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Abstract

Objective: To explore the relationship between different forms of self-esteem, whether there are
differences in students within Cluster-B personality disorders with normal students about
self-esteem structure, and the effect of different structure on developing and maintaining perso-
nality disorders symptoms. The present study hopes to provide empirical evidence for clinical in-
tervention to students with personality disorders. Methods: PDQC-2 (Personality Disorders Ques-
tionnaire for CCMD-2-R) was administered to a sample which consisted of 3300 students to screen
PDs (Personality Disorders), and the feature of self-esteem structure was examined by using RSES
(Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale), MCSD (Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale), CSES (Contin-
gencies of Self-Esteem Scale), ISES (Instability of Self-Esteem Scale) and IAT (The Implicit Associa-
tion Test). Conclusions: 1) Compared to normal students, HST showed a highly unstable, contin-
gent and low defensive self-esteem, while there was highly unstable, low defensive and explicit
self-esteem in IMP. 2) High unstable and low defensive self-esteem was a common characteristic in
Cluster-B PDs, and HST had higher explicit and contingent self-esteem than IMP. 3) Explicit
self-esteem of Cluster-B PDs was damaged and implicit self-esteem had no significant change.
There was no significant difference between students with personality disorders and normal stu-
dents about the separability of explicit and implicit self-esteem. 4) In a word, the high unstable
self-esteem and contingence self-esteem were the prominent self-esteem structure of HST; the low
explicit and defensive self-esteem was the prominent self-esteem structure of IMP; the high con-
tingence self-esteem, high unstable self-esteem and low defensive self-esteem were the risk fac-
tors to all Cluster-B PDs.
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HE

HK: WEBREFEAKREBRHAAREREESEEREEEEERNZER, URAE B BEHXT AR
REASRER IR B R B KRB, AR B RS RS ) K AW B O AL HAS &, BETT N IR PR O 2
TFHIREEF AT, ik KA RS IHE R4 (PDQC-2)%t 330044 KA AT NS IR THE,
[ i >k F Rosen-berg H B B 3R (RSES). #-&HHEER(MCSD). A EHEER(ISES). (HHEER
(CSES)MEHZ A HH, £R: 1) BRAREBGIR AN BHHEEEESMETESX RARB 5k e 5
B4y, BHZRBEFGIHERE L (p < 0.001), BEABEBMHANATRE HEBINLHEERI S
FEFENBANARE HESINAHEHESSY, BHZREFSITHEE L (p<0.001); 2) RERAK
REHRNANAREHEERNA M EEERNBIETEEMRA, BHERAEFSHTEEN(p <
0.001), REX AKEBHRARNPHEEEEREMMRTEERBRANGHEDEERE S, HREE
REFATHEL(p <0.01); 3) WEHIRABEEMANE/) EEEERBMMETEFNRYE, HHAER
BESHEEX(p<0.001); WahB AKEEHEALARRE QEGMETERNRA, EEERAEES
2R X (p < 0.05); WA AMREEHMARH M ERMETIEENRAE, BHERAFSIT%ER XL
(p<0.001); 4) FEHETEXMNBRAKEBHEKE DI, FAREEHE. HEEEENXGEEZED
BENEEHFE, BIEREREA: logit(p) = -2.842 + 0.216*FRREEHE + 0.046*%/F HE-0.056*F
e, SEHETENRENNGEEHE R E IS, #MFEERNAREQEEARBFE, B
E 5 logit(p) = -4.831 + 0.246* FNFaEHE + 0.067* % E&E; & HBEZEX W3IBS H
MR ERSHT, A B EMP A EEFARIRAE, B EIHGE: logit(p) = 29.220 - 0.855*4 &
HE—0.304* Bk, &ib: 1) REBMABBBHRARKEZENHEEHN S EERFZEHEERBAR
. BAERP B BN, B A ERBEE6 N KA A REHEIE AR et KB
BHEARAN B BB . 2) BRAKESEREEANMLE, e EARphfaE g 2R RS,
RE RSB K ZEB B B R RZEN I EHEMAFEEER. 3) BRAKRS
B KEESEHEZR, NREELEHEXE. HEHESNREEN>EEESIER K%L
RENEZEZR. 4) BARENEENEA N B ERREA AR ERIRE 5B EWRE R, KRAEAM
BB B RS BN AR RS ) B B s HENRAEE. AR ARt R BRITA
AR EREE.

