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Abstract

The purpose of the study is to determine the effects of leadership style on
auditors’ communication behavior and how audit structure moderates the effects.
Leadership style consists of initiating structure and consideration behavior; while
communication among auditors includes accuracy of information, satisfaction with
supervisors, and boundary spanning. The study was conducted with a questionnaire
survey. A total of 500 questionnaires were randomly sent to CPA firms in Taipei,
Taichung, and Kaohsiung. Data were collected from 195 auditors with 1-6 years of
audit experience. The main findings are: in the condition of audit structure, (1)
initiating leadership style leads to better information accuracy and boundary
spanning among auditors; (2) considerate leadership style leads to better satisfaction
with supervisors, but less information accuracy and boundary spanning among
auditors.
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WERAREFR -G =2 ?Eﬂ’%iﬂt’%&f%}ﬁ @ g PR EF R AR
HEMBREL N EAFRTRAL - A FF @ AL F ~ hendf 2 > T 8RR 7
NFE AT HEFE SNPGRS HAREFFERTOF ST FF R

— i p & «hE3 (Chang 2004 ) o & gz > 4eim g it g3 EFeng 3 &0 > w2

H L‘Eﬁ»»*ﬂ—.#“‘ FHRE """?i“’l‘ }é]’f‘”#f»?‘%i”ifé”ﬁiﬁﬂi’iﬁﬁﬁ‘l’ﬁ
€3 EE RBmEF 5 - % * ¥ ¥ 3% 3 (Solomon and Peecher 2001 ; Chang
2004) «

E BT oL R inn AR EFIIRI S P R TORE G
F oG 3% hE & 2 (DeAngelo 1981) o ¥ 7397 A 3T P20 B I B '] 5 i
¥ Ad %3] E(auditteam)? R f B L FRE-NEF 'HFI% d A e
oz % R bﬂ% AR e L RS 5% & 1 (Bamber and Bylinski 1982) -
- B P ERE ?nb{f B el s F g ) enF AT 4 FRHE

gif%’grm%h—?@ R oA LTS - ﬁr:ﬁ“%‘i‘%ﬁfﬁﬁfi (information
exchange) » % -] _E’_F"* -li—rm,f_zﬁ' gigpa%*l | M e B EIE iy 4 5 o

R N Sl ~£$ﬁﬁmiimﬁwwwwmwmmdeﬂm
1998) o

gtk AR AR 32 5N (leadership style) 2 17 5 St G R AR AR

- Fo ol SIEF o RS R HES M - BRAGHEE LT

FAREEE T iklirm F4 I o Ltlfumfﬂ)iﬁ,z BT AR R

A?Pj‘;g.% ;u;{ @&,{gg;%gﬂ “E"%\'ﬁ melf_‘g%ﬁgﬁmﬁ‘;'gg 1

Fé%lﬁh - TR FARSHT LRI T AP R R L R
HH g F 2 ~‘Bz\§ﬁ“/izim&§x,ﬁﬁ°

% 3" % 1 1 (audit structure) % 4y ¢ 3+ B F 4% #7 e % 4 1 (Cushing and
Loebbecke 1986 ; Kinney 1986) » # #-% 3+ 1 iF22 g fh b it » F3- 24 ¢ B2 50
%3 A R ena iw2xF ¥4 (Cushing and Loebbecke 1986 ; McDaniel 1990 ) -
FUEBRCEFIFAAE G TR RS ¢ 25 F 3 oA i (Bamber
and Bylinski 1982 ; Cushing and Loebbecke 1986 ; Kinney 1986 ; Rudolph and
Welker 1998 ; Chang, King and Welker 2001) o # i % 8 2+ < )I%_F R
LhF A RIFLEXTH P Eend B (1)%“5E 73 2 eh— ¥ (Arens and
Loebbecke 1986) > (2)#% = % 3+ i+ F £ »zic (Grobstein and Graig 1984 ;
Cushing and Loebbecke 1986 ; Kinney 1986) » (3)3f i& % 3+ * A | #7ehx 38
(Cushing and Loebbecke 1986 ; Kinney 1986 ; Morris and Nichols 1988 ; McDaniel
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1990) > (4)#% % 3+ 1 ¥ en & F #741(Cushing and Loebbecke 1986) - (5)3 i& $+ %
#F - E ¥ ohF i pF F (Bamber, Bamber and Schoderbek 1993) > 14 % (6)3 & 4+
%) AR 7 5 98 f2(Rudolph and Welker 1998) »

