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Female labor force participation rate has been
increasing. Although an increasing number of
organizations support the employment of women
supervisors, that is the trend of feminiza-tion on
leading role, the proportion of female supervisors is
still lower in high-tech industries. The possible
unique gender preference of supervisors in high-tech
industries during their promotion of subordinates
remains to be a gap to explore. The supervisor s
gender prefer-ence of promotion for high-tech
industry remains unclear in previous studies. The
purposes of this study are discovering the
differences on supervisors’ gender preference of
promotion for high-tech industries. The data of this
study will be collected from supervisors in high-tech
industries by 137 survey questionnaires. This study
result indicated that supervi-sors in high-tech
industries prefer the promotion of male subordinates
than female. The male supervisors revealed lower
preference of promotion on female subordinates than
female su-pervisors in high-tech industries. The
supervisors at top organizational levels revealed
lower preference of promotion on female subordinates
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than supervisors at lower and middle or-ganizational
levels in high-tech industries. The supervisors with
the orientation of internal loci of control and the
type A personality revealed higher preference of
promotion on female subordinates than supervisors
with the orientation of external loci of control and
the type B personality in high-tech industries. But
the difference of supervisors of various departments
revealed preference of promotion on female
subordinates is not significant. Implications of
theoretical and practical both are presented.

gender, female, high-tech industry, promotion, gender
preference, career planning
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Abstract

Female labor force participation rate has been increasing. Although an increasing number of
organizations support the employment of women supervisors, that is the trend of feminiza-
tion on leading role, the proportion of female supervisorsis still lower in high-tech industries.
The possible unique gender preference of supervisors in high-tech industries during their
promotion of subordinates remains to be a gap to explore. The supervisor’s gender prefer-
ence of promotion for high-tech industry remains unclear in previous studies. The purposes
of this study are discovering the differences on supervisors’ gender preference of promotion
for high-tech industries. The data of this study will be collected from supervisors in
high-tech industries by 137 survey questionnaires. This study result indicated that supervi-
sors in high-tech industries prefer the promotion of male subordinates than female. The male
supervisors revealed lower preference of promotion on female subordinates than female su-
pervisors in high-tech industries. The supervisors at top organizational levels revealed lower
preference of promotion on female subordinates than supervisors at lower and middle or-
ganizational levels in high-tech industries. The supervisors with the orientation of internd
loci of control and the type A personality revealed higher preference of promotion on female
subordinates than supervisors with the orientation of external loci of control and the type B
personality in high-tech industries. But the difference of supervisors of various departments
revealed preference of promotion on female subordinates is not significant. Implications of
theoretical and practical both are presented.

Keywords. gender, female, high-tech industry, promotion, gender preference, career

