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Abstract

Objectives: To explore the relationship between Cluster-C Personality Disorders (PDs) and con-
tingent self-esteem. Methods: First, 1000 Personality Disorder Questionnaires for CCMD-2-R
(PDQC) were issued at a university in Guangdong Province. Then, using the Contingent Self-esteem
Scale (CSS), the Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (CSWS), the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES)
and the IAT Measurement Program measured the contingent self-esteem, contingencies of
self-worth, explicit self-esteem and implicit self-esteem of the 181 college students. Results: The
contingent self-esteem score (p < 0.01) and others’ approval score (p < 0.001) of the Health Con-
trol (HC) were significantly lower than that of the Dependent Personality Disorder (DPD) positive
group, the Avoidant Personality Disorder (APD) positive group, and the comorbid PD positive
group. In addition, the HC and the Cluster-C PDs positive college students had significant differ-
ences at competencies, appearance, and academic ability. The relationships between cluster-C PD
scores and contingent self-esteem (p < 0.01), competencies (p < 0.01), appearance (p < 0.05), aca-
demic ability (p < 0.05), others’ approval (p < 0.01) were positive. Contingent self-esteem and oth-
ers’ approval are completely mediating between explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs scores;
appearance plays a partial intermediary role between explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs score.
Mediating effect accounts for total effect were 47.82%, 52.17%, and 21.74%, respectively. Conclu-
sions: College students with high contingent self-esteem, competencies, appearance, academic
ability or others’ approval are more likely to have Cluster-C PDs symptoms. Others’ approval and
contingent self-esteem fully mediated the association between explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C
PDs scores, respectively. Appearance partially mediated the association between explicit
self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs scores.
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HE: BRENEHEBELECRABBEBARBERATFHIERAMAG. FHik: RAARBITKE RS
(PDQC). HAHHEER(CSS). BIRMEMNEHERF(CSWS). RosenbergH &3 (RSES) KIATH &
B BB AT R 45 3 CRARR RS ) 405 TC A\ s PR 51 1) 4L 7 AR AR B B0 3 (p < 0.01).
A E(p < 0.001). F4(p < 0.05). #h3E(p < 0.05) X EARE1(p < 0.01) MBI AU HFAETE
ER7. S EEHE SR ANEEEESFERA ST HFR HIAMER(p < 0.01), TEAENZEHE(p <0.01)
K4 (p < 0.01)EHEMNE BEN SHERE MR, BEMNZEE. A\ 5 &5 575
B BB CE AR REEEFMER; AR B BAEINE B B & CIN RS = =) 25
SENER: AR G BB 4 R947.82% 52.17%- 21.74%. 55ib: BANEHE L4
SR FER, MAAFASMENT B EBE, CRABBERMREE. /EERBETEANTEE., b
NARSHEAARE B BE MR AR BESHR; SMNEABEEEYMCR NGBS HR, RS bR AR
B M B BB CR A RS A .
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1. 518

A%t (personality disorder, PD)J& ¥ ANMA AASAFAE B S A 25 15 %, A8 2 FE R T — 51 A S A N AE 3G
AR AN B G R ) S AT A, P I 35 s B R I SO TS S — A 7 O AR Re N 7
[f0), B AL DRI T RE, RO S IIE N A R, B AMEENEE, HFCHRAIRK
e H R A& B RGRLAT 0 22 78 7, o R TERR IR AN B IE 2 K AR A o, LSRG 28 35 AN ] /N (7
TE&MEERR, 1998; {130, W, fLB, B4E, TH=, BRI, 55, 2008). FfERZFAERIAM
BERSHE T, C R AMEERG MR RECNR (&5 &7, 2013a). C BN AFERA R, (K
A[E] e AAR PR, DL BE R SRR FERETE 28 I R T s e %R NSRRI RS, W NBRAL
WA, BHERBUR, EEATRE, I8N 5ok F s B 75 2 CL R ANE R AT 77 AT IR
R, BT G Fee th H At O BR AR 1) R, K2 A ot T RN IR R ) OB N A 5 TR A0 4 AR, I R4k
NS R, SHE LS R BRI ARG DA AR 5 EEAEA .

