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Abstract

“Show your Love!” is a familiar slogan for NPOs to encourage people to enhance the well-being of

the society through donations and volunteer services. Donations and volunteer services are an important
resource for nonprofit organizations, but most previous research about “donations and volunteer services”
focuses on the relationships between motivation and intentions of charity giving behavior. However,
consumer behavior researchers have found that brand image will affect the attitude toward advertising,
their motivation and buying intentions. Thus, applying this concept of ad stimuli in this area to find if
public service advertisement (PSA) design cues can affect NPO’s brand image (Bl) and donors’ donation
intentions is feasible. This study tries to integrate regulatory focus theory with framing effect into the
design of public service advertisement (PSA), and adopt the social distance as a moderator to find how

PSA affect the brand image building of NPOs and the donor’s donation intention.

Our research test the relation among PSA, Bl and intension under the manipulation of regulatory focus
theory, framing effect and social distance via qusai-experiment design. We find the Bl significantly postive
affects donor’s donation behavior while the PSA was designed well with framing effect and regulatory
focus fit (gain framing with promotion focus or loss framing with prevention focus). This research
reinforce the empirical supported for the relationship among PSA design, NPQO’s brand image and donation
intention. Our study suggest managerial implication to PSA design, branding and fundraising activities for

NPO’s management.

Keywords: social distance, regulatory focus theory, framing effect, public service advertisement, brand

image, advertisement effect
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¥ oAWe 2ERLHM A~ heb 4o (3).3 #5124k ¢ B4 (Interactive social distance) : % =
BREA L it g BEAENE BLA 2 W endp 3 (% G S frip B o o BIEA A AL ¢ 8 h
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EHRIDLHES 2 B ens ﬁsﬁgfgc T4 fﬁ%} ik § ﬁE%’p‘.‘j%ﬁ‘ e 2k # - Stephan, Liberman & Trope

(2010) 12 fa -k T3 » (7 A H2 B Ak ¢ BERFT 7 4 00 § AL € BEAE S PR REAT R X
(g ) AT g Y R iR KT R h A R S B RN AR
= Dedeaux(2009)%# 7 % 45 P F o5 MR % AL p @ Fp ko IRk g RERIT
BT T RIRG FMOR 2 AL AR TR O AR ¢ﬁ@£ F2pd#esamt (A
€ FEAEFGE ) EM&“@#?W%€4gﬁi5mﬁﬁ’*%&ﬂ’&§ﬁ$ﬁﬁ§%@
AP AT R 0 ARG IERRGE 0 DI REBERE DEE LT REFEFRER o

%% %ﬁcunwwxmam,dﬁ ALK B EAA S RAT g §on
Mooh TR FERLZ AR R G2 m/?;L, 1 (Trope & leerman 2000; Freitas, Gollwitzer,
& Trope, 2004; Dhar & Kim, 2007; Peetz, Buehler & Wilson, 2010) - ¥ ¢t » Dedeaux(2009)% 3+
- R R RED B AT F RIS R R R R & (° FREZTL PR R ) LI
Jé,f‘-‘ Bk Iﬁtf‘* WIE TILfRAER B AR RR > F 2 F AP FRG EMAR L
WA RE AR E é_i%f%“ °

25. # & L2324 (Regulatory Focus Theoty) 22 # & & 8kif fe (Regulatory Focus Fit)

3 & £ 2h12 25 (Regulatory Focus Theoty, RFT) % Higgins (1997) & 113232 #%d p N 4
eI % (self-discrepancy theory) 32474t ¥ ep A3 & k %o (self-regulatory systems) - RFT
e A g H-I 7 A (actual self)£r 1 18 A (ideal self) 2 2 & # (ought self) it 2> % & 7 A& @
FAGAFEORFE > BHMEA LT EER R AFEEL G AN I FALSEEAL B B
Wg§4%“*’%U%Wgy4ﬁ*3ﬁiﬁuﬁbﬂééﬁﬁﬁﬂ°§@%i$w&
AopEs ¢ 4 = iRsE & gh(promotion focus)> @ § B A IR § A pEs € 4 g K 2h(prevention
focus) - ¥ w323 > LB E BT R e E_ BRI P by %\)‘]* » @ E %F:a‘_ ERC R
EoOMEAHEHNIeRR N AR ERGER (Mo BN B A Ep BB E R
%%E;W*%ﬁPmii’ﬁfﬂé ERC R S )N L ’H£%%§ R =
BERGEAR (bl RF AL )

A E LR AR B ,@_.\.,,é] GEBoHAFY EV UG ES B F 3 !
G L BLR M B T U 3 e N B i ahds 48 (Sassenberg & Woltin, 2008) o iE_

£ 8L B8 ¥ 5 i 37 F(eager pursuit) gmy W R o @ IR R R R s ER
?’m‘»(wgllant persuit)#.3 e & (Idson & Higgins, 2000; Molden & ngglns 2004)- ~ ,TJDKFL ’
& B A ‘%’KP F e FF%-F?' s ] g 4% A e p i = ﬁ\\!)‘ ’ g lﬁfgalﬂ\xiﬁﬂé.ﬂiz y s
g%ﬂm?*%”ﬁv’,%Liﬂ£UMW¥Lﬁf%nﬂil ¥ BHMASED LR R €
BRSO G B RGERERL e 5% g I 2] e T A & i fie(Regulatory
Focus Fit) ; (Higgins, 2002) -

F-BARY R EHE AL SR SRy - RF> 2B 4%‘»5'\;}1@?’1 BE R gRA
LT L] L F SRR TR ()R R
fie c0> % (Crowe & Higgins 1997) » (2) % 4 &3 fepF A i 4+ p Rcod % ¢ { % 7| (Foster etal.,
1998) - (3)7&7 REPRF > EHSCHEREER PTG RE X > ¥ R I RRER L G R
= (Idson et al., 2000) (M) grBiBd puB L pF > % L AD S RDFRT o € Huw
A7 e R 3 % (ldson et al., 2004; Freitas & Higgins, 2002, Idson & Higgins, 2000) - (5)
CRCLAE CY é; ﬁ“r:e% chp 45 3] { % hij i@ (Idson & Higgins, 2000)
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2.6. 5 1=% % (Messgage Framing Effect)

