE MR, DT AR ORI R, I A AR
1) — B0PE B Ul e 56 92 A D T st 2 R 25 78 R
BB A o X — R AR R TE = 4 B mT DAY
W g LR POAS 7 T B ERAE « (1) —B0PER50% 26 B R
AR B TR ) IE T S, OIS Wi T 2 MU 45 (2)
o R ) — B R R A AR R U BB R A, 4 i)
7 THT A AE XY T B Y= X 4k, RIS —F
W5 Y = X HEEA, X puw=0, py=1; Q)ELH
BB A 5 FE A RS 1 A AS 5 240 S0 (00— 5
P e A R LA R AR5 R, X B R A )
JOF TET B I 1R KO HLF-HE 1Y, BV 1z T 5 5 — 32
B B RERANHERES A 05 (4) AN AR i — ST
PRI 725 2 1 1) 5 0 G SR AR S0 X R, IR AR R
T 20 R B RBR R 0, iR 0 (Edwards,
2007).

HR A 13— SO 5% A i B X 1 9 JLAe]
fiE, SR A 22 212X a0 R0 37 18T 43 B A A 56— B0bE 1
BN TR BB =AW NZ : S—, Kghm
o7 T 75 LAER A XA Y Sl ko, RO A

TERL(0, 0V DL A R RS Y=XM Y=
X HA. KRS — M R AR
AN LA =1 R LA W 7 T A G R, K
=10/ (1 + pr)Fl—-pao/ (1 + po)IEER R EAR O
AT DL e 3y TR AT Y = X F1 Y = X PR 55—,
25 B IO TV 7 4% R A ALl 3, SR RbR
FEANH 0, R DI 7 T Y A (R 1 R e
TS G 45 Al AR AE XY P 15 Y Rl s S
RO 15 an R 2 5 E AR 0, D) m . T 1Y
H(MEREAT 0, LIS NI M) (/N T o,
PR M ) AN 2 P38 1 5 =, AR —
ME TS y=XxMY=XLIFARES, WL
BN AT Y =X 1Y = =X DR A 2R Lk
— A S W 7 T ARSI o AR TR Y = XA
LRI R APR W E AR R 0, W BERE 1EA R K
b B — BRI AN AR e R T Y ==X
T S5 IR S ) L U I T A [ — R AR B AR
4.2 WWHERE5HH

ARICK ] SPSS 18.0 Fl Eview 7.0 A A% 1119
TR R BGHAT TSI AR 56, R Origin 8.0
AR T =R . % 2 ME 1 2514 H T
L THT ) = AR DR | SRR AR 0 A (A RN i 2 MR
LErs

ZWIGPRE, BT n LA -4
UM (B — BOPE 5 51 T8 HOR i 2 18] A9 56 & (]
1-1), ZWa N A2 MUE, P 5246458 (—6.60, —2.50),
T S (I D PV L 2R — R AR
FEARN 1 (p=0.39, p<0.01), ZWRLE WU Y=
XS SRS o —pro/ (1 + pi) F —pao/ (1 + po)IUME
EOAS R EAA 0, 1T LI W 3 1 A B B Y =
XA Y = X A% . i 17 1 5 2 — 324 b A AR R L
P B IE M ARPR Y (R %= 0.35, p < 0.01; HHfi
= 0.03, n.s.); W FHE—KMIE i (Hh%R=
—1.41, p < 0.05), F7E(0, 0)HIFE S b " 1778 bR
(RhF= -18.59, M TANIHARAERECRINAS 3 MR
NLHEVE Y = X RS E RN B L (R %=
0.43, p<0.01; MiZ=-0.02,n.s.), MHF Y= -XKHk
LR K MIE ph 2k (2= —0.31, p < 0.01), 7E (0,
0)HY S s AL A ERR 1 0.14 (p < 0.05) o AR 1% L)
N7 AT A8 A1 ) G 36 235 S ok o i ) A i [ 19 4 B SG
2, "TUMARILLT L5855 —, N EE Y =

* X LGN[R AT A (ELULLE 155 (I F) — BORN AR AR AR 1) — B

* BRIV R T 45 5 2 XY i EJE (0, 0) AR
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Fz 2 MMM EEES W =242)

