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RS L LR HIER & (Self-rating Anxiety Scale)fE A% REFATRERE, HFlEXBEFHE. 7
¥%: DN ARER (Beck Anxiety Inventory) AXhr, FZREFIHHLX 85904 A% & HISASHIVEEE Rit
THRMSGT. FESTT. ZROTAGRERR, FHEVHR —ERTRRERRI T, H—F#T
WIEMER RS, WA EFIEM2658 A% RAMEIEEEN. £R: SASHRSH. KISHZH
EEANRENES EWEEEER, £4HE5RMHERKZAEHERTE0.30L E; SASHICronbach a REN
0.85, 7 P(EEAN0.71, EWEFEN0.71; REREEEMTERRY, WRE/\E)E, SASHRIEAE
F, Bt ERRENA8.7%; BIEHRER MR =H FREEI A BT (x2/df = 10.56, RMSEA = 0.05,
CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.92), SASHE 4 RH=FFEL5NwEREREB S BEMR(r| = 0.34~0.712H,

Ps < 0.001); PERIAERZES TSASHIBEE . B EE. &ib: fFEMRESHE, SASEASL R
BAEFERIFNGE. 3E, RFEAZRERBEBANHMIERBENAERTA.
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Abstract

Objective: Anxiety is a common emotion among civil servants, but there’s few research on the ap-
plicability of anxiety scales in these population. Thus, the purpose of this research is to investigate
the reliability and validity of self-rating anxiety scale in civil servants, and construct the regional
norm of SAS. Methods: 8590 civil servants from an eastern area were tested by descriptive statis-
tics, item analysis, reliability and validity test. Half of them were randomly selected for explorato-
ry factor analysis and the others for confirmatory factor analysis. Besides, 265 civil servants were
random selected and retested after 4 weeks later. Results: The results of item analysis showed
that there were significant differences in each item between the high and low groups of SAS, and
all of the correlations between each item and total score were above 0.3. The result of exploratory
factor analysis showed that three factors could be extracted after question 8 was deleted, and the
cumulative variance contribution rate was 48.7%. Besides, confirmatory factor analysis showed
that the three-factor model fits well (x2/df = 10.56, RMSEA = 0.05, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.92). The
Cronbach « coefficient, split reliability and retest reliability of SAS were 0.85, 0.71 and 0.71. There
were significant correlations between factor scores or total scores of SAS and the scores of Beck
Anxiety Scale (Jr| = 0.34~0.56, Ps < 0.001). The mean norm and percentile norm of SAS were estab-
lished according to the gender and rank. Conclusion: SAS had good reliability and validity in civil
servants after question 8 was deleted, thus, it’s an effective tool to measure or evaluate the anxiety
symptoms of civil servants.
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1. 5|15

Ak, BEA 2 MR, HaihBl, MELRIAS — R A E K TAEMIRAMEDRE, A% RE Er5t
(RS R, FORSMR AT B B HOIRES o RRN 2 A %% TR UL, AN E S S MBiE. FE. 59T
LI, ARSI CMHE” o RO TAEAARRER” | CORSURNE” SO, —i A EE R R A
CELODMAR” o 0BT TIE AR o HEEIR: 35.2%MA % AL S A IR A (IR A,
2018), UiEHFERAEAAE A S MBI  : E B AR R 2 SR ARG R E R, (H A i PR R gt 2> 7
A BBl B 00595 (Roos et al., 2021; Lim et al., 2021). Kk, 75 i B SRR I K I 15 12 B A vp 34 3 A7 7 1Y) £
e g, M. . A E AR RS — BRI AT .

HRG, b5 32 502 B R A4 DL ve 2 18 53 (Beck Anxiety Inventory, BAI). 45 5& H 15 % (Self-rating
Anxiety Scale, SAS). IR - i £5 & B % (State Trait Anxiety Inventory)2s, {HE%: FikERAEA S BRE
e & R FOE B Z . Ho, SRR EITFRER B Zung (1971) g . 1% R G LA H LI AR R
TG AR IR b, B 72 NI A AR R AT . VPAL AR SIS 2 P bR fb TR, {3 Zung AN FER T ERT
RlFaity. ZaRERIINKE, B2 ZMNA, HESHLERERTREHEAE:

YHhREMAN A RR. B EZEREE IHRBARNE, BZXAS% R, #msse ik ARt
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M52, FL b, FERAEREEE R, Rl 2 ak, B ST L P A AT T 22k,
IR E e R RS T R AR FTHEY, HRTCIAD) 4.98% (fiHirh EATah g% 51 4s, 2019), Hi1Fie
Wi Re sk =, FEREREAF IR AARMR, XFE— DI T R0 XU B /& 3 (PMIR 155, 2018). DAL, JeBfFF
RIFRZEH T = R AR ERRA L,

UG AT A HER . FERR IR Z= 07T, BEAEAF 5 e A PRI 225K H 32 5oy
Wi, RAESAR Sy ERR e, Sl 1R fuer R & R IR AR G . BRI, B TR DA R
6] TR & 1 [F & 23 #7 (Exploratory Factor Analysis, EFA) (J5 L%, 2021; T i iss, 2014). 1 EEAEWT 5T
ERZEER RN GRS ES FRNEE, XWEm 7 HIEEMIEE, BT 2REGEMAE R
2%, 1995; Olatunji et al., 2006; £ %, VFUI%, 2009). Y4k, BEAERT T LERAIE Y R & 23 Hr (Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, CFA) E A AL : sz b, CFA fxt EFA LA RGAE, R HAEA /R T A,
B2 HHH ST 78 W A FH I Rh i o A B 738 (8 S5, & CHE, 2010)7E M7 TH 7 AR, (EREAR RS
BHEAE, Fm T 4R E .

AR ZIEH T A% RN SIRER, S (horm), 2 Fh it tbE mbse R, 203N H
T EL AN AR 56 &5 SR () B WE AR UE (R 705%, 2020). JT4ENE, SAS DNIRVEMIME. 150 mSss S, ik
PR NAN Sl ABEP AR 2, (BT ERME BT AHBONEZ . Zung FIAMEF 501 SAS
RIFEMEBOE N 50 73 (JRA6 7080 = 40), 1HJERXSCHLL 45 43 (J5a6 740 = 36) 943 4t £i(Zung, 1980). T
FGER (2011) A RS 50 73 B8 A SAS ARl IIEH BRR. BIRGE R Lo RoCEs, N2
BRI SAS RIFME, I, B BELEAS ARRTR R AFRY WS RER, UMES5E
IRAXTLE . BB AR E A BRI = L.

g b, AEtFEE RS T T KRS B RERIETES T 1A% AR SAS
195, Mg T AFERB R EETEEL, BRI KPRy Pl B2 . i & AR R RS SR A 2
S ZES

2. MRMREHZE

2.1. MIRIR

LA 2 ) 2 B 20 1m0 e X 2 55 AR R R 45 9100 4y, WAIRIAS 2% il 45 8590 11(94.4%), Horh 5344
4384 N (51.0%), %t 4206 A (49.0%); TAFFE 10 4ELL T 3258 A (37.9%), 10~30 4F (1) 4045 A (47.1%),
30 LA F Y 1287 A (15.0%); HRZUAE £ FE Xk £ B DL R 1) 5985 A\ (70.0%), HAbgk 2432 N\ (28.3%), /T
JA% 173 N(2.0%). [E]K& 4 JE 5L 265 %A %5 1, BRI SAS K40 SIS FE .

2.2. E T AFHHE

221 RERITER

Zung & Ngthl, B 20 MBS, R H ISR 4 4 sy, Hodr, 15 ANHIERVESY, 5
AN NRIATES o IERES BRI NI 1, 2, 3, 4 70, RIEVESENN 4, 3, 2, 1, Fr&&53)
(RAH ol L 1.25 JE HORE, 15 3B &R 7 (Zung, 1971).