planning
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A study on the supervisor’s gender preference of promotion for High-tech industry
% \Pi"&“ﬂ ~ R iEE P
A A BB (Tl P o BV 0 L B S8 5 p 1971 # 0 30.5%i% &
=3 2011 & m49.7%,, (FrRfe L At 4 EY B AR 5 2012) 0 Bk ﬁ#&%f;ﬁé‘é
PHEFEF 2 GRS TROBF el (PR F RS kg R I EARH
(%2 > 1999) » & i}i’“,f s AR T o B & R 1975 & $hor 1975 1 1986 & A
-4 M4 & (The United Nation Decade of Women) » # & 2 R i {2 F4EZ a4 > Flpt
A% Eai] Bd fh eI (YRR T 23 ikl i '3\5\5 tHE AT b 41‘795%%
e 2002 & T 3V F 5 cnd 1 T R 0x 0 HodA W G AR L BRI RIBR A
ﬁiz‘ﬁu(gender discrimination)© 7 p? &1 2% B 4 0 @ AP ¥ 4 %ﬁ Hes m(subtle) ’ i?ﬁf%
?‘J et g RAARFHIT R ERLLT A “f'lk’ifrﬁ”?p B Tt 2 £H* 252
FRea 59 R cn(Naff, 1997) c B2 2R G g R g F E F R M A PFRF ATy
LB Wy AR E & & &0 (feminization) A% (Adler, 1996) c ek RPEEL g b
R 16.4%(F Fela i h 4 Y 3 B4R 2 > 2005) 0 ¢ E gl o0t 2006 & &
FELECMAFAAAZAFRAPEITAEE 11.4% 0 + e m d i 4.3%((5
% > 2008) o d ¥ Ao A %E»B%H}?‘LL PBE P F A e > 2R Lﬁikj}i’;ﬁif" Foefag
A FIFCRTy \lﬁ*i‘cmi 2R A s Bl A AR h B s § 0y adF
H1d B 4 o
BHRBEAFLCBRERFE  HFIEDEL & > LB EARRFRY 3 EHE
Fenmsd g4 G It AeEa T A B 4 hde > Walton(1985)3% & F At e sk d 4
AFREHEFT AL LEY A N ARLRREY A3 L A A3 ﬁii}i{ﬁi—,ﬂ«fvé‘a’*
'fim}i é‘c ArEie A A B~ 2 B a0 1395 Deloitte & Touch #F > % #-i¢ = & 7500 ~ #*
ZEE 55%)1'?“77CE0 e T ABREIA AL T REL Y PR DE
§2~(DeYoung, 2000) > d T AR PHEAEFEY A FTHZEY g OE R o H R
(promotion) it £ B % 3+ =% § g % (Sorensen, 1975) 0 < @ enlg R F e H N v s
1% ¢ (Markham, Harlan, and Hackett, 1987) » = 84y 4332 it | 1 4ray i@ f 1 Jg‘ejﬁ
B AR mEoma s AR 1 A 4 @ 2 3t (Folger and Russell, 1998) - ¥
FPHHAXRVEEABEIAS FRLALGEYES 2 P ho §HFBHENFTFL 7
L3 B g s o T}“F gy B F L o R o P e 4 (Rosenbaum,
1979) » ~ fr& » IR G A igmﬁﬂ;p v s A AT EIRPAEE O o BT
M) 10.20%0(F Fcfei et FEH AL 2 2005) 0 A AR ES TR EZ PR
o bR E - et (T i) B N AERT A HERERT F
(Kanter, 1977) » 1 4% & ﬁijstlzﬂ’“ A EiA;J gL FRA AR kNI B 5 Eg G
s (Wolff, 1996, 1997; Tang, 1997) > B # 5 2 ¥ B2 ¥/ ¢ ch@ g ¥ > 1 2 f
FATARZOF? 844 > FEFF R B PAHAFY PR FAF o<
¥ (glassceiling) » # 3 2 » BFAHAF L F AEA BEFL IR L3700 b
*im:r’} WA e R LR 1 R L ] Fi o Bk p e 2R
AEFZORE R EAL T TR Y A L 1T E & (Adams, 1965
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Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985)» # 1 ¢ p 5423z 3 > 2 L LB L { ~ 7% (Fagenson and
Jackson, 1993) > pt#-72 IR FHAF P AP A FTROFFLES - g w G BB
#ié_%‘éi%?%fﬁﬁ B2 Eu] i Rt 2 E‘HV” Flet o E IR R R
SiEE o Bz F R EFF
5%&#%4WW BRI R et B g b Bgple iR 2T o AR T ipy

= 3 g B s ¢ (Burke and McKeen, 1992; Ginther and Hayes, 1999; Hersch and Vis-
cusi, 1996; Morrison and Von Glinow, 1990; Melamed, 1995) » st T3l 38 = <45 s (glass
ceiling effect) > L7 % o4 A% Rdy 4 PR F 2 212 2 L F K P70 Teahlaa(Naff,
1997; Zachariasiewicz, 1993) » % W% 1 3% R U;Ua;% TEZ-BLHFROBARZ
Bl BRI A Bk o R R B AN e L g ek
FE g7 A) = ih(US, Department of Labor, 1997) » d ¥ Frgh 38 X {4r chi A mE A L
T LA AT N 0 v EANE R M F A RSB TR T 2L kb (subtle) sl 0 H 3
I 53 R dng a(invisible)(Naff, 1997) o d »+§ & @1 e3-479 #ririfehd 4 7
fo? T EAGuE TR > R F LM AR 23 ]S = (Kanter, 1977) > Naff and
Sue(1995) T A H 8 5 o] et 1 T4 JREY FR Ao om G AT ARG
# 3(Guy, 1993; Mainiero, 1994) » * 1+ 5 7 T §rpRBE Rhecn g fo-€ BN H Ho R A o
Flpt Ao TR Y L PO RPRE Y 972 4 JER S (Stroh, Brett, and Reilly,
1992) » ¥ ¢b 5 Hp H IR KK 4T (Tend '?13 FTARAKRIFES ) Flini i d
SRR DRdET TR 1 v LA E E fe & (Naff, 1997) o & j2d B4 d
PR ARNFEIEE S FEAEARPE G AR LA T AT AR
(Schimd and Weitzel, 1984) -

