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Abstract

According to psychological distance theory, the temporal, spatial, social, and probabilistic proper-
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ties of risk perception outcomes can be essentially characterized as the psychological distance of
the outcome in the mind of the perceiver. Previous studies have mainly explored the nature of
psychological distance and its integration mode, proposed a model about psychological distance,
and further proposed a model that psychological distance affects risk perception. Based on the ex-
isting research results, the mechanism of the influence of psychological distance on risk percep-
tion in the context of crisis events was sorted out, and the influence of four different distance di-
mensions on individual risk perception was explored separately. Future research should streng-
then the investigation of different types of crisis events, further verify the mechanism of psycho-
logical distance influencing risk perception, consider the differences in risk perception at differ-
ent stages of the life cycle of crisis events, and develop intervention programs to influence risk
perception through psychological distance.
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1. 51§

WAl NS ST, PR B R BRI A 2 IR F SR 8 — . ENLR AR, ANMAi
TR LB AN N I8 VAl KUK, T 77 26 XU J 1 (Risk Perception) (Slovic, 1987, 2000). KU B 2 4
Ao} A AL PR 2R 0 52 B B T R R S0 B ROSE, AN ER WP W R = UL 2 SRS IR R 50 0 A
HIRSm (452 B, 20055 FyR%E, 2240 XN, 2018).

AN (1) B RN A A 2 L) R AL B B, T A AR, O FR R B (Psychological Distance)
HE—E R PE/EH (Liberman & Trope, 2008). 1X 2 MR AN XU 8% 01 ER] O B 2 8 (A9 A [R] i AN T
T fE LR, AR E A R AR ) B RAERI) B A SCME DL S T RSS2 O BB 25
4D V) B 5 2 o) B A2 B 8 DA R MR 3R B B (32, 20113 TR, S, 2017 Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak,
2007) . A =3 TEWT TR0 RSN B4 12800 H, 4 H O BB 55 1 IO A ¢ B B AT AL RO AR 8B (Geatttig
& Hendrickx, 2007), A5 %% A BT 15— 24 B2 10 BR 2R 59 0 RS I B 82, 401 Chandran #1T Menon
(2004) 755 1 i} 1] BE B 0T A AR5 I8 S BRENFE BE I 52 s W20, 2 i fl i G5 91 (2014) BR 9 1 8 Al BE S XA
A 1 7 ARG SRR N PR 520 45 o TRV R 2 BT 9T S WA 1 XS J R 2 B 6 R B R B R T kDS, AR AT A
BT A—BI L.

AMANE SEATL IR 0 B ER 12 AT R B L XU, Bl v O AIG, A7 A R A P& i i T Rt o BRI
A LB SNV IR SR B 50 AR B (A T M AR B o AR SO S M A O B R B ) S
RIBDIFE: FOG O3B 25 5 XU BT A BRI B AT R s SRS B AT VO B B 5 % 0 5 f XU Ja
FIRIRZ A o fE T A T I IR BR AT AR SR 0T AR5 [ — 58 B A B

2. IR ERE S

Blserh, 4R MBS HA AR “SrBIRAE” , TRE—EN G, £ EME. Ul EMERE
A, R RS BRSO N A A O o R, A DA L Bk, RN BE I ERRA RN A
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Mo AFTIEEEM AR AL O FASR G IR . FK B [ 4 BEAE O B2 8] B, MR T AN R 2R
LB R

ORI B )2 HE % 5K Bullough (1912)32 I A SRR SE R IOMER:, 5 R 51 AL 22 205 03,
FF- 1 7t FE B 57 5 i . 1998 4, Trope AT Liberman 55— Vs o FRLER B8 5] N4k 23 OB 22T Fe 4008k, 15
HARSR TAEI — AN R 7 Al 2N B TR B8 . 4 E B8 DL K mT R fr L Ah BE 28 448 P58 O/ O B B 5 1) 0 — 22
W, BRI T 50 B B A DGR