X in
BRI, HERFM HEE, XGEE, TREEH
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1. Al

K 65 (personality disorders, PDs)A& g ANASHREAE I 2 Al 25 1B, [ E AR T — B B B N AR Tg
AT N BR o6 R I AT A AMSBRASIE 4G T B AR E D, JE KIS R e 2 U s & &
(HAER SRR 22, 2001). £ CCMD-3 W B R ARG EAERE AL phah AL, Seth 2 B A% R
FIH A N\ A% [R5 (Histrionic Personality Disorder, HST) M FRIEAE R AAS A, DL 43 H s ek ik 51T
W 5 AN R RO R O EIRAE F R OV . i3l B A6 [5G (Impulsive Personality Disorder, IMP) X R
Yo BN 15 (aggressive personality disorder), %f 5 ICD-10 Hig 25 AN fa e B NS (545, DSM-IV F1id %
BN B 05 o i) B A 05 I PR 2 T AR IR R A B AT I BRI o S At 23 B8 A A% B 05 (Antisocial
Personality Disorder, ATS)Z X} LM A EIRA . AT AR S E, SWFiEEiLa, SA
ATETCHE NHE .

HEANMUNAFE SR 5y, B8 NIRRT M SO, 5T B & 0 MR A B 6 1 2
Pl T, E 45 Bentall, Corcoran, Howard, Blackwood A1 Kinderman (2001), Thewissen,
Bentall, Lecomte, Van Os Al Myin-Germeys (2008), Raes 1 Gucht (2009) 24 T #1541+, ME A RXT
H B8 5 N BRAG i O /0T AU PR T2 B B AT BR B B T, WOk AR UE(2009) 22 iR R T4 8 A
K BtG RS A G A IS B B R S G NSRRI SC R, NI, BhD7 B, A SC 7 AL (2011)
TR T [l N R BRSO 2 A A B N B H B R 5, T T (2013)FERT RS AE B R B B &Rl Xtk
ITEREF SR, BRI T C BT R4 B 8 PR i BB BV S 14 tH MR AR R
K& BB (0 77 AR R R AR AL T AR SR, NESS i B Bl A AT E I B RS R A 2 4
AR FR, AL AT S B i AN & B SRm A Rt 77 2 30 =, B ERssh sl Avers s, m
PR 265 72 51 RN YERE A BRAFRE IR (I A0 5 2 A2 0 R 36 B =, G SS = B B 7K 2 52 2k
e i (1 77 A

B RAMEREHEM SR, ARERATE, HAT NEA EEFERMEhtE . 5 AR AR 2
NI E S BN RE RS, HERRGPHEAHRERATRERNR A, WHSENE KRR
OETT, R HAE B RN BEAG RK AN FE BT fE H B B . AR FT LA B 28 A& B fiG f6 1m) K27
AR, WBEERREMAE, SGEERARHEEALLE B B AMEBEAH R R AR R S, 3R
T BERARGEILE B R M BEASH I OEALEIE b i ER], DUHFE MR B I8N 05 i 0 31
HUHI BRI 75 LA RN B 28 A Beeh 5 T 917 M1 PR - Pl A B AT 3 S0 B 1 ST AR s
2. BB S KB
2.1. MRIR

T3 A HURE R SR 2 3284 44 ARBLAE St i) 5 P&, IS 280 4 3033 £ AA& BB BRI 1445 A
(47.6%), %1423 N, L1591 N, 4E# 17~25 $(20.29 + 1.09), HAr s — T LRI R m A - 124 1], phzh
15 4, At RUORARH, B RANILA 23 . [RINF, MRS BEAS IR AR 25 Y RS BEASA50 35)
N 50%(E 7 AR ER G RIS AL 192 Ao faRES 5 e st &M 38 A, mahfd 13
N, HEEEIRH B RAASFRIHEIAL) 51 N, XTI 54 N % N BRICAR I 56 208 2 B s i, e fe /3 30
RO H 49 N(REE 36 A, mahB 13 N), B 17 A, L 31 A, GIN B IRl m) S2 56 40 ;
XTHEZL 51N, B35 N, 16 N, NS B SN FEAG 7] ST 962 %F 7 (1) 5% HE 2
22. IRTHR

1) NHEGFEAS IR A 7] & (PDQC-2) B/ 77, XIWiA, 288, ki A1 (2001) BL CCMD-2-R N2 Wits

][l
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g, L& 8 MEMAMEER, 103 MEH, 4 %ty ZRBESUERE, REBERS.

