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A Study on Controlling the External Effect
in Student Evaluation of Teachingl)

S. W. Lee?) and K. H. Leed

Abstract

Student evaluation of university teaching is a common tool for measuring the
educational contribution of a professor and improving the quality of classes. There,
however, exist external factors in the beyond of control of a instructor, which affect
the result of Student’s rating to prevent practical use of evaluation for administrative
purpose. This paper investigates the factors that spoil the validity and the reliability
of student evaluation and proposes a method to control the effect by the statistical
analysis of evaluation data of Jeonju University for two years.
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1. A7 =3

thetel FAEe] 714 AAY Yolrl vty AAE S AAIUE AL F g Ao
P 1A E o 2 EIAS G A digtel U BE FAE A=
o dEER A AEFS APH AE A wso Ho Fgd w2
< 7€l vk 1 A3 B gigse] 8d™e a5 d¥HIte wgan e ol
LIRRARS R P o R B B B S =
Fegrte Hrtel B wat 843 (formative) H718F £ (summative) HF7t2 UHo
(Cohen, 1980). 844 H7te s Ftol] gLl AL st 2o A& FHHAI7 A8
AH-E = (Crumbley 9t Fliedner, 2002), £84 #H7te $Aou 459 A, FAAFEY Fo
w2y B2 FZ ASEC ZoHst Aoy e AAEIL o] ZFAVF nse HH
Bt olol sk AHolA Eud FAF Bl ¢ Hrte ZeHrie F Fol 2 Aelth
gy B2 g A9 34 #Hrld FAL Fo] ZAHNE ifd HriedoR o &3
7t dF-E<Ad Crumbleyt Fliedner(2002)9] |70l 2shd w=<e Z$ 906HMNES Ftad
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A ZeBA R SR ol &HH, 6930 AES giudA @B FBE wFdEHL AT

o|RA AP}t ©d uye AYANS 9T FRAEI oM BFE APFHLE HUt
gohe oM ZoFrtAse] A i =do] Bol gEwl(PFH, 1994) ol FH 7t
o d# =L ZgHNE AATR 600 G UFY AT oge ol AFE AL
Q) @77 AAHx gt Ahmadi, Helms® Ralszadeh, 2001). Zel#7tol o3t =& FHdE
ZoH A AH 3o g EAJ 2AR. & ZoHsARS dAFY A5 dolE F
ZeHe @A) Mt obd 27 BYARAE AT wFe = A AAEHEI
EA ot}

e FHAA ‘Rl ol ZAABFIASFI GAHES “AA L FIE] WES B
AgFG7tAF7 woi’eE 59 B &3 HE F Uk w A4 sHgdt £2%d § 2y
o =0l a4t w4 ZoH st FFL v oA ZejHrte] g§FA L "oAH, o
ARE EUZ & ZFH7te 2A4E 7MAL JhsAe] A wEtd Z4e x=YHolgje oud
84F0] BBt AdFE nAAE FHsL o) 3A2ES FHHI FTAA, FAMNAE
A% wFe] =8g A HE 5 de WAUEY FHo] FAI 87

YU E B2 FaEe] ZYHIE NG o]E 25 FFHo NGFAE BT
FelBtA R EAZE A3 o)E A HE =8 IA oFoqXA &1 JTHIAIY,
2002, 29 o)AZE, 2003) AR Y =EL UREE AN gnE oz oudt 82l
el 7o) Jgg FErbe g 71< 4 (descriptive) A0 X2 Y HE B =F& 24
Aoz ZFrtd 4Fg F+= 2UAE FASE FHE AAIIRE . EE ol AR
< AAEe] AF FA g ABE oj4F Aow AWML HAEr)E YA ol Y
< B B WA E FHrte) i@ NYFE Folu F o Fud ZAREP S FHI
i, ol g NI F de AV E ReE g old wek FFE AT F
48e Hagshy, FAHst nde Feed S Adstan, yolrt gt AAHE A F
UE FELE JHWPE 4+ UA B Rolth

