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Abstract

To investigate the relationship of dependence of phones and identity status of college student, this
study used EOM-ELS-2 (Guo Jinshan) and Mobile Dependency Scale (Du Licao, Xiong Shaoqing) to
analyze 433 college students and had the following conclusions: 1) 75.3% of college students are
still in undifferentiated self-identity. 2) The score of girls is higher than boys while lower grades
are higher than higher grades in diffusion dimension and moratorium dimension. All the differ-
ences above were tested with statistic significant (p < 0.05). 3) The phone dependence was tested
with statistic significant scores of different types of college students. Transition type is higher than
pure achievement type and undifferentiated type (p < 0.05), and in the disarticulation dimension
transition is higher than pure achievement type, pure moratorium type and undifferentiated type
(p < 0.05). 4) The positive correlation between EOM-ELS-2 and Mobile Dependency Scale is signif-
icant (p < 0.01). The EOM-ELS-2 has significant effect on Mobile Dependency Scale (p < 0.01). In
this study, the following conclusions can be drawn: 1) Most students remain in an undifferentiated
state. It is imminent to guide students to establish a good self-identity. 2) The better self-identity
situation is, the lighter mobile phone dependence is. 3) The EOM-ELS-2 has significant effect on
Mobile Dependency Scale.
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=

AR BRKRZAEFHIRBRA. BRA—ERERERUEFEZHERR, FICRATELBITHR
FABRAPRERR. USSR DFE RG] FHURBB T ERN 433 RLEBTH . SR
RI: 1) B753%HKRZEEBRFA T EIRLETRAMMRTS: 2) £ERFA—ERTRBAER 4
ELE, BARSEERT XA BEREERTRES(p < 0.05); 3) ARFA—HERBERLEKTFH
B R EZR (p < 0.05), HUMERERTRBBMNRMEE, BAEFPHURBIH S Bk -
HBUAEEERTRRE .. EERARMEE(p < 0.05); 4) KEEARFA—MEFIKBESFEE
ZEIEMR(p < 0.01), B RFA— 4N R PHUKELRF B3 EAHUERH A AB/HUTS#R:1) X
WA RBETTFTRURE, 5IRRZERVRFH B RFA—MEEER; 2) BRA—ETRERR
HKIRZAEFHRBREERR; 3) RFEHRA—ENFHKBAE EZETNEH.

XiA
K24, FHKB, BERFA—E

1. 45ig
1.1. 5|8

MRAE LAEHE 2011 4F 8 HAMAdE, 2 2011 4 7 HRKEFHIH CElEd 9312, 55—
(i E R ) BB R R BL R A 4R A ) Bom, #2011 4F 12 AR, T ETFHLN RIS H] 3.56 12, [

HEHE 17.5%, Hr, BRETHNRMEGES] 1.9 12, BiERIET] 53.4%. FHLAILE Lo NIk 7 HRE
M ERAREE, (HFIR, — AR S i i BB R 2 ok A — 4409 Synovate [1TiT 371 & 23 7] 1 2248
1L — B A B oR K N AR ALK TSRS, BN E TR ks, K2
NIEF T FHL.

VR R AR AR e U AT i e ? R a4 AT B BRI — PR R oG e 40, A TR T
HAbREA, OB IFBA AR, U FIURBELR LR H, RS2 E BIEKIE « ERiET
FURE— 57 ZFERIbRTE, AT F LR AR BRI RS2 A IR o By LUK 2 E LRI A 2 — A
FEH AT FUANERT A Ao 100 1 MK S 2 R AR 1) TR — A B0 I A ) T S St R s AN e K22 A T
HURH 1), 3 — 2Dt RS2 AR R R R

12, FHKBAE X RAR

FHLK A (Mobile Phone Dependency), x| &4 T4/ 1] (Problematic Cellular Phone Use)id JiZ i ]
F-HL(Excessive Cellular Phone Use)%%, Jf&—#ith T FHL BEm 5 E R 7 AT 8, EANEA e “F
PUERAE” B2 “FHURBIZEGRE” o BIHRCNIE, FHURBUE A ARIE L, TREENZ W
Fp . R A ORI E S, ANIFZEF I T I TFHLHOB0S Wb dE BURFAESR R AN AR .