222 NMRFEEER

F [ Beck K [FIH 1988 Fgwti], H 21 NMEHIVFEH AL, FEMSJEHEE 0~3, &7 0~63
gy, SR s AR AR R, BT 45 A E FE ERH R ik (Beck et al., 1988). AHF 51 BAI
f] Cronbach o £ %} 0.87.
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2.3. BT

{351 SPSS23.0 AHHCH F LMMIAHESE L « A1 A BRI ST, G2 Mplus 7.4 HEFHREPER 24097
oA ST

3. R
3.1. EASMERIE

XPZ T AR SRS &I H 55 T LLUES TR LR, K-S fless R oR Ps < 0.001, E48F ki, B,
TR R FIHA > ARSI A .
3.2. MBS

XA SAS 1550 F, #4370 Bm i) 27%E N m o, BUARK) 27%E R4, T 2k i 1543
TUMAIAEA RS . 45 REIR, WAL RIENTA % H LA 83257 (P < 0.001). MM KHNGESS
SOPBHATA R, AR EIR, A S H SR AR L AHOG(P < 0.001). HAREE R WL 1.
Table 1. Independent sample t-test of high and low groups in SAS and the correlation coefficient between each item and to-

tal score (N = 8590)
R 1.SAS BIRSEMNMIHA RIS REEZES 2 SHIHERZRE(N = 8590)

%H t VPSS %H t R FREL
1 -1.08™ 0.617" 1 -0.84™" 0.64™"
2 -0.86™" 0.63™" 12 -0.51"" 0.53™"
3 -1.18™ 0.65™" 13 1.24™ -0.36™"
4 -0.83"" 0.64™" 14 -0.60"" 0.52""
5 0.77"" -0.31"" 15 -0.78"" 051"
6 -0.49™" 0.53™ 16 -0.73"™" 0.41""
7 -1.10™" 0.59™" 17 1.24™ -0.42""
8 -1.28™" 0.63™" 18 -0.58™" 047"
9 1177 -0.41" 19 1.377 -0.51""
10 -0.95™" 0.60"" 20 -0.78"" 051"

33. MEKE

331 REUERSH

Xt 20 ANEHBATIHRRMERZ . ENMERIGLE R ER, KMO {64 0.92, Bartlett EREKIN
{84 55689.3, P <0.001, EABATHRRER R M. HERBBIEATF G IESDAG, i F fafa s Kl
S84k 1172 (Robust Maximum Likelihood Estimator, MLR)#HHEU A -F-. 74k, MERREMKIAREE, RUFSH
THIZ G, FUbEs: GEOMIN RIZZ I LiE (e el s, 2020). f&)a, ARMEFFEE KT 1 1brdE,
HE 3 AN, RN, @ R 2 R A 3 TR L AR EOR B, TR AU R iR (%
FIATRENE 2). WrE 3 FFHA, 2 8 S(FREBA 5 R ANE 57 F BEAMER T 1. BT 2 I,
H A8 )8 280 T 0.2, BT DAHER . FaH TR B R ZE S KL A 8ol —Pigm, R
BURREARILE] 48.7%, FAARTAEIAE 3. Hrh, T 1HEE&%H 1(EEE). 2(FMH). 3. 4(k
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JRURK), ol R, RO —MEHRE: HTF 285 %H 6 (T2 7 (GRAANH).
10 (0ME). 11 CGkB8). 12 (B HRIK). 14 (T L HH) 15 (BREE A R). 16 (JRESE). 18 ([HEBHIZL).
20 (BRA), sy “URMALIURSR” , RORAL T RERRAS AT . B ME RN AL B R 3
AE%H 5 (REFRK). 9 (FA-ARE). 13 (W FI ). 17 (29T1). 19 (MEIRFERS), 142y “HRfkdasm”
TR KA P38 1 T BB RS P B

Table 2. Comparison of factors’ parameter models
2. HEETFEHRALLR

LAY Pali CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

AR AR R 62.1 0.76 0.74 0.08 0.07

UK A5 1Y 38.5 0.87 0.84 0.07 0.04
ESUSEREi 16.6 0.95 0.93 0.04 0.02

MIBR 56 8 & f5 =R F i Y 6.4 0.97 0.95 0.03 0.02

Table 3. Factor loadings of SAS
% 3. ERNEFAT

B 1 AR A R ¥ 2: JRARAURR H T 3: ERikEsH
%H [ fiu i %H [ fiu i %H [ fiu i
%H1 0.86 %H6 0.31 %H5 0.53
%H 2 0.73 %H7 0.59 %H9 0.63
%H3 0.80 %H 10 0.57 %H 13 0.61
%H4 0.52 %H 1 0.75 %H 17 0.50

%H 12 0.71 %H 19 0.50
%H 14 0.68
%H 15 0.47
% H 16 0.39
%H 18 0.51
%H 20 0.38

3.3.2. WiFERSH

SRR R TR0 3 5 AR T LASGUE P IR 3R AMT, 45 SR s A FR B0N o /df = 10.6, RMSEA
=0.05, CFI=0.93, TLI=0.92, 19 MBI A T 7 471E 0.40~0.81 Z [ HITAWFFEARENR, Prid
CIAf AR CRBE LS, 2020), (HILABILETRARIDFFAER, UIWT SAS ) 3 IR T2 .

