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Abstract
Under the trend of vigorous development of the era of globalization, the trend of the times of
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peaceful development and win-win cooperation is unstoppable. Based on the real-world situation,
this study adopted a mixed experimental design of 2 (asymmetric social dilemmas: relative ad-
vantages and disadvantages) x 2 (social kindness perception level: high and low level). The experi-
mental results showed that: 1) the main effect of asymmetric social dilemma was significant (F =
25.107, p < 0.001); 2) The main effect of social benevolence was significant (F = 60.524, p < 0.001);
3) Under the high level of social kindness, the level of cooperative behavior of individuals in the
context of relative advantage (M = 6.299, SD = 0.186) was significantly higher than that of individu-
als in the context of relative disadvantage (F = 30.916, p < 0.001), and the results of mediating effect
analysis showed that the relative advantage in asymmetric social dilemma had a partial mediating
effect between the perceived level of social kindness and cooperative behavior (§ = 0.196, p < 0.05,
95% CI = [0.005, 0.081]). This conclusion shows the synergistic influence of environmental factors
and personal characteristics in individual decision-making, and provides important guiding signif-
icance for management practice.

Keywords

Cooperative Behavior, Social Goodness, Asymmetric Social Dilemmas, Public Goods Selection

Copyright © 2024 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 518

BEAE R HERE, JLRMAB B BIRAN L, TR 3G AEAT AR A, $RT AL 2B ER ) By B
WA EEBRZE0E, 2GRS T & EZ RN SRS G, xldE, 2023), {2k 301k,
LUt RS M EAEEMEE . FR, SRR, mAEth. 25 535, B AL
(FWii Ak, ZEREFT, 20235 Li & Alharthi, 2024; 5K 50, 2023)%, #5845 B ILFSS R, AWt
WEEILRET R . AEETIRERE . B AEREL (2= 508500 =75, 2023), AMmids
WA TAER R R, BRI EER I AT 1. B2, SE C ARy I 2 AN AT sl ik (10 20 il 8
gy, RALSIPNEERES R, WEME AR, Ha5AFREMKIEAENFE. HEESR
GrREARPEARAE, AERAL SR BAMATE 364 T A 2 BUE IR IO ARG, T SR AT RESE R DA
FE2 A 55258 (Van Doesum, 2021). fEILSEARTE T, AT TG & Z e 2 & 5N G 1ER 21
Bi, Ml Sk a e, R S AR DL SRR G O0 N BT & 1R 55 o) i, 3 6 [v] 1) 2% L& 0T
GBS (P HEP i

11 A1EfTA

e R 2D SRR EED /), R NREFMKERIHEAT . & 15479 (cooperative behaviors)
MRS —E 28T FRAHEME. SERS5 0. EASCR W RES), ST AR 2 A
RERS ELARMCA. JERBED, it 2 ABTAR, R AR SRR R ITAE, R4 RSP T e
BEAE 2k 1) 5 )5 (Van Doesum, 2013). & /EAT N HT BAR A 45 RO R AT AR AL AT R R 18
AN T A N B A TR AT O, BN T N BRI S T AT tH H %5 /1. BE
BRI A], AZAT A TR RS0 A SRR EE AR, AR TS AR 2 25 R (520, AT,
2017) MAMAT NANZRAL AT A B T AL S B SR R BEMEE, Nmfedt At 2 s 55 5,
PEsEAL S BEIR TR S5 o 3 H R 5 VAT NS A Al B R S P Rt 7, A B8 P G B B AR S
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SO IAEE AT DAFS B Sege FIR N T AMELEA FEIG S S I E AR . SRR PUABAT NSRS AT TS
TG ENLE], G B TR NEAE AT NMARR, (dEth 2R AU A A 18 A0+ 2> B2 IR BR A .
B Chang. Dawes %5273 £ H 015 B SLARAE AT LAS B B AT B8 4 b B AR 5 VEAT NI BN GG 2R 1)
ANEEETHEEITARESS, MENEESEIFASHF AN AIE . X BB 2P B
o, MERTRE TG R B CAEEMHAMNGAE, MERT e RS R IR SR, X MIHOLT,
AMET Rtk B AR 2 IR A A G1F, REBERESIENTAEF S EAG 2 2) R Y —
AL R 3% 4 A R I 0 NS o e o A AT TR AN 2 B S VR I B AN, I B4 PN (%) 1l D e 4385 ] A
PRI . FERIEO T, BEGEAN MR R IE R, ARG EIES AN N RE R
I as (7K 2, 2021).

1.2. AR LBEN ST RSN

th2x IR 5 (social dilemmas)MEFE | —Fh M5 BEAR R 250 L BAEAE S 7 v R )15 5, Van Lange S84}
F WES A E AT THEIE, Nt ISR RIS St ,  JEEEAT N RE a8 MRS T K
ANANFNRE, B2 22K if(Van Lange etal., 2013), EiZ5E N, SAAKIEFE AT NS B FAME
(VEREAT ORI, 75, 2014). fEA Wt MAR| & 5EARI G AR, MEREFREERITH
W2 RB AT RE R NI, B RrA NERGE B R, 4 B A A5 30 U8 a4 S AR
(Burton-Chellew, 2022).