LIRS N LY TR ROFAE A A SR §ENPEEA P ERSE
% % Bl(Rothman, Wlaschin, Bartels, & Salovey, 2006) ° 3 g f=2E & i ‘;U% EanEr AR 7
Werdp b > P HEKREN TER S T2 85T R2 ,ég,%*rsbl'&ﬂ T -
=l S A I RN PR =R U L ) Eiézf % Ak r;é/-,%(Rothman & Salovey,
1997; Rothman et al., 2008) - % i & ng T8 AR I v‘ ’ ZE FiE R R ¥ AR AR R
RERWL BT S I A PIE B2 KEREF A EF E %52 o

Lee & Aaker (2004) = 3 #ﬂ:. BIIRITE Y o EENFAIEE ML € FE 7 Fem;%éfﬂ
EEhm A4 7 Fﬁmvx%wﬁ*a‘h B ‘E‘*"L* B ELpE mﬁl* UZ%f 1= 2%
PRER AR AEIRTE S F 2 0 FEALFL AR %F'E«H&h mah%'*fﬂ);\
AR AR R IR R € A A R hE R R o TPt o 3T E kG Mﬂ"ﬁwp#m =28 2%
%%%E‘%gf“a:%m‘i?'t? ’zﬁmkulﬁ'}%’%,im@\u—»"ﬁ’}%f",—»%‘ ’ TL/)JF' Ll% (&
Y il P a0 B B2 e 28 a % ansg fie (Woltin & Jonas, 2012; Lin & Huang, 2011; DlijtI’a
Rothmann & Pietersmaa, 2011) -

27 wTFERARLALP FLER

ST FEHHE G LN F 2 B i pe b (84 Kim, Park, & Wyer (2009) F i # T o
AEg4e %%?ﬁwmﬁﬁﬁ%p&km% N FRE LR H A KRR
et ¥ ﬂ REEREE-B=g) £330 S ig—‘ﬁé doS o pER L B B FRERAE
LN %(EJGI)E VLR G e g e e gt sl T
Iy o S A RPTHFE - PR FEAF g0 T MR opT ) By F I
Lpgudedmr@at (KkF) 21 R8H LR TR PR LS 0§ ¥
S N E TR e F 2o BIES Al e RS E EBEL PR LanER o
WL A g - ﬁ%%@’ﬁe*@mmmﬁ LN ERR A S - A S &
1 & % (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004) » # 3t 4 & £ R 4 (Kim et al, 2009) -
“,f $h 2.k o Petty & Wegener (1998) 745 4 » F 3 L e 0 A g R LS KB i
B ERIE N EIE > T G e N LA o F 2 FRA PR EEN L e
RIG RS IHEE > & WA EARDERTINL  HF 5T f o= o 2whdfEffk
TREHEFE o B AERERSRELT R @?ﬁ*¢ﬁwwﬁﬁ$wﬁai
(Trope & Liberman, 2003) » F]u4* » #4735 - H it ¢ SEAEZ AL P 7 2 B G 40 cnif fie
%ﬁ#i’ﬁﬁaﬁmiﬁﬁ&%gﬁW%BW?ﬁiW*’#ﬁ,iﬁ”ﬂ g
EREE L BEFRLERE SR N FTREDTARTE P EF A F o ik g
oA n A2 Rk o ke A2 R R Ed o

2.8. B £ 2%
'MEARE g lesas 2 FRFERT U Ra AEAFRaES T 2P 1
%%?m%%mgﬁﬁﬂﬂmﬁ %%me@mﬁ%ﬁﬁ ? 4k gk 4T o £ 2007 &
B 4edt B 231 # (Smith & McsWeeney, 2007; Raymond, 2009; van der Linden, 2011) - 35 % # ﬁ
» Flr"itéﬂ‘?n*n?h% flefirr S FH RFEA 2B DR LR > 22 R % 0 Figa K7 {
P EFT R AR R AT e ﬁ«kf@pﬂ% FYP L~ ﬁ«H\ £ AH B FEE- BiFHa
2 4o 2 &3 (Anderson & Kolter, 2007; Patterson & Radtke, 2009; McLeish, 2011) -
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FHAEW Y A F B R 03¢ (Response hierarchy model) (Kolter & Keller, 2009)- =
St AP AR T L2 B A ¥ RehF Bk st ¢ 32 AIDA RS Bk B RSN o
AIDA 58 i R A en 8 A PG HEEI N L B4 - EFRBFREAR TG OE BIFE
B2k i L AIDA R St W0 A chi b R 20 e Bl 5 S

f?'& %:;if’f?_& I'%‘& f‘éh_g'; f,? ‘{ rl-h _g;
AIDA #:5¢ AR BB 55 f— =

ek kS | SRR FE kB FEG Y

B 5: F A& 55" (Response hierarchy model)
7ok kR - Kotler, P. & Keller, K. L. (2009). Marketing Management, 13th Ed., Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

B A B FHAEE Y 5 124% Bruner & Kumar (2000) A HdHmERAR 2N 72k 5F &
mp?ﬁ%ﬂ’%%I%ﬁﬂé‘”%%@&ﬁ%W@&,ﬂﬂ%-ﬁaﬂ AR L
ISR Tk 2 AEE LR DS B S N RN o S L IS LR
TERARSWERSLT TR &J’M‘amﬁ@gﬁ FERES TR AN &
SRS L ??i:i&i)i PR wizw‘ﬁﬁ*“% Pt F end FAmR > @ B8R 2
fE R epFl R Rle 71 14 & 2 (Entertainment) ~ F 3 42 (Informativeness) ~ + 4§ 4 (lrritation)
FeF 12 (Credibility) » r2 2 3 #5, r*(lnteractlwty)éi 7]+ (Brackett & Benjamin, 2001) - ig it § 48
R4 &R aT “PnJ\P’“ OSBRIk (T 0 MR A TN B A BN o &
THPFEAER T _;%%i@iﬁ’éiﬁé%éiw#M&’ﬁW@M&
2R AR i“(Perklns Forehand, Greenwald, & Maison, 2008; Teng, Laroche, & Zhu,

2007)> @ A £ B RS EMER TS DR FnR Y R F MY R E R0 B
T FREELF AR FOERER 4-&:» PR g,)ﬁ;nj* ¢ & % (Teng et al., 2007) - Dow &

Cone(2011)+ & 17 2o flinsh it 2 H A4 < ¥ hE =i 256 & F 2]
P AR EBFHAEF N EROFRDBR PRk g R FNRLH -

3 P33 f#ﬁpii}’i

ALV RO RES R LT ROP FRI(SEREPF ) A RS v EER (A
FIEAE) o2k B S B o BRES SW R A E s (REERE S EA )