2007 4%, Trope, Liberman #1 Wakslak 7Ef#RE/KFER e ik — D B OB BE S DU AN ZERE: 1) B
() 77 TR —— &R 08 1R 4 i BT (R0 R0 bR SR 2 (A1 22 A B R R R s 2) = A] 5 T —— 8% 0 35 (1) H FR e 25 1] PR
B Rz 3) ke —I& A B RS H2 HAsE 2 KX 4) 207 T— HAn e R A1)
Rt 2R, kG, OEEEMERRACEEIR AR R R, N TE RS, SR, T
B RIGEEES . ABRPEES. ([EEFERE. TBAMEE. WS KK TR ASfhE tEA B IR SR (Dhar
& Kim, 2007; L, 2018; =4, BREE, #EW, 2019; HREREL, 2020), B SCNFLRE . R
BHLEE 2 AN ) R 3%

Hop, BFAIPERS . AAIPEES . AR PR RS AIMESIE B mAR K AR, (AYECEIFES F A S, /I
AT DAL [R] 50 AR R, [ B 2 AR SO A B A

3. LR ER MR R RE

AR, A 1 B AN R] LA 0 ZL B B 52 RS BRI R A ZE MUY, F AT SS T 0o B
P S ) DX R ) R VAR TR P PRI T A AR KT B AL BB A

3.1. fRRKEIEE

fifE 7K - 2116 (Construal Level Theory, CLT)f% F-J5 T B (Bl B BRI . X3RN, B[R] R B 2> 2
A, I MR IE BRI . BEE ZIRR IR RS, (CBEIFESBWIE R T 4 DNEMYERE: W [H]
PR, 2 AIPE S . +h 4R B R % B B9 (Fukukura, Ferguson, & Fujita, 2013; 14, 2530, XI55, 2021).
LI T MR A 10 BERAE X — 4L 2 AR AR 1 T A0 AR, BRI RN A (1) 0 BERAE HL
AR R A2 (Liberman, Sagristano, & Trope, 2002; 2= =, FARESE, FAE5, 2009). AMAIE XS
CHRE T LA A 2RI Z I i KT AR R R AR Il R IR R, S AR DR J 1 A o AU Y5 114 4
¥ (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007), AMKHE T A5 5, HBGEDT, GF 7Y E EH . JUE ERRHME:
AR A BARRIRAE, ALLEF AN, KT ESEE, B EAy, 50 s R F
FSARE i (Amit, Algom, & Trope, 2009; 7MY, Kz, SBHIE, 2007; [E4ER, 20105 fMifEZE, KA
%, WRfR, 2012). AR4E CLT, X PUFCEREES I/ FINLEIIES AL, ENTAEMRRMZES, MUMEE
FEH 24 BT 2 56 2 I8 (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007; Bar-Anan, Liberman, & Trope, 2006). 54—
PEFEAEAS PR LI et (Y BLIE 00, 0 G S 0 AR R R I AR ) R (a1 i DAHENT, R4 AN SN i
(0o BRPE BB, R

BT BRI, BATVONFRE KBS AT LR S b A58 0 B B 8 F XU BT AR B o IR S e —
Tt A AR A RIS R (F %, 2013), 2 DLIERR AT ReE, 7R3N SURAELER AN T, Bte BA
SRS I A3 KA o 0o BRFE B9 PR IZE 00T R A 04 S L 55 B AT RN T SE M R AR AR A (T, SR
Wi, UHACHY, 2012). MO FEFEESBORET, ALY SN EMAE RRAK A E], MEOARTEE, ME
XA RIRRE BN R, R AR TR S b 5 A (1 5 S AR DG B AL A5 B AT U, iR TS
HULRAEERE B @R, ik, SWHE, 2007), RS A BEIAL T R iR, KU RS S0 )
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ZEROR; TS, BAEREA G R, VeSS, 0 XU R AL TR AR R KT,
DRGSR A i 22 /D

3.2 ILMEEEEER

Bl N 275 A TE A, o M 40 4 (201 2) MR HE — Mtk B PR 5 XU A 37 1 23 (Al 4 FI A R (PST), A
KW, B0z IR 7 ] PR B 2 A5 PRI PR J5 SR 7 E P AT REME I A o, (R AR AL Y 15 B s
fEE. HAXWT:

U=>",e"po(rx) (1)

oAk, TS (2012) fERER - I R (PTST) IR At b, &4k TAUE A, Bk e fE N0
PRPE ST IR AR R o 2 AR A I E] (AR RE B AT DA N B R 4R RS st T . AW
z=Inl/p+at+bs )

V(x, p.t,s)=e"v(x) ©))