AEFERE R TN v 8 3 2 F 3 2] 97 b & 35 (consensus)
(McDaniel 1990)~ & 2 %2+ A R 1 ¥/ 2 & (Zh"az,g#\ C g F B 2008
McDaniel 1990 ; Bamber et al. 1993 ; Bowrin 1998 ) 12 % .,"/i’ F21 ivamey Bt
% (Mullarkey1984 : Cushing and Loebbecke 1986 ; McDaniel 1990)% B - & @
PG AR o B AR DR 0 I F AR AT R
(Chang 2004)* 7 F& %_F]% hi 4 (Dirsmith and McAllister 1982)> i m #2585
Lol e B 20 B eniE il 7 5 (Rudolph and Welker 1998) 0 o 3t % 2 4 B A3 §
3+ xiz}fﬁmm RAROHEBRERTARME FRFIF1IFEFoE L B

FL¥ £ & 54 (Solomon 1987 ; Gregson 1990) » & ¢z > € 3-FF ¥ 4347
Lﬁ%?~£miihp%p—LLﬁ?%°

—

\

'UH-

|

W8 2 %Eégiﬁl_;{ﬁ( contingency theory) > Ag %= ;\ & 2 x5 @ §
#HHP 5357 FE ﬂ»g%i’mzab’mﬁ_]aé\aﬁ BeniT 5 0 4okl (7
5 ¥4 3 % £ & (communication satisfaction) » { § % H 4f %iﬁ" Tl Ry
% (Detert and Burris 2007 ; Madlock 2008) o § 3-f# F #3“TeniF it A2 R & -
BPELRDOERRE R AETBRTIEPEFLE 3B R AEL AL LR
A iE ek ¢ 0 JWERIFERDEFTIFLELLE ) F S AP TR AR o

EFFEIRAE- BAARALE P G R ARECE e
(Solomon 1987 ; Cushing and Loebbecke 1986) » i TT%F o ko> H ek ;"J
I SR \m’n’wiﬁglk-mb%é&ﬁ?.ixgvl—ﬂ’ﬂPz\ﬁ S i
FAnE B 0 AT LAF E PRl St (Holmes and Marsden 1996) f% A
RREFF Ty AR DY *”“ PR F AN EREOLE o @ 3T
i ¥ A4 %;L | %2 % 34 {7 (Bamber and Bylinski 1982 ; Solomon 1987 ;
Rudolph and Welker 1998) » & F 3 ] mhi FARH A (Ao e ~ ST & 4)

HEFTAREGEGS B> §HFFARNEEFZ AL - TP TS - 2
ﬂxﬁﬁihﬁﬂb—ﬁgﬁﬁ$iﬁﬁﬁﬁw?4fﬁi@’wﬁpaﬁ$§FM%ﬁwf%
P A YtERG { Fihe e d A RFADIIERLAE > RED Tk > 7
TRBEWME I ST BN RO B A M R AR E . L aiik
AT 2ZERM -

AT R0 5T XA T RWMA G T oMo FEHPM FH%
Bk FZMAREIRPFAY 2 E AT ER S RRIREFE P LR
BEREE S NL SRS ITERP R RIS LA RREER
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AL BRI hikyy o » A FA ﬁ/iﬂ?’ TR JHH A OE
i—ﬁ\n«%‘r" ¥ % B 4p M (Gregson 1990) o @ ¥ #9712 "gméﬁ%é"réﬁlgﬁifgﬁ
AR A TS A AR L R D B ‘E'P\mliliﬁfi g/'flif
PR PR E ) Lo U REC RGBT R g A

%’TO t‘ﬁA}IEFW}i'QF’T .

-~ AP';;( ¥

BRI AR "P HiT5 64 %E-*mb (leadership effectiveness)
AR ééi—g%f&fi,av ECE Sl - ELA TRy é@,zqg;g;duf‘gm{g\
ﬁ Fauz Hprd @ ﬂl\ép %’JIBE(‘QF/ kR zi‘—\{\ 1 '3y :l,.) @‘ka/*:Z

(Zaccaro and Klimoski 2002 ; Bass, Avolio, Jung and Berson 2003 ; Morgeson
2005) 0 #&=ARE 7 L H] 21 13 ¥ 24k - Tk (Hambley, O’Neill and Kline
2007) °