R NERFEEED o

- i € BEAE
BRI 1 FvsiT
1. iiieq| g gk l

13 -’&\4

2.3 A LBk

{22 2%
1 9=k
2,45 % {22

W1y %
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31 AT EB (e ALGIERAR L TR P ERYE Rehig

ﬂ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%4ﬁyﬂkﬁﬂ¢%®’?&§%%%$ﬁ5%§*§%’§ﬁ%a
RiE EERPE o § R R N o REEE G RN BMETED BB B EN R
oo FER A m &% 7 € 1R (Bohnsetal., 2013 Molden, et al., 2008 ) - Kees (2011) #ﬂ *ﬁ,’: A

PG R L B E R s Ef—é«fﬂ% LERSA N o B SRR SN
PREAP AL st g c AL RPFREFFIER), Y E AL 8RR 2 ¢ pfF"*ﬁE
+ & o "L*Eﬁff‘l&» Rae T EAPHIZMLALRE > XY e RREF L o LE A
EI 7 1= g AN ,LEFL Pl hiE B 7 5 s iR® o @ d 3t Liberman et al. (2007) -
Kardes, Cronley & Kim (2007) 45 i » < 33+ 1 £ [ g4 (temporal distance) ~ 7 ¢ FE3E
(social distance) ~ z & §E-4¢(spatial distance){r i3k {2 k42 (hypotheticality distance) 3% A< J2 jE

Bt PREASER > REANZ b B P A LEREG 0 B & YR PL
i g [P AN A ) —\gjﬁ‘i_ﬁ M5 PRARIT E‘Jg VLR | BN W S e ;tg:ﬁ;‘?gm o T A
4wk T ORK
Hmtt-ﬂg% SiEi B R E T TRA ) PR LR GLgIERRGT ) B B
RAEREL gﬁﬁﬂ&m%éﬁa%5@£$@ni%’ﬁxﬂk°

HID @ 48§08 $ 9 470 % 5 0 B8 % 0 T RbiT ) PF (AL 6 RIS ) $ 25 B 2
B AL SR BB BB *m@ﬁi#mniﬁ’ﬁ~ﬂk°

$®W@¢1kmﬁmﬂﬁ%wﬂ’gpﬁﬂkmﬂﬁ’&ﬁﬁ% € AT FD
oD EBE 6 L LT WAL > Lee & Aaker (2004) mﬁﬂifgkpéﬂﬁﬁz il
MO B Fﬁpﬁaﬂiﬂé«maﬁ@/ R " B5%FIFRAEINFHES L NEL L LR AR 2
HFREEEFDE AL TRV RE A FAIPFHEI LGP LELE > R
4 RE l%j}f&‘g—%’l‘gi‘:m%4)£%§LL$€L‘£Z€"F&,H PR R AN o LB A S Ee g e o
§EBR dﬂz N g 0 A 4 1 FR R Koo o Bl E il JR 2 % (Cesario &Higgins,2008)
SEPIAFITEEBARALTAE LT FRARRGR LI AF L ETASE
BLo S B2 g fean AR ﬂ}“? rg oA A B & PR A o Zhao & Pechmann(2007):h
BIER LT F NS E *i‘?ﬁl‘ﬁ BBy "ERY f R EERFALORLEE &
BoAHEREGOF P ERY LR EERALHLBERS d P EFL T oy AL
im*ﬁﬁ%ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ%’gﬁmﬁm%ﬁﬁoﬂ AT A T T ORGR

a-: fV%F’%aﬂEﬁ‘l\La I&xiﬂlﬂé:.]ﬂé? y i # Zéf *E*\\?—‘;LIE)ET,A\ 37 ET’}% 4)% a iﬁ"g
BRI LR L R .

H2b : ‘et & L85 FF1 LM > RV AR L2Z R 200k § ot ¥ 7=
%?%:aw}%%t{% °

v

32M G EEE - fER N AL EERAR L TR SN %2 B

%) %"—*ﬁﬁ AT ’i‘ﬁ’%"f—‘ﬁ o HRI S AR BEFERE T - gL
ST & & f & 7= (evaluation) > » ﬁ—kw?ﬁ AR AR 0w SRR X PR
% #1782 52(Sondoh, Omar & Wahid, 2007; Malik, Naeem & Munawar, 2012) - @ % ij’ ?"ﬁ o 5
RS L UD) o S B ﬁg»ﬂwﬂﬁ AL RN FaEs B EE > @

> AT R % 0 Bl B % PR iﬂ}gayﬁ TR EROER S
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Woltin & Jonas (2012) 1345 Liberman et al. (1999) 32 3mip &t - h & £ BRI jEdg
¢ %é’%?f*ﬁﬁ‘lé«é "I EE ) ¥ REMON LB R A 2 VRS R GELE 0 B i
B L €F RRBAL 2R P PFFEAEFEAFTIERRKREDP & APF 0 F A
/gl_—,”"rlﬂ\s\ E}-JH“’: g‘ﬁ'“‘ﬁ&#@ Foeal & A 4 BB Lk 0 Fl G %o g g% kB
g\?‘}“}i‘* » Fldm A2 RB e fe o LR E A E AT TNE L RSP ¥ (Pennington & Roses,
2003; Kuschel, Foster & Denzler, 2010; Lee, Keller & Sternthal, 2010)- & d ** CLT 24305 %
%{wﬁ~ﬂﬁﬁm*wkmﬁmﬁ#’*“’*Ffﬁ%:
a: Ak § EEALRGR R T 0 e EBAR AR B § AL R i 0 KR4
2RF DY) R F L e

H3b: § A& B2 Rae Lgpps > % BEEREEALOIFR LR L ALERA ¢

it 48 2¢ j){i 4B N, hinae, K2R o

BIRLBRLEHERHSRY B WHLRA? [k
Perkins et al. (2008) £ Teng etal. (2007) 1 o dp &1 3 5 # 430 R & T 5 chif fe & fi
AR ﬁ&ﬁ%%&aéiﬁammod%r@@§4ﬁi%”