2) Rosenberg [ % 7 R (RSES)Ml & S 4K [ 8K F(7E R 25, 1999). 10 M4& H, 4 it (“1-IBAFE”
B “4-AREFFET ), BoriliE, REE BB .

3) Marlowe-Crowne #14> 33 8% (MCSD)45 & RSES, I EBAM B B (/E R 4, 1999): & HBKFiE
[ Ak 2 RS 7 R B o, SRR S G Ron Hm H 5. 33 Nk H, YR
Yl 1L 00, AR BURAIATT R .

4) %1 H B 53R (The Self-Esteem Contingent Scale, CSES) Paradise 1 Kernis il (Paradise & Kernis,
1999; Kernis, 2003), MAFESbrdE. SR MMAVEOON B &R W. 15 M%H, 5 %itar, 7rHok
e AR B AR

5) Ak H B &R (Instability of Self-Esteem Scale, ISES) Chabrol, Rousseau £/l Callahan (2006)w1il,
440%H. 4 Hitor.

6) N BRIBEAEMILE (Implicit Association Test, IAT)FE/¥

K FH P B2 AR 3600 & PN B H B (Greenwald & Farnham, 2000). K] Eprime2.0 %l IAT triEFEST
FITA SES A A CQ42 2B LA N [5E R, #RIE RSN Windows 7, FEF 73 #F )y 1366 x 768, Hikid
SRR AL BE (P, “T)f B IR TR BEAT H A, DUSORIN g dads, WA 1.

Table 1. The task program of IAT measure self-esteem

= LIAT NEBEMNESIEF

RS TES BRI
WX WX
XA B X4 IR
F 4 F & F 4 J 8

1 #5220 A FEFKiA B i 1 #5320 AT B i

2 %5220 A TH B Bk 2 #5320 Bk A
3(1) 22204 HK+ R Bk + B 3 231200 B+ R K+ B
3(2) ER404  HK + AR B+ B 32) L4404 B + AR HK + B

4 #5220 4 At A 4 %5120 A A FkA
5(1) %3200 WM+ B B+ AR 5(1) %1200 B+ AF WK+ AR
5(2) L4041 R+ A B+ AR 5(2) L4404 B+ AF WK + AR

23. GtEE

KH] SPSS13.0 #4722 57 ¢ K8, £ uT7 250 #r. Logistic B JH 7047 .
3. IRGR
3.1. B 2 AERERME4A 0 E E 3 A R BB

B 3K A BRI 4 A 1 26 B M T IE R M BRALMO D7 b 1125 Bt 4, LS
GELFF R (p < 0.001): B 2 ARSI LG R RSE 1 05 05 50 R4 P 9 06 B8040 0 T 1 0 e
MR E B A RS Ry, LR B B3 X (p < 0.001). 142 2 B,
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Table 2. Compare the differences in self-esteem within Cluster-B personality disorders with normal students

= 2. B AR MEAEFMIER AR BENERILR

A F1 eSS BHZE-D) Sig.
Hh X HEZH B % 0.724 0.105
AMEEHE Xof 2 B2 -1.431"" <0.001
FMEE Xof 2 B % -3.241" <0.001
7 i 2 Xof 2 B2 2291 <0.001

W THRIRAE 0.05 KT B3, THRIRAE 001 KT ER3E, TTHRRE 0.001 KT EREE, TH.

3.2. RRBARERGREAMESHNREBELE

BEALAEIE 50 BEZH 123 M (NOK = 123) 55 T Y N\ A B g0 ] 2 43 XN B((NHST = 124)AH LI,
DILLE & A ERRA S MER . REMAEESHAHNATRE ASERMF AR RERE & T IER
SRR, HHZER A SR L (p < 0.001); FKIEA A B0 0] 21 1) B A 1 | B R A5 0K T IR %t
A, HHZERAEASISE X (p<0.01). 415 3 fix.

