Advances in Psychology /0>FEZ23ERE, 2015, 5(12), 770-778 Hans X
Published Online December 2015 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
http://dx.doi.org/10.12677/ap.2015.512100

Method Effects in Rosenberg Self Esteem
Scale and Their Correlates

Qingke Guo, Yang Hu

Department of Psychology, Shandong Normal University, Jinan Shandong
Email: guoqingke@163.com

Received: Dec. 7, 2015; accepted: Dec. 18", 2015; published: Dec. 24", 2015

Copyright © 2015 by authors and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Abstract

There is an ongoing debate on the use of negatively worded items in Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale
(RSES) and other personality measures. This study was designed to explore the following ques-
tions: Do the five positively and five negatively worded RSES items measure one factor or two ob-
lique factors? Do negative wording effect and positive wording effect exist in Chinese culture? If
the answer is yes, to what extend do they affect structural and criterion related validity of RSES?
Do negative and positive wording effect abstracted from different personality measures exhibit
congruent validity? Can they be considered response style or meaningful personality variables?
What features can be observed in Chinese participants that differentiate them from Western ones?
525 undergraduates were recruited and were administrated RSES, BFI, STAI, CES-D, GHQ-12, IR],
WLEIS, GWB, and MCSD. The results showed: the positively and negatively worded items in RSES
perform similar psychometric properties; Method effect can be observed both in positively and
negatively worded items, which are detrimental to the construct validity of RSES; When one trait
factor and two method factors are defined in CTCM, close model data fit result in; In RSES the size
of positive method effect is much smaller than negative method effect; Method effects in RSES and
other personality measures are similar in nature; Modest bias is confirmed in the present study,
Chinese people show stronger tendency to admit negative aspects of their self-concepts. As a con-
clusion, balanced use of positively and negatively worded items is encouraged. Advanced statistic
method should be employed to control method factors and estimate the true relationships be-
tween constructs measured by different personality measures. Chinese people are dialectical and
are more modest when assessing their self-esteem.
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Rosenberg H B ERKI ARG MWTREERFFROEL B . SHTUBHRINTHE: BERUENR
BYER RS, TEEATREFELERMRAGTERR, XRMTERRES REE LR Tl
RSB MBARREREE, FARNETRVRTERRRGRRE, 5N —MRE KRB
BERAKRZE, FEANEEERBIEWEANRTEHGT ANRMERMES. X5258 KRZEFANRAT
B RIA. —BERFAEER, SRR E EERPHIE AR A EA AL OB R A,
WEAFRR. ERAMRETERREDERRPHFE, BRABFARNEESN. RATEER
MR LHEROPWER. FARANEBETREIHTERRAFRRE, BTRARE, RARME. ML
RERMERAR BRTERRKE M. PEFRAEAE ERUH THRE. &F, RRAREHMURBRAHE
WA REFERIT ALHIRER -

KA
Rosenberg HEER, HEFER, KRAABER, XLER
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1. B
1.1. %F Rosenberg BB E R EREMHIFIN

HE RPN OB I E S, WA REIRIEAZILS, 55 oM@, 2mk. E254a0
SEH A )% £ (Urban, Szigeti, Kokonyei, & Demetrovics, 2014). — % EH Bl & AMERZ — &
Rosenberg [ % 8% (RSES). BX M 5 MEFMA 5 N mill. RSES SAIB B A RYEL Y, HRER
AN BEAIE 1 DR 25 43 B 20448 5 300 1 1) A0 I o) s 6 1 2 P oA 0 7D 5 ER1 25 (B A 1 [ RN 2 4D R 3 4
SN IE R H B, 5 AN S I A P DR 2R i 44 oM R) L B (Ang, Neubronner, Oh, & Leong, 2006; Boduszek,
Hyland, Dinghra, & Mallet, 2013). 4 AN E: 24 B & X 5328 B I A 5 3= 52 P 4ERE (Schmitt & Allik,
2005) o fHIT R BRAE — LORFRRABE AR (dn /> A A0) Hh A 5 A L — Rl R AR 2R A R 4D £ 8 4 (Boduszek et al.,
2013), RSES /b 4F 5 AR I 1E 5 T b #50 & B 4E 1) | 2 454