(R 2 XRRH BT R 1] HL S HARR

X —6.60 11.72 4.86 13.20 8.23 40.81 ~1.11 1.01

Y, -2.50 5.29 1.26 1.61 11.02 55.83 -1.37 0.71

Pro 0.08 0.17 0.56 0.47 —0.52% 0.22 —0.37% 0.17

Pu 0.39%*° 0.15 0.14 0.32 1.40% 0.35 0.90* 0.20
RERCGE—E5h) 0.35% 0.05 0.19% 0.09 0.38% 0.09 0.24% 0.07
it 28— F 5l 0.03 0.05 -0.02 0.12 -0.02 0.06 0.11 0.08
P20 -19.36 31.71 34.82 145.17 16.88 85.64 -2.61 1.99
P —2.55% 0.96 —-6.91 15.15 —0.71% 0.18 —1.11%* 0.25"
BERGE ) -18.59 27.80 65.29 397.30 6.48 32.41 -1.81 2.20
il (55 — 35 —1.41% 0.82 —6.72 28.00 -0.39%* 0.08 —0.81%* 0.33
BER(Y=X) 0.43* 0.06 0.35% 0.06 0.34% 0.08 0.28* 0.07
ESOED) -0.02 0.06 —0.12% 0.06 0.15 0.10 0.12 0.08
FHE(Y=-X) 0.14% 0.07 -0.01 0.11 0.17* 0.08 0.30% 0.10
= (r="-X) —0.31% 0.08 -0.19 0.13 —0.51% 0.10 —0.72% 0.14

e XA FH L BRI RS AR E A RS AR R IELRE A S, I MRS RSB T 2ok ek AR Al
33 B [ bR 1R (Kalliath et al., 1999), 73037 F 2 U4 8 Sl AE (resampling) J7 % —— delta 325 3 4l 13X Be S50 A0 bR MR T4 22 Wald 48
TR RAG I L b ACE MR RIR B EAR N 1 (p<0.01); #8535 p <0.05; **{L3% p < 0.01,

“““““ 5
& o
s 42
S £
o Q
Z 38
R 2_§
S 3 S
N
2 N
L
o
0(‘
Y%
2.
® . 0%
é’o -3 3 oﬁ‘t’;{‘w\fA
6
4
3% 4 B
s g
25 B
8 2 2
E 5
0 i
..... ‘g g
“ 3T 1E| o« g
o‘& 2 3 3 -2 °
) TEN % N
> )
e -3 2 -4
4 _9 -
% \ E 0
-2 . q) valu® = Fal -1
S X ot%a“"zanona & 3 2X organ'\zational value

E1 A A-HAMEM—ErE S 0 TR A RFEWELERA F A8 hE 1-1, 12, 1-3 1 1-4)
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=X HZREMERUIS N NS ALK T m -
P B — BT, N AL T = AR R . 3R
=, HMARLETE Y = X RN IE UL A - SN
B WAE 55 K1 — B IOK O By —3as ek
A AR SR . 5B, R Y = X 1Y
MR LT 0 Ui, —SerRon £ b [ A% &2 HBUE Y
HEAR T3 5 1) o R AR AR, RV — S P R
AARRIEBL T, PIAS B AR RGBT = A i PR AR
B B AR ANAR . SR, MR TE Y Y = X A4 I
st A A U B 24 AR A 2 1B LA S 4 S 1)
AT 3 AR AARET, AR SRR 7E S A (E A5 53 = T
LUV E AT S I 00 T BB 5/ IME; 0 3 1
R I, AR HORGEAEA AN EAT 53 = T4l
SUNEIRAT 20 A1 0 T BB e R

B 1-2 Ui B2 AE S ) DU — S S
AR HR U Z YOG FR o 1M N T R RE S Y, 3
AR I (4.86, 1.26), BEGUH I, 4b T & 1-2
i EARIAM 5 — RS R RER BT
FEARR IR, —pro/ (1 +pi)F —pao/ (1 +pay) BIMH
W F 0, PUbm i A A B Y = X
Y = X HERBER A TR . ma b A 55— 40 E
(IR TLF- Sk 0, PRI i o7 1T ) 36 2 4 1 1 (1t 8=
—0.02, n.s.), HAIEMAFRGERE=0.19, p < 0.05),
A, i S8 T 9 56— SO MU B BLAE(0, 0)iY4X
B S AN AE IERPR (B = 65.29, %= —6.91,
FhRfERE R, FIIFARE) WA Y =X EH
RIER BN NI, 7650, 0)AYBEET S AN TEAE I &)
RHHE=0.35,p <0.01; #iIF=-0.12,p<0.05), ¥
Y = X H&RLMIFHAF@EFE= -0.01, ns,;
M= -0.19, n.s.). LA LRMEE, BREILITF 458
55—, B A - SV E TR = KT
— B ARIKE b —B0" 4R T Ko AR SR 5
=L YA - S U AE BT S 1) R AR
A R A AN E UL AR 43 5 F 4 SUH (B A5
(Y B0 BRI SR IME T Y 35 A5 4 ER A &
AR IR AEAS AN E AR 43 5 T 4 S (B A5 53
AR LT BB e KA, 28—, HMRN TR Y = X 1Y
RERAER UL, A AR LU A (B A o 7E
HOS DL R R, AR R ) KO DL 3 A e
TR