JRGE(2013) 4 A D B ER B (KIS 1] MEaR L 2 1) b S DUANE SR ST 7 AR IS XS R ) Co PR AL
B, IZAETYREAE PTST AR AGIEAS EAS RN, HERFRE MR A B B BRI AT

\YJ (X, p,t,s, n) _ e—(aIn(t+1)+bIn(s+1)+c|n(n+1)+d) po (4)

BRI, TR DX B RN 7K S 52 1) IS 225 SR DR /DN PR 5 M R 52 380 45 A4 47 410 00) 5 e i 2 2 ARG 43 T
(1, AT IR A I 2 A%, AN AR B P RS 2 7E R Rl DR 2R L [RIVE R A3 201

R GSHE (2017) ARSI A FE A R 2R, MK BRSSO IR S AR, i SA0EE, P45 S5k
= BT RS AR ZE T R R, BT O B B S AR R AT EAE, MR 1 KU IR R 2 1)
VU2 BEER B AR, & 1 FR.

i L 4 — s ]
‘:.Evj‘ — R 2 ]
S
Mtk o=, | AR
- /7
/ \
HEKFE ﬁ\(’ \
(R B ) L Ly oo sgere
RHsEHE

22 IR B B

2 R4 5

Figure 1. Psychological distance model of risk perception deviation
1. KGR RE LI SiER

AT, WRBEAISEE 5 (2019) Jo g N iR %0t TN O3 KU RN FE M R 3R, 465 6 SCRRMI S IR iF 25 52,
iz HI O ELER S FAR R B R 3 R N . IS TR) . A = AN O FR R B4R, AR 10 FE B R 4 £
g5k, i 2 fos
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Figure 2. Psychological distance topology
2. 1LIRFE S HRENERD

BEAh, ST A (2019)I8 FENL 1 o0 B PR 0F XU JER R S M 2 B2 S i) B A AR o AR S I 25 (2021 Bt —
A, RIS S R XU RN S TN TR EE Y . AR RIER Y AL PRESAIRERREE RS 4 AN LA E 1K) A
PR AR ELEE A, O PR B, A U 5 2 B, A 3 TR .

B I 4
_ B
TR )
f_{} —— >
e zam T
HEXZ -
(HRAER) 25 [ 4 i

Figure 3. Psychological distance model
B 3. (LIBHEEER

4. nFE B R A R o R B R AT RO R M)
4.1. EHE)EE B %o R B A A A S e

IR RS DL “HeZ0” AS IR, AT S R AR R I (AL VT PR AN o . 4 N B) BE B BGE, AMA
i) T A—Fp s HAR . difh. R, BRI, K RIUT REMRE R AL AT IE2E, T
IS E] P B AT aE I, AR DU ] T AAAZ O R 1y R (R R AIE 2R 47 U3 98 (Day & Bartels, 2004), 5 oy# G2 /i,
ERLEE SO A SRR AN 8 PR IBOR, R4 00 B R AE AP I BE ISR

MRAE R K E 00, A TR B B () PR 29 38 0 2R G0 Hb 5038 5 44 10 3 BT R 52 i S 4 0] S 44 1 VR A
(Liberman & Trope, 1998; Trope & Liberman, 2003; Kim, Zhang, & Li, 2008). X 244 XU B FA 52 AN A B A0
B4 AR 1R 38 U [ i (Paterson & Neufeld, 1987). WTERAMAIN IR XSG AT K3, A2 LS A
AP PR 25 (Leiserowitz, 2005), T ARE 2R g 2R 58 XU () 7= BV, DRI A 0K 22 00 456 1) R A2 FR B T LG A4 ol
REJHL R I 2 A 18 (Gilbert, 2006). A PR B 0] U 2% 0 1) 52 0 ¢ 3Ly L 284 () Is) 8] 9 411 2% 8 (Delay - Effect),
— R, AR PR I S 2 I A I ] 5 B (R 38 0 s (PR G, 2018) 6
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Intaratchaiyakit & Teachavorasinskun (2018)¥R 7t 7 HE L850 N % 2 [l 7 31 Hi 7= AR AN A UG IR 2801 1) 52
fATIAN, R K BG4 HA IR (8] PR B A5 AN A0k KU IR BRI AE 22 57, XA T) e B W AR A — NI [
HEZE(Temporal Frame). ARATIEH T 3 ANAS R [ E [ATHE B2 5 R AH [R] A b 5= U, 239l & 500 4. 50 A1 1
o SRR, I RHEZLAORRREM T AMA M R IR, R (R S AR AR, AR L RE
EhAEERE, KA HE G [EAERIZ R RIEAIRZ, Glin: CT0m n B, 4
A5 e HE 2R A A B K IHE 28 B B 5 (4 XU (Gerend & Cullen, 2008); ERRAA ) i, B8 T HIHESE
BRI A 5ot 43 o 3R 6 DR, B e e B v B vy, RIS ) R B T, XU R Bk K (Kim & Kim, 2017);
Chandran & Menon (2004)5%2 1 i [B) FE B AN AR08 USSR RN BE I s2 ), BIF T2 SRR, X B4 T
BSE AT (1T V) B2 P 38 A5 AR P AR /ST R DX, T R S 43 B A LR, AN AR P XU B S 2
FEE AT o AT DL, S [ADAE B8 2 YR 36 M AT IRV A5 B S B, 52 JXURS: J86 i (Hall & Fong, 2007, 2013; Linville,
Fischer, & Fischhoff, 1993; Shaklee & Fischhoff, 1990; Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1978).