ASXFR AL 23 A3 (asymmetric social dilemmas) A& T3 524 2 1 #4123 43 |2 (social hierarchy) R4 1 =
A — A 2 W, #h AR R 2 R AN [B] BT 46 B2 08 43 BO T R e B BRI 0, SRR o B e G e A
AR, 5 HABAMR AL T AU RRAL B (AT, 75, 2015). ARFRAE SN R R E TH 20 B
E X 588 585 AN [3) (18 A A E 128 338 444N A ) 2 50 o 25 B R A R PR O & (R, 057, 2014) o [l B SCRR & B
i B 2 PR 5% rp 3 A [R) BRSO AR B 5 R 2 B A A 2 o0 RAN PR SREE MBS 7 I (PG, w2 IBen, 2023).
FE2 K RARIRI H AR RIE T 4200 2 S EUMEL T A RIS A E, ik, AU 5%k
L5 B 2 LERGRIUIRYR T4 22 0 KA ARG I MRS A EE S, T2 A AN SR ) B8
RSB L 32 T R IR EL IR KCF B AR B B (IR 58, 2015)0 4RTLERT FE PR AT FR P £ TR 2 11 2%
O FR AL N BT S I o F I A 5 —— “AEX R SRS IS S0 B (A e, 7, 2019), 7ERK
TSR, W R T AN IR PR 46 B8 AT B A0 B R S 4 R AL

B FRERY, EFEBERT, NSRS SEGES WA E . B FL AT RS 5 N R 3% A s
ZE A BRI A =R T RIRMR S, Ak T 2 A 1E AT B (Hubner et al., 2024). Chang [ 7t & 3
PR SR MIETIR T, BUm BRI R MR AR A 2 1) S R A S AR BRI R, RS AT
EEIIE B 5 2 BRIEAR DG, T SRR = (ATHR T, 80w BRI o EL A AMA ) 2 5 B2~ 4R 2 SRR I 0 IS, 31X
FRAT N R ff BEAR SR, FEAREP=AE VR F S AEMAT AR . XREWE RSB T, SR MEATREaE
%2 M R R AR AR R, B SRR R 25 £l 47544 BU BTk (Chang et al., 2018; Watson et al., 2021).

13. H2ESHAIET AR

iF 2% [ i R EE 5T B BA B 3R Y T A2 3 & (social mindfulness) M2, E N & B HF AL S IES
(Van Doesum etal., 2020). JEH %3& KIH S MBI IEE R4 T, gGhesci, Pl
ik G U IR AL 22 3 SOOI P A — 1A AR S, R IR BB ik, B E A&
RS A — RS <. IRIE[E A . M K8 (interdependent theory) R, #4256 & AN Al A3
AR RAT BB (OO0 BE . R FIR G 55) & N B & (50155, 2018a). R THEaEE,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.1410748 464 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.1410748

EI

E B HE SN T 40 B R R EaNNES, OR B REE T A EFEN =R, 1RSI
FEARJERSAL B (5L, SEATHI, 2017). HhasINEE T, B oo 8 i i A A 25 55 R I HH SG7E HoAl A
i, R E BRI A A, 2022) 0 STl A AR 2 3, VR URAE AR TAH B B 1R
(Interdependence Theory), [F]ff 751 F2 H 4RI H 32 vk 2 2218 (Self Determination Theory) i AR (K 3 B 25,
2024). #2324 &5 R (Social Mindfulness Paradigm, fiifk SoMi JEIR) K F 4 s ik B3 4k (Van
Doesum etal., 2013), M4 it PR R SR e s SR rpoll] By 2C P B 2R bR, IR B AR ME — W0 B A A A
AT IR, ZRANBEEE PR 3 E, TR WA Rk 2 3 S AT N FE s,
ZAREEHE IR AR Bl CF & 5SS B EOCERTE R A2 5 R =407
THDO AR 2 35 3 I 22 SO &0 AT 1 SOk (I 45, 2024), 7379115 M I U 4 5 (1) SoMi 43 % (the pref-
erence-adjusted SoMi score). FiH i % J5 ) SoMi 4> %i(scarcity-adjusted SoMi score)Flj H 1d % J5 1) SoMi
534 (consequence-adjusted SoMi score) i # # 2 R 1& G I E T 23 & M, o] DA H AT ZH 15
Wiy (" i S, 2022).