[ AP A RIE T AT TEIAE 22 DA IR PERE R W /& 75 A7 AE A LIS Bt . G “ 808 (soft addition), iX—

@
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e B SE E O Judith Wright $2H, S FR AL aRIa ME I8 A7 g 4, nRid T e T
ARSI N Z o X MN—A 20 R T FHURBELS, M e E R OEPR. MLl Walsh 18
R — L N F AU A TR A S, A AT R AR E S TR K 8RR . o [
SO AL 1) 52 SCA 8 FH FHUE N B B30 32 BEF BB, AR R SR Z 1 FR 2 1 75 SR BRI
R OERAT (T E, 2009).

BE&ETFHL, JCHRERRTFILNE &, 2 EEMLRKEE N FIRBEHT S . BN m
WFFLRAE 2001 41— T FHLH P8 A SO 0 IR B 220 e . S5 (A i) 76 2008 4F 6 H
16 HFPSHOE S B HF YL RIS — PRI, (FX OOl U 2 SRR 25 R 50 1N 7 A0 i A
ARER . 7 MRS OB E 5K, FRED TR DG (¥ SCHR BRI FE e/ o AHAT LA SRR X — 1] i )
FRDUELSLIY 2 s . RO IIE TR AHE . X IUR AR R FHUKE S NS 2
B R (D7, 488, BRAE, dkam i, 2008). WifEm & T = p i i, S RS xR (2010) 4 il T
CREZAEFHUBIRMA [0 ) HXT 500 4 KF AT T I & e, 2R ER KA TFHRE EZERIE
FHRRRIE ., FHLG R FHE BIRERE. 736 0 58—t 2 507F 0.588 #1) 0.921 2 i), 4
f5BELE 0.541 %] 0.854 ], EEM{EEAE 0.469 F 0.759 2 [0], K 2 WX 4y v 6 /& — N3 AT 47 F I
TH.

TR FRAT IR A BT 5 ST, oy R i) ST e e 2 A T i . K22 AR 2 T-H1L B {8 A A
thz—, BRERETFILRZEIEAE, Fril, KEAETFHURB B LT HKT, Bz 2K
FIHRE L FHEH I IIE K, 2013). — Ikt M1 8 Frmf) 600 L fERS KM HE R “fA
43.3%[1 2 A W RN RS 25 ST IRIR PO RiE, A 35.8%[1 542 W RUAHT KA Hi il 38U 20 i
M, 45 41.4%0) %4 5 AT LM mEIR, 1 23.5%[1 224 ¥ A EH FHL S E8ek &30, 7

13. BRFE—M4RNEXEHR

HIRFE P77 LBy — AN EHEEWM S, 85 DER AN, RIEFDENTE. HEK,
670 BHir. MMEWER G ASG— M ASIELR, AR —SWEREEE, BRI T EM
€77, BIRIEE R H RS .