WA IR [ B 3 v 7 VAR & (method factor, MF), BJJE H i 5 [0 47 5K [ S S 25 2 Marsh (1996)
YR, TE CFA M 5l N5 & 18 H A 55K MF J&, RSES Jil& 7 H4efl [ Bas M. s 7t
—SRM, ¥ERBH MF 5xABEH MF #EREERE R, BAHE A4 E A (Marsh, Scalas, &
Nagengast, 2010; Quilty, Oakman, & Risko, 2006), 1B IE [ @l 5 [ [a] @R AEAE MF. ML T, —&iAA
S [ E S SR B T iR 25 SR K, T IE [ B H A R A MF #/0 (Huang & Dong, 2012). {H 4 78 &K ILIE 7]
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JH ) MF k. Wang, Siegal, Falck /1 Carlson (2001)7EW 2 A\ FE & LIE [F] MF 520 KT K )
MF. 1l Wu (2008)7E & V54 i (A 58 & I AE 1) 55 1) 500 I 0T 0 36 465 W B FE PR s i R A 2, DAL
A AT U0 AP T S AR R R N %~ A O e AR ) A

Schmitt A1 Allik (2005) &I IE ] 55 J [ B 8 & R H 5 40 22 5 A4 ) 14 25 A& AR BAFAE SRR — B AH
X, UH ZH MR N B, MR T HER RS FHRI T @ w2z, BIYER
A RERT RN, MATERIL T SCHFE R0 B S ER AN,

12. AEERNEREEEXY

T H BRI RNAEAS [ N R 0 2 IR s RN A — B, x5 4 an fa) BE A% in) 45 /8 H A5 5% (Schmitt &
Allik, 2005; Wang et al., 2001). Marsh (1996)% ¥l 5 5 I8 H 45 5% 1 A\ N R 2 (artifacts) 2% & 15 RE 1A
R, 7Em 5 e N AR FHB#{%. Toméas, Oliver, Galiana, Sancho Al Lila (2013)&8
RSES %5 H B &R MF 5 £ E/KF 2.3 FUR 56 o 12 RN AR R 19N 20 BB A I A AN s M A 2
JEVERL, FTLAX e al i H A B R i o

B 22 273 MG ) TR MIF AR — AR 5 1R S XU, 28 2 A7 FH ) A A% A2 & (Urban et al., 2014).RSES
R MF 5HAMER(OHEEGIEERSE) P MF AE—SE, HEA B EFIEE M 1 f e
(Lindwall et al., 2012; Urban et al., 2014). A HFF I EH R Z N8 F00 5 PPN I FE D R I H 5 = A
H A IR MF. [ELEESIATLIN 5 18] MF SR 5@ (RT DAV w5 el s sl AL 0 N o R R B R S ) ) o K A
TR, T REE S I MF I IEAR DG (B DTARER R 1528 Fe0E i N SE AN IR ) S ) )
(Quilty, Oakman, & Risko, 2006). Lindwall et al. (2012)#f— K I 17 MF 5 24068 5 AH S0 -5 2R 6 =
FE S TEAR G o 10 B i AT A it B8 1 N S A [ T R] S m) i H o TR [) MIF U)5 A 37 il i FE B O
H MF 528V PE(SDR)AN BA HEOGHE, SR —FAF T SDR M RGRE .

13. FEANEEHR

Schmitt #1 Allik (2005) & 3 RSES HI1E 1715 J [] [ B4k B 5 4RO R AR 9CAH 24— 3, {2 Ang “%5(2006)
TEFT IS A A R B 4 B B R T e LA B, HLIE W) B ERE T A 42 H bR S M) (mastery goal orienta-
tion) A H FALAEEE, 1M 52 Im) H 2 GERS FRINBRAT J9. Kim, Peng A1 Chiu (2008)7E B it & L 1E 7]
H & H e PO R O BRI, FORPRATIA kAR YE HARIAT R, RN EE . X RS — R
Al REAE T BN S P87 AAH B SE AN 75 20/ 4F B A4t — 14 (Boucher, Peng, Shi, & Wang, 2009). 5H
ORI E B A e B B S AR IEAR DS, 1 1k A B 5 AR A A 5% (Supple, Su, Plunkett, Peterson,
& Bush, 2013). X7 FE A T REARAE o0 H B, AT E R AN [F] R0 B R 5

ZHEF AN A — D E R EANE A SRR S5 E T 787 A (Spencer-Rodgers, Peng, Wang,
& Hou, 2004; Kim, et al., 2008). FJ5 IR v] 5e2 B G BHIER B . o E AAGE R H#HA IE
ST o D5 R A P AR A 1 R S REBE i W 1 3R o SR IILAE 1 B2 Ll BB [ U 1 A0 S [ e ) R
P57 NGB SR B FR A G — 1, A IE [ ORI s [ f 1 (4543 i B — 5. TE& IR o A S i 4y
FH O E B SO A SRR MET IS A . Kim 25 A (2008) BB FTIE B 73X — 45 5, Rt &3
BARAE IE M A 1) 5 B H A5 1 — B R F A E