Guy(1994):% 5 i fiche B & F ¢ 45 7 {31 & o0 < (male-based authority) ~ 1+

u] %] 45 E7 % (gender stereotypes) ~ + 2 4E iz et £ & ¢ (women as helpmates) & |+ %] 4% &
(gender ethos) 4 % = 38 X T4 ~ 33 4 (glass WaII) ~ R B B R (Sticky floors) ~ ki
F* (traps doors) % 7 % fesg b e Ber g B > H ¥ » § A0 e i A LB o n
I 3 (vertical sex segregation)m A = I % -4 > Foster(1995)5 AR TR IR %
AL AT EDE LY L feH » & L §(one-dimensional paradigm)#Tig & o & F Fik
A¥i oA ¥Er & éﬂ;év’ﬂ% ¥z Fm St AL H - Bulhe éil;(s' Mgk
SR A éﬁ‘rmﬂ:m(Kanter 1977) > Fl@ 7oA A LB i u] RS 1L g X T
oo i A T AL A S BRI 4 (taste of discrimination) o § B * F ¥R - HHZ X E A A

2R 0 Mg IE% B Y 7 E M2 2 R (Becker, 1971) > Fpt o 4B ﬁiﬁé_?‘ﬁ“‘ ’
AF MM AS Bt BARE S TR T A RS X L3 i u
o A2 PR aEARBE AH G BR TR LA P gg*ﬁ* e 4x B % (4o
aE A ) RAERI A B A 3 F HH R TR R T (Phelps, 1972; Arrow,
1973) » » AL g HITE A BRI h P L ) gl F & 7 121 (masculinity)
Fodel e plgih, SRR T B E- A %—*z g (O leary, 1974;
Kanter, 1977) > # 1 White(1981)# 7 # &% § * ¥3us PR LT Lend § > 5]
PR R PRAEL F MNP A BT R TR RS T T - o
BRBEAFLIASAGEADE ST HFF REFF O FPt 2 ERIPZ2 7T
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1353 (Aydogan, 2002) > 7 B A HA XA B BB FEFE 2T 2 & FEAE - BIFL (T
A 2 AR (= > 2002 5 4 > 2005 5 E B o 2006)3&%‘25‘5 » Bass and
Avolio(1994):a i & 1 F I H vt § 2 Fm B B A4 R 1 0 B4 R HoAkR
ﬁ%%@W%%%Jﬁ?ri&a*%%,aﬁ%%m?ﬂﬂﬁiﬂﬁsﬁiﬁan
F& > Fisher(2000) 45 &1 & Mo R 22 A2 3 S £ @ {e & 17 T 4p 240
Lt 9 50 R i?ﬁ(zooswiﬂ B MR E R A R o A R
FPREAFARTRASRGE FApR L Tt MR EFHPHAFL R AHE
g Fﬂi%jﬂfﬁ TR ERBEFL IR HAHAFEL F AR RL
P EEhyg aluimds 24 Rx 5 @PLR o
F\’#iw A Q%kmﬁéﬁ#&@m%ﬁl CBPHAFLIF ARNHEFA BT IR TR
FafulipE o el e BB AEAFL NN B BN B EY 2R
oo DB EHA T Y SR T RE S MY A T R Y TR
(Stewart, 1978) » #:3 fH# A £ 4§ ik R R FIAT « L REEERRLT L
BT BABAFIFAHNEEFA B Y ER LT Ly ,,tt“v'l%ﬁ*éi‘\ ?
FEOMNX G RAE > ZREFTELREFE? AT T AE AR AEF L E N
B B fhu o OO IR R P 2 R o AN AT RAE o AR
TRAEZT BEPHAFLFHEHNEL RPN REFALE o
R ERAEFT R
AR R 2T o MR T MEEE S 3 p TR § (Burke and McKeen, 1992
Ginther and Hayes, 1999; Hersch and Viscusi, 1996; Morrison and Von Glinow, 1990;
Melamed, 1995) » #* 3k 53 = fo4x »cfi(glass celling effect) » % 282 ¥ oAl ¥
Pl Mehb 2 B P A L H - Pulah (TSR ) AR T A
mﬂ;m(Kanter 1977) > Flot > &R HE ALY > L F afNpie L Bad AR
T € FII PRI ENELENLE RN a A AU TER o ARG B
TR EP L AR B k(e B X~ BT F FIF R R R
fem ¥ ETHCE R ff B E E fe & Ao T) Sk 2T 30 (Phelps, 1972; Arrow, 1973) > @ Ak €
}-}7.«;_ 2452 Bk i m? 19 m’? il ¥R OEF M (masculinity) sh B > 4o B 22w
B35 e~ & 87e(O Ieary, 1974; Kanter, 1977) Flpo B ERAHALELF AY
“W‘n’ EE B R TG R TR
FWypi F ek o f AL BER L4c s o
BR1BAHAFILFHINB LB RFT LR34