FEAR A>T 22 K % B Se R (Eriksno) i i F2 T R —MexX — & . ARE—MHERT R Z 12 £ 18 ¥
FANEFR. RN, X —FRICEMHRZ “F—JE&” (development of identity). fliih A EIAR
MBI F— B R R NEFFE IS, B RE— WAL, 22T E IR EEZR)ESS . James Marcia
TE AR B n AR B, R T HADFER — MR R IIF SN [Fl—EE a(identity achievement). [F]
— %40 J¥ (identity foreclosure). [A]— 44> & (identity diffusion)Fl ZE HA£2 A (moratorium) . [7]— ik il AN
HWOELKBECKTE. . G871, B, MMEWER B S AG K NEHESE, T [F— PRkl f5H
AR AL [ — M3 FRRR M ks AR E R e, BEHEEMERN TR, Wi
IET F—MERRR . F—MHE RS D EEERZ 20, SR E AR M E A F—
SPHUR IR — M R R H, MERAD “RIEC” , ArEE LT, ArEifta, &F
BRI R T ) o 22 56 TRl — PR 2 BB 5 A AR ORI Mt e 8, B At T2 bl JE % el R = %
B, B, SPARSRAA S, BE AR BT I WS = R T AR AE % Pl £ v i) AR S 4 i
BREHRM T A “EIAEEAT” HmERIA, FoRT DR AN N AR SR R A R U . 3R
BN, £ NERES, XA WA MbE, FEBwaghBRE—MEil. ms,
KB BAFNEHL T, RO K2 EACKSE, BIRIE RS — AR # g E R R, A
SR SMER BRI . IEHEEARIE R, T H A2 R 7.

&
H
P
H
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HEE 1, CHEREAEMERE M B RS R, RN EEEESTIE
TEHMTFF R BRI BT 52w H 2R IR

AR OR 2 264 111/ (2003) 48 FHAE 118 3C BT N 55K Guelph K% Gerald R.Adams 244% 2 il 1) 5
(] — PR A 2 WL AR AL B3R (EOM-ELS-2) & H Al N i 0 H R A — P8R, e l7E g s
ol BRE—ME SCh: BRE—MHEREAE. AMERBEVIFICHIZ)ZIR, 24RO PSS AR R
MG REHNESE . AMEMGE AR AR RN “TRAEE” X — AR AP 2 AN B[R] 2 7E
N 22 B0 RO SR8 2 (AR B — B i 48— (2641, 2003).

&7 James Marcia, — &35 05 [F]— YL B PPIR LN G2 K 2 30T TR AL . IRRF S HARIEAR 7K
AR VERE G B, A [F] — R Z AR AT T PRIRR A, K— NIRRT (2 5, 4R EoR
REARERFE AR Tk E. EALREEN KA R WG i, iR Ez, 55
(1996) ) AR ZHT A H IS HRE S 7L ) — 3, #lh 146 2 R —F 404, W 752 TR
&, (20 BRI A AW AR “RRaRE” )2 R R K —F A5 B S 1A R A, OEEE
e, et BIRARR S RS T AR, R AR A IRV s, A RS
FHEA KO, S RN, BA—ER iz B0 FEERZIE M.

EARE WA T BIRE MR AATE DR, HRLRE, VHRAE AR . BRIk
FH—, JUTHEGE NS, B AR RS AR, HOEXDIRE IR b, B RS
AR R RN K 28 (OB 78 FUGRAFFE I PO 25 ElAse o —, Tt A B R0 1) AR e RO B S ek 11
J& KEA BIRIA MR R0 R SR H R SR A2 0. KA R E KR, 1 B RE— MR
J& X R R BIR A A A A REERE, B TR AR B 3R A — MR IEx Hogg 4 3 W — /N 22 L E 2 1)
B, BOZEM. BT MAE LR, 2 MOIFE AR, b Wl R 4T
TR TSR A SR R A AR A — RS DL, A 4h, BUA IR AL 2 2 DAF] — b X B A A 72 55
AR TS LA, ANReT Iz LRBOR R . AN [R) SO pb i et B R R — PR R R R

14, REEFHEBS BRE—EHXER

o 2 5] P R S R A B B R RO, E TR KSR B R A — PRIR DS B RE T HLR R &
MBI LT-B0h , EAR T S8R Ja 2 B B ROAR ST 7o 2 R P

JAMR(2010) 7 CR=AAE B IRIF TS AT ML R R) hEHLR: “FERIREMAEEBRA
PR AT AN s R AR 22 B 3R E] MR KPR el B (011) 48 Hefil 183 (3=
AN E D NE S SRS BRI RR ) P e oA A BN RIE AL R AN
X A R P A 75 T 2 5 R 3 o AE E B[R] 5 I 23 N FEREAT R S MR A A BT H A i, 288 N
5 H BN R AL R 25 M UG . DL I8 B N FEROBTR, B HIN ARG 7B, B B[R 8 itz . 7
RS FMEIBTFLAE RK N AN AR 2 AT DU B, AREeAE IS AR 3 vh e id B JRSE B 2 42 M
BB NTESERR, AT REAEBL S AR R 5 R, T Y28 D35 B A A kg 1 IS s 0, 3RS
T AR