Table 3. Compare the differences in self-esteem within HST with normal students

3. RRBABERHEENN BEARBEENERIN

PR AR F 1 0 BEZE(-)) Sig.
PINTASE: Xof 4 FUHAY 0.190 0.654
AMEEEE Xof 441 FIHAY -1.500"" <0.001
FMrE XA A -3.859"" <0.001
7 1 5 2 Xof 41 FIHAY 2.000™ 0.001

3.3. MzEhBARERERAMEENREBELE

BEA LI A 33 M IR(NOK = 33), 55l YA A% RSl ) 2L (NIMP = 25) B iR N U IC L o 103
TN K B RHBT [F 2L S0 2 1 BB R A OMIR T IE W SR B [ B Ry, AR ZEREA G %E L
(» <0.001); PhzhZY A ERAHI A 4 AT e B EA MK T IEE S RAN AR A EERG), HEER
B %5 (p < 0.05); #hah B MBS 4 44 B S B RS 0 & T IR AN & B ER
B0y, LGt BT, phEh R K BE RS A 2H (0 B A 1 2 R R A M T IR IR AL B e B
MERAs, AHEFHAAGIIEE X (p <0.001). Wk 4FR.

Table 4. Compare the differences in self-esteem within IMP with normal students

= 4. HzpB AR HEAMN REAR BEENERKLR

AR’ a1 F T BIAZ(-T) Sig.
HhiH B xof A EhY 3.982%%% <0.001
AFaE A& xof A iz -1.230% 0.048
EANER: Xof B2 hEh A —0.866 0.553
iR S R Xof 4 EhHY 4.490%++ <0.001
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3.4. B X AREREEANSEBENER I

X B 28NS BRG] ZHL2H P T Y L sl 2 AR B 1 ) ZEL R T 0T R 2H 8% | R R A 0 1) 22 St
ITorHT o BEMLAHEE H X R 33 M AR B A BEAS M 2 32 ik, 53l YN B i A ) 2
AKX ANFAHULED, LLEHT % B S 2RG990 77 2551 Box fus &I, F = 0.983, p = 0.479 > 0.05,
SRR S, BT R 2 E LB, a3 AEATRE H (P < 0.05). &HFH
B EEE(p<0.01). ShEEERBHETEE B <0.00)EREN) LW EAER, AHLEREAS2E
X

%5 on, FRIER A FRH  ZL0 20 B B R R AT T b s B S BRI A 4L A R B B E R
25y, AHER GG L (p <0.001); FIE AN BRI R 2400 24 5 SR80 & T rhsh B
BB 1) L 2% A1 B B R 1S5, B ZERAAG 78 L (p < 0.01); 758 A FERF [7) 4 A 1E H 0
HEZH A LU PEANRR G P E AN (e B B R A0 LI ZE RIA R Gt 353

Table 5. Multivariate analysis of variance in self-esteem within HST, IMP with normal students

5. RWRBABIERMEAE, AR ARERHEENNBERBERSSTERESN

F Sig Py’
VAR 20.637"" <0.001 0.322
AREBS 3.121° 0.049 0.067
SFfEEE 7.522™ 0.001 0.147
7 A 8.605™" <0.001 0.165

3.5. ®Ma B FAMPEG TR H R & A ETEEHY Logistic EYI54r

DLARSBR A S O AE |0 = BIPE, 1= PATE), LA B oAy |, RA SRk L irig b
RGN, SRR
1) B RNMERERG: ARE E 8. AR A B St N m AR 4RITR A TS LGN
Ak, ARGE A DI AR A BN BT, AR E A B R I O
H, Bt E A S BER . 2 mA I N
logit(p)=-2.877+0.215+ KT H B +0.046 * 5 {4 [ B — 0.056 * Py A [ 2

PRI 7B B Nagelkerke R* = 0.169, 70 3% it F 46 % (Hosmer and Lemeshow test) p = 0.849, W57
PIPLE BB (p > 0.05).
2) REA: FRE AEAKMAEHENEETE . SRAFANESIEER GINE R, ARGE H S REG
HEGFENEEE, —FBEAERTER, @R .
logit(p)=-4.831+0.246 * I Fi5E H ¥ +0.067 * 56+ H 4
R B R? = 0.178, Hosmer & Lemeshow AL EERK: p = 0.681, KU {5+ dr sl &
¥ (p > 0.05).
3) phEhf. AN E . BT A IR B . B R R FRTE SRS N R, AN R
g A= R SE N E R oy I A= X g IR S S S Y K = VA E iy P
logit(p)=29.220-0.855* 5Pk [ ¥ — 0.304 = [ 4 1k