IO BE A - lﬁnﬁsfgéﬁﬁiwrﬁimﬁ%@ RSN X e
FIE S B I - = e ) Aﬁaé-im& BEE )I*u{ 13 mAPéﬁ-i"ﬁ{chFm(tralt
theory)’ )4 Stogdill 7 1948 %1974 & 2 BFR N T MR S e AR R
iwag et 7 B Argyris (1953) ~ Mann (1969)% & o (e 304 chX 4FH 3 ifﬁ [iia
Rordpgeida v TAEEFORETR - BEG LEFREDERY
LG R T A S R AR B A G gé%?éﬁ;é;ﬁmﬂ
(HxF 1992) -

-

AAREIR ALY S AR R AN R B S 2 ApRe xzi:b%ﬂ» b ens@h 3 A 0 AR
SRFAS BRI BEERG 0 B FRHA TS < HEs (dimension) > AR
—*Ff %‘E“mkﬁ1z]}/\ B 1 TR ER fkﬁf_«_;?;ﬁ. r;gp‘;.p_gg%tuﬁﬁ_
FEF LN P AFT ORISR ?FFE D Ejﬁﬁ-ré» ( task-oriented )
XM GES (relatlonshlp-orlented) I AaE  oh - & 15 AL A
Z_#.(initiation) {7 5 £2 Bf 1% (consideration) {= = (Halpin 1966 ) -

=k

ir

e L

Yukl (1989)% A M < & 3P % 1 @i e SR e b B E g
BRI ET S /»\i*éﬁ i S sl RER Otley and Pierce (1995) R4y 41 < 3%
AR TR 0 B IRE RS l[ﬂiﬁ-m T35 AR %lﬂ 7 % 14 % o Fleishman
and Peters (1962) T & " M }gu fdg 2 F 403 R4~ & g—-r}g; 9 RERET
B TR o A BcE N4 *"f\?’*‘"’b’ Fedidais Bl a A8t T FF
Bl e B o2 B ek R4 K o ,,%EJJ EJFF&?_Fg%#EEEET%i
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o mEA P R AR REA P ARESRERY 0 BERE
FTMEEEREE > PRt o

= S~ Ed

AL EP AV ARNeRFEHY g FEY £ & ohd o Luthans~ Hodgetts
£2 Rosenkrantz (1988)% IR e 7 »xF e & P » ?;EJ_—‘E‘Z ??F BAIMGPER A
A o - R EE AT AR RIS EEL - GBI AP T B R
MR HE IS U\ 211 fE % »x(Davis 1985) » @ il $3t 2 B 2 fF eh 3 fou
w4 QIR 5 F « 5 (Hambley et al. 2007 ) o

AL LGB RN T T Ems FFL A ARG Ao R
- Hdp e E 1B # (sender) frd X X # (recriver) 2 & 31 A % $& ehif 42 (Sanford
wﬁ)hﬁﬁﬁﬁ&EﬁMKLan - BAELEI R G e R TR
& | (Crino and White 1981) = £ £ %3+ [ o= | 2 B ek A d > B %
foefry 4 BL A BB A 5 T4 $54F 2 (Rudolph and Welker 1998) o & ik i %t
FHARAE VR E Y AER - I TR B RF e R L
thi ¢ (RiE% 2008 Adams 1976) > Bl ¥ BfeZ = ~ LM F R ~ 7
MG FE ERY O F 0 AERFERY > LR S B EREF
oo B FERE A 0 B E ik E 8 i e % (Gregson 1990) o

Rudolph £ Welker (1998) T & & % ¢ 7 3 : (1)F 7 & Faft(accuracy of
information) ~ (2)¥+ 2 ¢ % & & (satisfaction with supervisors )&2 (3)is /% /#3L
(boundary spanning) {7 & cTEEF P E S 2B TAIHTEE D
% p| % #c(criterion variables) o T T & gl | * KT H ) EF o T E T D
\.fr%‘r THAFORAR ) FRES P 1R RERE SRR > A

LA PHT RN BET ke ST TR AL | REd PR (BF
JEaE ) BRI TN EMFFRE ORI H D]
e 2 BTSSR o

P FR R iﬂ?’ FRHd1FiRg 8 hl (Clampitt and
Downs 1993)> @ R 1&gl 4 > 231 e &P EPH1 723 u)g P_]‘.%.\m
“ 18 (Ruchala and Hill 1994 ; Simons, Higgins and Lowe 1995) » & 3¥ % mg - 4
R T - —“’K 5 34 A ¥ € 35 4 e9E & (4 Smythe and Nikolai 1996 ; Novin,
Pearson and Senge 1990) » ¥ g & €32 3119 i - L & PE 3
(element) » # T F_Rf 4= 7 F]% (key success factor) °
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S