2. o] &4 WA

AelBzrel dE ATE o9t AAEH BPgd) ¥ ATE UFe E F Ut FH
7tel A Ade Ul BrrEse] A AT NS Bt FAdTh UM WH LA
@ Tdd FAPE] 9 7pA] FH9 FAETE o] §3to 54 FIE Y A 4 ¥
EFAN @& 240 dAREE duste Aotk agx AYLS FY IF FYE A
s 23 F A ol Y FFHE0] o= Ax dAFE stel wet 2R AR(OIF S, 1993).
AR Ao 9% megdgrte WA 9% el BHAA £ | Hay w5
U AHEE JE D e e radan JoHKulik®} McKeachie, 1975).

gy Fgrte BEgdd d@ A7 e wl¢ ohgEtth Cohen(1981)elvt Dunkin(1936)
< S0 FAFAAA HoAE dIE AFPFY FHAY 45 g ¥EdE F Y vHE @
FAow, BRIt 3P ¥ BYAEE /AR JAdn FFE AW gL AFATELS
Z 97t 23H7t 249 &84 (instructional effectiveness)oll 2lsiA F g ¥ ofld e
o A3 F8F o 71A 226 3 9F wevhe AHEE THFL YEd(Marsh® Roche,



Controlling in Student Evaluation of Teaching 591

1993, Langbein, 1994, Koh®} Tan, 1997) £ ZdME Zoo 4&F& F&
A ZAT = e 828 FAo2 AHRIZ Fr)

WEo wmE 9o ZeFrle] Pge Fr 24T YEHoT AAHE Ao] e AHH o}

2o} e vl #H st ol wE wErt FL& A

S ol Adxvl, Marsh(19834)& ol&d @& g7t A
FoAgozn ZgFA9E FYA Tt buy) Lt Qo

ol eor Be g9l w49 ZAdHtd F¢S uItty RuFEI =g oI 290%
< 3A Aol EA(course characteristics)® 734 =4 (student characteristics)dl & A
O

fo

2 FoA FYH &

Hol BAol DY R2TE $3AY, Y9 £F, F5o| A/MAR A%, Fele) Az
1 58 B 4+ 908 #7349 EHont £449 Yoy B 58 & 4 3l
FAQ4% ZelBste Ang n2F QAT oW (Feldman, 1984) £ 40 He52
BARSE oAy, $799% FIRAY4E UAY ERE 0BT 3 #7990 BEss
AR S ol I FolE F8E B4 RelA SoH@AY, 2002)
E

ol ¥&€TE ZHidxdE A3gdci(Aleamoni®t Hexner, 1980, Goldberg®t Callahan, 1991,
Langbein, 1994, Cranton®} Smith, 1986, Koh$®} Tan, 1997).

HEo] AFHE]IN v AFHREA ] o FBFIt AgS E’:"E‘:}“ @?E N (DeBerg
¢} Wilson, 1990, Langbein, 1994, Marsh®} Overall, 1981). =3 ZA|H oz 7ok 3t 3=t
384 e A& FodE FYgFrtE4E xolrt AL & QtH(Aleamoni, 1981)

J8n ZA9e AR E 9ge = £ ged 22 TR 98E 03 =4 Ad"EE=E
zel A AABAAEF A e Age] dvhn $rh(DeBerg® Wilson, 1990, Husbands
9} Fosh, 1993).

e B4 dehiie 242 A Aoy shdo] Zegrte] 98¢ & £ Ade A7
7b 2tk Klann¥ Hoff(1976)= 49 4%9 sEZoAE 4o ddo] B3 L8542, 181

AFA £Eol ®ETF AW LTE A dEEga 2aa Yok o8 AT AN
204 oldel stAle ZelbAT L 204 mwte) stAe] ZoRItuT & Ao
. EF Arreola(199%5)€ 3hde]l Eold4E #IuSHEL Aol Attt AL B =
TEUSINE FEI9 152003 FWol B2 o] ¥L4E FAHEFT AFE
= AMEE Rustn Q).