15, AFARHBRFENX

TR Z A B SCER TR R I, BRI I BIUIR LA i i, [ P 9% 3 5 T 6 STk AL
A%, 2006 2 FIIX— AL ME, 2008 4E2 J5 LR 2011 45 LURAT X — M@ T R A 2 T
k. TR, KA FHURIGR 0T 50K 2 255 FHUR AR & B2 X 7 4E 557 T, K K2R A 3R
A — MR 5 B RE UK B 45 S BT 7T LA - 3SR, BEE R, ML RInE, Ll «F
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HURH” HRAER “HHE S0 B2 BN A KR RITRATILS, X — LR H S 2 fh % 0L
RFIFATHA, R THA S EENE. KR ARR A2, FRGRGIEH EEE, R
11173 J5E (¥ FHLAE A et 2 2R RO BT O IE A T — € I T M . X 2R RE . M 2520 &
T, Bt %51 B2k #U A RIER ORI R AT ) B,

BRETIIH2 CAZR, XMy RZA AR — MRS AR ITRE T — N Hrasie, R ARIE
YRR RS b 2 2 BV RETHLAORE . B RETHLITR A IORa B - BRESDhRE, (R 2Em DOBG — 4
SRS A COARBARE, XEER E RS SR G 1 E KA RS Bk, #FERE
E ) —PEAROL L5 B BE TR R 2, IR & RS R R R K A B O B i 5 T LR, TR
REEAEF IR IR 2 DB, DI AR T 5, REMesE RS2 SO R, B R KSR IR A 1Y
A NAEBGEI - RISERDT ZBRK 2 e FAURKIER A2 E 1) E BF) — PR — 2 R A2

2. ARF=E
21 HIRMEKRIR

KT GAREAE, LR 500 4, BIWCH RN 433 4, AR N 86.6%. #il 3 %
IR 1. TR PR 2E B KRB R — B RIUARE 2. MRt KR —E K2R, BRI 2448
BOMNE L
211, REEBHRE—MREER

KEAE B IRE — MRS E R EH R3S LR A L SOh Fr s IT N K Guelph K%
Gerald R. Adams 243 2 il (1) B 2 a8 — VRS 2 I & (1 bR e B R (EOM-ELS-2). &R ILit 64 TE/EH .

Table 1. The demographic information of participants
#= 1 HAAOFEER

UNEE 26558 N %
" % 168 38.8
S ]
& 265 61.2
—IEH 151 34.9
o ARG 75 17.3
=R 130 30.0
944 77 17.8
P 109 25.2
- PP 165 38.1
2
TR 156 36.0
HAth 3 0.7
I 257 59.4
P e
N 176 40.6
| 45 10.4
o M 274 63.3
FREL TR
IR 111 25.6
e 3 0.7
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AR U YRR B R (ACH) IEZ M A — PR SRR (MOR). Huft 8 7] —PERES R L (FOR)
AFRECR [ — PERES B R (DIF). 13 T R B sl PURIIR 25 145 70 1 00l 70 AN H i BIT AR 1) [ — 12k
W& R brtEdy: DLRER A —PERES 2 R AP B L E— Aoy “RiI7 /7 (M + SD), MiH]
AR A P Ak B TR — MRS

2.1.2. FHEBIAEERMDQ)

Zm R AL T A RE DT (2009) g, HLEFE 25 NTH, ASAUANGERE, Rl KB R
FRIEVERIMZNE . W RH LAV, AARFERIRFEWRIRTE 140, 248, 345, 40154y, 1550l
FRRARL L™ . %4k P (R B VU R #E 0.401~0.866 2 [8]. = i35 o RECH 0.905, H4EFET o
FRHAE 0.675~0.846 2 [A]. MDQ |15 % 4E 2 5 57 BIAH O R EUAE 0.762~0.912 2 [A] . S4EREH) R 1T TIkE
1% 51.02%. ASHEFEHI{E FE A 0.832.