A R LAl s
e F AR BB EeER o Rk F 2 S 942 & (Cushing and Loebbecke
1986)° &% 3+ = /F*J%_P v & FR4 T 7 3 % Cushing ¥ Loebbecke (1986)% Kinney
(1986) sz B > #- € 3+ F7 & 4+ 1 &4 & 2 % 4§ 1 (structured) ~ & % 4
(semi-structured) # & 4 1 (unstructured) % = & o

fin S F AILHLFTL Y 0 PIHTA Bums 2 Stalker (1961) 50/ 3 454
*E;‘é - B iR B R s S 5 88 T eh(organic) ¥ 18 4 3 ch(mechanistic)
#g;}d‘.)?ﬁ'm - ,a 2k 3f #?}ipw% {E :\.?,, ’ BN SN F‘ ;\? I % s}g&s.f@t_m,
Hﬁﬁt e }‘ii L P o JGE £ 2@“7‘ FETTRR T e B o dpdtE o R
P AR AL SV S AR s AR S gt R Rl e A R
Pl s o g & et TR B T e 5 (Rudolph and Welker 1998) -
Bamber £ Bylinski (1982)35 1 Burns £ Stalker (1961)m s RO R
TR W PRLA F ) Eanm - AR e

ANV S T AN T 3 X

FEaRy P avi Rk ¢ 8 e Beos 3 & & 8t (Stogdill 1974, Yukl
1989 ) » Pratt and Jiambalvo (1981)~ 3Lt & ehB IRAL R 82 % 2] eeha (754
st AR MIRGVERF A B A GE R RELARM > A TRTL R F
BFI gy 2 B ARR (O 4p B o Apostolou, Pasewark and Strawser
(1993)4p 41 F 37225 % 31 |EEw Bl e 2 RHE LR B3k R

l

B S
BER

il ey bl Y B E &4 ¢ > Holladay and Coombs (1993)
ARAFELISERLOEL TS FEUL R PR L A TR

(Quick and Macik-Frey 2004) % T 2 jnepkiw > 3 3 £ [ e | 87 ¢ &
FEhElanE & FF > LFBEGY ELf 4ol H - 27 FTM?
JroR L AAL TR0 R ERGR S 5 AL DL LA T i

I SRR ﬁ*\/ﬁ%ﬂ_‘y BhAaid > H ”T)%B"'E\Tﬂmﬁr”"t’
wﬂ¢ﬁ$mﬁﬁii’m#ﬁiﬂgﬁlmmﬁko#ﬁ’ﬁf&ﬁ%ﬁl
xréid%&&, q oA AN R e A R FI T (RE P E 2008) -

PO AP TRBIRAFEALEREF AR RGEE IR 2 (1)
PRI QLR LAEQEREL I AEITFL -

g‘?’ém
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FaTE R ORR § B EE R L F i & £ (Rudolph
andWelker 1998) = 2k > el it e RS F 4 R () h
- = I N R L /*Jc 75§ o ()4 Cushing £ Loebbecke (1986)
% & %37 2 (audit approach) ek & x“ (standardization)£? 4| & it (systemization)
BegHFF ) emt FiE- BFNH DX F 2 (common ground) ; &
Bamber and Bylinski (1982)4rz g1 chg - R § B > F37 [ 2 F T IR
e 4 o TR M E ] A B ekl st 4 o Rudolph 22 Welker (1998) 17 %
RIS SRR E T TET S NI E S AUE Sk SN B R
”“"’;*EFJ*%;&TL HHEL DL E LRET 7 - Rk T RF DEHEL O FR
MAFAARR > AR TR LR R TR OE AR

BB IRk 0 i E R - B iR "‘Jﬂ‘#f“ (structured)ehie 5 ¢ > F
CTEFCXPECRFLFOFFTARAABETAE OB AREFTILAIL 2B E
2Pl S8 ] T s ¢ 2 4 4 (Bamber and Byhnskl 1982; Mullarkey 1984;
Cushing and Loebbecke 1986; Rudolph and Welker 1998) » jewtt Fr5: > & 2R € B2 58
B ARMERTE o F 20 F St - BiRE L (unstructured)ﬁﬂ,.‘éf_fj%‘z ¢ o
FUARMARSEES T EFRFHRRIAEZ A FRAEHF
¥ 2 ¥ i £~ 3 (Bamber and Bylinski 1982; Mullarkey 1984; Cushing and
Loebbecke 1986; Rudolph and Welker 1998) » tx3g#f» ¢ BB %3 &~ B 7
R G o A BTG 0 BREARR L S F BT R AT A
RO AFLRGFYRECEALFIRERL S HE > B F AR DM
%o gw? CERFIF AR E I ERFORE TS o

d %2 RAARAERFF ARG AR FRTR R 2 FP R 2R
%?%“'*Fﬁﬁffmﬁﬁf"%E?iﬁ\Fﬁéﬁ%é“éiﬁﬁfﬂﬁéfﬁhﬁﬁ