SR, Keller 25(2006) AR 7 5 U, B (B TETHE 2248 AN P40 b A XU (R JBREN BE 5 . IR THURIE AL 5
AN 5] P B T HE B2 R AE i R A [ Rt A U, , - BIF 738 1 T A% Rk (Affect Heuristic) i REix — 45 2R Bk
(P T AE SR 25 51 R B8 2 A IERARL R, T3S g a1 10 RS o 7 SR T B sa e TS PR el ek (R, Rkt
A LA EH AT 4534 J5 K (Awvailability Heuristic) iR T #5311 5 & die o DL AR A R 22 2 —, FR IMALEVT
A — AN FAERE, SR AT —Fh 5 T A G B S B AR I AL S ok 5 B 5 (B, 2013). 7Rk
REFFEH, A AR R 1) SR A AR AR R KR 25 5 R A, AN N 7 JXURG i I B ] g2
B ) &4 RN 2 4 155 3 RV R 45 2

4.2. =516) i B xR B A BO S20

IEEEBG LA “HH” AR R, FRAMAO SRR R AR I A (AL T AR N0 o e ) 7 T S S 2 55
AT PR AL 1) 5 2 R s 55 A T REME PR IR R S BT AR R I AR S AL T 85 B B 0 R S Al FE 5 B
AN T Y SE il B0 R IR X Le F A (Fujita, 2006), RISSAL 1 300 XU AR

TN BT RS PR AN A4 B 25 5 52 380 XU R S, = 0 PR B R A 1 B ey o XL JR R i 2 1) P
FRY 1 0T 2R AR PRI ] AR B 17 DU, SR R 2 1) PR B 4R B T O (P i, 2018) 0 H T2 ) 2R 85 FR) B2 i
AT B S O KU FARE A A AR At I 7 T AN AEAATT B3, X LI5S 1 FAR R RS, M-S 2
X A () ARSI N FEAIS T (Huang et al., 2019).

W YEAE(2014)HEAT 1 ML DX IR 0 1) 1) A 1 28, 45 SRR IR A AR B 7 XRS50 - s 1L b 7 iy 19
225 (A B BGROR, At AT 1 2 RS T S5 PP A S R, XU AN /KSR AR . Retchless (2017)#R 5T 18R
YT THD b TR 30 G 1K) 723 ) e B R A AR A UG SRS R R 2 0, R R LV B 2 PR ARt U AR A ) XU B R
KA BEAR o SRS (2020) A 7T 1 o BHLPE B 0 30 T S B 55 3 XU SRR R 52D, 435 SRR s 1) ) PR B o
)55 LS DX B S e 5 4 B