2.2, eSS iR 2

2.2.1. Heml
KA TR, BN OB AR AN, 55—k,

22.2. BEAE
K I ) AT Bt N, WP RIS, R Windows SPSS 18.0 Ziit BT Stit o br. &
BHE AN INER . SRS AT, BB BB 2 Rtk R

3. MIRER
3.1 KREEFHNKRBIERER S

311 KEXEFHREE
TEAVGAE T, KEAETHINEZE R 100%, |7 1 AT AI7E 433 LA R0, K ARG THNG
RILF| T 94.7%, W% 2.

3.1.2. REEFIKBRA

7 3 A, KA FHUREUE o8 2,965, SHEIE 3 o MtL, AT RMEFE LT . P44
JE R ot R R M, AR O W SRR
32. XREXBRE—MHERERI
KEEBRE—MREST

WL Z A B IRAG T 433 MAMKRLEDURR E — MRS 155, ARG ARYE Bl TE DU AR 1132015 o k) 43
AR HRTFTAE R F —PRIRES . Bk 433 A4 K150 6 FIURAS, Ar il s ARy . A,
AR AT AL, ALK LT

B 4 ATAL, ORI IR AR AT AR A T R 0 B

B2 5 AN, KR R IA — PR R B 5 A S8 4 B AR B Lot ) 1 22 7 iR (p < 0.05)

7% 6 %1, KEEEARFAMEOHAOYERE . 4RGSR LI FREER, %
AT 2 B (S A I0) LS R, ARG AR R e A I LA TR R 2 5 (p < 0.01), =4
RREEHT FEH —ERN R RN SRR YEE ik E T REER(p < 0.05), —FH
MZFERRZE ST Y —FRM = Eg . ARG =R S gEE RiAB] T B3 % R (p < 0.05),

SERREST . SN
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Table 2. Phone/iPhone ownership of college students

#=2. REEFI. ERFIRAER

AL & BRIR [Epin:4 X2
0ok
Tl HHETFHL 410 94.7 oo
K :
7 R HE T 23 5.3
Table 3. Mobile phone dependence status of college students (M + SD)
i 3. REEFHKRBIKAL(M £ SD)
N M SD
Wik 433 3.0277 0.78809
R 433 2.9269 0.64795
IS ER 433 3.2135 0.59699
TR 433 2.6975 0.67725
Table 4. The situations of six types
F= 4. LBIH
i Bk
FA AR Y 4 0.9
FAARFE LR Y 48 11.1
LR 2009 it 40 9.2
Lt 15 35
i 326 75.3
LAl R 0 0
Table 5. Gender differences in self-identity situation of college students
Fz5 KEEBRE—MSUEESIBLES
P N M SD t p
5 168 2.8158 0.54599
SRR 7.236 0.041
s 265 2.9200 0.46049
5 168 2.6585 0.51986
Hefth 4 2 0.684 0.311
kS 265 2.6071 0.50956
% 168 3.0190 0.46358
SELEYESE 0.678 0.048
”© 265 3.1111 0.47415
5 168 3.0792 0.46743
FRAYEFE 0.007 0.104
% 265 3.1559 0.48351