333. BAYUE
PL BAI AFMREAR, X SAS 5 BAI [T UAIK T, 558 E R r=0.76, P<0.001. K SAS %
KF1855 BDl BT MmN, ERER, Fra AR EEEKY P < 0001, HEAKE

0.34~0.71 Z [,

34. EEHR
AHE 58K Cronbach o Z%(. Spearman-Brown 7215 EMEEENEE R, 4R E/R, SAS
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f] Cronbach a £ %% 0.85, Spearman-Brown Z7»{5FE 4 0.71. AMIFE X ENEE, WG4 FHE, b
WLEHY 265 NFEATEN, 250 BRENEE N 0.71.

35. BFRREHNRERFIE

35.1. ERMRIE

N ERGENAFE . BR TAEFE IR A S5 AR RS B A B, Sl S FEAR t e, R
TSN LR T LR, SEREHE 4), KHETHERE»EES T HMEE = —4.23, P <
0.001), BRZ W]z 5F 8% (F=77.8P<0.001), LSD ZHEILKLRER: ZRH TEESIEEST
SR B, TR%(Ps < 0.05), HZR., BEA%. TRE=&RERFREEPs > 0.05). TIEE
IRZ A ERAEE. USEEEONSIBEREIT, 2011), T8 AEEE MR t1K, 43R5
N, LT AR R 0 B T E AR (t = 26.91, P < 0.001).

Table 4. The difference comparison between genders, ranks and years of working

4. TR REMTEFRNERLR

X+S t/F 1H
H(n = 4384) 39.5+89 _
531 -4.23
4 (n = 4206) 40.3+9.4
B LLR (n = 3266) 41.8+9.74
2RI (n = 2951) 38.9+9.68 .
HR2% 77.84
B A (n=2172) 38.6 + 7.00
JT /B4 (n = 201) 38.1+7.12
10 4ELL T (n = 3258) 425 +10.5
TARAFER 10~30 4 (n = 4045) 423+96 1.11
30 4E LA L (n = 1287) 42.7+8.6

35.2. NFERFEHBFREER
HI TR PR AP R 2 22 5, RIARHIE SR ST 7RG . Mo i 7 SR80 AL, HURME B AL 5.

Table 5. Rank and gender norm of civil servants’ anxiety
5. NFREEMIAEK, MATFHEER

£ R RN Rl K WAL URK XA 1 BAREIER
ANOA &

AR i (g PRtz A i A bRtz

RRLLF 8.19 3.18 18.48 5.51 15.12 451 41.78 9.74

y SR 7.50 2.94 17.29 5.12 14.10 4.44 38.88 9.68

v Eabg 6.74 2.29 16.46 4.01 15.37 4.78 38.57 7.00

¥R %% 6.71 2.44 15.98 4.23 15.41 5.09 38.10 7.12

Bk 7.16 271 17.1 5.05 15.2 4.80 39.48 8.91

A otk 7.95 3.10 17.9 5.10 145 4.36 40.31 9.42
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FAEZ SRR MARESE T H & SAS MELERAR R T AR, AWFFCIEESL T H S g,
W& 6. FEEERBE SN, FILIEBCLE M EE SR AHE, SR 7T, EREEE 95
H A BCARI FHE (Y4245, 2016), M2 U, ZTH A% AR HIFERER 95%E&E % 5% JuH1{E N 58.