H B e NS0 sy, B0 NS IR & R A B i s s A . R AR BL, Ak
©HYYE CRAMEERGNR M H S B2 B2 AR, MR EEAEZANOEAR RS C AN FEAGT I 5]
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AEFAER(E P& T, 20165 MR A& 5%, 2018). {ESNTH Py Ba B B IR Fe 50 /b L. P B Rt
FOFH, HAE L PRSP EERS A I AE IR ke 25 55 B4 F (Zeiglerhill, 2006; Bosson, Brown, Zeigler-Hill, &
Swann, 2003), 4% A1 7 (2013b) KB FE R B ARG Bt KRN IR H B 5 SR A EAAESE, AN
KRRy 5 NSRS 1 AT MRS 2 5. BARS] C RPN, XFMMEEGREAE, B
R

b BB AR ABIRN, AEERE TR A SRS, fa i Mo B AR EIR T R K
T LI NAEBAMER S, B TA B R LL LTS bR e, B35 REAA KA B % (Deci & Ryan, 2000)MI4UAL
A% H ¥ (Crocker, Luhtanen, & Sommers, 2004). Deci 1l Ryan [FJ34ARAS H B M AR, BAARAE H 3
S HAMAAREE SR BT L AMEARAE, — EAZ X R AT N B BT LR R, Fo AR R B A
IT KRG BE . SRS E S, A LSS AENAME, HAEKTPASR Y ZIMESRIR R
Wi, BRI 22 7 2 O R B U, 2 PR AR A M B AT 5 . TS R — Pl R A T
AMERAK I E & . Crocker 55 Wolfe (2001) 1Ay B B8 8k U AL M BE T 155 & S8 s D 5 2 oA
SFAMRII SR KT, 552 B FRANE (1 SRR 1 b 2% S U H RANMEIEROKFEA = L. WH
BRCB MR E G, HBEBE MRS — RO BEANMERE, 520 AR TN A TS S AT AR, AN
B F R HOM AR R B8 8 7 JEml(F 22 &M, 2006), HT &M HE S C R AMBERF IR, BT EE
A LUNBESE C RS ERAT I H & RGN E MBI . 45 AL 7 (2013b) % A% B fig 1) [ &
TR A RSN, NARBRIG R A A B R (RS &7 7%, 20165 MR A& T, 2018). Fi4h,
FENGRMEE ORI, C NN Bah 1) A R 1 26 AN [ BEA T N SIS B MR HER X R o 9iIE A\ Bt
FZIR TESRA AR s A N e B S DU DG 5 2 2 0ok B At N ) SR T Rt N R A R 2SR
T, FERAR A BRGHE EAL A AR, IR S AN AR N, F W RAERAN T SR E Cm
i N ARES S5, RUR A GEARM AR XA&RAUE M EAE C I ARG T
RetC A AR AR AE R, Bl A ER

DA T AAS RS IR 72, B4R T ARG BRAG i s R R BRI, 6 A R 5 A 7. R SR
FTEOLEE, B WGT NG BRAG# B (10 BRAT RE W98, R BRXRE - T 17 A B8 A B S A B 11
OHAT R RNT, X B2 H AT AR BEAG T IO E R R R 2 —. B8R A& B8, T H
AR T ARG BEAS IR IE F 2 AP RS B 2 R & 28 2 AR B A 00 R B FE B I, 30 A
BEERS1) H B R R LG AR — MR BRI, AR SHR MR BB E I, SN NERE
B, RGURTT C BN BEATIL 0] R A2 1 75 28 F RGN E5 K G 2R, £ 8 C S AR BEiG s BEATL AR BIF 7
FR C SN RS AT v (14 F3 7 A0 T Tl bk R 2%

2. MRMRSFHZ*
2.1 WHRMR

PAIT A RAEEAE T AR S R RO A A P b AT ) 26 AT, 78 1000 43 A B 157 2 17 45 (PDQC),
A C RAREISE 2 HIEHT Ay B RAREEIGE 2 FHIPERR2A 130 A NSRRI 2 FATE K2
A 70 N, IR B R R . HRAME P MR LM Rosenberg H &2 . A 3G # s 181 47
[l 90.50%. Hrbromia R AR B ITE K524 35 N, AR AR BRIG M K24 20 N, SRR
BRI KA 44 N, SR NAR BRI (20 2 B C RNASBRAGSRBAG 2 BIIE) K22 19 N, TE NS
PRSI KA 61 Ao C RAMSERIS 4L AT 120 A, BN HIA AT 61 Ao AN R FH
i 19111 %,
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22. fiRIE

