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Task Design Features and Team Member’s Performance: Examining the
Mediating Effect of Justice Perception and Propensity to Withhold Effort
Abstract

Past research has shown that team design features, such as task interdependence,
goal setting, and reward system, affect team member’s performance. Current study
proposes two mediators, justice perception and propensity to withhold effort (PWE),
may link these team design features and performance. For instance, frequent
interactions among team members facilitate mutual understanding with one another
and enhance one’s justice perception of resource distributive and procedural decisions,
as whole, that may mitigate team member’s motivation loss (PWE), which in turn,
maintain or increase individual performance in teams. Current study attempts to
examine the hypothetical relationships among these perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors at individual level. Specifically, direct and indirect effects of these design
features on team member’s performance were tested with structural equation

modeling.

Keywords: Team design features; Justice perceptions; Propensity to Withhold Efforts

(PWE); Structural Equation Modeling
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Team Design Feature and Team Performance: Exploring Multi- and
Cross-Level Effect of Trasnactive Memory System and Cohesion on Individual

Perceptions, Motivation, and Performance

Abstract

Team design features foster the social environment and cognitive system
developed within teams that mitigate the motivational loss and promote the
cooperation among team members. As member nested within teams, they are
influenced by these group emotional and cognitive systems. This study extends prior
proposal that incorporate group level transactive memory system and cohesion and
individual level justice perception, PWE, and individual performance as whole.
Specifically, multi- and cross- level relationships among variables are explored with

hierarchical linear modeling.

Keywords: Group cohesion; transactive memory system; hierarchical linear

modeling.
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BFpkr i B AP & 3% ~ 29 07 5 (Wageman & Baker, 1997) > 7]
LEpEAELAETE B&i—f“wr TR EEIHAE f\*m ~ R TR LR~ A
Venw A 43 12 (Thompson, 1967) - #2587 2 % & & 5 % A48 4 I (Van Der Vegt
etal,2001) > EFEp RFEARS ¢ A2 2 W B F R (Stewart & Barrick,
2000) > ¢ 35 2 RGEBFG A R 2 B ol R B B RS 0F F A
Wi 4 o 3 e B EERE &R foKE (Van Der Vegt et al., 2000) 5 18 =
Bip= B2 FenfZipgfez iz > Gd G Fadd ~ 2% v 02 Linaniffe > &
BENBEIPFI S FR B o7t (Stewart & Barrick, 2000) 5 @ 3 # 3E 4%
PN ARF2ZRES g (T LA R B R B el B o Stewart
(2006)sse & A 478 0 BFP B S BRER AR TR Rl 4p b
(p=25) P BHEM B EHTBEEHLAROE LT

BIFG P304 G A2 $ 4R § 5 Kozlowski e Bell (2003) #-M 15 fr

e o = %ﬁﬁk‘ﬁ?ﬂ DIRATESA] C R BAIE T A ] o B P vl £ S BR
SRR T Bre R R R B 4 BEORRY B S  B bR

75 ¥AR #ﬁ, BB EITE c FIA AT LI AREFI B AR
(Austin, 2003) @ f 2 * (Evans & Dion, 1991) > B 1y &8 % R
%> Gully ~ Devine fr Whitney (1995) BliEik b P » 4L € fr iz 3258 4 (4p
Eorin ol B BEDE A RF AL RAE T AT R RS 2 5 BB
FORAR — i A ol B B8 4] o B8 d Mk S hd RIFT B E%
AR E T EERIG A B0 R EFEWRLARE 2 P
BAdRRe s GRS oL o0 IR ALRATRE LRI TR
7% % (House, Shane, and Herold, 1996) o # it 2_ 237012 24 #8541 2 R i S8
Flo R REE RSB A A g e S A AT R BERR SR EAR
7 5 2 BIIF 8 (Stewart, 2006) » F #7752 ¥ BFf k= 0k B2 BIFRK

BT Bl ks BRGRRG S EERA SR 12 L3ea B
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FERGERAR - TRFRUENEEFIFAY 1 Nk XA 1THFE I B Rk
L BHREES O HOBHAR AT OTH N RTE A S BALFRRLL