R R R2 = 0.687, WALERL p=0.728, TRl ik THE LT I3 & 5 (p > 0.05).
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4. g
4.1. B XABERMEES I EEXREZ BNEEEWER O

AHFLGIRETR, B RNGEEIGHIA A AR QS RRA 2 BT IR, B RS
i AL ARG E H A B B R B S T IEF L. a0, B RSN 2ER
Bl AR NE . WA FPERVIRE AR ) B B M i, N BRME & SU,  B FRA BRI 5 I I () A0 155 85 1T
RN, HIRUMERRT EAMERRFEE SR AL, (RAL S 1A B JRHIE, TTRERE B AR PG R
JEIVE 5 VERT R SIVESMEAT o s AR SR

4.2. RRBABERMEOESESNREZEHNEEEHERIH

BT RELN], RGN ALK S 5 [ SRR 5 ER X IRAL A B B s B RAE B
fRENZER, REBNM RO AR S ST A S ERA B &S TIEW S RAE, HpH
P B B R RAG BET IR A Bk B 5550 .

AFESE H BRI B BURGE R 5 i HH T B S o, 5 T 2 BB 22 i HE PP AT B
e FENBRAAE T, BEREAM PR A Bt 52 b g B AT, RIS H A SR A O
B £ W53 B ORIX S S S AR AT B SRME R 2= TEOR R, AT 2 S22 Ah e A e m, [, oA
SRFF BB T 2R TR BEFAMRG . w3 AR A BOPNAIZSZ 2 352 B K H BB
F T, MUBLSE Y B BAE AL AR B B PTBUE 1 H AR, 855 R E BB 77 AR R B %
RGO ZE AL, X R] BE A BUR T AR IS & AME S RAT NIV IR A2 — o TIAME S SRAT N SR
TN BEAG 2 2 RIS ORTE,  BETAEHARIG 2 BAAK MR 1) B B R PRI, T et — PR Ak FLA BT
N, AHIXFEBIER . AR A BRI PR R B 1, B2 0iE K.

4.3. HEhB ABEREEESESNRENBEERERS T

MBS RS 2 A0 B B B B ER A K T IR R TEARRE Rk
gy b, WEh RS BERS RR S 0 B E T IR AR RE S EAFEERERE S L, hahd
NGBS 2 s T e e A, ZRBEE. b, KNG B BRI B 202 b sh B FE RS
I 2 P S R A AT 9T 5 R R A gl 2 (I % 2 ) A R AT ) 2HL 4 Sk RS2 BB R ARR, b S Kernis
(1993)F1 Zeigle-Hill & Abraham (2006)5F 8/ Fe. 45 FAH—F. 7EIX B 2 BB 1S BB, el By Ak kR
i ) T A A 2 s T s R, A2 AR ARG, T ASER S P gl 7 ANkt g B A5 B
PR, S BN Y AR B RS ] AN A T8 5 T 7= AR 3 R MR B AT

RYE BIPPNZIHLEEL, AMI#AEE OF BN E M B RN, AT 5 3 7] R
e A S AN, R0 A VPN RISV 2 A 2 5 R ) i R BRI R . 7EABRAS
A, AFRoE i BB T MAXT S SR B RN M BUR R, (RSP A B PEAE B, MR
DAAF B Ak 2 MRS s (0 7 aQ e Bt Tl R B AR AL 2 3& B 7 20, s 2 ) e v 1 O sXORBR T 32
PR B o SR FE R R A AN AR DG B B 2 e SRR T, X S AR R A 2 O AR E IR,
3 B AR R AR BRI A o3 Y NS B RSH 17) K2 2R 1) B B S5 R RS R, R IR SERr TR CAE
T I A BKF R OEE, R 0% A B IE A A RO pR o R T i 7 5, RS BRI, TR
SE I HRIE SR BKF.