(e

Paolillo(1981)4p 1 & (level)r 32 & & chir BEAph » 7 o A i F <4 (77
A ik x4 5 (Argyris, 1964, Katz and Kahn, 1978) - Thompson(l%?)i& Rl H P
%WMm&a’ﬂ%?ﬂﬂé LR AL MEEF IR R REORAL LW

~'"F‘5 AR e R " P g At B g v R (F MNP F)F > i

Fe 2 g RIE 7 25 2335044 17 (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996 ; Floyd and Lane, 2000) -
AWEPEA ?gi‘ifh%%ﬁ}? ’;’fﬁ"ﬁ\“’.__rSﬁijiﬁélr-“’ ' ¥ o Fl & ? )é]"\"‘ﬂik

g A Eee xtﬁ ol & £ #(one-dimensional paradigm) =12 = i = (Foster, 1995) -
AEBALG I R EEF A FERGE FRPE R TS §HED LSRR
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T4 (Witz and Savage 1992)’ Fla R BHLE R ﬁ‘ % 78 ‘-‘;’;ﬁi#%ﬁfﬁg {

B St P KIFAF R FEREBRFG DR o N HHAERIPE T
ﬁﬁ$MWWm2ma’aﬁﬁﬁmé¢m&&ﬁﬁ% éij%€ﬁ~@%%ﬁ~?
aaﬁaA%%ﬁwut,mm:@%v’mw;iﬁgnm%ﬁ SRR L

MR s EFELITE I ERrEE NI ;fpi#lpfm LB sER @@_R EJE A s
K % (Fisher, 2000; % # X » 2008) v B R Y R AR «Lﬂd" et = (W|tz
and Savage, 1992) - Fl@ i ¢ MpF A F ;—H“%xam Bend AR RS | ,mw» Mo
T b ad > BN BR 2408
BE2 BPAHAEI R AL FHIBL B 2L B L BEFLE > B o F {0
BB thiF -~ MR F Y Mpp A B
M 45 ¥ (internal loci of control orientation) s A #4235 € 2o s “F 2 e > F i
v 4§ d ’?E'Ic'f",v»é‘”w%”«k‘l;AmﬂbJ—,—‘ LM AT e W Fjﬁ'aﬁ,"la["‘;ﬁ?‘]’
BEgNMEweniT e 0 €54 TP H M (externa loci of control orientation) <+
‘T’é#f%‘rgwa Bepgd 2 d e TRk m Els AfERS B E N GET
i¢ = (Rotter, 1966; Weiss and Sherman, 1973; Howell and Shea, 2001) - & ** p #2#fme 4§
¢ f 1= F F¥ - n(situation) 41 0+ it 2 (Pilling, Donthu, and Henson, 1999) > #] & + it
ERMABES THPAET MR AN HRE > J L PR EES TS E
fré T~ T L T 52 R~ AR & 2 4 E M R (Fisher, 2000, % # % -
2%&’§ﬁ%ﬁ§5$ﬁﬁgiﬂﬁﬁgﬁ&$f%%’ﬂaﬁﬁf@éiﬁpﬁm
Biera By BAKme 15;,-&:»4» MM e A F R T MRS BELRT
BARES g e 4 R A5 @ L E S %l 2 fe(Kanter, 1977) > Fla @ ¢
jzﬁéﬂﬁpﬁW%mwr<%ﬂ%ﬂL%%§i%w¥Mo
YL % H AL BR 34r s
BRI BFHEAEM e L PHNEIBLUNBEFEFHEFLE P EERL
FHIMBEL B RS R EFR N e L F
A 4 Hi (type A personallty)*fﬂ' g w2 ahdd s B %*ulﬁ “F(achievement
orientation)~ % g 4 £ 4 (hard-driving and competitive)~ :# & g it |4 (speed and
impatience)~ % g PF R & 8 4 (timeurgency) s & T 2R 4 3 4 35 FFJ%\F‘(Frledman
and Rosenman, 1974; Glass, 1977; Jenkins, Zyzanski, and Rosenman, 1979; Chesney,
Frautschi, and Rosenman, 1985; Abush and Borkhead, 1982) > 4 B 3] * % (type B per-
son-ality)s % E_A Al A Reqp F o ded B REF GURErE R 73 € 5 R & 2 (Chesney
and Rosenman, 1980) - o »tk ¢ 44 7 4 Arinsringd & B 4o B0 g 51 o % e
AREM S s A b '& 12(Schein, 1973, 1978; & % 2% » 1986)&r A 3]+ # i
e R e KT R ET AL A Ha g B e Fla @ AL g
Faf B r St Bt BARE ERGBE T B AL RLA DL fdpF > & B