WA ANy H BN BT A0 ) % ) S 1 8, A I el A7 78 TR R 22 (WU, 2008; Kim, et al., 2008).
n Farh 1 Cheng (1997) K3 & ¥ A w1 HA G ¥ B RGEOHL 2 BUR FIK T BSOS AATIIPAY, X PN e
I H PRI IR . N8R BRSSO aEE 2 AR (G Ed TR E AR E ), i
R — 225 ERI PP A 3 7SR gE2E i . TR b B SO i e A E G i T X — 25, T FLIE
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el H 2 KR s BRI A TR U R H AT &
14, ERERYERH

KT RSES 1] MF [HJELZ JLH 4R R, T HB LRI B R ER . R HEF IR F
REREAT S B o 1T MF A8 A B R BUE SRS O HHES T T SRR, AHT FUal g th
Ml AT 1) ARERT N MF £ EGOH R B, 2) fEARNEFAMR A MFAAFAERRTR T, T
6 H L PR 5 M 2 BN o ) W RIE RIS A MF #374E, WAl MF Brfi RO 22 555 2 4) IERIAN
S I MF 2 A 200 8 H Bl & (i A AR S R PE RN 2 5) IR AT A MF £E2HAl B Bl R R 7t
f£7 6) IEFAMR A MF 5 ANREREAAEFNRR, RARAHMAEAER? 7) hEAEESEEE LN
P AR EEANE] T [ SM R 452

2. AR FGF*%
21 METH

AHIEFE A I T B A R SUET iR B RUE AT TR 5% . Rosenberg H B &% (RSES). .7 10 4~
WE—HEEREH, 440085, Cronbach a &%y 0.885. H BN AN & OGRS B EA] 1z
F2m(Schmitt & Allik, 2005; Urban, et al., 2014). Ktbkk A& &R, LA RN E I, @S50S,
PATESE T I B B E SR ARSI & T B . 4% BFI-44, Cronbach o &%/ 0.680; —fcfd fé 104
GHQ-12, Cronbach a R#H 0.829; IRE - REFUEEE M5 STAI, AREEEFFEH £ EEE N Cronbach o
ZE05r 018 0,921, 0.884; it AR CES-D, Cronbach o %04 0.800; 1 SCHR A Bk B 454+
IRI-C, Cronbach a &%{} 0.744; WLEIS 15/ &%, Cronbach a R%°4 0.876; LfAE4EKER GWB,
Cronbach o 2% 0.851; & HAH&EK MCSD, Cronbach a Z%°4 0.690.

2.2. #iIAMIERF

K BEREIIRE G 7 sSNR BRI 1 — P & M K b i B 525 42 K244 (B 239 N\, %2 286 \) N,
LA i) 5 S B 36 . SR R AR BIALE N AME . SPEIEERS 2013 X, BR#AEE 1.97 B, IR
AR B 4 E A, R R A B B AR R M
2.3. It iAEE

J 52 15 F RSES HIWF TR I 21K 10 Ao 5 8 2 AR RLUA & A SEBRNMEL, AW 78 R RGN T 1.2,
IHEMA, HARIE CTCM LB, CTCM 1] LUt MF 1K/ 2 5 HoAth B 2% vh Ry i R 25 f0
TERZEWKR, X2 CTCU Frilch I . s R SPSS18.0 #EAT 10 i s Ab #AN{E 434, H
AMOS17.0 FEATALALIGAIE
3. 4R
3.1 BEES5HEABUENEE

BT A S H A ARSI & I & A R R AR ERAEECE ). HEERs AFERE,
MCSD & % H K 25 45 /7 v [J IR % A 15 2RI RN, I AHE 5 HAH 8 7B TR S RS

FerhF T AT BT AR R RS (alpha B8 . TTUAE &5 KRS B2 T 3232 1)
JCHEN, RIFE TR Y. B2k EERACOERZNEEET ERER, HERAHE., M
KA EAEREENGEEREBEL T ER A SRR,
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Table 1. Reliability of the positive and negative subscales in RSES and other psychological measures

1 BEFEREREKRENERRCERNEE

B iz

) S s e B & i MCSD
SR W AE RE e FfE R e fhiEl HA SHE e TFI

IE[]