. %984 2 R
SR AE LR G L ik RSO R AT AN FAL S RARR A
7ﬁﬁiﬂ wk“’Aﬁﬁﬁﬂémnﬂf’ vﬂgﬁ%wﬂ?éihémwk e
FRAALAT PR BR £ BFIHEREGELR - TS RO TR
ﬁi,ﬁ ’ﬁji 7r gﬁl—;'r#ﬁ-bt’% 2 %r‘n:umiﬁo)iﬁa@ﬂé? ,ﬂ;{ﬁ_‘ /ﬂF‘ ﬂé‘f)%%ﬁé}ifﬁ_ﬁ@
'ﬁé# EHWF > FFs Bz E URE G AREY j‘éﬁ‘ﬁﬁ‘@}i o F]p 0 AT T 2 E BB
KT e
H4a é;’%&ﬂi%—"—}%‘é’?;‘%ﬁ\ A A G e ;ﬁﬁafﬁ’%ng}@gg@%%@)i
H4b : E’;Jfﬁ x%vﬁ’%%?ﬁ}‘\?é_iﬁi%mm D ApE o STk § BiER LB
¥ b > 1245 Bruner & Kumar (2000) & f 3dh®i R 2P FEE5F By @ 4 d o
Bk FRe FIRLERESNER Y RLERRSNERL G Lo RODE
Tiga B R rﬂ?«?—% R AT 204 BT RALERERDI LR > T b
ﬁ%%x%m%&ﬁ%é,%4ﬁgﬁfwhﬁﬂi7rﬁ@%ﬂﬁ’ﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ@ggg
‘?l')zéb_g ml’péi_% ,E,/;‘F'J"r_]tl‘ﬂ\ﬁgﬂﬁ*u r/{:

Hoa: § A S EBER 2 FTAM F A2 RF oL fpr > B3 R HF R F i ik
AHEBHEEMER G i2ckakF o

H5Db : é% EEARLFTAPNFALREG DCILE P R 2GRS F O AR
eSS BEMER DY firchkmk g o
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4. B g2

AETEBREFHR S FEH (DA RAE R ok A Gy (FHEY
%) HAF R ER %2 FE QB BEENTEBRTS R kD Hh e kT
Bk AR LR FHIR LRI HLMOES o

41 FHE

I EEE S EE SR @:ﬂ&@%oﬁ%%& TN FHRFERLTANF A
AL R ek AL IERLEe BEG C FRHA S FRP FLAMR MR
R E S THFEAEIHEN R R %‘3?:@.« BWH R OPTEEN S
OMERFEBERLE S

AFEEF UIH L 75T P H-Singh et al. (2000) f{ﬁﬁi%%?gm g 5k P
Fres b5 - xR BFH@amhipin o Ftpei < §4 57 L fear @
AETRIIEDBIEEIR - HAFEFTHRABN 20kt gL (2HATZEL) 5
P h o FHREP2 (DG LI BB VSIFR ) x 2 (2%t EF vs.2 4 ) o 7]
+ Rl B F Sk (Between Subject Factorial Design) » #) = w i § Se ke o AF7 3 ¥ b B R
PR AE gﬁﬁéﬁfﬁﬁ#ﬁ%— P T A AR € BEHEZ B .

23 G EZEEEEEIZARENF (22 BIER)

IR N 13 pY IR R ER

,;1:{31.1:]?”11\‘, (H'}'. b

Rz
e

i
g RERABREHEERRBERL - B EABRTENG - WHRBEAERAR
: FHATPELERFMELD - BRASRE B BREABRELEERE  FRER -
% HEEE - TREE - SERE s HERE - BRARBESSITR -
: EHRENES -
Ae
7t | SEER] [ BTENg |
0RSR : 31617269 £ : $¥HER® RS - 31617260 F& - RXEZR
[ B HEEE SR/ ATMET IR | [ ERAEEERR/ATMETIR |
SR4T : BEIFRIEEEGRT (013) ORIE : 010-03500-4233 8R4T : BIRIHEEERT (013) WREE : 010-03500-4233
BE: MEZAAWHEEHSEAESSRERT Ff&: MEZEASHHSETEEIEEHEESE
[ EERAR] [ EERAR]
WWEE http://www. ilove, org. tw/contents/text?id=28 SEEE nhttp://wew. i love. org. tw/contents/text?id=28
@%"mmgﬁ @mgﬁusﬁg
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IR 13 hY IR R ER

gy Reald TR S

T AR
i
%E REEHRENEFERRBIEREL - I FEEBRAEIE - AHEBRERAR
;}' FRHATIELE AL  BRABRE i BRrAFREEEEE  FRER -
f HERT - FRER - SAME  BA FIEME - BRAREGRSETR -
N L -
i’b‘ﬁ [ EPmmsE ] [ BRI ENE |
IRSE : 31617259 F & : $HREEH ISR : 31617259 Ff : SHES®
[ BRAREE R/ ATMES IR | [ B R/ ATMER IR |
SR{T : BRI EMRIT(013) KSR : 010-03500-4233 $R17 : MR HEIRIT (013) MRSK : 010-03500-4233
FE: MEEASETREHEENEESREsE BR MEZAGRTREANEENEESERESY
[#EERAR] [ rEMAR]
WEE http://www. ilove. org. tw/contents/text?id=28 AAEE  http://www. ilove. org. tw/contents/text?id=28
ST eTEERS SiETEEFEEE

411 9 5%t

RANpes — 408 slereh g e BHR S D L RE R B 15 R AR
fed o A RPN GRS 0] (B RHEM) RFEEALPFRY  AETIER
HEREAGHIERSRE T S LR R SR L) SRR RS ] g
WR® » a PRI HRErnv B FARFRIEELERT L
BT REFER R SIS o

(1) feid ¢ BESEE -+ > 1945 Dedeaux(2009) s 5% » 1 T 81w A B Ao AR R | 17 5
At € BEHLIR T ek & (Singlies & Sharkey, 1995) » I ® % i Traindis & Gelfand (1998)
TR AN 16 AR AT Y 2 AL G EERE S S H o BB R R I LR S .