ESE

Table 6. Grade differences in self-identity situation of college students

6. RAFEBRE—MREESHFRERYNIAE

LR ss df ms F p
41 ] 1.078 3 0.359 1.457 0.226
TRELAESE HN 105.804 429 0.247
ISR 106.881 432
21 ] 3.405 3 1.135 4.404 0.005
Hefth 4k FE HH 110.547 429 0.258
Pt 113.951 432
4118 2.873 3 0.958 4.407 0.005
FELRYESE HN 93.239 429 0.217
PER 4 96.112 432
4[] 2.221 3 0.740 3.288 0.021
B4 T P 96.591 429 0.225
M 98.812 432

3.3. FEBRE—MXFEEFIRBSS LHESR

331 FNEBER—MXFEEFNKREE T ENERLE
M 7 TR, PR AR RS2 A B R A — MRS AR 1 %2 7 B35 (p < 0.05), 222 HLLALAT A1,
XM 22 S T R A SE S R AN A T DL R AL R AT R A TR 2 TR F 22 S 3 P

332 FRIBRR—MXFEEFNEKBENMMEERSS LNERLLE

HI4¢ 8 AIRIK A AL B A — /N SR AUAE F AU L Wik 4R 5 3R DU B2 22 5%, R340 3 M4
JEEWBEA B ZER. DT 2 E BRI AL, XA 2 Rt R AE S R MR AL R L Bl
LR AEEAL T LR B A R AN R 73 A 7R 2 T [ 22 5 B T 1

34. KFEEBREA—MSFHMKBA4EEHEXHR

M3 9 WARIRSEA B ,IA RS PR B B G BRE MRS 4EE S T LA 2% Wi vk
REVEFEREMR: RAEQRE MR S AR FHUR R RatE E 2R B2, K
A B IRE VR RECAE L . HAB AR . SR A FHUEORI PR B R B .

3.5. BRE—MEXFHEBAEYIS 4T

NT =S REE AR S FIURBZ MR, DLERE—M 4 MEEs hE TR, DL
FHURI S MR R, R IZ 5 R Ry A S I BE HEAT 22 S8 a3 40 Hr

7% 10 W 4 AN I [ AR BT DURRR IR AR BTN UE 40 ) 14.8% ) B4 F (R = 0.355, #IER? =
0.349), HrhiREdEEEifRe 6.8%, FHEML4ERE MRS 4.5%, IELE4EREMRRE 1.2%, JRAR4ERE iRt 1.8%. # 11
AU, (A E TR ) R AR 6 (F = 18.655, p < 0.001)3 B B AR BA Giit 24 o % 12 AT W, fwlElA
ZOR B RS B0 (T1 = 3.402, T2 = 4.035, T3 = 1.790, T4 = 3.085 (p < 0.05)), HILFI W, WREL4EE . Hiib
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Table 7. The differences of phone dependence scores in self-identity situation of college students

® 7. RFEEBRE—MAMAREFIERBD S LHERER

N M SD F p
L afi kb5 3 2.9631 0.54715 2.979 0.019
Al e Y 47 2.9118 0.57761
L8 90% wit 40 3.0151 0.38173
i 15 3.4253 0.57540
KRR 325 2.9453 0.55526
B 430 2.9650 0.54983
Table 8. The differences of 4 dimensions phone dependence scores in college students
% 8. FRIBHEFE—MAFEEFNKRENEE S LHERLER
S A i CvAY i <3t N M SD F p
Bl HE A B 4 2.9000 0.52915
AT GE T 48 3.1000 0.66011
A A 40 3.1400 0.54009
PNl 2.879 0.023
LRl i 15 3.6267 0.74014
R 326 2.9773 0.82446
B 433 3.0277 0.78809
Bl HE At 5 3 3.3333 0.67512
Ll SR Y 47 2.8602 0.66172
Al R Y 40 2.9357 0.65979
e 2.026 0.090
AR 15 3.3429 0.73003
R 325 2.9125 0.63646
IS8 430 2.9269 0.64795
A HE A A 4 3.0357 0.56394
LAl FE L7 Y 48 3.1101 0.63632
Bl PR Y 40 3.2929 0.47320
SR 2.330 0.055
i FAp i 15 3.6095 0.56750
Ko A 326 3.2029 0.60117
ISty 433 3.2135 0.59699
A HE A 4 2.9167 0.51819
Bl e Y 48 2.6319 0.74214
LR 90 % it 40 2.6917 0.51412
Pz 1.730 0.142
PLAREL LY Y 15 3.1222 0.83206
R AR 326 2.6856 0.67551
=t 433 2.6975 0.67725
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Table 9. The correlation between EOM-ELS-2 and mobile dependency (r)