7% 8%
®E©

2 %}egg;.
-~ I3fRk
I #3258 % kU (transactive memory system) xd Wegner (1987) #% 1335

- ¥ AR f e ) BT @i fee g oL A B
SR I o g RRfol g EAE e Y el frR i B R
oI BWMEE R G el FBFG EAPM B 3 ek i s
i# ¥ g osxen§les 2 B f23% (encode) ~ %73 (storage) ~ ek B~ (retrieve) » it 43
FORTEMBIEETET G A 2 R AT A > MF A R B B A R (Lewis,
2003) % T IR S8R o B e R BT BgedR kS L
ro FABBOERF A S EHE BES R v ES  dofm s | b2l
for 9 chdesh (RR4R ) AR L BIIR R e & L BIR Ak F

> K B B[} AE 88 £ . (Oh, Chung, and Labianca, 2004) > Austin (2003) 12 27 i

{

] SR DB S AL R 0 IR Btk S B & R
FormESRpE L pmE N2 LREFE (PHRESARR) PR HETF
it e B o

a

ste il h SLEhp AR h B F 0 & 5 ¢ B ¥ (specialization) ~ 3 ¥ &
(credibility) ~ r4 % $433 2 (coordination) (Lewis, 2003) o % ¥ it iy 1B =] Bl Ff =
REFEFELad s L Faa4e8nianr | ﬁp&l“%‘ﬁ?‘]’*“@%’*ﬁ W AF
BREBOTEARR S AL LA R E P ER . 2 Beha iTiEar )
A o BRI B P IREREARZL T A o BIEP NI BEAT A F
RO D ABIRA p R R e s 4 ol ARAERE Y TR AL
BphahFRT Az 2Eb? A S BREMERL 22 903 B I8

‘f’iifF % (Stewart, 2006) » Bi:jz—g =~ @ H\ o SR ho3E 2P f B 4 o
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LTS
BI15 3347 A B L 3 | 2 I en3 BAE T BT G o R

A%;% » (Van Der Vegtetal.,2001)> e pFd ** @I} P Z B B2 F3p & itm
Briz= o BELSREFfT BEAF Y  RBAZ2 FREBOAANER ~ ;
A M E BRI (M EALERI) ) F2LE ek I & Ko F o 02 B
BB Ao B PR iR &A% D B PR cn B R 4 cEvans {r Dion (1991)
fr Gully aﬁﬁg(ms)m AT R o FREE T B R GUR Fo iR B 1 5 r 2
Fs t® Renfphf > » ;T\"’Q{gﬁ-'éi%\’; AT OB B 0 BFE A IS ARG > F1G 0
M B2 a4 A% &n " Ml v F{oF Ak (Pillai &
Willaims, 2004) - Beal ~ Cohen ~ Burke 4= McLendon (2003)  #-MB F3 5 2% &
RERELA A TERARKZ AN BERIEELFEL SRR
BEABREEG (p=15) o7 i o (p=27) 2 B} 4 A B2 B AR A
T RARM o

s BRI - 3 Bl h - BIRRSER
YL B EI AR R P AR R 2 P R E B

P R s A3 T Bl i se & f g2 P E) S B P i
BREARF A BF IR BE R TSR PR AR S > a2 PR EE 2R
TR ATE A el g > TAEYEY clh Bl ks B
* R 2 BB E oA % 0 A S BfE R F s RS (shared mental
model) » §T 24 B[} BATFRE T TG foRTndra ~ R B B dp B R
TS o AiE MR IR S B RGBS 4 (Stewart, 2000) o & B BR fE4p B ok
BETF AR A R e gPE P o o bR AL e PEE S s FILBfEE p TR R D
EEXAFferdo B R R pREY el ad o AREFT LR
BepE o B AL S VRS GF VB B0 @G A Y o f AT
Rype GaE 2 I Bl AL BB LA L AR Ari 2 i