(2) # & £ BLek 3t 1 > 35 Hinggis (1997) 14 &) chid & E BLIZ 25 > 3u i ¥ A 4 (e
A LR By BHREARAPES L G hlgk o S Ay BHRLARA
PEL AR gk L R T AR 0 AL R e Bk o
AT R R E 22 4 Lee & Aaker (2004) sty MR AP i ZR R
A A B 5 fr'%‘rlli\xe‘. i AR r\.—-%fr_,F B OE e o

(3) 1228 » & ek 3+ §_% % Lee & Aaker (2004)rm‘:ﬁ" BT REHREIER AN R
;}ﬁ”‘*‘k'g\@.ﬁ%&'ﬁ’J S A S mgiﬂ%‘ {%gkbﬁ’tﬁ*’rﬁ%%
LN EHEIILATFFHLELERE > AR 2 ’]‘E—%l%’”#ﬁ%’}ﬁ SR 2 s S €L fdE o T

A AR K dER b MR A ERF R F L o

\\x-

412 R%HIE REGFL

APV R LR BAFE R T AR R D AR E S ER AN FH B
BRE - REpF (- ) % 7 ERE %%Wﬁ% FAaIE-F SRV SRS R 3
P Ao BREFEC G AP ETFFORRTEL  PHERP

H‘Jﬂ

# C012 £ 32F % 167




A TERE: S

B Te BiER (DR QRS ER QAR ER A @)
WHRLR - &% % g8 + 44 Sondoh et al. (2004) =& 2 2
Michel & Rieunier (2012) #4224 flle s riacdmt g » 2 5 - [} ﬁ»%ﬁé‘iz
ML 2 B ER TR grEsmp if}fa #E’%}tji’d- ¥ e u“‘”

G hegiE o BRELRDEFREL APV RS Pascal et al. (2002) £
BT HERp s HHA L TR AR BN FRE f‘—;%}%/f‘i-&?— R E
ﬁ/&iﬁ‘”iﬁ ‘%/L*:%iﬁﬂﬂ%’ﬁFU*%?&ﬂ%

E—Ffi" ’143{15&}2" ’7'\/?17‘)’['%;1‘& ,\/? i‘?'i-*g’f ’E'uar‘nﬂh}i » X
T enHFE 38 P 4% Bruner (1998) 12 %2 Taylor & Hunter (2003) SFT 0

Afuwzw B,/ ¥~ 2 &4 B A ER SRR R 5
IR SR EE S VT A M AL R
e > A4 %% Smith & McSweneey(2007):2 2 van der Linden
(2011) e LR & > RN LR E ™M o ‘:“F = ’El;ﬁ = BLr R4
FRER AR FENE AT

B. A% FHREILRHLL Z D)AACER QA LR 1R (I

# C012

R A oo A S RBP4 Higgns (2002)mF£** » % 1B %
EHEB LN F AR U B R 0 AR WiER 2
S e W R WSl A 1R o i ?%51}1::_;,};;%91*555;,5 #a—a_
5 ?%i%l:a: FEn R 44 0 MR {%Fﬁ%ﬁ,%—‘ﬁ* P &g en
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51 #+2+ 8 - RLSIT

AT HH* SPSSEIFEMAIT > otk A L 468 > > § 123 4 > A 343 4 5> F 3
24 AB B o TIDEE 43T 20-25 2 B oo AR ?g‘_i':‘;}i/}%frj%'ﬂ,/f{zxg 1 A w)
AR 9 0=0.876 B A 0=0.788 (#1% % < HL)~ R ¢ A& =0.851(#1% ¥ - 4L)
2R a= 0820~“T¢1w€£7§:u thend s f;‘pi Cronbach's o “«’%? 0.8° @ &M it & i3 B
Fafks 3 0788k A& R HAALELF B A

5-2?,%3{?1#5%@5&

Foebod AP 7 B EN IR FIRITINE 7 vl ¢ JELE S BT S5 0 Fpt s dHiAE
¢ BE4 10 B Fé:ﬁxaﬁ B )i/,,\%fr, MAERILE F O B © R R A IT.5 % (AL ¢ IE4E 0=0.908
EAMEE GRS R RRKE T B R R TS 5 g -

AT R E G B BR (F 1B R AAY ARAT AR AR E LA
ST RIZ AR AIIZEH L) Bt > Bil 7 2w T ﬁ%ﬁq%%i’ulgﬁh@4a
(5 0 RIBHURAT i Bk 0 i@ LA LT RIS 0 AGRS LT R M
Z 3 A7 CAFEREF S o

4 A EIERESRRSF

STREERE | mu] | BBk T g LK Tiofin $ ti
¥ 291 3.8234 0.3020

g EAE -24.068***
i 177 5.0032 0.3853

R F LR *4 p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***# p <0.001

53§ BRE T

BN AP ERNRREAF LA AL PR YRR LP FEERL YA LY
1228 2 % e R0 4o b AL € JEHLT 3 4o @ %.gﬁfﬁ'ﬂﬂ SEE gfkm LHETE SN SIS
FRA2NEVER  RE2LREFEIAMOPE  FIMEHR L ER - FHREREFNEL
FEE *#Bf’&?/’v\%‘r’v'lfﬁfég%‘a“lﬁi/’v\%‘rmlfxéi°‘E'E'K§E§£‘f‘$F&?*‘E“i/w\ﬁ’ ”3?17‘
‘?k‘Fv”ﬂﬁ&ﬁ‘%%@fi—‘?ﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁ'ﬁ”bpﬁ TARE o P AR BEA TR Ko
* MANOVA ¥ % p S8 »c% » 2 % @éﬁ—‘ﬁ P He T o

4 5 B praErL (£ ¢ 5 Pearson 4p & i #c)

CZ}

19 A5 % o R R Y AL
oA % 1.000
SR 0.676 1.000
R4 KR 0.510 0.489"" 1.000
e 0.325 0.349 0.357 1.000

T

ke #E *% p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***% p <0.001

3
ot

P
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A5 RE AR UM T AT AL § BEREHE S hd 2tk TIHF K F=16.860
(p<0.001) > 4 & & f‘%#ﬁf% % 1% 7] p<0.05 ekg ¥ -k & F=2.886 (p=0.022) Y228 5% % A 3%
ERFEF oV ARIIEF L K E 4P F uf;ﬁxﬁ, AR EEE R L EFRE
S N N ﬁkéﬁ*é%@,?ﬁ‘b*%&, ke - REFHEFELE S VKR E ki R
26 JRERT
re e Fie e e
BB 76.524 8742.832 0.000
AL € R 0.148 16.860 0.000
0 & & e 0.025 2.886 0.022
1278 2 % 0.002 0.234 0.919
2 st A 0.010 1.149 0.333
Ak € BEHL*HEIE T % 0.013 1.513 0.197
ERY S e 0.215 24.602" 0.000
AL E PR & BRI T | 0.033 3.724" 0.005
il B P B4 E pd B=457 -
2 ¥ ORE *4 p<0.05, ** 4 p<0.01, ***4 p < 0.001
A% R R LRI BE T AR G BRI S g SR R S RS LR
s - S IR .&5’? <F(1 467) 5.435, p=0.002) 7§ A FH F 5 A A § IEAE
BTG N T iT QIR R L v &3 % B2 % (Pandelaere et al, 2011) i 7i§ BEAE
ARG LR EREFYE (HL %\&x% st\6> FohAR e LR e g chy T iE
RISEREFRE AT NgR 2 BFRE4 -
% 7: x;é*’ﬁ ¥ 52 R 78 e 2
% ik i % # SULI (B df T oL 3 e F Sig.
T {8 etiest &%) 5 38.129° 7 5.447 15.174 .000
ot Y 45.632° 7 6.519 13.609 .000
REGER 42.006° 7 6.001 10.620 .000
AL FE 43.146° 7 6.164 9.314 .000
£ 5E Rt A 9469.576 1 9469.576 26380.475 .000
R R 9745.030 1 9745.030 20344.483 .000
B4R 8239.927 1 8239.927 14583.221 .000
WA 8251.212 1 8251.212 12468.124 .000
AL g BEHL . B 9.458 1 9.458 26.349 .000
R R 15.286 1 15.286 31.913 .000
REGER 25.285 1 25.285 44.751 .000
AR 21.522 1 21.522 32.521 .000
Ba g SR A % .388 1 .388 1.081 299
R R .002 1 .002 .003 .954
B4R 1.205 1 1.205 2.133 .145
AL 3.597 1 3.597 5.435 .020
% C012 £ 3 F % 197