Table 6. Percentile norm of the Self-rating anxiety Scale

6. BEBTERNBESUER

NEEZ'S 514544 AR
10 25 50 75 90 95
5 FE I 2L K 5 5 5 6 9 10 13
" AL 13 13 14 16 19 24 26
ARz ] 8 9 11 15 19 23 24
HEAREE LG 28 29 34 39 44 50 55
5 FE I 2L K 5 5 5 8 10 14 18
et AL 13 13 14 16 21 28 35
ARz ] 8 9 11 15 18 21 25
HEAREE LG 28 30 34 40 46 58 69
5 FE I R K 5 5 5 8 10 13 15
BT Elﬂzw 13 13 15 18 21 25 29
ARz ] 8 9 11 15 19 21 24
HEARAE LG 28 30 35 41 48 54 61
5 FE I 2L K 5 5 5 6 9 13 14
L Elﬂzw 13 13 14 16 19 25 28
ARz ] 8 9 11 14 18 20 21
HEAREE LG 26 28 33 38 43 54 58
5 FE I R K 5 5 5 6 8 10 1
e Elﬂzw 13 13 14 15 19 21 24
ARz ] 8 10 13 15 19 23 25
HAREE LG 28 30 34 39 43 46 50
5 FE I 2L K 5 5 5 6 8 10 1
f—_— A4l 13 13 13 15 18 21 23
) R A% ] 8 9 11 15 19 24 25
BAREEE 29 30 33 40 43 44 45
5 FE R R R 5 5 5 6 9 1 14
WAt 13 13 14 16 20 24 28

e e
ARz 8 9 11 15 18 21 24
BAREER 28 29 34 39 45 51 58
4. 7Hig

AT TS KAEA I B0 55 DRI T ATIVE, SRR FEMNBRES 8 @l)m, SAS A RUFHIERL
B XIPBE, REGHE A ST R AR AT AP R SRS 4 1A AT L
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WH M R EoRn, THAS SRRSO 0.31~0.65 2 0], EEENAAIH L, @RS
FERRA A BEER, UIEREE X R, % SAS B IR B IR EATTE R, 5 8 i “Ik
KB G EIFE 2" AR 73T 2 NEF, R UM, A R SrfFr =R FHA, BJ, SAS &%
RATRERE Ay “FEREFINERL” o CHRARARIRIR Y L R SANERE, 5 REARE TS S A AN [F Ol

4, 1995; Olatunjietal., 2006; 1%, VPRI, 2009). EiR&ERU, A% RMEERERZ KRN S
FABAA X BRI PE R ZESRABA IR AR 4 R0E EATH], M3 “S8AEF T6E” , MHERELF
SRRV B B MG (BAEARE . B, R RIUE) AN, A5 BRI R R BT
“ORRAEIRSR” BT, BESKH 6 (FABEL. 7 ERMAETE) . 10 (0F). 11 CGh#E). 12 (FHRK). 14 (F
SRR 15 (BIREOELARR). 16 (R ENZ). 18 (HEHHIL0). 20 (HEAF), RIONAMEMIATEES . §
Wi S S FILAL IR R s T “ kPR B, Bk H 5 (NETIUK). 9 (FRALANRR). 13 (WPHR A ).
17 (Z91) 19 (MEARERAT), RIAAMAXFFRRS 0 S sl . 5B FAR L, B AR K,
R “RECEE” , UHAG RSB RN, K Re g m e f(HH%, 2021), Fit, &
IR R e R A . 74h, AT N E—SEER. BE R BENMEREHE 0.7 LE,
REME R, U SAS BRIEAS ABHAP AR mERE.

RS TERER, THEEERESTAEEL, Hrh, LT mEERBEmT I,
SREEL TS B B mTREAE. TR%. XU, S5HAAIREYTHMLL, 2R
T4 A . X AR R IE R T T . —J7 1, AR R AMELE T ) BB 7= A2 1 — R BE A1
&, RILW. SR, EEEEA SRR, AT RATH TSN £, 2021); H—J7m, o
PEAERE S L« OO B PR S5 G IR S B A G, AR IR I B o (el R R A i o ([
LI T 5 R 2R 445, 2020). IXIRETEATE IEMBMERNE X, ¥& 58
FERE ORI, BEARIESIRA . B S AR R e . a0, 2018 4F 10 H 28 HiiAT ) (I
FEP 5 S AR 269 (BRAT) ) A B RSB A5 10 B I 75 AR D EE O BB SRR, J i A I I A B S0 5
FARAFAE OB ) (R b e, 2018). B, B RN AR EAE S, R ET e TE
R Ly FHEUR SR, EEEE . RRIERERXER AR RERG” , LIRS TS
IV