SRT, R R b R R 2 B AR XU SR, L AN R FT e 2 B iR b A T 5 S L S A 1 7 () B RS
(Golledge, 2002; MacEachren, 1992; Montello, 1991; Giordano, Anderson, & He, 2010; Schneider & Zweifel,
2013), AT RE SR DR MK I OB (E Bl i 9 S s DX A BE G X d A, 302 T AR T AR G 22
(O’neill, Brereton, Shahumyan, & Clinch, 2016; Perry, Lindell, & Greene, 1982; Severtson & Ness Sundeen,
2014). Guedeney & Mendel (1973)FEX v ElAZ S+ B 7T R I, J& AE7E BEAZK HL i B a0 114 32 1 385 %0 AT R I
JERL LA, (HJRAERR B 2 B S (3 7, AMARIIEYEE Frgn. X R I 50k R #E e
(Cognitive Dissonance Theory) & — &) (Festinger, 1957), 1% IE R METE 725 5 OB TAL T 7E fE 6 175
LR ARV B SRS E, AN 2 28 A1 ) J& 43 Hh(Maderthaner, Guttmann, Swaton, & Otway, 1978). 5 fff
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FLE R L “EiEPENR ” (Doughnut Holes)fif i T f# % (Johnson, 2018): AHXS Tt UTpE eI &, X
H £8P XIS S D 65 v ) DR R T R 2 0 R ORI DA T b AR S T 2, OS2 ) R )
%€ (Baxter & Greenlaw, 2005; Bickerstaff & Walker, 2001; Easterling & Kunreuther, 1995; Inhaber, 1991; Suls,
Rose, Windschitl, & Smith, 2013). 722 i G EEH “ G IR 7 BUGR X GHEFIT 51 6 )00 B e BN FEAT
FEREHEER, =T “ 0 & XIRZN” (Psychological Typhoon Eye Effect), HJJ 5 XUt X #IT, EA
OHBCFERGRTT T, SR, RS, R e, 2020, MErse, VR, EAX TRH, FBES, e
Wk, Z=2¥, 2020). H1J7HKAN(Place Attachment) ] B8 2 — MNBEUNM RIS, 18 MA 555 E Hh fl 2 21
TR A i B3 [ AE AN 22 4 T 1) T R AE JE b (Hernandez, Hidalgo, Salazar-Laplace, & Hess, 2007). — L2557
R, RN 59 R EIAR G, T HAth— e R ST M 15 47 4 S (Billig, 2006; Bonaiuto et al., 2016). &k
= FEAR R PR AT B 2 XU 1 22 £ (Guillard, Navarro, & Fleury-Bahi, 2019). — 57 52 () 8 T4 XKy,
i — 16 0] 2% £& 31 [ 4R 5% F (Billig, 2006; Bonaiuto et al., 2016).

4.3. e iEEX KU RN

MBI “ARN” NSHIE A, fRWECERHERCR, WMGRRNER. Pk, U5t
GREE, WA=AT5H, BFENMANES ARt EE . PSSR, BAEER
A i G AR R R A A e R . Ao B AR HES) MRS E BN, B RN AL 2 R B AN
Prilt, AMEETH SN, SERERAAAT A B OB R R S AW S (kg 2012).

ANAAF IR FR) SR 08 23 32 B L S PR BT SR . 32 B 25 2 18 (Cmmulicaitivei Dsatlce) i\ g, BEILH]
FAAEOHE EH SRR, BEESN . 2R RRRR I, i i) S B R U AR Z k. Bk
PAITEA B R ROR R I . MACPREE B BRI M BERE, 2 MASE KU 5 4L 2 B B B0 (K N R 4T LEACR
ALV SR B O 5 it NIRRT 2L, SRENBON TR KESAE B, IWTERAFIE L “ A &2 1k
5, GRTIREERE: R, HERS E CARSSE R R, AN AR S S TR, XA
RN BERAIG, X 1 FRANAR N RO SR 4 e 2 [ () 22 S R P e 36 0, 5 eI XURS: J% k1 (Rerdeseike, 2017) 6

Yang (2016) &3, N5 R I 52 35 & 2 8] BRI #k 2 20 B AT RR AR 1500 2K AR ACRTAE P AE
RO SCRFRESE LT, 3t g D] g A A 0] 38 G2 PR 422 8 4 3 175 52 5 8 9 T s 1) DU Ao J 2 O v, RS 1 R
RriA%. M (2021) 55 A AL, fEBAARIRE R MAEZ fibd, REREAES HOCRRBIZH NS
b A BN B ) RS 2N