2.2.1. NiBFERIGEEE

K& B 07 25 1] 5 (Personality Disorder Questionnaire for CCMD-2-R, PDQC) & Hi /5 7, x| Wpfll, 2=
W, KD ATATEE (2001) He4E CCMD-2-R 2l I A M RS i AT LR . i 8 AR BEAS, 3L 103 M6 H, 4
Goilar. ZINGEBE R, REERS. SENAMEEGEHE: DN ERIERE 2-3 1% HEY
Zor AR g% B 09128 50 BH P 577 H A i
222 PEHBEEER

K Paradise A1 Kernis i fill (AL AZ 1 24 832 (Contingent Self-esteem Scale, CSS), 74N A MUk
XPEEAR B IRAME R R AR . 1% 8 RA 15 MK H, RA 5 AU, L3RR “ERARFER” , 5RR
CHERRFAIR”, 13530 ) E B AR P i o R P PR — B (o = 0.85), EEINE i (r = 0.77)
(Kernis, 2003; #l%aX, 2011).

22.3. BERMENTHER

K H Crocker [ [ 3-8 A A8 P £ 2% (Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale, CSWS)[#) i SC&T i, A A
[ S AP X H FAME IR0 . BT G ERAHE: KSR, w4 bR, ERME. ¥ ARie
JI FAEFANGNFIL 7 ANERE, AR 5 ANTHE, S 7 Sitr, 18R “ZBeAER”, 78RR
“SERE” . MR Cronbach o RECH 0.87, FrERNI—EME o RELE 0.58~0.74 Z [1](Crocker,
Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003).

2.2.4. Rosenberg BB &%k

Rosenberg H % &K (RSES)IZER(E . AL RLF, Cronbach a R¥(H 0.77 #10.88. %EHKH 10
ANTHARK, R 4 ZPobadE, “1= BRARE” . “2= A/FE” . “3= FE7. “4= FEFE”,
SR HOE R B B
2.2.5. AT L&

Hm IAT 27, KH E-prime 4a’5 . WM RIEEA S ] Greenwald A [E P 42 4£46:(2002) B 114 FH -
BHREZEY AT, S&RAEARMIEER, BN NP E . HREN R B
T PE A AR A R M DU 2 AHIE 7 SRR R IUAE T S AL S (A R AT R 2, R R N
AL By, T ERER K — 3 K852, — AR () 4550, — MR (AR 73 25
W, —IKE RG], —IRAMBRER) L5, — IR () 2k SRAF 55070 1 R S
MEAY 5, HHE Greenwald, Nosek i Banaji (2003)5# 1T 7725 D {EAE N N B LK FEFx .

2.3. AREF

it PDQC [ HalAE) 78 HE B KA A i C 2 AR BRBHAT ) A AR TG A A BBt ) A4
JLKIE 200 4 K2EE . HERE S SRR 8~10 A —IMHLE, e IAT 5. EesesE, Kl
CSSC. SWS. RSES &R, 58L& G, R Rt 7t 5 1 tes 7 —E Mk eiem . 24
MAEL) 20 43%h .

2.4, ¥irgit
K F Excel /A IATEIRIEN, SPSS 21.0 FATEHE 54T
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3. ARGR
31 SMEEHE. NREEERNTHEYNERELE

iR GETH & F R R, SAZRESNG B8, BARE 8. SEPSURAAL B 8 SRR
HRL EARBEIUEAR B3 ARG B 8 B 2R, HEEREASRIEE (L 1).