& ik i % AT = e df T35 3 e F Sig.
1238 2 s A% % .042 1 .042 117 733
AR R .006 1 .006 .013 911
RAGR 433 1 433 .766 382
EE W .004 1 .004 .005 941
AL BRS¢ & L gk LA 576 1 576 1.604 .206
R .004 1 .004 .008 929
RA4GR 764 1 764 1.351 246
EE W 471 1 471 712 .399
AL g BEGE * JEE SR A % .026 1 .026 074 786
R 172 1 172 .360 .549
R4 KR 2.014 1 2.014 3.564 .060
EET W .097 1 .097 .146 .703
HaEEL * JE2E TR & A5 % 29.346 1 29.346 81.753 .000
ot BT 31.183 1 31.183 65.099 .000
R4 KR 17.748 1 17.748 31.411 .000
EET W 16.495 1 16.495 24.926 .000
AL G BEH * A E L w2 g 5.123 1 5.123 14.273 .000
R ot BT 4.242 1 4.242 8.855 .003
RA4BR 1.694 1 1.694 2.999 .084
EE W .681 1 .681 1.029 311
FL ks BN 3 165.122 460 .359
R 220.341 460 479
RA4GR 259.913 460 565
EE W 304.421 460 .662
KN A % 10411.711 468
R 10741.472 468
B2 ERE 9067.400 468
IR 9239.875 468
YOIt 14 i gk o A5 % 203.251 467
AR R 265.972 467
B4R 301.919 467
EET W 347.567 467
:x1:a.R T3 =188(RiFisch R L3 =175);b.R L3 =172 (AiEfs¢7 R T3 =.159);c. R L3 =139 (R F s
R L= =.126);d.R T3 =124 (RiF$eH R T3 =.111)
32 OBEF ORI *E p<0.05, ** 4 p<0.01, ***% p<0.001
28I ALEIERFNIERT A BN H L B2 T I08cE T
P RN "
& % #ic RN S - T Iafctir T
' Bl Tiog REE TibdafRg
- L& 167  4.5785 0.56364 0.04362
S % n 0.129
STl 124  4.5698 0.57043 0.05123
L LS 167  4.6018 0.66788 0.05168
R B 0.029
STl 124  4.5995 0.67939 0.06101
#. C012 ¥ 32 F % 20 F



K
T % B AEER T st T
N ' BH Tl BEL Tiofehip iy "
e e 167  4.1461  0.80852 0.06257
R+BAR B -0.333
i1 124 41758  0.67117 0.06027
. e 167  4.2395  0.77438 0.05992
EUE 21 o 1.165
i 124 41270  0.86632 0.07780
1 KT ohp 2 fd =289
2 ¥ OKE *4 p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***% p <0.001
£ 9 AL EFERITANERE T A BB & L2 Tk T
BEE | BEEs pAE = ottt
e % i B E = T
' B Tode  RpREL TRl
e 102 4.7964  0.71677 0.07097
% % -0.632
3 B 75  4.8702  0.83282 0.09617
N e 102 4.9722  0.78528 0.07775
s
R S 75 49089  0.89765 0.10365 0.499
N e 102 4.5529  0.74151 0.07342
R4ER -1.008
SE I 75 46773  0.89858 0.10376
e 102 4.7549  0.79757 0.07897
FER 2.175*
3 B 75  4.4700  0.94078 0.10863
Tl BT HoEpE2Zpd BE=1750
2 ¥ OKE *4 p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***% p < 0.001
531AFEE {2k “AAGIERAR L TR P F RO A F &R % HRE
AT AR SRR EE R AL GRS R L Tyl feda sk b O Q’?’%%ﬁfﬁi
j\—F:]',.,_ % ﬁi,,;f@%@ {j\—ﬁ » Ak gﬁﬁgp:; i BEai»xy A& EgaieEiadk g 3 sk

s FREF O OFIMAETEASEREEE S RREFAE S FREN FRLEF =
ALY WL E BN F AT AR S L P BB 2 RPN R R pp»;;;ﬂ'gngﬁgﬁ 2 B

3+
FHIE O EFIRELT

Ehe o F2RIE > RIS AL E BERR S ) EE A 10~11 B % o
210 =g %Lk T
T % Hcie F My
B 78.809 9082.728""" 0.000
A€ BEH 0.148 17.069"" 0.000
122 2 & fie 0.218 25.163"" 0.000
A€ BEHLFEIE A &G fie 0.033 3.830" 0.004
1Bk Ad B4y A d B=461 - 3221 A E-KE *4 p<0.05, **4 p<0.01, ***£ p < 0.001

LRFE ot UL G RIS R R SR ER AL ERAEF LR EFY
FOASEFLRERPEETERT - SRER R EREFNIREHEFLE -
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“&g%%*ﬁ“ﬂ BRI T PEHSWG AL EHERT HFRE T
LL BREFLIF