3. 475y 9 vy

3.1. 7/t 9 44

€ =gAAE oot By Ay g8 deld 54 BANE 220t Bt
A JFE NATIHE LolRoh AR ATV FEIE ) HH(2003), TAL(Q002) SAN 1Y
AT 712 ATEL YRR 54 2] BRG] Auig 9FE WAEE @A
o2 AR Yed ¥ B ATNAE BE WSS § 299 2I¢ nddon By
ol %E FE AN FATE BBE ANFATE AAA A E BET)
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2 A7 BHR o2 wFe B X rEAME e 2e NS HIHES o
M1 4] w8 #2YSS FAYMIR(REETF £ Rolth
M 2 53Ul A4S FARARF(DEE)} e AoIvh
M 3 F 249 Bdel 948 FAPAYF(REE} £ Rolth
4 BB Yol met FeRARF(REE)} B8 Aol
M 4-1: A3ABY FARARR(DER)E DFHE W BE RolTh
M 42 AEREY BAPHIF(REE) B4uE] e £2 Aol
M 4-3 0 QARAE - AASAGRTDE AQ3E - FRAL FAWAIR(RFEF e
Aoleh,
Aoz B mgAME Ut G%e nAE 248 FANS AR Pl U AL
712 g,

32. W59 Ao R £33

doE tALAQ AelH, olg e FA2 Yriarle o doh WA APt d e o
T THE T A WEe FUsA B8 oy 2ed sy 4AYs 5 A8E
AHEE7] A E B7kd ARE stue FAR vehdor s o] Fcle A deEd o
3l Famel ma AAFAE FAH JtEHE AHEHE Heol BFBrHMarsht Roche, 1997).
TAY 7HFAE ABA FAF AUl dEANE Fed AEo) §7) AE A2 )P o)
£ IYZE AE3l7lE oYt 2™ dl Harrison, Douglas®t Burdsal(2004)2] |7 ol&hd 7
dEEHE HElE 98 7 248 ¢ P97 golv Faxd wE MEYEd & 19
BAUETEE AHA 02 F7AF g8 A9 598 Aoz yehizn vk mebA & =EA
T IEETA ZgRtARE 2 FEC| A ded T ZAHEFSG ASEHSF F AR
AHSStE g Fot

AFdRELAIN = 10719 FFo2 ro] AEL st ded 1~98 32 9 dg o
T Ao x=HE Hriske Zolw, 108 EFL FAEY Aod U @E5EE YYo= H

T TROIHE 1> F2). nHA FRrtRSE 199 £ AEdToE, BEEE 10
Mg goz FYsriz g

SHHTREE dwHoR Zoyrtd ¥ FE F24S 4, thd, A9/84, AF3/2Y,
A% T AEEFE A3t 294 gu AAHoz AFHESFE B E oI
FEE 2 ATNNE AZ/MAZE TE g, AR A 5/AAHEG-T FEo
= 4

o

41. BB AR} A2EARY

Aol e Ao Yrke Jgyel uwAHs oPx, FaAd A WY 2A F
55, d¥ BN B}y AFAHo) Ushd & Q7] W) AFHGEANE 203 1w
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A& AN dAstn, £ 209 o9 Ao dsixe AHdE
Atk 209 "wre] HEG AT olFE AHFEY A oY= WUA
A7l T & F53} AdIHE ﬂr%ol g7 gEojty. B =FA
002 238} 1HE1 20043 187)17kA 74099 71 209 viwte] AHE AT 5837H 5
Ntk A5 VxBAFEE BA 4999 Hio] oF 4294 20, ol 510%)°lxL, %
o7t Hito] 37(XEHA 0.24), HEL HFol 368(XEFHA 0.30) ol
A0 AL Fegr AEo gid AIEE FFsuA B AFdME BAFLE FASD
T 59 Ud 494 YeEE A28 (Cronbach) S AF(a)E AHE3IY T 53 HEE ]
ZATE] NHEE BAF A <E 1>d 2990 gt old o3ty A Ewst gt
090 7t7t¢l 2 dE9 AFgAo] WS¢ ¢4 Aoz dAgdny /Md 5 g s FAT
a3 191 B3 AAHNS W AT golXng NS WEE FHROLE AIGHAT 1
AE7b vty g o] 24 Feoje] FHE 2L gste) AEd TFAIL Yt