AR TR RS TP ARG RS T ] pizr'm_ﬂfr'm T RIS B
B F P~ s lmen® & J 45 F(Schein, 1973, 1978; & % =% > 1986) » F|& & B 3] 4 4

”F: a2 Bt § J—Aﬁifﬁgﬁuﬁﬂw—‘* Moo
Wy e AT EXR 4408
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BRA4BPHEAFABIUA LI FHEHNEI BL BV RFEFRFLE BA A
FHRWEL B RS EREFF AR E
AANEAFEHICDERBAIR > d BEZ FRES B I TP I LP
THEARYT PR L P (Kanter, 1977) 0 1 A ST A RAEE T F R B AT 8
S5 %88 4 5 Hs(Wolff, 1996, 1997; Tang, 1997) » Flut &% L d £ ¢ 4 4 flid
FWNFFMA LML AT EL LRI U A F AL By §
ARET N ERBE T A AR PR T R FA R s AR ok d
+# 7 (Schein, 1973, 1978; & % =% > 1986) » @ & 0 4 ¢ A HIVEE 72 By £ 4
WPFV AL € B AR o
T b dad > BN BR S e
BES BPHAFE AR UL FHNEL BL P REFEFHEFLE
g.\p;z-:‘s;;
—‘%*ﬁ*ﬂﬁﬁ
FEIRBLIEEELE G PHAEE ?%P $}eolig T ANLHE
B E R A ‘"‘%“‘m*ﬁm? E’%?f PR EE B
‘afﬁ;”TprSffi#igi’ Flhi g o %M*F’%ﬁlzml%ﬁﬂ”wv -?q‘—'
AR EAL 2 W ’“xiﬁﬁsaﬁ‘igo l‘”u—_‘-”r— Mehi AR FR B Atg
%’uug TRERENZETHAFONRSEL 2N R F%ﬁl-wp
R RS AAD AT ARLFORE FIFERBEL AR 2 2Py
FrEdRik AP HAF L AR eRDl F o AT 2013 & 47
THPREaAFN A0t NS o P Ewis B E T 2> g”ﬁ iE
FRU-EPR S99 E R - FRF)FT PG B R S a3 1375 F
WG e Swies 5 304%  ARFEFLF fEBREFE R EEIAEA
BT iar c 2 8% 3 NEFFTHREAE - FHEF I w8 FF"’?JH
BPRELZTRHRRFERZHIFr > URF LA ERLBGFRE PIFRFFE

AT 2 P e pbvh s ZEEREZw TF R g KPP FELF L 0 R

f

o za T e

et

- i Jﬁ_‘l_,}—n 14 T ;ﬂ‘fi °
s R TR T R R
(-)x%

AEEZAE AR PHEAFLEFER N G P BREOFRE ST
ﬁ’iﬁﬁ%&*ﬁ‘Aﬁﬁﬁgﬁoip%&wRMawMﬂmwmﬂ&
KR FASIEETLA) A2 4) B4 R i E R b
WS AR R o AR MR A A BT e P /e CA/B
FARSEF 3 M e 2 24 Chiu(2003) @ * Rotter »+ 1966 & #7434 &
The locus of control scale 17 23 1 e 1 3T7F & 8 B 4 chp #H Jm i o » 1255 38
i€ # 1.5 (forced-choice formal)ie i= » W~ § § & & gAgw 7w » 2577
“7ip| 8 2. Cronbach’ s o & % 07135 Tia® % 861 & 1 4 375 &4
"K-means B #4472 | M- AT PR, 2 L2 H-T R AR
(60 4 )" #gziT (77 £)-F B A/B | 4 3 2 %4 Ivancevich, Matteson,
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and Preston(1982)# * 20 #3E78 kfrg » 2 5 2+ 3 B A ’5} S ﬁf@é,
OA A ARER > Ay et 2 Cronbach’ s a & 5 0.8163° L5 4
61255 £ % 5 820 £d TK-means 3 A 472 | %23 ~3 TA/B )
CHER AL S H TAA ORI (59 1) TB A R T (78 1) o
G RRETRFL A AN SRR o
(= )= i ehi+ u i 4% (gender preference of promotion)
rEEG