FRR BRBBEALST oA nd S B E e B ERAR N
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MEFBREESE2ZFenId o mF B¢y NBBFOF RAFR &' A0 N E
PR ¢ Rge % 0 R0 B O R o B B BBETRfCER LA 0 &
H B A R e > H3 R A BRE (Fonasn T BBAR S TR T
EHACBIF A AR FanE £ 9 4484

o~ 3Bl e B R
B A = ehT fose il k MAri RS 2 B A2 2T BB iR Belh

SN E R ek 5 b oo #R i3 (encode) ~ Y iF - frdR P e B
Ffos APHESS 0 F AR B BB B AL R i 4 foB Rl KB A 0 (R sadeenk
REPFI R A BRIFARZ T % §F BBETE NI $R ks
S RIS IR R = R OB RV 2 deg oA ool (Grtehpe B ) IR R K
L B AT o R A R AT A Bt PS> RAR
Frd T BaRA REd TR e hd REFT B B ohi g R B4 R
ekl 0o RE DA BIREP UL ¢ M Thinig g

BEAR > S fe e MBI ARA FENERT Ak 0 BI5GB D

EE AL BHEBF ARG HEFORE RS 0 eI e Pen it
jéﬁ’ga'rﬁ,fﬁﬁjb/\llﬁ i’ff"“‘\‘g_sq‘_l"‘ e fFlfi ~ IZK‘I’%F% }’}‘g;,mra. ;}—3—&; é’F,):i

Forad f % 6 o R0 R eI b R B RS s
L ENERFF PR G LIRS F Lok B2 DL #OW
FRA7 4 5 i fo g 6 B R SV AR 0 R3S F 2 AP e T ok I
ZIFE N I 2 4 FERNFE R AR R 3Rl e B
G 2 WOl o R T AR A L

I-BEIMG
R EESY TICRE R EEE RS VR E A L

SRR I R R BFARE By TR RS a T
EFY A e R BALITAILE B A KW T B Fj 33 4p %

Fos 3 besedh f s oM ARES 30T SN BBE ? T A2 i 4 gt
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FAET i AL Frdleni®d 5 02 R A BFS |2 B e

BFFR B e 2 B2 € 44 7 e 50 b4 Van Der Vegt {r
¥ (2000) AR B EapEiAds o S #1 FrBEORELR
A% % > @ Van Der Vegt i%iﬁ (2001) » ZIRBFREI04p 222 B A 25K
Z el bR oy o AR B IEAp AR ARE o B PR GuE TR
foid- iy §F WV RITFEENE FA Nz o L PR BEERA NI
Mojm BB A ABEE P Oy 4 BR M E B ¥R X g1 (74 IR - Wageman
v Baker (1997) F 2% R > Eidjpie oy B0 M R ik g ¥ 4 Mo
(E\?ﬁ'_:}g‘*f{ Ta) FlA Tip AR RARE » 7 = B o ¥ o 03 $8F 4%
BoOEMWRPRFIRELG - TRRDEE AL DT e ok &
BRA S Fa RS FRTREAYTA O FREEAY S B T RER
BRARBBBELIIT SR 2 B3I psivdimis R T  pEipe
VIR EAR G AR ko ,T&{ﬁ’”ﬁ AR TR AR E o ARG BB PR IR0
I EFL e RABFEMAR WP I REET TR RSB YR o
e T N EFY A S s EBAIITFTENLIR

IdEfRiAdEd > R FEEP AL R SRE FT 0 2 TR E
FEfaed ~ fg03 ~ ®EBB S SR TR F @ B TR AT IR Eap R4 ATA
BhehI deelh ki RABGE Y R wmak E L ER MIAp g iE
UL AR TR L RN EE BN E A I Y
FR2ZF @ e R foffic BAA LR AIREE A2 o R ANZE FThA R

L {2 B > I3 # sl k SukeR B = | A oo T (Johnson, Korsgaard,

and Sapienza, 2002) o 7 $+3af & sy K ph A B 20 FF AT gL AT E B Srakz s
feBr fd > » FlE A MY & i |9 R R GRS 0 BEIR A 4R N B R
Cf s vpir- = o R BB ATE S b VTR o g R R
Rigyd bR o g Ihgefi ks oA SR B A4
R (ability visibility) - 5 & 3 %) = | 20 B OF R 0 HA o T A S
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LA M) e FRs i | p s ?/I?c 9% £.9% |+ (contribution
dispensability) > #r#| % § ¥ 4 %4 (Price et al., 2006) °