211 BRI Stk T

% ik FE-F SULI (B df T35 3 e F Sig.
RO 8 et Rt EA 37.255° 3 12.418 34.712 .000
SR R 45.452° 3 15.151 31.879 .000
REGER 38.692° 3 12.897 22.735 .000
AR 39.449° 3 13.150 19.802 .000
e ot S 9747.508 1 9747.508 27246.644 .000
R R 10048.165 1 10048.165 21142511 .000
B4R 8449.643 1 8449.643 14894.524 .000
AR 8569.745 1 8569.745 12905.311 .000
A€ FEHE 82 % 8.971 1 8.971 25.075 .000
hatl U0 15.560 1 15.560 32.741 .000
REGER 23.871 1 23.871 42.078 .000
xR AR 23.475 1 23.475 35.352 .000
1228 4 & 3 fie o A5 % 29.310 1 29.310 81.928 .000
R R 31.972 1 31.972 67.272 .000
REER 16.713 1 16.713 29.461 .000
xR AR 17.887 1 17.887 26.936 .000
AL ERER 2R A % 5.145 1 5.145 14.382 .000
i fe R R 4.106 1 4.106 8.639 .003
REGER 1.027 1 1.027 1.811 179
AR 1.006 1 1.006 1.515 219
FA ot S 165.996 464 358
hatl T3 220.520 464 475
B4R 263.227 464 567
AR 308.118 464 664
B A % 10411.711 468
hatl T3 10741.472 468
R+ER 9067.400 468
F LR 9239.875 468
R enit i A % 203.251 467
R R 265.972 467
RARER 301.919 467
F LR 347.567 467
*1:a.R T =183 (Faﬁwm R L= =.178);b.R T =171(R & R T+ =.166);c. R L+ =.128 (i {4 0
R T :.123)dR =114 (BB R T = =.108)

2 B ERK® *4 p<0.05, **# p<0.01, ***4 p<0.001

Fod TEA04 AETHRBEEXH3 cvf REAP 3 S L REPERF R 44
FREFIEEDELFRAERE GV RF A FRIPMFEIAGPLERF > AR

# C012 £ 32F % 27



TR PAEEDR L2k Ry WP F RS
gﬁﬁpﬁmwbhmﬁ A2 TR F 0 a PG DEIRTE o

F. 12 1 2 & o2 T O8k T

.2{;—»"1 rT!ILE‘ ,

HA S EoiffpF

R et o
T % #c i IR O T Iofctis T
A B T BEL TIOfenin
o i e 219 49127  0.67120 0.04536
e B ‘ 7.928%**
* i pe 249 4.4574  0.57109 0.03619
i fie 219 49871  0.74430 0.05030
g s R a7 7.250%%*
* i fie 249 45060  0.69049 0.04376
. i fie 219 45151  0.77738 0.05253
B2 7 P—
* i pe 249 41631  0.79245 0.05022
e L i fie 219 4.5537 0.81431 0.05503
FHRH , 4.680%**
* i fie 249 41878  0.86930 0.05509
LR T Iodcdp £ 2 A J A =466 -
T2 BRI *4 p<0.05,**% p<0.01, ***% p<0.001

TER3HETA gﬁmgj«frn FeRR T o 2
g€ A2 H A %

;:LI\—:' ’ 5’

iR

P"?mv’%ﬂ”ﬁf%
At R R R B et L (A D) ArlT AT F K

F# (F(1,467)=1.604, p=0.206 ) > F]s* £ i3k H3a WF S bt o B4R KT RS Tk

B LT (T S W Rl F RS

% 5) 7 A%k (F(1,467)=81.753, p<0.001) » %]

BRK

Flot o B RS R 0 AT R GK HISHB R 8 % e 4 9T

B, L 2R A SEEIE S RS S A ("

H3b & 7 £ 3 -

(=833 o F %
Hla: ;—*L%»ﬂ ‘B %\qm.;rzg.g Jfg;__,fé ;}'g‘*-»_ﬂz—ﬁ ri’n - m@gﬁg&(y gﬁﬁ-gg_ﬁufr)
FHEBRDZRI AL §RIGFDIRIALEDIRERRSE | AKLE
fe s F 27 o
Hib @ st 452 §Tes 4t o 240 3 & S 2 g T RbiT | P (AL § BE4LPGT ) 0 5
SFERAERASR L0 ,i:;?ﬂfw&wﬂlﬁﬁ HBP R RRG G| AR
Ejo N F_L"TPE' o
Hoa:@ffi & B8 e fmphr # * EEERERLO2FR 2R 208 L
PR PR A EE L RAR =F
H2b:edin & B LS 9pp REbp - R P fF A feE 2 B 42k ¢ v v s
EEfRR L2 R 4 nk o o
H3a: fil ¢ BERRE DR T > BEEBHR LN 7§ A2 R hiffe I YN
Flpt A A RGBS kA F 2L o ' '
H3b: & abi Bae gabpr g * R EEA LI FZRA L PR LA L -
m&géﬁ%ﬁéim%mw#%@wﬁ,ﬁ7””° B
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53.2 &35 % ~ B

K& 138 & 1410 &
W o£H A aﬂﬁff‘l&»ﬁ’%@” Pkl
BB TR B
Pk A B £

MG R LR PR S5
P L ek 5T 0 HiC

92 G H AT H R B P 5 ER -

ﬁiﬁma%ﬁﬁﬂm%éj T8 e it

LRARBEHBER A (e k 5%

y ¢ A ;;;3: l&"/\
_&ﬁoml /Eo q:]l!.(- ’ ﬂ\lﬂ""]?‘)‘?{ H4 H5ij3§14££_?d’11j\'g7¥ fu‘éii o
213 A gl kT
% % #k
& R & R R A LA
ol - Bt = Hoil - Bt = ot =
) 0.495*** 0.437*** 0.157** 0.087 0.034
oA
(8.944) (7.678) (2.494) (1.345) (0.475)
) 0.191** 0.231*** 0.208**
R+ R
(3.356) (3.582) (3.165)
0.121»
S R
(1.677)
R? 0.245 0.278 0.025 0.073 0.083
B R? 0.242 0.272 0.021 0.065 0.072
Fi& 79.888***  47.285%** 6.222%* 9.676%** 7.435%**
EL1() pPEF AR G2 tiRTE -
T2 B E R A p<0.1, *4% p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***% p < 0.001
14 R n s Y Ak kT
% % #k
22 & & e O R R AL
st - Bt - st - Bt - Bt =
) g 0.765*** 0.656*** 0.401*** 0.232** 0.093
13}4; <
Y (17.508) (11.656) (6.441) (2.903) (0.920)
) 0.169** 0.261*** 0.226**
R+ R
(3.006) (3.278) (2.797)
] 0.212*
o R
(2.213)
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R