<E 1> Z°#7} AE3 2 2ule(Cronbach) &3AF

o & “ a if Item
=¥ AW E Deleted >
1 | a%e 34 P4 9ol 722 2 W 45 AaUs 9002

2 | B #e AYMA 23 AFHAFUA 8818

3 BAEERAR)E FgFod =80 HAdFUTL 8802

4 | 3FE 729 FHE BAY dASUA 8796

5 | 3FE ZAUES o83y A desAsynt 8782 8925
6 | e 4A %A HES FAHE S AL AFUR 8779 '
7 | BFE FAEY B} A4S FEAFUA 8811

8 | #A99 dolke Hadgus 8820

9 | ABH9 BiNEL FHHn v ANHAFU .8820

10 | Zelel diste] dutyoz BEgys 8737

<E 2> ¥$E 39 A8dA

FoRe | DEE | FAU4Y | HEEA d | AR | W R

BaEds 1.000 0.885 -0.247 0.181 0.183 0.132 0.120
HEE 0.898 1.000 -0.221 0.181 0.177 0.153 0.110
TAUY -0.162 -0.148 1.000 -0.110 -0.123 -0.008” | -0.159
BHEXNA 0.194 0.199 -0.032 1.000 0.347 0.224 0.385
ksl 0.177 0.170 -0.087 0.322 1.000 0.402 0.453
Ao i 0.126 0.146 0.012° 0.240 0.402 1.000 0.589
AEoAR 0.111 0.103 -0.161 0.375 0.453 0.589 1.000

a) WHHE = 0, AYAHE = 1
b) ZFHE = 0, AFHE = 1
o) 940 GE, UnAE BE 1% FerEdA 93

<E 2l 7 WMFE 79 FBASI deht QEAZA dae Heje FRAFn AT
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& avjojw BASY). o8 WY AL} Fae] 47, S, AdBZAR, ATFAR
7} RT FA9ARSY BEEgG #dol Ak Ao yshin ok ey ZeRsESel 9
G2 FE EPASE FIE £I% 4RVAT Qo) IF Aolo) mBHE) BRIl %
& 2 7bs4el g

AR BRAe 2Re7) RN B lcs'—ow ANSAE GRAT FHHIH 23 o
Fehe aAEAe ANSAT 2 2% 104 A9 94 B30l ¥ AY 2902 £F
U0 19 %L AT 4 959 29 X—‘IXH% gl BE ogez uEdt, B¢ 2
g 29 BEAAL AREAT Ao QA 0BT BE BALEA £ AARA
g guigonn 397t 299 8940 498 wohx ¥ 5 g

42. 7243

7Hd 1¢] FTAdF o) 7&—4%‘7}7‘4""1] nAE 9L JARHE Tt mEs B H71A
AT FXE AASAE FAATN EPEFE FE29 YA Ro R FJe o FaAe] HHg
Aol ZABARFY AETH nAE FEFLS 1% FAFEEAA FosA JEly Ao 43
o] o SAES ZoH AR} FolAlE Aoz AFEHYUY. o= 7iEY A5 (Marsh, 1924,
Nimmer$} Stone, 1991, $&3 ¢ ©o)F &, 2003)¢} 593 FAuo|r} o] 7 $-o White AR ZEH 7t
°) ];,1& °] Z+z} 058 2 0962 YElY o] EAALE EAEA g AoZ wddr