R FEUNRBEAR I A S BRI G, ST R TG M TARAERR A 580 B & o 5 40%
B, E T ERAWH RS IS EE. 5, BERTHERNBERSNHFEIEESS M, HEZIHR
Sl “CEhrdE” , AL E A ENE R ERIFHE . SIRERE S, RAGEECGE 95 H A E
58 7 NKIFHE . SEEATEALL, AWFARIF AR s, (A G TR, —HEE A SAS fRIFt
I3 {E % R SE (Dunstan & Scott, 2018; Dunstan et al, 2017). Dunstan K3 [FE kil N, %4 SAS %Il FE
XPORSF, 18 BEAE R AR 2 4 M R R e ik BUE I (945 #4077 (Dunstan & Scott, 2018), 3, —44%
HONHMIPLERER “X AR, BMEH T IESS STk e kI THE, B2 T “BIEF/AEIESHh”
X —REARATIR(RR (55, 2020), BORINAN “FEARSERE, AHERURMIES/SA” (G4, 2021; 7%
S, 2017), XFRMEE. WARANTETEUN: R RS A BRI R 2 B KBRS RSN, WHRA
W R IX — WA W IR/ Ak

5. &

AWFFELIE 730 EREARR . RERPERER T AR R R 0 Hra5J7 20 8590 44 24 55 B 1Y
SAS 134 T LT, AR EIR: EMIBRESE 8 S, SAS fEA S ABHATHEESMERUE: X A%
SRR ARG 0 B3 T A B, Horp, PR R B R £ 815 7 B3 i T AR BT )5 1 SAS
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F X2 55 DURE VR B £ RS RS 0 AN ER R T 28 VA, (EAEIRIRIZ T, W2 &R ML R as e U7k

LRAVEH.
E&UH

AR F A E AR RN RS A IR A A FHAER # ) HA X AR R ST (20BSH144). “44
TR ARSI TR S AN A LIRSS RS LT 7T 7 (20BZZ086). R H ¥ 2t Rl R H “ #oE OB
AT DU BE AT (TISSZX20-66) RETT 2022 “EE L TAETRAWFRE “ 5 ZE 350
PRAGRR . szma DR 2% R RS SREmE T H B B R

SE K

WRIes, TLF50, SR, %8(2020). Bl 0 A R B N KU R R 0B, 772 5% 7%, 35(24), 67-70.
WIERH (2011). A/H OB P AR T NIRRT B L.

R AT B HEE 2 0122 (2019). 25 7[5 77%/(2019-2030 7). H E BUM .
http://www.gov.cn/xinwen/2019-07/15/content_5409694.htm, 2019-07-15.

SNGEE, BT, 5, %(1995). R EVFRERIIRE T oM. A MM 7=, 21(6), 359-360.

NI, Bl 2T, 55(2018). KLiaBRBe e B8 M MBats B = AR LER N R W E . 7 EHH 5
.2, 28(4), 68-75.

F A (2014). A EEF S Mplus A7/, PR AL,

FIRE, BREFT, 29, 55(2018). A% LS L EME BER DL ——DLL B RGO A AR R WL o [ 0 P
K ETR FA(pp. 109-147). L2 Rk SCHR H AL

F0FE, EoCH(2011). WUEVER TR R BVE R R R IN . A A RO A 52, 19(T), 781-782.
T30, VEWIE(2009). £ EE BT RRERE IR EE PR TR, /A, 30(10), 1416-1418.
R, A, ThERE, S5(2021). Brital 20 fEE NGRS TR ST R OB L PR, 29(8), 1331-1344.
RBEl, FRERS, T3C, 55(2020). HE AR RUK A AR RO AR NI . OFE TS 7, 18(4), 530-536.

b, BBOR], TAlAE, 25(2021). R AL RGURIE S fa NRFIET Ea AT APF R WO . A/ E £ FE
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VP, HEE, MR, S5(2017). JUARAE R R B R VRS BRI RN TE. E I N IR A, 26(2),

172-177.

VP, B, AT, “(2016). BRIL A MH A R R T LA Y s R RN B LR, 19(2),
2817-2823.

BEAIE(2020). B G TV G BETE A B R T RS RO A, RSB0, M P77 S
B,

B WIEHR mEM, %(2021). hEKHEERNT A B EERNPE R, #E 05 T4 75, 35(10), 863-868

PERR£E, BERRH, FPR(2021). MG, 1k RN E AR ——UF R EES H D EE R BB, LR,
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