P HEERRAR YR, SAREE L, SRR ALE Z T AR EEIS B, B
ALH . SEAIIERAL B ARSI B SR AE G B R AN U A B R L
B NS PR AT 17 2L 25 1 T T AR B g 2. 1 A% 1o

Table 1. Various self-esteems of each group

# 1 BOENSREERARERKRR

M+ SD

23 FiE HE R

fen

JC PD fiiF4l OCPD 4l DPD fiifg2l  APD fifdl  JLAEMEidl
(n=61) (1) (n=35)(2) (n=21)(3) (n=44) (4) (n=19) (5)

A= 31.74 +3.68 32.54+3.03 28.67 +4.25 28.86 + 3.61 28.74 +2.66 9.79***  1>345;2>345
R]E=RS 1.28 +0.90 1.19+0.60 144 +0.59 1.33+0.69 1.25+1.11 0.37
BAARAFHE  46.82+£5.69 48.40 £5.45 51.05 £ 5.47 50.21 +£4.89 50.32 £ 6.37 3.97** 1<345
FNLFE 24.67 £3.76 2414 +3.01 26.48 £4.32 25.05+3.77 24.63 £3.00 0.21
b L 27.08 +2.82 28.11+234 29.29+2.39 28.32 £ 2.66 27.79+331 3.10* 1<34
hhgA 22.07+3.92 2243 +£3.40 2476 £3.38 24.00 £4.34 23.37+£3.82 2.94* 1<34;2<3

LG EA 2157+424  2240+372 22.86+3.73 2260+3.75 2453345 2.20

EZ Nk 2697+3.04 2871+323 2948+206 28.04+2.80  28.05+3.17 3.72%* 1<23
e 2472+379  2554+3.17 2638+335 2493+3.46  26.00+3.79 1.23

LWNING 18.64 + 4.06 19.09 +4.63 21.05+4.02 22.23+4.10 2247 +5.17 6.53*** 1<345;2<45

7E: OCPD Jysiid B4 AA% 15, DPD Ao MRai B A A% Bl , APD Ay [l B ARG, IR *3&7R p < 0.05, **3&7R p < 0.01, ***F78 p < 0.001.
AN A 2. TR

32. BXEHES C RABERMEEXTHT

W B R @RAZEMR A HTR IR 2), SMEHE S NREBMRARE, SBEREASEERAST
R TAR(p < 0.01), SAMRGUSAE B . Al A FIGUEAUE B BAF7E B A GE 22 5 U ok 5%
(p<0.01), 5 CRAMEERH A, 7E A G2 7 (p < 0.01).

PO B B B AR [ B R U [ B A R AN R 2 (p > 0.05).

BB A8 5T B 8 SR RGUENAL F 3 ARG IME U B 8 AR RE S AL
A2 B AN R AU AR B B A7 AR IR G, HAEATGEvT 240 X (p < 0.01) SE4-AUALAE H ¥ (p < 0.01)
ARSI H i (p < 0.05) ZEARAE S GUSALAL H i (p < 0.05) At A\ [ LA AL H i (p < 0.01)#)5 C
RNBEESIF AR IR, HEASGIEE

33. MEMEEEIMNEEER C EAREREEEMDTER

MRDHT RIS, SRR AW AR E L C RN B PIAR 5, PR 2 SRR
H % AN U B 85 2 C AN B AGTI BPIAR G, 23 B HEAT T RO o 23 A6 06 - 1)
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Table 2. Correlation analysis of variable (n = 181)

* 2. £EYES C XABMEBEEEFIEX S H(n = 181)

A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1) MR A 1
2) NkaE® 0.08 1
3) AR EHHE -0.38**  0.08 1
4) FNSCREA 0.07 -0.08 0.13 1
5) 44 0.01 -0.004  0.34**  0.21** 1
6) HhEA —-0.29**  0.06 0.65%** 0.13 0.38** 1
7) REMmE -0.05  -0.10 0.19%*  0.29** 0.09 0.07 1
8) FAREESA -0.003  -0.01 0.32**  0.20**  058*  0.31** 0.09 1
9) s 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.20%*  0.26** 0.07 0.46**  0.16* 1
10) Al AIAFIA -0.38**  0.08 0.64** 0.14 0.26**  0.47** 0.10 0.23**  0.05 1
11) C 2R N B i ] —0.24**  —0.02 0.29** 0.04 0.21** 0.18* 0.10 0.16* 0.3 0.33**

AR H BAESM G B C S NS BB i [ 1 FR A < 2) bR AIUISECE B BFE AP 2 B 8 % C B
B RS e () R A AR s 3) A A TR AT AR B BAE AN T B K C 28 A B4 ) 8] 1) A