Liden ¥ & (2004) 44 M[FHE &AL ¢ o (B FF Y4 Mo 2 —
k) 2Bl A XA SRR B EEE S B RS A
B0 S RALE AR TS o B |2 B R4 AR 0 Bt 2 B
ARG o MR AEFPI AT EOM R FPRFY A2 2 F XA B B
B Roeng 45 & '*Ff T4 2 2 f 4 Y i & - Kidwell ~ Mossholder - Bennett
(1997) F#EFA L » FR > BEARA AR% > B X RRIA&ZS cha A
oo ¥ b BFRARA S B Y cik § g (social norms) 4 4 (Horne,
2001)> 3R BOBGFA A BB AR E £ HF Bu= | Lok Dpkiz
TORBIASERALRMIINFIRGL  REBRBGE SR OB RS E 48
- 3R EA P R R AT D R R 4 (Stewart, 2006) » #-For | B f5 =
Aeningy 4 e KA RABALAPTIFLR -

THl R

BIFFAE (Fhpr ~ GRS - R RFI R iang 62y &
BIFfEARAp R AR S AR B R o § B E AR R F 0 L B
FAXS > TR A A I N AR L S R T gt g B BT #
T e PRI R i AP E > BFETEFARL > A | s
o € H A L TR R MAr AR R R E 0 F 0 AT R

*BE R BIRAC S AR T

25



B P LR

H A K =x

- S FEIH

AFIHPEEARZAETH I s HE e BB L 0 Y

H- oS5 R408 88 o R A ar ) B R ol R 0 $T B E (T

B T AT ERY M RREITLEGSRE A DDA R
B oS4 B E ARG OT R R 142 SRS R § B £ B RE

RIS (5 SRR A L ER RS AUl iR S 2k
3L o
P31k

BARIHREPAE > 2T P FeRT YA Hod I 1 i
HEAIL S BRI RAOGE L  FREHRA S L ER LD
FELE RGERE ERIE > T B ETETA Rk ARG DB
R PV 2880 EBRAEHTN BERP NI nFLEIH
& = (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) - %/ Chan (1998) uEik » & & B Ff iz 7%
ARSI Bl kAR BRSO B L B % (referent shift)
SR K o ZABGFAMAR > PR TR L g Bl .
FEIEZ6 0 5d A2 2R LA R LHFEL ST
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LB L
“fiﬁ W+ 1 B L (aggregation) = R & =t Tl £ 2 b
e gl B E L BIpeniEidp it s PR S N2 PR HIR 0 FRFE R

FERGEMOEFEE I L c BIFEAP RS G oo rwg 2 Tio#cs 88 (¢ ik

97): M P R 5 0 18 A F S Drwg 2 Tiagcs 85(F ik

94); PP AEdE frwg 2 T Ho#c s 87(¢ =#=95); P R4 rwgz2 Tio
#ch 85(¢ i#i= .94) -
2. B PR A

#* O'Reilly ~ Caldwell f- Barnett (1989) %3¢ 3 g 487 78 » %k A4
T EEA Rt T B R 2B g IR iF s G
Fo4F S B2 3824 s> Cronbach’s a 53 79°rwg 2. T 358 s 88 (¥ =¥ k=.94) -
3.3 # ek

AFEF 2 Lewis (2003) 2 B 15 g 4858 (8 M Ff A =x ch3 $53a % s 0 12
ZRPEPS B AN Es (1 REA22F 2R A 05 AE&22F R Z) 0 Lewis
(2003) " HEA BB EEBMELZH % BB A frBBEE DR > M2 BB

R TR TR R A BB A R L B~ LR 2R A
SENT3 FRBHAE A2 BWELRE LN EFERT > AP KA
WL 2 T (T F i (back translation) E F AR S0 LA
p g

teaw 2 BRME rwg A W5 0 EEAER (548) 0 Cronbach’s a 5 .75
rwg 2. L 39#c s 92 (¢ »#k=.97); ¥ 42k (54E) Cronbach’s a 5 .87 rwg
2 Tiael 94 (P #=97); a4k 3 Bo w (542 Cronbach’s «
58 rwgz Tio#ci 94 (¥ =#=97)-
4. B IR A IR
BIf 4R 6o By §3E FRMEROAR 2 Oh vl ¥ (2004)