BAE > AFEFTHDFE S M EE AT

HI-1: b g3 FE gt B s ’A‘P’%@i‘*ﬁé?"@ﬁ*”ﬁ%ﬁé ' H
B e T e

R N s A ’éﬁﬁjﬁﬁéﬁ"i’%ﬂﬁj’?ﬁgﬁ HE
H$EP )RR AL OHLFRARALEEFLLDE

HIS3: G g g s S T 0 RS RO E R 5 0 g
Wl eRd G Al AL TP P

H2-1: te g3 P B A0 B T o A EF M 07 L o g
R R R AT rﬁﬁ*&fﬁ7%%°

H2-2: te§ P s d 3 ST > AR A HESMIDFEF S o g



CESCE ST R Ea e R Sk SRR SRR O A *
RN S
BEP L REL G FRARA LML R

H2-3: Pg&ﬁjﬁ**ﬁjTW#”F9T’éfﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁé’dég
WP T eiiFiaBmhidii 2 FEite

énm
o

i\pi"ﬂ

Bl AD R RGN > APT 0 @RI TR F R
Ao EHEIIE AR e‘v’ﬂ;iﬁ Fa oot f,’fa’ﬁ ¥ E‘E g e Rt Rl d g A
R P TR AR G 7 SR ARl -

HEEG AU
I TR 5 (X2) 1. Farmi(Yl)

2. BT L (X3)

§ i areren
PR (XD)

M- AR
AL RO ITRITREEFE

R T I L T Y SNt S R S
PP GG R i AT

1 F B

B S TR 2R § 4R Burns Stalker (1961)6n. 5 5 4 A 4774 » #—
i i]‘é‘« REFMEA GG BT B N e d 2t Burns#? StalkershA #0E B &
BRhAargEr >om ¥ B i‘Waston (1975) ~ Zanzi (1987) ~ Bamber and Bylinski
(1982) ~ Rudolph and Welker (1998)7= Fx * ptfd o g2 » Y R B RIE 1T >
A A7 7 774 * Burns Stalker (1961)er/4 4§52 > B 4 p|38 B % JxRudolph£2
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Welker (1998):R¢ & 4v i) » £ & 5 9 KRR § 3 FFE 7% 35 5
b BRI 46 S F AL o BRI ARARMSE P ¢ A (multiple-item
scales) k =% > Leifer and Huber (1977)% Rudolph and Welker (1998): 3 41 *
RRT G %’x%}?& B AR o AR EE A A HLikertT B A R RiEF 0 A
BAR R A B ARRARE o Ew R S e

2. sEH AL

~ 38 % & 2 Halpin(1966) #7 4% ® ch4f 3 7 5 45 it & % (Leader Behavior
Description Questionaire, fj - LBDQ) = £ 4 » # & TR 2 BMIRF 54 < {f
oo & SAERHEE TR B S %ﬁ’vﬁ%—-ﬁ & o M8 &34 4k Likert T g3+
PADES j\@f:’ ’ ’Q&A’Ef’g 2 ‘%'J & iﬁﬁ‘f:’ & = Fﬁg ]‘ﬂf" = %iii{rﬁ ° 1—‘97?\:3 é?ﬁ‘ﬂ*
KTT%:— o

3. i

e A LS N R S
Rudolph g Welker (1998)"#% dren 55,4; v T ,5_13’ Hm e 7= <% (1)

ﬂdﬁ Z 2] gs\aﬁ o \azja,é'm_l_rgy_)g, F 5%\1@1_& el gm,ﬁ
= B R {f}r PR} pﬁ’l*ﬂﬁg a1 iF b mrﬁ,f_mf;,ibt,;} 9o A 25\1@3‘& -
2 s z%ﬁ Liﬁgg?ﬁgﬁ%miiﬁﬁ,ﬂﬁ4iiﬁ£o
N8 A3 A E R Likert T B34 02 KB T ik > SR IS
PEGAD BAR A AL AR R T LR L
LR PIAHARE N AR T RS R R ko A R AR AR
WAX S o 1+ & BHchE £ > $5% 4 Rudolph ¥7 Welker (1998)#73% ) 2 |* 78 >
NFARRGE O R EARE o %;ﬁ‘)&l“ﬁ%’-o