2.2 7Hd 29 #7d4lo] ZAAHAHS v FFS AHEY] A% £AULE 10

k) T?Zloi TR FoBIIEAEY HEEY Fo]E A A 2030 FAAY HE
B M gow, ko] FUEEA HrkESsE AL IdFEEE ¢ & AR Bk 51~70
g Atole] AR 71 B HFLE Holth £73A49 0B AAE % F7189 Feldman(1984)
9 AdToAe & UARY EHE Holx A o889 %ﬂr A Ay #AZ old & A2 T
Aol FrreAA 74 J°] FAANEs 2 HER vXe dFe #FAE sl A
bl o]& 1E37] A8 £7AULe) 2aE T FE SERFE ALY AR AT o) 2
e <#E 3> YERY 91‘4 o) E AHEW 238 3 P ZoEstESs 2 U}&E‘— of
T 2HE BAE IFE & F v BF A o] EAPE AZdy] 98] White A& ]
3 243 EPPUFE FAARE AL REGAE Chi-Square °) 8298 YUY 5% 94
A Zze oAl EAEE Aoz JEgou EHPUFE FAALd 228 AT %):a
AL-g-3 A 9ol Chi-Square #o) 1.972 e} o]EAA o] gle Ao g2 AYEQ.

<E 3> 238 HE A5 ypHsd HAAEY

FEUS SPWS A4% | AASE | BFELA t & R’
A5 ff} 1 419784 0.02705 | 15517
7re A 2=
&8 7HE InF7%9 1 ~0.13033 0.00741 | -17.60%x 0.050
HET A J 1 4.20594 003377 | 12455%x | 0
= 1n—r J 1 -(.14724 0.00924 | -1593*x )

72449, 3, B89 54 Fo FYP IS BEE FFE vAEsld BE SHEE A
B3] A9 BARAE ANFUHCE 45). O 2Y Aol FoHdeF FARAEE 2 B
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| ol 7H4 3% AAsHE Relw ol EebwA #d)

) gt WY % AFOE ol ol moEge et
A5 Aol7k YEAE vas LR WOM 4-D) AFHEe] BB YHo] B Aoz o}
Eth B2 HEd §Ro) mE FOse AsRold] B A 428 AABE w$ Fol
Al Aolg nel A2 FARAAFS BEES AR e g 2B G
At LAEe| AL B4 wek ZelB AR AN BHE AHE HE B
Be ol3AGe H=o| WA Be AolPe dARe BY 23 BA HgL BBEAAE
AL el Aolzt Avkm B 4 golel 7H 438 AAHA Rk

<E 4> BARAR

i Ak P} FH¥s BEE
o) o)
2 | AFY |A4E|WFAF| T gg AZY |Ae=|HFAR| F gg

23 [ 28758 | 11 2614 | 48831 | 000 | 41434 | 11 3767 | 45283 | .000

A | 204598 | 1 | 294598 |5502435 | 000 | 285723 | 1 | 28572.3 |343498.2 | .000

shd 4279 | 3 1426 | 26640 | .000 5870 | 3 1957 | 23522 | 000
AeEgs 1833 | 1 1833 | 34234 | 000 5062 | 1 5062 | 60.859 | .000
LYAE 2741 1 274 5113 | 024 534 ] 1 534 6424 | 011
AUAF | 15668 | 4 3917 | 73160 | 000 | 20997 | 4 5249 | 63107 | .000
FEAG 784 | 2 392 7319 | 001 3551 2 188 2257 | 105

o3 | 312725 | 5841 |5.3E-02 485857 | 5841 |8.3E-02

74 | 815489 | 5853 79428.4 | 5853

R® = 084 (48 R* = 082) R%= 079 (7A€ R* = 07D

43. X3 &R L

tlo
k|
)
ol
)
(i
oX,
)
o2

<E 2>°AM BPKo] ZFgHrld dFE FE Ui E
At Wt o] Ao pEES B oo}
Ao FFE £ JMsAdol QU vE =
I ey B =RdAE ol ndEsrZ g
GBS At FAA nge