EAERNE, DAMRF, KEEEAERG . B sh T AR, AR 70 b s B b
T RS AR B AR AR s AN AR 1 1 [ 585 R R et BV o AR R I 1) B AP AE I B AT 3R
PRAE TR AR

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.97166 1357 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.97166

SN P

4.4. B X BB ARERERALEANE B EERER ST

R AR BRI L1 %% 8 #4250 38 v T b sh B AR b U 4110 %% B B A2 A5 70, oAb
T AR B AR B S T e s B R B i AL, A AR E B BB B e EE R
ZE5t . AWHAURRYIATEE B S AVRET A E 5 85 3R RN b Bl AR B RS BT 7 K27 2 R R [R)Rf
THAEANE B EAEAT B BT LR B VRS, W AR A EAMEAT N R ILE A A AR TR
TH A AR E B R R, FETION B H IR AE R, AR S PO AU B s AR HL ST
e 25 T AR B R AT eI SR N BN T A 8, DA — SRk J7 sORZES o H 2, kBN A
W RMFATE; 322 PP AR ISR/ H SRR b 30 B AK B hG 2  R DL A 2 A
BRMAT N, WRIH WBCEAT N E R AT N S50, mTRE R TR R4 A0 B BB E 2 R H
WA AR, TG R A5 2R 2 AR R B 22 KT R AR B AG fAld = iE  A sE Ty 5
JSEXT P AT R B E L, IR T2 O, A R R A B B, A R IR
SIS T = K G CP I TPL R DN 3 R B S e G b ik N = K e TN D E AN )W VRO E L RIS ES 4
BME S, 25 TP RRMEL, gRsgm it g 3Har, BERANE B #HKT

MR Watson MR : MAFRKRSAL SR BN AR ROD SR AT RE A& — MELSLIE, TR K AR
PEAGAIY Ab T I P AR i 2 18], NBRok RN B AL A B S 22 e B T X0 AR BRERG (B4 74, 2007).
FEMEN Y . IR St o B NS BbG 2 0], R R VAR AE i Sl b Ry, B i — 2D 0 2R
RN B0 BRI AEN R BEAT XIS IR, SRR AK B 5 38 A PT R  J5UA A B Ay =K, i RS s Y
AR B AG  TH BP I —FE R B 1 54T 9

45. EEETEN B X ARER S L OFUNER

AR RIMAFEE B8 2B BB EE 5 BT B 2N FEAS [ 1S B A AN B /e H
AFeE B AR B B B AR BEG A HBAE I m TR, BrfEt B 2B e e . A
(1) BT E . 0 FRA PR AR A SR AME S5 SRS B B TS BN, T B RS SR
AREAEIEAT 2R U RN, AR 5 R B R ARG FEASAEIR . ANFRE B X B TIP3 B 5 S b i)
PRI LRI Z B e sh ANAR A, AT 2280 | B iAo AR s A B R A SN, HE I SRVEA
fr R BN B 1 5 b B B T T, B 5 2 AMER SRR S2 A . Kernis, Lakey 1 Heppner (2008)HIHF 5%
B, AeE HBEAMEATE 2RI B3Ik B S AT, HAE ANBRASAE T i R R A B3R TR
AT RS H B U B K R 2R TR T il B ek

BAmARENE. @kt B SRS, RS, B Ay, 55 DL EiR R N
PE)SEBE R AT, AT R B 28 A& Rl xRt i sh PR AIANER S 1R AR R

4.6. B EEXNRREABEREEE O TRER

WHA R R, S6A0F B A REE B S RIS SIS0 R 1 B IR PR, A B 3F
IR R AMERRAE B ME T AOSAM HL22 5 R RS2 PPN UM T I 50, 8 5 BRI I NAR Bk s 211
H S AMAR B FAMEEORIE T HAT RIUR i 2 THNA IR ARME SR, IF HINKERS /1 £ AW TR
IEo XFAMEREVFRL B B AR T RBUR & A i 075 S N3, mdf B 88 218 T SRR S AN
et BENT SUEER, @S TR EIRFAT, HXE S PR S ME R, Xarhee
T ARG E IR R L —o T35k, AKH B BE 5 2N e, — B e R, B3
VSR AIBIR, TR BLH SR ELA AN N A I MR AT, 1A PP 53 2 AN S R
Wrivssgm, BA SR ARENE B 8 1M 5 K R R SRR G . AL, S i 2 A B hs it )
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REAE B AR R, PRIRR TP O s 26 A E BT, SRR RS 50 5 R A 2
FVFIAT I, R ToRtt, R R R B IRA BTG, B IR e i &

4.7. & BEE T EXHMEE AR R FER

WAL, S0 E BORURI B B 20 b2l B8N B g 5 oA S FRINAE A, A 2 B Rk HBRA
At R LY R BN, R 5 SR I B NS B A IR AR 25 5 T B 3l 28 N s B i 7]« Daavid J.
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