FENTEMI 0 1S B AR (1=2F 38 5=2d ) A o h g
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7}51&%\‘3 N H s B S o R AT RIS B P IFER L 1 0F

BB AT SRR IT PR BRFAE N FREAR AT 2
Cronbach’s a = .92 -
Z N AP

GBI AE R E BRI ORAN RR& ] > AL AR ARSI R
SERS BT RN E N S I LR L LR S L R
FEFHAENE - A ROk A 3 RETEGE S O T
AFF g HEE rwg ~ ICC(1) ~ ICC(2) 185 B & %8l MR =x el o -

d BP0 s BIFEREG ~ 0E I el BRI BB
SR BREEAMEL TR BEBARSL B AP EGER
G B FERA T Flt o FHRBRSEPEEELIBGAE S FELH
Ff &g = v » AF7 3 ik James ~ Demaree v Wolf (1984) 2% rwg = *.60 >
ICC(1)]#+.12 11 2 ICC(2)+ *+.60(James, 1982) {¥ 5 A & g &gy o
1B & = A 4

oA T A A RO AR B AF R §F 4 170 i i Baron {r Kenny (1986)
% Bk R B RR S frd Belh f T Y A6 0 A RS K2
e 3 8% » 12 Cohen fr Cohen (1983) ik » & * £ i Eﬁm#&%} » T
BREfERLI v A58 2 HFBF AL ROPE -
2. R = A A

d I M RN MR A AR R AT
(hierarchical linear modeling; HLM 6.0) # 5% B3k > ob — St Hee 14 e pF i

PRI ET AT kB R T RIEHIMAE X R DL

<

R 0 BT M = R B et g% (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) @ f4% & i@
4t Baron fr Kenny (1986) #& d1ehP A 247 > RIF Mik%% 3 &k X 958 £ F 538
MR En PERE I RRE > FEIMTBERTRE > BRS 'fqz
B e T ¢ 4 247 (Seibert, Silver, and Randolph, 2004)- i& i7 % & =t »
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53 ZRAKBEFLE LT 30 54 08 ICC(1) fr ICCQRIFE 27 @
2 BAF GET et GalFanil  Fraeldnalynef gy
Aos B A SR I ATIER e T R ERES C RE Y4 e s 2 R
IIFRILL B WP I 2 FE i HLM6.0 2 A 45 K% o
3.k = E Bk

FABBARS foing s 4 o2 BBl pF > g Y4 e (F5 280
(Yi) > 202 pBffpens o5 p Blic - F28 %2~ 4740 F (oneway
anovamodel) > #F& EF L Bfrep £ > 230407

Yi=Bi+v; (1)
Boi =00t Ug;  (2)

2 EOHLM it g/ iy~ PR T AT FRGOFRT Y 4 e hT
L iR FAARF O BT UBGARS B XD R0 kR

Bk = e E 452 % (Level 2 ¢ intercept as outcome model) » 2> 3% 40

YIJ BOJ + BIJXIU + BZJX21J Ty (D

Boj = Yoo + Yo1 W; + Uy; (2)
Bij = vor T Uy; (3)
Bai = vo2 + Uy (4)

Xijjfo Xoj A W R & B A =X 38> a 238Q2)F ¢ oW, i~ & BIRER
D AR AR MR e oy ATt RREEAY
MEFRLEZ > 2 TEBARAS AR OB BIEP 2 gy 4 Medaio
4.5k = Y A e

Yij 2 BA1iERR Xy HHFY4HEe 0 W 5 BFERERES o &
(Baron & Kenny, 1986) 3¢ /i 245 3 » (1) Lz MRS ok L 1 174
Mh v MG AIQ) BHARS H0RTY s Mot L+ B8 (BEEFR

LTS e e B RR)(3) b r T YA e s 0 B SR
SeB AL IFRILAM GEIS @G0 4) AFAF L (R3¢ 6) 0 AR
¥4 e AT S EBE R TRARES BRA R FRRMY P 4 ¥R -