Y = By + Bizy + BoTy + BioT1To + B3T3 + B13%1 %3 + PogoT3 +

BrosTrZoT3 + By + Braxi Ty + BoaTaTy + Pa®aTy €,

A7IN 18 FZALA 238 AF @&, nE FAAEY BTN ne TANTE d9A 9
S B8 F agoz U Ashd(, 28hd)e 0, 23d@G, 43hd)E 19 @, uE #EY
AdT2 QEAALDS dASTALL 0, ] FALL 19 e FAFHA
AE BEEFH 015 25AES RHT ALY ZFAe <& 5> vEnd ok o 2%
Hed g r

=
=
MEES 208 AT F4ALL AdSnE F 3595 REAA £93 A%
Q
4

AT & W fFod AR AH ArFE AT gde AT/ 1%

f{?. M
)

s
H_g o
>
N
N4

n

32

£
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Hy:6,=0 W H:p #0.

Agases nsAe o o8 Wt Fegstd 9L FE Aoz YegAT RE @
EXES nARYL W Y 2 F¥L FE WFE UYL FAY £ Yo

<E 5> ZAH/tESF g AFE e AR

TEUT: Zg7t TERF UEE

W FAA | FEeA| tH (FAFE| FHX (BEA t & ([FATE
4 4.661 0.409 1137 | <0001 | 4.460 0.512 871 <.0001
a4g” —-0.393 0.114 -345 | 0.0006 | -0.395 | 0.142 =2.77 | 0.0056
ok -0.005 | 0.005 -1.11 | 0.2657 | -0.003 | 0.006 -051 | 06111
AL*F A 0.003 0.001 2.25 0.0246 | 0.003 0.001 1.7 0.0873
gd -1.492 0.982 -152 | 01286 | -1442 | 1.227 -1.18 | 0.2400
QU Y*3hd 0.4902 0.274 179 0.0741 | 0.515 0.343 1.50 0.1331
3 x8d 0.016 0.011 1.38 0.1672 | 0.015 0.014 1.06 0.2870
LA xA Hx8hd -0.005 0.003 -161 | 01069 | -0.005 [ 0.004 -1.35 | 0.1757
AL -2.084 1.752 -1.19 | 02345 | -2.590 | 2.191 -1.18 | 0.2372
QA=A E 0.465 0475 0.98 0.3274 | 0.594 0.593 1.00 0.3170
BHAL 0.023 0.021 1.08 0.2798 | 0.029 0.026 1.09 0.2758
gdxAd 3.749 3.314 1.13 0.2581 | 3.565 4.144 0.86 0.3896

a) 718k 22 95243 A
b) #20Le 208 T @

51. #74K9 %54

¢ oA A8 7 2] FeHtERe] G NAAT FEAEL HeAFE T F9
oz Feiyridste 98¢ MAL SaE £2A40FE ALE & F AR AYAA B
B A £ 8 Y 9REsE 59 w40z ZeE duaE o e 3
4R A5E AA "rhe Aol
AAZ Aol n, doly B4
A9e WPoE Foste TFE o BE

of
1o
-

o2 ufd 7|dEE HrEy] AdAT ¥
=g B4, AFHA dE& v X3 A2 FH
A st FHEGZ YE AL BN Aot a3y AP stAH#E g2 o] &8 HHE o
Eol AUAoR Eoldg @A HEz syt By BIog ZFAgrtdnE AHEd)
AeAE JLEFE FTASE Ao nEAI Aoz AzZHEH <F 559 AFgE oHE AL
st Jvh BYHEFNA ALSFE FAT £AD AAFNESTE & Zo] XY
T At

y=z— (log(n)—log(n) )p- ; (5.1)
A7)A, 75 A ZABARE, n& $239U9, lgln) = +4U4 23z J2, f= 27




Controlling in Student Evaluation of Teaching 597

Wee Q95 2agoz ARG 499 HAAFI

AdFdizgtae A9 £74A9 239 Hde 3.63011, AAAFE —0.133°122 =AY Z
ABMAFE Yo = 79 + (log(ng) — 3.63)0.133 3} o] At}