* 9. BIRE—M S FHKRHI A4 EHIHEK(r)

LWk REM SRk Tt
SRTRAEL 0.184™ 0.246™ 0.200™ 0.2307
SR 0.235™ 0.277" 0.178™ 0.312"
SEIELE 0.211™ 0.165™ 0.087 0.191"
PEYEND ;i 0.136" 0.130™ 0.087 0.093
" <0.01.
Table 10. Fitting situation of multiple regression equation
2 10. ZREEVFAFEHINEER
st R R? TEE R R? A fh
IRELAESE 0.260 0.068 0.066 0.068
IREAERE HEft 4R 0.340 0.115 0.111 0.045
IRERLESE HEf g I 4E S 0.360 0.130 0.123 0.012
IREAERE HEARYERE SELRAERT Rt 0.385 0.148 0.141 0.018
Table 11. Significance test of multiple regression equation
11 ZREEAENEZHRE
it P 5 df B3 F Sig.
EYE] 19.255 4 4814 18.655 0.000
iz 110.443 428 0.258
Bt 129.698 432
Table 12. Regression analysis
F* 12, EASH
Finy AEFRHEIL R AL ik R AL t Sig.
B it R AR
TRk 0.192 0.056 0.174 3.402 0.001
Hefth i 0.222 0.055 0.208 4.035 0.000
A 0.100 0.056 0.086 1.790 0.044
B4 0.166 0.054 0.145 3.085 0.002

YENE . SEZREEMBRAERE 4 D HAR RS FHKBUEL 7> Z BAFE R 2 IR R, W TS LA

EETIE R
4. g
41. KFEXEFNWHEER

2013 AEAErRTVE R SE A — IR 7 s, P RSO X e A o B o 3 ik 80.8%, XL+
AR KA FHUINAE 2 100%, AT REJE P IR 5 AP 2 5 (I . P B L AR 22 B /K1 22



ESE

i T ) A 8] 22 57 (2014 SR REFHLY A F & T 2013 F). S TFXFEENE S, FEMmiE. A4
XS THEM, 0 L R E R IR 2 R A 2 LR R 5RO BRAE AR R (R IIR IS, x| DL DL, 2012). 4RTM
FEXS ARG — e K2 A FAT BEN LA A UG 1) J5 R, HSEFHILN T REFAM S, R Ca@h2amvANIAA
MZELL2ERE, JLT B A 52 U5 K2 AR E R 0RON B O 21 AE VS OB AT FHLE SN 136 AT,
FHBR) H 58 7™ E — & 5K F AWM FHIRAREL, HS50EN, RITWARRGE R, HA
FHUH LS R B R R (5, 1254, 2009). MEZKIAREISR, THIE LRSS RERBS, Ik
ATLE S W ane] 23 B A D R A F AU B, I b EE R AR R A FHL, X — AR —
B2,

4.2. REEFHIKRBIFR

TERX IR H, 433 AR THKE S 35508 2.965, (1 HIMKEFRE B SAK, 5 MIMHIRE B i )
P AE R ML FEAS Ay i, SO MR AR — P DL B IR TR R R 53, AR EHF
BUEF & B A REOR B BUEAE BR 2% T 2R T, X R 145 R VF IE 2 il EBLRAT I — M
CEPREAE” B FEICE NS, ML, 2012). ARIEELS REDR, . 5. FreEeEsh, o
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