% 081 072 0.92 0.83 091 077 0.61 0.67 0.65 0.69 0.62 0.67

ok 0.88 0.76 0.90 0.88 0.75 045 0.83 0.73 058 0.70 0.67 0.56

SER 089 083 0.78 0.74 090 080 0.876 0.84 0.77 0.73 0.76 0.71 0.68 0.70

3.2. BEESHRMARMEREX

SREIRAEBE L H BT T IR E R R E S R R RO = (RAE A H BRIR 7 AR A T R
A 16 7 B 22 ) [B) R AH 9 (2 2)

B[ 5 1) [ B 0 S At A W B A AE — SR AR DG, JURIE B 1 1) 5 s 1) 1 B L s — ol 1 28
NP MF, BATH R AR ERAX T IEm S RAFEHER. XROFEZ: R MF
XF IS FEMA AN, U FH I ) 5 s el R I )45 ot 5 P L 1) 55 e g R O R ) AR DR R 1A 2 —
o MWEERFTTDUE HIER B, A E S SR A A A 2 — 2, B8 B Rk 77 3 o
HEEXREHNENNE. RFOEERMRLESEN. SAR%EE SDR £ fuHe, ¥l 3 &l &EEb
ZAL SRV B

T — B, s ME BIPER RO, DU E BRI 7 1) AR [ B 5 AN 51540 (] IR AR DGt 58K . B
IEIA &5 ERERE T3S TR MF, HAHKRN KT IE A 3 855 ke n) g B IR A5G . [RIRE i Im) &
HERHBTHRET KA MF, HARWRAIZE R, N EROERFITUEREREHE, RAEHES
HoAth NA% 2R IE B A ARSI R ROV R 2 7, W IER 5 R MF JE8E S 8058 5 15
BTSRRI AL . X—4IREH TA AP ITE ASER.

TEm) B S e SRR N ZE R A BB TR AR . ZE(E D I v B A R [ I e [
H, ZENGUIAEREE R B A A EEE . XA —FE N E AR 2 Mg R el LUE
BRI EH BN EE SIS 2. 025G XUBIEE N BESRRR B, X550
B 458 (Lindwall et al., 2012)JEH —F.

3.3. FERRMEEYS IR

IRV MF 255200 [ B, W T W P B (52 3). A s g B A Mla, X 4E H BB M1b,
EAIER MF [ E BB Mlc, &4 XA MF B HZER M1d. &4 BRI RE MF #)HZEE8 M1d.
[ B PR B — MR RS R E R H SE — /MR il oh, PR AR T SR A M2a (R A
WHETHB, — B, IREEE SRR M2b (%E T 1EM MF). M2c (BB T &I[ MF), @il #iR
PeinT Al A g ER . —REREER. WSERERPN MF 25 A M E IR .

M 3 Ha] LA LR A R SR R AN A AR A0 RS bR fE (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). T 5
A MF GRS A15 3] T B R . HRAEIERAKE MF [FR g5 5488 R R A 7 %
T B AR R A A (R bR . UEBH IE R ) MF FEAS R R R #A7AE,  FL A MF 5o 56 465 #4) FA) s
WITHER

¥ M2b, M2c 5 M2a b, REEM A R LEER . Fa Oy AR, —BfdE. IRESEER
FHMIER . [ MF E A& RSP, 2P mAH R 0% 5 R 22 -
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Table 2. Correlation between positive and negative RSES subscales and criterions

2 EMBY. REABESARENMSIREEBNHEX

B e IEF & IR
IEMEYN REEAN HAEN  ZE EMEYM ROEMN SEHMN O ZE EMAR REEAN SEE EE
—RfEdE 0.46 0.46 0.52" 0.05 0.33 0.43 042 -0.06 046 0.38 047 014
RAERE -042° 044" -0477 -003 -0.36 -0.44 -044 003 035 -031  -0.37 —0.09
¥k -052° -051"  -057" -0.07 053 -0.44  -054 -017 -0.32 -044  -042 0.8
1] 0.31" 0.41" 040"  -0.06
EMEAE 0407 0.40 0.45" 0.06 0.42 0.39 045  0.09 0.30 0.34 036  0.00
Hhm] 0.35 0.29 036"  0.10" 0.34 0.36 039 003 0.26 0.11 021 018
HA 0.26" 0.31" 032" -0.01 019 0.34 029 -013 025 0.18 025 0.0
T 0.33" 0.32" 037" 0.5 0.29 0.32 034  0.00 0.29 0.25 031  0.08
FHEE I -0.44" -0.36" -0.45" -0.14" -0.44 -032 -043 -018 031 -032 -035 -0.03
iR 0.20" 0.28" 026" -0.06  0.19 0.32 028 -010  0.09 0.05 0.08  0.06
AL -052"  -043" -053° -0.15" 049 -039  -049 -017 043 -047  -050 -0.02
15 0.00 0.13 007 -014" -0.02 0.13 006 -017  0.02 -0.01 000 003

SDR -0.15" -0.09 -0.14" -0.08

¥: p<0.05, p<0.01.