Yij = Boj + PrXij + PoiXai +- -y (1)
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Boj = Yoo + Yo1r W; + Uy (2
Bij = vo1t Uj; (3)
Bai = Y02 + Uy; 4)

ARy PPt MEFEAFEFLE 0 AT BIFERS AR R
> BFFPN = B chd 1% & JARST o

Ylj BOJ + BIJXIIJ + BZ]X21J+ B31]X31] —’_'Yij (5)
B3j =Yos + Us; (6)
Boj =Yoo Tyo1 + W; + Uy (7

Flhr g S (5) 2018 By AEATERIHEEFLR ATEY
¥AMe BB ALIRLARZFLZEAME R 28Ty 2t RETEAER
PRHEFLRES LATEFYAERRIP AN FERIEFLR PMEATRY
A Menee 4 BFERS BB A1 TAIRZ M % (Seibert et al., 2004) -
5.8 K = i 3 A 4

FFYA el FARLFLELIBMpREA -+ B8 HLM +
A TEA S R E T B AR R G Yy 2B AL AR Xy
FEEYAEe W R BEEERA c FAKRRKRRED > B2 PEGFLETY M
R BALFARSM AEEF LR AT AREET O BTY A e
AL FARM R AFETFTARE (U2t 2 RITENFHEFLR) § 3
ERBFE(DNO) B b > BT A - A5 e i F3ER] (Level 2:slope
as outcome model) (2 5%(6)) > & if szt kg F -k B > i - H# & B (Cohen & Cohen,
1983) 2. 2 > BIFREFEA ok T ¥ 4 o2 Tof o | BIRF Lo
FoRANFEFENIFARSDS BERE LS SR EREARS 2

FRELT P EIY -

Yij = Boj B Xuij + Boj Xoij + Baiy Xsigt--- - +yy (D)
Boj =YootYW + Uy 2
Pij =vor + Uy 3)
Baj =vo2 + Uy 4)
B3j =30 + Us; )

Bsj =ys0 tyuiWj + Uz (6)
B EWER 4 (total Ry) et & > & d5 (Hofmann, 1997) 3% ke3¢
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A w3k B e o (within group R®) 4o B (between group R?) f3## 4 > 1

4 o
P 9 3 2 2 : 2
KN = (o “oneway Anova - g ~ random regression )/ ¢~ oneway Anova
o [ FEfEFR 4 = (too-random regression -1g intercept-as-outcomes )/t random
regression
m AL %

f#$# 4 = (11) intercept-as-outcomes-1; slopes-as-outcomes) /1
intercept-as-outcomes

ol=B Ak EALEE &K

Too =SB FF £ FEIE e B #ic

T11 =% [ &L —:‘ T m%ﬂ gﬁ

2%
2 l RREA 2L P E g2 FPenbfaife g > &9 p ok d bk

S ApBE (r=58,p<001l) HF ¥4 tEe o ufck d B (r=40,p<001) fc 4 ¢
b (r=39,p<.001) S»ci f AR - MF A R B2 FREIR? BRI F RO
T AR (r A3 46~72) -
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21 it

4% 21
WL “;

S Ap b L

Lo HREZ 1 2 3 4 5

R

| AfesTp 3.16 48 (.61)

2 ARR ST 3.75 46 -.08 (.67)

3 gy e 2.98 45 .06 =25 (.90)

4 & P K 5.39 85 .08 .09 -40"" (.80)

5 &4 b 5.49 93 .00 14 -39 58" (.92)
B /F =

1 BFEE A 3.97 46 -

2 LEmE 3.83 41 72 -

3 BARR 3.61 29 68" 737 -

4 HHALR 3.37 33 547 46" 557 -

] Bk AB=54 Bf | gL B=142 0 #2500 5 Cronbach’s «
L2 L F p<05; F* p<.01; **F* p<.001
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BEIAIAYN O AL AETRENE  RRFTY 4 e LT
AFOMLR 2 BAKD (REY o) B Rgyd Mo duE s ¥
B LR (Up=.04, x?>=115.61,p<.001)> ¥ ICC(1)5 27> 2 ¥ AF 7 &7
F skt BNl AFE A Al TR ST HA B St
BETHFRLSF ST M2 BEAZIFEELSR Bi=.07, p>.05) » wfeh o T4
RIZEFLE B=-021, p<Ol): * 2 FBK2ZT > A fesT i (Up=02, yx
’=33.95, p=.07) friz 2 T} (Uy= .03, p<.05) 3+ HF ¥ 4 o P8 p
BanFid k¥ ERAZORERTAASEL LT HEETY
4 Vi 2 B enld oo