I REALENE

VSRR IR IR S &4 %'Fn% MEz A# L FTFEF AR E
H ﬁ,a»Fi*mé RIS WAL 218 A d P IA AR
( pilot test) » '}I/T;p}ib#}irg}i\: Xehd o »cREGR - AT HE TP EREDE
SREE S s oF R A aRE Svmg;fﬁﬂ?iﬁ“rp;_%ﬁ’—ﬁ%ﬂﬁ
500 >R %5 >3 BRI FARIT R RS UG 'ifr?”éwfrﬁ—iﬁ"lé% En
SR L 22 0 F R 195 i 0 F ook e L 39% c A MR UL 1-6 £ F
PARESRGF AR 5L AR R A S TR - %ﬁ°$Pifﬁ%

=

D hE eEY o RAER TREY R S S5al TR, 1A LR o



HESCIE T Bl e S LR A kSN ST (- S T .1
BRI S 3

Armstrong and Overton (1977)e7 i » v& i gt (132) o §9 815 (63) e 42 B
¥ 2 ¥ §_F 7 non-response bias > B % FIHRA B A > 2 H ATy Rl LA
AEHETD ORHMELE

- AR AL

ik P =% #c - Ny
7 81 415
2.5
- 114 58.5
20 ;%a IVas3 ) o
P 20-25 43 "
‘ 26-30 118 ‘0
31-40 o7 g
R 1 0.5
FE s 5 2.6
~F 167 85.6
Frid 22 11.3
1-3 & 142 728
£ T 46 # 41 21.0
23 ’FT‘ /
7-10 & 9 P
11-15 & 3 s
w0 163 83.6
i 26 13.3
HAL o 5 -
w#q_/__—_ .
il 1 0.5
g 3+ E’H"%L )3@ 7{5. 164 84.1
- L 31 15.9
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VAR

22T A FEEREDAMNGIETR g A E ] B Tiag g
£ B9 RREF L 0T ik (3.94) B MR 5 ehT dadk (3.34) BaRgE b
% (2008) HI 0 WP 43 ARG o BN (AN A
R - Koo @ L FBPAIRM A T ELR] S A Z o M0t AT R T
A F7 I8 AR A #7482 Cronbach™s o i (7 5 B A4 47 > 4P 57 7 B2 2R &
B trdedow oo o B¢ & F]1% 2 Cronbach’s o & > ' 7 THa ’sm«%i&iJ
ek > HApra L gy F R 0.7 2 B8 P e (Nunnally 1978) 5 @ ER
FORLAE o BERK > AR RFIREE TG A BAEA > N RS j‘pi‘

B4 VRLDERE

22 ARl P EH

LS B 8 Boo] (B =S A

Rk S Ath 4.78 2.44 3.88 0.50
T L 5.00 1.80 3.94 0.69
BRI A 4.83 1.00 3.34 0.68

T FEET 4.60 2.00 2.69 0.71
Higrkila 4.50 1.00 3.24 0.67
B Ed 5.00 2.00 2.69 0.75

EFV R AN A TR B ARINTIONE w3 A SRR LS .

22 0 R REOPH AT

% 1 2 3 4 5
PRy
2.¥HART 607"
3R A -.030 .039
4.F A1 FEM -321%F -491** 016
S4HLF B AR .001 011 483** -.029
6.15 il -413%* -.578%F .007 745%F  -.085

** I PE<0.01
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B S

fr Y RELRABE AL

¥k R IR Fl2 g T & Cronbach’s Ol

0.693 0.7345
0.679
0.692
0.534
0.534
0.589
0.598

0.700
0.716

0.814 0.8462
0.776
0.812

0.772
0.774

0.807 0.8535
0.748
0.847
0.812
0.765

=

w
e
Y

0.808 0.8462
0.798
0.795
0.798
0.748

0.841 0.5836
0.841

TR

s s T 0.829 0.7635
0.731
0.706

0.797

PO R,ONERE WD R0 W= DA WD~ O0J NN A W~

CRES

§ORA 2 0 R B i B AT ) T A T R R
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