Table 3. Fitness statistics of the hypothesized models
3. MRBENHEMNERITE

Ve df CFlI TLI RMSEA SRMR AIC
M1la 509.63 35 0.90 0.87 0.17 0.081 549.63
M1b 329.82 34 0.94 0.92 0.13 0.061 371.82
Mlc 189.78 30 0.96 0.95 0.10 0.049 239.78
M1d 138.82 30 0.98 0.96 0.086 0.036 188.82
M1le 74.95 24 0.99 0.98 0.066 0.027 136.92
M2a 5643.49 816 0.92 0.91 0.11 0.079 5817.49
M2b 4175.62 792 0.93 0.92 0.094 0.076 4397.62
M2c 3820.02 792 0.93 0.93 0.089 0.074 4042.02

3.4. FEMNMHKX MRS AEHIHEX

A FH AR i DR 2R R VR TR 300 L ) DAL 38y B D7 R SRR R o OB A T VR o S5 R R B B R
S [F i H T390 B (0.48) W KT IE A H (0.22) . BiMA B[ MF HISG 45 SRS MA BE K. (AT
BT 75 AN 2 S Al H (1.32) K T IE A7 H (0.30) . X 5 5ERIHF SR — 2.

FE7r 5 A BRI MF A0 7 MF 5AF AR KR B2 MF 8N E
T, BNEERMGSRERNFLE, £ AMOSLT.0 HAFh# T A S, BERAZENELSIT. LUE
THE AR AR RO Z AR AR R . (P REUR L 4.
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M 4 R ILIE S R MF #85 NAR AR 2 (B A7 AE — @A G, AR TS Al 5 B AT L 2 A — 5
AR —MfERE. M. REARRE S A MF BARSCHT U, BT AR, O ERIROLZE . T4
AREE . FRRMPERE TR R H . I ME WSS — MR 2R A T
MRS, BRI IR I NEA SR AR B H . REERTE, R T 05— 9.
s DEERE. I BERHE R B3, X E QLRI R T RIN, XAa 12— Fh s
IIISEER

35 FEHREREER LNBIER

AW IR IR AAE IR H s R EAE s B ST R H B ER(p < 0.00), 1HZ 57 (1.26) 5 A 1E
FIIKR, 5 EBR(L.2) P E B (1.1)FE 8 Bl . X — 45 R 5L AT 7oA — & N (Schmitt & Allik, 2005;
Wu, 2008). H E B I m A ) H B g R A 0 #IE T EE S, HEFIEERHPEAEREER
(AR 432 B T RN B S e ) e el . 7 Schimitt AT ALK FRREAS 7 il 1F ) F e ) | 2 e -
(I35 22485 1.8, S SNE 2.3, Schmitt A1 Allik (2005) W 782 10 FEFTHEAT, 10 ERTHF B G A
fEA B ER LIS AR ROE B R R AT 50 45 S B et R R [ 5K X g R [E
ANFRALG MO TFERIE T .

{H [ B AE 1E AR e ) B R A MR TR E S 7 K. X4 T LA Farh 11 Cheng
(1997)FIML AR A RS . Hh EBRAE IE 10 H B8 B B e BB RS E ORI . S E & T ke fm 22 1 R IH
Bl — M A2 H RN B QR i (BPE R A SRR L8 H), AR & &M X 5550
Foat—8. EIh ERAE B SRR PR 2, AR RHIEH YOGRBR AT ) B 3K

4, #He
41 BEEHERPEREEENER

DG rh R A0 S e R E AT AR H RO ER S AR B A NNy S a) i E BEER A SN &
FITEF S BEAR A B i 5 A i R H i) SO PRV . TR )45 e v et F~F 46 £ T ATV BR OS5 S o
W2, FHINAS IS0 B B IR 2, A AR SE dER b T 555 & A8 B 1) 5K &R (Podsakoff, MacK-
enzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).