SR, AL 23R B 5 RS BN AR e, A 0 90 IE SRR A i N AR A B HIND V0% ) XU
b FRIR G R BE R, T BB A B B B3N, Dt R 2 KU 25 BT (Han, Zhang, Chu, &
Shen, 2014). Smyth & Roche (2007)HF 7t 1 7 55 W 35 35 %) 492 52 33 S 2 e 22 11 XU S e 55 k2 PR 85 2 () IR
R, RUBEEH SRR, SRS A LA G KU IR AN 2 & kb . REWIREREZNEEZ
FESLVE N AR IC LG, V20 SRR 20 SEARE A AT T B 7 AR PP XUR: o R IR AR 45 2R
T B2 SRUL A 22 (Optimistic Bias) 7R, BRI T-I0 0 1 O LA A AT A28 DI RRUAR Ak S
BEA A N XS & T B R XU (Keller et al., 2012; FHR+, BWLSF, X3, 2020; Weinstein, 1982;
Weinstein et al.,1988).

BEAt, AHETEE (MG, 2018)42 Hi 22 FEE B0 XU DA R0 R S M - DG TG A58 S2 ) F0000 5+ BID 24— JRU; g
PEEE St PRERES P AN B N ERERS AT 228 BRSO KR A Al o BF Al = A28, 73
LT HE iR - MERPE RS AL PR R - ARl B AR 2 R - TR PE B = AN ER B A ARk KU DA SN R 5
Wi Z5SREN], MAEE ANYEREAR I, AR IZ R RS s, SRR W ER R, ()
PR B RN 26 BE B 70 O R A b B TR
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4.4. ¥EEE IR B % XU BE B AN BO =20

MEZRPE S 2 DL “ILSE” NS 8/ MREREN 2 1 B bR S0 AR AT Bt KN B 5 I SE Iz .
AMERROA TR R AE A, A DA KA B AR SR A R AT e R AERT, 2 AR R
Bte B, RIBEF AR AR MOREZR AR /)N, MESRPE BBl 3, MR AR RAEE AL A —
(FOIR, A, 2017). BRAL, 5230 MR 3R T R e o B BE B8 P o 9 Rb R 4R S, e 2 R s ] LB A
PRI OB TS # A E MR, BIAMAR DA — P (1 )7 AOR BRI BE RS (R AH 1, ShERE,  Fifiig,
LTS, 2012).

TE A RS, k230 2 B R ARV DA S IR (R T A B ZE RS 4, DRIk XS R e AR
E A& — AN AW S S E R A FORE 2R B 5 52 W ) 41L& (Camprieu, Desbiens, & Feixue, 2007; Jani, 2011;
Sj6berg, 2000; Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1982). 1% —M R GEH RAK SEEE G R, Migtnl
R\ AR = (Xia et al., 2017). #E 2, MBEEN2BEE FAF R ARG A2 E 3 0, 5wy
21 R BsF B8 BT B8 i (Meraner & Finger, 2019).

Meraner & Finger (2019)38 3 11450 8% i1 e A5 R 256 R JER R 52 i 22 SR 7 2 A8 R ) = W XU JE ko k7KL
57 JE R AR o DL ARE 2 L R ™ B MR BB 3 1R 45 Gk T B (Bubeck, Botzen, & Aerts, 2012; Grothmann &
Reusswig, 2006; Verlynde, Voltaire, & Chagnon, 2019). #RTfi, Xia Z5(2017):8 iz B0 ) JXUREARE 2 A1 XU 7™
R AT AR O, R @ R TN A S I AR RN, S ™ R St X SR 1) 5
KT BHBBRIMEE . X ] BB A o T AR e 22 77 5 B Jod S o IR P T NSk 8 SRS 1) B A — A 2B 30 11 B
G, DRI RS RN K P B e, 3K AT R AT 1S S R IYE FH (Bohm & Harris, 2010).

Hendrickx 45(1993)7E =385 YL R AH R ST v, de i S a0 A0 5028 XU MR 2R /N, R IILAE A 15 XU
INHTHRAFAE — PP IO RO, BT PRURS: 2B (AT BE PR AN, AN AR 0 21 ) IR BRARG , S AR T XU B
TENEZRAESE FIOHTHI . AT HIF F0Fe I M RE o 35 AR 25 A XS B ok AN i LA AR A R 3, R MR ¢
e PRI DX, AN B A i R 7 XU R, 1T R N SR AR R A R L X, AR PR XU B N #IK (Chang,
Chen, & Cheng, 2018).

SR, A5 —LE O T IR L AT AN FRIE 7E o, N3 B 8 AR PR % Jen - A 17 B FR AH 9 5C & (Lichtenstein
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