KB A BNA AT EAT HR A SO 36 (LS & 0, 2014). Bl S AR B bR iEAL, e
IPor A, K60 IR MO R A R LA 3, AP B C A RS ) (1 5 88 —0.23, ELRERK
[N—0.12, i BEAARLAR [ 2 A i (R RN -0, A RS S AN 2 LN 47.82%. iR AR
5000. #15[X[H] 95%F] Bootstrap Jji%#EAT ke, 45 R IX A AR 0 (LLCI = —0.79, ULCI = -0.39),
RN 0.10, R UBAARUR F B A ior . TERSH] T BAARRUE [ BT C RAMBRSEmE, S
250 C 28 A% BERS RS2 AN B2 35 (LLCI = —0.76, ULCI = 0.08), EHIRARMA 2 AN H 25 C KA
& B 7 [|] F M — Fp A48 B (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010).

Table 3. Mediating effect of contingent self-esteem on explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs score

® 3 BAENTMEEENERES C XARMESMEIEN PN N

IR PR AR B A F % R? {1 H 5 44 B RHEVEES - t
1 C Nk FRefig i 1) SR 10.26** 0.05 -0.23 -0.23 —3.20%*
2 AR H B HMRH 34.19%** 0.16 -0.40 -0.40 —5.85%**
3 C B NHE B A v R HE 11.89%** 0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -1.59
BB Y 0.28 0.28 3.59%xx

ARG B EAEANE F B K C N RS i ] (1358 3 v A 382 B (G 4). MR B X C 2K
A AT ] (4] S RS 0,23, B34 R 9—0.19, AN H-0.05, H AR SR 2t Ay 21.74%.
Bootstrap 646 4% 5 [X 8] &40 0 (LLCI = —0.45, ULCI = —0.16), S/ AL, RN &N 0.07. #6174k
FAHAE B &R, SR B BTN C S AR BERG A A7 7 52 (LLCI = —0.93, ULCI = -0.10), HH
B2 30N (R B RN ) AN IE, DRI LG 122 HR A RN Sy ELAR 9 A 2808
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Table 4. Mediating effect of appearance on explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs score

4. SRGENEBGHEIINEBES C AR HEIE A AP

B KA B AL F T R (CIEVEES 4=} RGARIEES - t
1 C M TS5+ Sh 2 10.26** 0.05 -0.23 -0.23 —3.20%*
2 hhaA Hh 17.24%** 0.08 -0.30 -0.30 —4.15%**
3 C N Bl 171 AR B 7.36%* 0.07 -0.19 -0.19 —2.47*
shet 0.16 0.16 2.07*

it NN RIS A AR [ BLAE A 5 2 K% C 2 A B ) ] 1) 56 4 P A 08 5535 (72 5). AR F X C
2 NAK B AL 7] ¥ SR8 9 —0.23, BN 0.1, (B30 -0.12, HHA RN 5 8 38 2 Lt 52.17%.
Bootstrap #6445 5 [X [ A5 0 (LLCI = —0.66, ULCI = —0.35), F/ R Ko, 2488 0.08. #H] 1 1th
N RIS AR B 5520 i, AR B0 C 28 A% B St 1) i 52 AS &5 35 (LLCI = —0.74, ULCI = 0.11),
BTl N DA [ A AR B B A S B % C S8 AR B i A [ ] P i — A AR

Table 5. Mediating effect of others' approval on explicit self-esteem and Cluster-C PDs score

F 5 ANEGSEREEEAIERES C LARERFER P REKE

2 [RAR HAR F % R2 (CIEIEES 4! RAEIEES - t
1 C Nk B fi it LIRS 10.26** 0.05 -0.23 -0.23 —3.20%*
2 AN A ShRH R 39.50%** 0.18 -0.43 -0.43 —6.29%**
3 C F NI B A 7] SR 11.90%** 0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -1.47
f A TE A 0.28 0.28 3.5g%**
4. ¥1ig