AHFFEIE ] 5 e i) [ B R AR T . 5 AR RAob AR 5K 58 77 TH #8500 AE o) Rl e ) | 5L 3R A
BRUE B ZESR . T HA IR R IE F A S ) B SRR 1 F—fRe . R B S E R ATy
AR RRE) S AR R B R T IE [ VAR R, (H =8 L& B stk SO 7 E . HUE RIS I PIA MF
IR D5 A REIL BT R B /K T IR EE BUR W] B B8R AT T T S i A3 vp S v AL H R0 BE
W2 PERR AL IE IR H 22 . PR B BRI R 2, HRROZER]. £56 DL B i3 1 8% [\ o [
N TN -6 o S~ 88745 P 1 [ R e [ i@ H R 48578 (WU, 2008) .

Table 4. Correlation between method factors and personality measures

E A ESESSPN LS

—RERE CRSEE RBUERE MR SEtEER fER S BA SHiE MER JPR AL

EmFE -0.26" -0.11 -0.10 0.25" 0.06 -0.35" -0.18" -0.13° -0.13" -0.06 —0.24" -0.11
EJE 0327 0.01 -0.21"  -0.37"  0.20 0.14" 0.04 0.20° -0.07 -028 004 —0.16
F: p<0.05.
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4.2. HFERARNMER

KT IA RN ER P MF B R, MF 520D AR FUFEA R 2L, B MF
ARFNIRZET R KRG RZE, HRRAMPAKRZRE. A RNERZILe AR, BRI (5L
EE)FERITER, AR AR RN IAE . FP 22 P55 ) B2 O A R . s .
WARAE S [ R IE ) AR A A5 70 (R 22 5 th B st SR Tl AR B0 IS 2 o AW 0 R BILIE A A /)
MF &5t 2 W B R (MCSDUFAEARAR G, X5 BMERT U — 3. il MF St BVr e A2 FH—
MR 2. S5 AT FUR DAEREFER AR DL, FATVORFESIAR . P22, £RI8. mIREhHL. AR
T3 I = R IR 2 32 MF RS2, RIS 56: et i 2228 P I el e A, 0 AAT TR
I8 53 BOEER A T BUAT I I

4.3. PEIABEEHHE

Schmitt £ Allik (2005) I 5 & 30— B S R SCAARR o2 2= 52 A T I m) 1 8 36 H ) 3, 3380
H & E RS0 E A LB IR A . U BT B KA R w22, B IE ) B S8R A5 5 KT A
HEER. mH H N EEBRRKNIE . REERWEEBAR. AR EE o), 24
Joi A HARRSE B R H A% . 22 E oK 2 S8 78 5 (3.4) RN BRI 4E W.(3.3), JEMNE F(WRENIE A 3.4)tH
FeieoR. Sk SCom g B o b s Saqit g B 2, i FLE M, thin HAR(0.8) R HAS N H B84
KTEEAN, BEERAOIENEZERISEE ML, HEERNRE bR RS EE TR,
AEEHTH5EESCHR R A, KRR 7 OEPUHR RS E T EXF D E KA.

AT E AR B EA A EAE 10 FRiEBMEIEAERKRER, HEAFEEL Schmitt
Allik (2005)FF R RIEE R . EIFE AT RERG MR T, BAMEASEENEE. KW
FEM L B R ERAAEC B EP ST B E K X AR LR R E AR Sk
DAL

[F B o L S R [ R ) B R RS NSRRI T AR SO . . 8 E, A EEUK
IWH SIS, AR E B, RERHIE R AR B B R A A% 1855

5. &hig

1) B EER A IE A A R R R, AEAS AU SO B R AR br BT SR,
PERAZP A o T ELIX — 2518 W] AHE S BUAHT ST 8 I B AR D T

2) AEFUATR ] MF £ A [ 0 AR A7 A, (R A H B R 4ELE M . ] CTCM S5EACKE MF 73
B SRR B RERG T B S AT AR B A SR AR

3) A AHMHMAERTH MF, ATy S E T RAA RN ARSIRE, B0 ARKRAER.
FEAIAR, P2, A8, BNl HEREIRE TR S0 R AR A % % MF RN, (EfRRE
N6 55 TR B2 PR KSR A, BN R I S A T Bk AT L OE

4) X E R IAT I SO HUBN B RSO R P E A AE B R AR RIS AT T AR DT S
el WdRE. &E, BERHEMIAR B IRERR I ATTE I A . X — S5 10Dt T AR B A 5 5
NS
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