BB ELT > THRBIHRAE TSR I ERFEFEY A2
AR feaidiel i BHAHETYS e A2 P R EFLAEA
1O 3) 0 AWIREBA TR Sk o A AFE W BIEE SR
A DT P EERT YA E BE 4o

Bofs » AP LTEE BGFARS eI e AL AERER G | o
ST A PP ETY S AR B 4 AT BB S R R R
T4 M AR 3 AF iR/ S5 AFRNATHEFLE > B SRIEAS
FERGARA frl el s AT P EMGE~ 228 2T g SR gFR
BFsER A (Yo =.25,p<O0l) friZ 428 (yo3=.58, p<.01)  BE A58 4 & A%
G A T FRHZ EHs > EFREHN 2 F o REOT 2?4
B RA B RRREYETY S e 2 8o

Z23EFMMIFEARG: RFALBE I AITES A8 ES P (Up=.39,
p<.001) fr& & ¢ (Ug=.31,p<.001) 3 »<i& (72 b & B > $988 1 3 B bg ¥ 2
B P 5 vt o ?ﬁﬁfi—? ARSI AR ST EA RR A
X2 BBEF A A2 3BAF R E AT BB LI Dok d Y
b2 e koo BE R4t > RRARA S £ v AR LR o i d e ik
762804 0 PIE A e 2 T ((Ug= .11, p<05) frfe i 2 T 4 (Up=.13,
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p<.001) 5% b/ £ B

$id Akt MRS WSS AR S

2T (Y= -94) B2 RV L2 3 TR A

N

o HN 4 BERETERAE T RRA eI B R i
RELFTA G2 T L

B i F ez el (> 5 FRBABRARADS L fe T M4 F ¢

(=Nl

RN TPARE T BA R

BARR o &4 (GRS Ap R B o e s T AR B RR AR o & J 0

EarAR G o

22 Bk At E—

FFY A e

PR 0 s A Al 1 B3 2 B3] 3 il 4 B35
(%5 % (%EE > (7% (RFY (R¥Y (RFTY (A
4 M) T ) L) A M) A MR) 4 ) T i)
o %R
Bt
A e T (Byy) .07 .07 .08
2R 2T (By) -217 =20 =25
BI1F 4 =
#EEIE (vo0) 2.98" 2.98"™ 3.007° 299 376"
B E A (Yo .03 01 07 257
(Y11) 21
(v21) -.10
S =Y G
LERE (Yoo) 15 14 14 -.05
(Y12) 13
(722) 49
AR (Yo3) -.16 -.14 -.02 58"
(Y13) -.50
(v23) - 45
AR (Yos) -.03 11 -.05 -.07
(Y14) 15
(Y24) -.46
R .04 .03 03 03 .03 .04 .00
g R K 11 18" .10 .10 .10 11 16

L1 Btk AHS54, 2 RE=142
L2 1 * p<.05; *F: p<.01; ***: p<.001
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23 B~ ITRS—I1ITEAR

i
Bg=
A pe e T (By)
2R o T (By)
®I¥ & =t
B EETE (Yoo)
B R (Yo
(Y1)
(v21)
S oY)
LEEERE (Yo)
(V12)
(V22)
BHAZR (Y03)
(Y13)
(V23)
FARE (Yo4)
(Y14)
(Y24)
RN

mABFA D mABA 2 A 1 B3] 2 B3] 3 Al 4
(8P (s (LI pH (&% (&4 (k¢ o %
%) %) %) ) %) 3%)

.06 12 19 13
03 04 -.08 -18
5437 549" 5517 539"
36 43
-.89
59
-.10 -13
.00
-.56
26 42
67
72
50 -.02
-.94%
65
39" 31 377 337 28" 34"
37 52 37 A7 48 47

] B A5, B R A #i=142
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