% FH A2e FFYPE T A2 SAR)E AVSYG A2 B AL &9
9 AR5@ 2 A=FR)Y) G FBAFE <E 653 2T o|F BY Yz BYHARS
£ Brel 2RSS WS B FBRAE S ¢ & Qo 2AY A FAYMES
E SAU9% 3BBAE 24 gom, ARe AR £3A4F BAL 98 & + Yok &
A9 £99 Aze ZeARAAsY €98 BAS <29 1>¢ 2W A 99 A& ¢4}
o &9l w3 ol kAT AT QAW 97 FAI HFHE A+E o B 5
Al AFEAA FHE A7) Ft g Ao B

<E 6> 937 2 AzE ded dawd
¥4 z y v R, R, Ry log(n)

T 1.00000
y 0.97454%* | 1.00000
Yy 0.96802%* | 0.98946+*| 1.00000
R, 0.96547+* | 0.93652%%| 0.93064%x| 1.00000

R, 0.93944%x | 0.96276x*| 0.95255%x| 0.96930%* | 1.00000
Ry 0.93305%* | 0.95219%x| 0.96310%x| 096195+ | 0.98762*x| 1.00000

log(n) | -0.22421%« | 000000 | -0.01674 | -0.23545%* | -0.00531 | -0.02275 1.00000
1% feiasdA 9% y*e 4 629 A5 e

*

5000

40004

20004

1000

G4

orpo2py

-1000
-1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 600G

e
<a¥ 1> <A Az <49 AlEE
F 1 &7t 8258 BAWMFA =

gdoz uy 4 GF 2L Wyd o8 B4E 2ASE Aol P Ad2AE Aol
a9y #AAde 218 Aen FAAS FAz0] ¥ AFAFAL 1 B4R s

i
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FgxA Fo2 3ty BLEY Euael € £ Juh weAd mog ad BANEE 327
A8 7249 108 G2 FESY Duncand Wyl o8 F7H& FESY thgF Zo] 7}
ARE Botste HHog 098 54 =5 Yo
~ J-’B; FHUY <30
y* =1z+012, 30 = £73U4 < 90. (6.2)
la:—{— 0.20, 90 < 47+el9d
TRE ZYHNAT (T M AL FE AGE VTR o F3UH0] B I
o 7MIEE Foste 4oz FgRANHFE AANY dEd g afst RS ¥l
BFsA @ AT <E 6% RY FHE FAH/ESY ol I 7 &A= AL

B SY 12 A% 9% FAE 98 ¥ T 4 Aok
52. 744 A4 A

WE7h FBENA 52 AL BAFeRA & BAGNARE & F UE AN &
i ol AdRE v itk o2 EAFE HisE] A8 AFdgae AHAEd 3o
FUB7 &S ANEE 2 Yoh208 1T #E A L), G/ AAE ol F 33t 7Y
Y 203 o]d9 AEFE9 AN Foe AEAE A FAEEHE FAbuy)dr] A I
A AEH ol 71E ¥ge] Bge HolA oskth ndx st AAF FgstEs ©e £
FE HAZHAINE F AT Dol £AF BAE BJAY VE W5g a5FEe IPE <
5> Me I FAA4E A RaA7] Wi FHFH N ZFgRI FF FAE B2 A
2L AHAEA AUEIE AT HLsa .

A AR FrAe AHE naE 9, SgAAEI B A Hrte A 9
= 7t & Ao B wEEr dod AR e AL AT ¥ VEEE e
AE) MBS ZI BFUEEAE BTV 984 Z9R HEADW 2F9 ZFAF4L=
002 FAA FHrtAM AFH FrtE bt SAHY. §, “Bee MRS EF
SIAFUA A “Bee 34 AL ol FFE 2 W AR FAFUARZ wtFUE <E >
Bt QA EFA wE 9yt A5-E BAFAC

M o fd

“

<E 7> AW TR A% %W HFQ03IE 287)
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