4.1. C RARBERERSEABERSHDEXFENEEREENEEEER

R G b F ARG IR oR, RV AR FEAGMi A 2. A2 R A AR P i ir 2H . LR ) 4L o il 2
3B AT 0 N B A AT ) ZEL A0 i TR N R B R [ 4 5 1T DI A A B AT 1) 2L 1 i s 0 N o 7 i 1)
S, AR AR RO 2E . AR R AN RS B A ) AN SR 2EL ), R RIS 2R . X R RIE
TN A B B0 ) ZEL 0 TG N RS B S0 1) 2L ) 90 8 ) RO i, AR B A A% B ey 2L . £ P& TR A A PG
A0 1ra) ZELFH 3 {6 ] 4EL P A0 8 1 BB R« X5 DUAE B BRI SR 45 SR — B(4: %2 &7 77, 2013b; Lupien, Seery,
& Almonte, 2010; ¥, 2010; Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt, 2005). LLE#FFIER,
C NIRRT A GRIE AL | ARH A 2] [ 58k 8 v] G2 — MRS, RIALR Tk, B & 20l 1o
R A TS AR R AR B — (S &) T, 2013a) A T 45 AN T [ B 4ERE 1S HE
TIX— C RN BREAG 1)h Ao8 B FE B A

A FRERIR, AMEEAEMNRE SRS, AENRAZS4EE E, SHZNERLES
THF R X5 DU T A& Bk N B B LA ST 45 R — 8 (ki Bk, A0, &FLH, 2011). iX
XHET Greenwald Y712 B BRI A 8 B SO B BB AMNE B B RIRZ T 0 B R SR OME
VMY, EESLAE—EMILSEE B AR E SR 2k BRI R, B4 RNETLEIRZHEZ
1, Wi Z IR AR EEE AT SO h KRR . 54, XnTRe 5N E SN EEA R, WEE B
REK, FEEENEIRSEENEYE(Krizan & Suls, 2009; Bosson, Swann, & Pennebaker, 2000) .
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4.2. REMEES C XARERHROBEXIHTER

SR H HE C N BEIGBIA A74E 535 TG, BABUENE B 35 C JNAR R BT A 47 £ 12 25 1IEAH
Ky ARG B & ST B B ANRSUIEAUE A8 ARV A ES C KA
A& BRI T[] 7 A 2 25 IEAR G . RSN B KPR, C RARBRISACTHIAR, MAAE B s, C
RN RGPl . 20 THhad 90 84X, PEU LB Rn O 5 H k) 555, m B S E R
N CRER” WERZ —, WK TR &R AGST H AR € (838 = B #(Zeiglerhill, 2006). E# 21
tHed, AAIAZEE RS —BRIE K & B S AR (Crocker, 2013) Bt A~ 40 B A R B Y5 (431 48
(Blom, 2011). X H B AAEIGESR, A0 —Fh “HIERE S BRI AVPRRERER, KL
(1) C RMNAEFEbGACT B R, X 3E5. AR SRBEST . AT SRR B i, thBIE A S
HHESRKCOT s o XX B4 5 R EEHR, ATRER C AR PRI ACT I EE AR . Hdr, fA
INFEIGUE R B %5 C AN BRG] AR e, HUONTE4- OB B % SRR B % 7]
M C RN BEIG AT B, MABTC & AN EA A PP 5384 R R, X5 C R H FAERIA
bRk R INMERIAT & o ZETAASHN 5504877 BRI I H 3, C RAARIRRGH R A AWt i 2 SMER)
priE, A RERSE B IRIEEANME, KICLME, 2 Rpem R RE, Mk, B45T 82 MR
AIERNAE RS HRGETT LR TGS RABL, AR AR BRI 4 AR RS 7R ARG B 17 41 114
SRS B BB T I AR BRSTA 4, $eos C R AR BRAS# 1) B ARG RE K B RANME DI RE
FOL T IR N MO A BEfG B O 2 Tl AR FE, MR & EE A A f ' SE vl e it
FARAE EAD NSRS 2 — o BB A A BTG 0 A NP R, ARSI & 5 5K [l A 2
AL, RWARE SN H TR H RG] AR AR

AT ARG, WERE S C RN AL, X5 485E& 7T (2013a) KR 7L —H
HAFFERIINASFbG KA N A S8R0 A B XM SIIR, 180w 7 EiREE R
WIS, R RAT N EORT JE 5 48, B2 TR Bt 2 e AT 9 il

43 REMEEEINERES C XARERMERENDTER

XSG T 4 RHEAT HE— P BB AR 0T, DU B B AE AN F 85 C AR RS BTA [8] ) 4
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