122 & E e R R e
i - st = st - LR B =
PR
R? 0.586 0.602 0.161 0.200 0.218
BN R? 0.584 0.598 0.157 0.193 0.207
F iz 306.541***  163.466*** 41.489*** 27.049*** 19.990***

E10() P EF AREN Gl th LE -
2B EORE AL p<0.1, *# p<0.05, **% p<0.01, ***% p < 0.001

T o L PRS0 AT B HA~HS 5k B 40T £ 91w

Bk 1 5 i 5
Hia: § A& Ega B2 Fap 742 B3P o B flepr o & wﬂﬁgé
WRLILREEMEAREFNZIR  m"TREILAEEWER € EE =)
ARG Y Ak
Hm:é#ﬂ#x%*%*"“wﬂzéiﬁ%smwﬂuwh%’ RN
3@%?'@)\}29‘3 nhfgﬂﬁ‘,fg'}#ﬁ'fﬁfg;}@jaﬂ%[%r%}gbﬁf W“fgg ){;}»f
éim@ma»x%o
Hoa: § A & ERE R 2 F AP 7 A2 KB DO TFAep B2 &R s g
B R LS ESRER DY Aok A RF o
HEb @ §i22sch &4 2 T3P 5 4 4 3 no Wi et - B 2 i R #47 -
v‘ﬁmﬁ’viﬁﬁgﬁﬁr‘%ﬁ'ﬂﬁ&ﬁ“‘ fizedkmdEq o ‘
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6. BBk
6.1 &% #FREHH

6.1.1 4 g&@ ATEBAEERSHERGEER L5k 2 BF
THEZOORAALY SRS AL EEE R BRAE RS Ok € BERER 2 R

%mvﬂiﬁﬁ&%*ﬂ B ey R e A R L & R
WA GIEME R R DT E7 > HA L BAAL FRAPHEFARE HA© o
PlAF BEFRE A IRie N & L omivr % 225 EHE > 70 Hla> Hib 4 &
B g Kees(011) e % 7 & 4R b > Kees(2011) e 3 4p 1 7 s P B BEHL K & >
WAL GEE RO L gRAPALIALGR O LALFIAR - AR SRBEL A
20 RSN F 2R E L E Rk P S ek ch P iR S TR P Bk oh
FEA DR TR LA P FETENSELREERE R AT A FERE R CRIEY
T3 AL BEo

thS

MR SRRET A RREE R Tk TR R WAE A % “R 2
B &R EREWAARHY G it ahF o H2a -H2b B i@ g ¥ 2 45 > g3t gk iz &
3F A F R IAP I % 5% (Woltin & Jonas, 2012; Lin & Huang, 2011; Dijkstra, Rothmann &
Pietersmaa, 2011) » 7= ¥ o 2bq flle Seh g 2 K359 0 AT P & L gL R o S chif fie
Bl F o F R A K “f pt 2 ¢k H3a Bk Ak € FEBLEGR IR T 0 AR R BOR 2
[ S ek ’7?573&4?@*)3 23 PR BIRR 0 F 2R F R WEE S e Pl F
AEERF PR EFLE > BHEF ] SR 0 TR (AR 6 IR ) B
BB E LB Rk PR T o AP o A a > H3D P & B R e B ghii fie ¢ 5t
#Fﬂjffm‘“”%‘” @E&frﬁ ARFOLANEELFF T FREIPMF R IGEE RS X
2= %‘ﬁ‘q%f m}% ,_—-”]‘-,—%\E\ ’4—\;?‘-]‘? - 18 %#ﬁﬁ"‘#ﬁt%*& m)% r%ﬂ%\ *’Zgéé%?»’ﬁiffﬁ
50 2 @p,ufr"*’f% 2ok (REAGBAR-&BER) Ea RFWHLM -

612 RLBARE WL R Y A2xk

AETREEY R AASERIR L TP FALRF OSILGRPE SW K S
FRALERASREARPHELN > "TRALEAASWER§ AL RS DY ek o
PR IR B R L TR FALRF CEG R SHTLESERLERE S
RERDFHELM 82 BASSHER fRLPS 0 Gock - 5 1 £ g
RE2FAPNF AL RB AT iﬁap%’}-}ﬁ§£)§“§i’:}f§'$"}t—“ﬁ’é‘f’lﬁ'$‘ﬁ&)§ggz AR R ehe

o m#BE® o FIRACFERLITAPN FAZRF DG 3 ERHHITE D
FAHRLRE BB ER DY 430% @ 33 -Hba~HAb~Hb5a & H5b 3258 17 su3- 85 ¥ = % >
B384 B 0 Perkins et al (2008) £ Teng et al. (2007) &3} % HFESABSEY B% 0 R
EA%ﬂm%mé;%%J{?ﬁﬁo£4%$ﬁﬁﬁﬁ#x%iﬁm ER2T &
VIHAGLAODPT EHR L ARLSBERDS (kRPN
RO FREPRELRESYER - ﬁﬂ’ﬁ ¢oA gk o fe BRI AT L RR R % R
* E i fesk §£m;¥>i}§’* ’E*'];f;\g}% NERL A R kL R LR ek A

i JR 4 (Cesario & nggms 2008) -

~=h «F\
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HEELEA BRCREGHT 0 BR LN FK
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Lo e w3
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Hwmt g fleRFHEaE AR Y 2 - o

6.3.1 & 5 "4

FAIRFER AU g AT R EELRIH R - < BRFLF
PRAUFEEHINRAGERAF - TG R RALAFE L FFFEE KRG AR
Pga_géﬁﬁ%;Lﬂw&ﬁ%’@iﬁgﬁgﬁ£Mﬁ&{¢ Ry ATERE
mxdﬁé¢ﬁ§oﬂ—’ &Wﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂiip*ﬁg‘?%w’ﬂﬁéi%
FR2TEE > RZAAFFEAREIRARRESATFAR I AR PG FLw
%ﬂﬁﬁﬁ"*ﬂﬁﬁ*%%‘&ﬁé%@@?%gﬁim$%’»%Kﬁﬁ%@%%
ek BRELLTNNGE LAY RTWRSREN > TN F LB AT F gy HpE
Boesred 2RV EFRAIBB Y BERIRFFEE L e m -

6.3.1 Ay

FACARRLERSN I RBEFTET AR LEE N G- BT A
*iﬁwﬂpﬁ’éaJﬂlbv*Lm 3 AP ocSk 28 AT Y A g EEY
HRE LB EHERE NI RFAF LR R SR FTALALEL LR

UE R A PR G MR AL G BRI N A Y R A TR G v Y
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