g R EL RSB PR AP AR BHFA IR
BB 50 R B ufREa ) S I X TR R R 0 T AT R

Sifp A BN g L B3 PRI AAP AR AP I A
ZPETEN S B PR R A e RS N B E A F AR
FABARY RSB TR 4 2 3 p Feris, Buckley, and Al-
len(1992) %1+ & < i W2 1P 5F > £ 3+ 6 BADT > B4 f 3 C 4 L F P
B B 418 0 287 “TRI1F 2L Cronbach’ s i % 0.8386 T2 &
1791 % £ % 3.69 -

URUEIA N R B - R CA P R SRR ol = I A B
F 0 e KASO ~ 1 (e scamie » B9 o #1305 KASO sz » 7 i i
B Maurer, Wrenn, Pierce, Tross and Collins(2003) ¢ * 25 #4878 k =8 - # 4
R # sdrt B3R KASO B MFE T ATRIE 2 Cronbach’ s ¢ &
400426 T s 93330 RE L L 1380« HIVRL (e 2 i3
#< i Janssen and van Yperen(2004) i¢ * 5 BT kR » @A g% H A1 H R
drk f I IR g de 0 AR Y PTRIE 2 Cronbach’ s a B 5 0.6285
i s 1799 #2815 285
BN N
(= ) AT S P AT R A T R A
(=) Cronbach” s a i B 5P & Aph RBcE 4 2 P 38— REDERFE -
(C)ttest it i Fie AL BARL RF AT FRUTEF LT LI HELS -
()12 ANOVA ~ t-test & k3 I e~ 0 8] 2 4 T 3 0B B ehfh
Wik LR L REFLE -
B PR
- AR
FhoAFELAFRAG FEN S E S T (88 4 0 6420 5L
i F (49 4> 35.8%) 4t R (Trckl 3 ad2005) 4 4 SE H 4 4 g % - Kanter(1977)
o AT EFPHAEY PR EROPEREORLT P I EDLG o

AETH AN BT T 12(64.2%) ~ & 45(65.7%) - KT ARAE 5 < 5 (32.8%)
RARL L (A23%) 8 0 &I I0L MO K R IFE T E55 156 »
FU w0y — AR H 32(19.0%) ~ ¥ 73(17.5%) ~ 75 (13.9%) ~ 2 & 33 (10.2%) 8 & » =
7ALHCR] 11 251-500 £ (29.2%) ~ i 100 4 (27.7%) ~ 1,001 % 11t (21.2%)# 5 -

N . LLIAry
d A LT FAHAFL RN BB RELT L8 FH T
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BHAKALELFHNEL B Ee BE T EF L s TRAFEE LA
3k 1o

T AETRRFRED R A e d A 27
oo BABKAE? FHIAHLAENEOA B HeEF ML EA > FHESE
WP I ERAPIF (R REFA LI AT R HRETD R
AE AR B R b o & 3 T dro §A F adrd BIR end
BiE 2 -KASO B F M-+ o e § /40 Finat g iBiE -1 iF
FrAEHmFLE o

2 1 A gHvEA Bl uipaE 2 R

ER R
4 7 77 % (56.29%)
it 45 4 42 60 4 (43.8%)

102 7R IR e 2t

B i
17.38
18.88

-2.319%*
(+>7)

i vg
TEE

} —+
i 1B e f

E
= vl

% 3 7 edhua F A 0GR R 2L R

R Ry R S S E R L B
KASO 1 i %
91.76 17.89
96.14 18.16
-1.795* -0.553
(+>%)

I vg
N

G I e

L

i

Z AR ks SRR A REF AL E 2 AR iR
d AT FRRAE IR R FHNEL B BRI EF LR
BRrL F SR L B L R E RO PR MR o T TR R
RAP AT ERR 20
T R AL HEEA R AL IR R LA
d & 574 2 kA Bsd gt PIREd B2 -KASO -~ 1 4 »uioid ig
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