& 1-3 Ui B A2 R0 S ) b A (DU — 3 e 5
AR Z I DGR o MmN T R ARE S MR, 3
A bRIE(8.23, 11.02), 55— E A — EH PR
A 1.4 f1-0.71, HARBFEANR 1 A1, F R

HIEAEIE BN Y = X A Y = X B4R 0hess;
1o/ (1 + pr)FIE N 0.22 (p < 0.05), 7 M35 Wi L7 T
WY =X XM Y& KT 0/ XIEBHCEF.
Jof TV 5 — Rl R ARPR O IE R B (%= —0.02,
n.s.; BFE=0.38,p <0.01). Wi [V EE — F 4l
LR (%= —0.39, p < 0.01), fE5 Y #li52 XAIEAE
IERPR(BI = 6.48, H TR MER, RIEREIF
ANEE) MR Y= X B2t R RER O IE 1 Bk
(FH= 034, p < 0.01; MiF=0.15, n.s.), MHF Y =
X MM, 725 v g A7 IERPR (R
#=10.17, p < 0.05; %= -0.51,p<0.01). Z5iH>
F, B 1-3 5 SRy T — By ik, e
N — B 7E AT 37K P L 19 A8 b #0308 R 4 K
B R B, T UL B2 D A0 AR L A T
B s 85—, FER K E—SHARK O E—S0Ek S
B KOV 1 AR R, B R RS, AR
PRFFANAS ) 5B, YW I E AR T B R, RfE A
— SRR B R BE R, AR R I KT ARG K Y R
TR

B, B 1-4 fme N 2 T ERAE B s
i) b 9 — S0 5 AR SR Y DG ZR o 12 I T A 2
B, Pisi A bn i TR 22 EAR(-1.11, -1.37), 5
— ERAGE Z F R RSN 0.90 (p < 0.01)F
-1.11 (p < 0.01), FEET 1 A1, BT pie= 037 (p <
0.05), Pl th g 1 7 AF >4 Fh e DA 0 Y i |-
B (pro= —2.61, H THRUEREKIT LI W.3) . M
N T AR — S LR (%= 0.11, ns;
BER=0.24, p < 0.01)M¥T 58— 340 2 VIR 4 (il
= —0.81, p < 0.05), TEEH ¥ HIATFIE UARPR (B
= —1.81, M TARIEBRBE KT LA W2 o 0 17 T
WE Y = X HERUWILTREMEMRIE= 028, p <
0.01; HiI*R=0.12, n.s.), MWy ¥ = X L& M
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Abstract

For decades, the study of congruence in organizational research has relied on difference scores, which
induces numerous methodological problems in presenting congruence, such as covered relations, reduced
reliability and validity. Unfortunately, this method is still used dominantly in domestic researches due to few
available alternatives. The method of polynomial regression is introduced in this research to directly test
relationships among two component measures of difference scores and dependent variables, and also the
advantages of polynomial regression over difference scores in expressing congruence are discussed and verified.

Then, from the aspects of foundation points, theoretical derivations, analytical procedures and hypothesis
tests, the framework of polynomial regression equations coupling with response surface analysis for congruence
researches are modified. Three key features of surface are concerned for analysis. The first is stationary point,
which corresponds to the overall minimum, maximum, or saddle point of the surface. The second is principal
axes of the surface, two of which intersect at the stationary point. The upward or downward curvature of surface,
depending on the shape of surface (convex or concave), is greatest along one of the principal axes and least
along the other. The third feature is the slope of the surface along two principle axes, Y = X and Y = -X lines.
Formulas expressing these key features can be derived from coefficients of polynomial regression equations,
based on which, this general framework clarifies how coefficients from equations can be used to
comprehensively describe surface and test hypotheses. Moreover, the framework permits researchers to evaluate
complicated congruence conceptual models rigorously.

Finally, as an illustration, how the person-organization value congruence affects persons’ affective
commitment to change in four dimensions are examed, which specifies the characters of surfaces and puts
forward theoretical implications. This paper deliberately interprets how data analytical results deduce theoretical
conclusions based on the framework mentioned above. The results reveal that the congruence effects completely
supported by traditional methods are not perfect, and should even be rejected as to two of four value dimensions
with the same data.

In sum, current research testifies that polynomial regression equation not only can explain more variance of
dependent variables than difference scores, but also uncover more valuable relations and information. Firstly, it
exhibits whether the perfect congruence effects exist. Secondly, it exams main effects, congruence effects and
interaction effect at the same time. Thirdly, it reveals scores and changing rate of dependents under imperfect
congruence condition. Admittedly, the framework and the required analytical modes presented in this paper are
more complicated than previous methods. However, approach to this method enables researchers to study
congruence in a more comprehensive way. Practical implications derived from this study point toward the actual

effect of person-organization value congruence in management activities.

Key words polynomial regression; congruence; response surface analysis; difference scores