XA B CHHERRR LI BALNMAER, BT EWEEARKEILIEN, Mz
BIRAFEHIEMAT R B E ST A B SEEEE RN, — RSB OGRS EHE
SRR Rk R, BIAMAR Bl A SRR KK R AR HUOCW AR, KR
AN NSRRI B BT IR AR AT, X LB AE MA A RIS XA 00 . BRMBB 2 WAAEE %
DI &R, B ISR T ) N AR AR B T R I A 2 8, SR AR B8 2 AR 3 S (Van
Doesum etal., 2020), M IE [F) PN LR B B BRAT ko 3 XMME M SRR B (E 5%, 2023); ith4h,
AL B SHIMERRAME, Bl EEMARNR R AR USRS, A REte
H M P S R Bl 5] SR R 5 (R 3L, 2016), Herh RRBR I 28 bt 45 3 S e S /AT N IE
[l fEH -

L4, ARFBHLBARSHSESHEIETHNZ R

DU R 0T B 22 Dl 5 2 500 R R ah s AN Te) 0 o U7 2, JE I ng K B AT A B AT 43 )5 SRAF 8K
SR, RO AT NN RAEE R, WAV RN HE, T XL K 20 T Ae k4
RAT N REE. W Parks feth 7 — 48 “Ha NS R R #5141 (integrative model of deci-
sion-making in social dilemma) {1 E 18, J& M2 ANGEFE x4 2 R B b S YEAS R HLEEAT T a4, FEAS
Mg A DA 7T, MASCAERTL NN NI S5#0E , A2 M BT BLSr R SR Ak 5 4R TR
BE PR R (R AT W45, 2018)0 FEIXAMEAL T, BF 5T B R 1 &M R 2 A0 AeT A ELAE B DASE R A THE A 25 IR R
rR b RS, AR G e L g e 7 N R A A SR R NMAE B A T AR R, DM A AT
Ne MAESHE A, WA EAT AEZR EZA I AR 5D NAHRKE RS & BT H )
K% (Parks etal., 2017). fEARHEAL S NETH S VEAT AR, AMRTT P00 B Rt R NSRRI . 22 5%
I NSRS 51 A AN TR AN FRA A, TS 8 TAT AR I 2 R . PR 22 38 S E N A L3l %
IR — R A R B s SARAT A EE R R . 5 G EES AL 473007 e
PEAN RSP 55 R 3R 22 S 2 5 3 SARAE S5 TR AT AR, FF 01X e s i K] 3676 B T B8 A b 2 AT
TEAVEATR S I R IR 72

AW TR SR TR EAFRAT A= AR RS (K R R R IR, IR AN ERRAMRAE & TR 3K b i 18
MR, LSBT B SR 8 SR G Z BRI OCR, T LA S RE . b pE 2 SRl
HERFRFLEIE S B, AU M R

H1: EAESWBERMAT, AT AL O A R AE B2 AR AL 238 AT s it m) T8> i R A A
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10, BIFE SRR I G VER BOE N (K TR .
H2: K0T 559 55 AL 15 D0 BB AR 32 S AR & 38 AT R B U S 1 R
H3: A TARS A SR BH BGR, R B Rt 28 ST NI B2 i S 1RAT N OR, R

IR RNE L T1H.
H4: 4T 358 bfrat S WEH IPER, RSB ST e, RERIM GIEHH, RES
BNEZ 1 B AT 15
2. Fk
2.1, #i

SEICHFURHET, 5 Bh G-Power TSGAl B FE AN & DLORIE SIS BH A HER RO IT e, B AR &R 0.5, o
err prob 4 0.05, 75 EWF ISR power A 0.9, FEAE A 130 REMSIE— B FE R _FARIE G 7045 B0
ATSEME AR . BRI X WCER BN 175 Oy B AT R BN L, K AR AR, SRR s 166
o Hrp, BA 72 N, &4 94 N, FHEIER 22.40 ¥, AR REES N, MA(EHFIEM ) IER,
JERTTCRBASLIG AL, I BB B, S0 45 005 i a0R SRS S0 i .

2.2. #H

1) AXFRAE 2 NS 8 MARAE A LW R BE b (1 5256 48 S B4 R i) 46 BEURAH XA (B DA SR
I 2 AL 22 SR AT A A T A X AR B4 B X 95 34 0 B

2) BAHSES: LB AMIMPEEE R Van Doesum 25(2013)JF & 4t 23 275 1 (Social Mind-
fulness Paradigm, &EFR “SoMi yuxl” ). &4 IR LR AL B AT REALAC B, A3 24t /b 5256 Hhnl e
FFAER m A BT R 2R, R SO0 45 SR AR 2 W R ] S 12

3) BA B RKIEE: A B &R (YL, EATHI, 2017). MIABEREECLFPUANGEE . 4t
FRE MR H A DL B R RIRR R, ARSI 45 R o & 4 B e R LR o 2 il
0.86. 0.87. 0.61. 0.66.

4) HAVEATNRIINE: KA Java. HTMLS. CSS3 %5 [ Mk E4Ts25, SEIGIFUART, WFFext Slsh
S5 5 — i S GRS 5 B — A ) G, ZIE AN ERE AN . SEIRER IR RN 10 AR
MALBATSCE, T e L E A IX 10 ST, 35— —AR AR B SRR B EANE], A
SRR TS R AR AR . BTN R S B S AT SRV AE AL AE A VEAT NI B FE bR o

2.3. LRI SIERF

K2 (KRR N BT AR AR5 5) x 2 (2B ERACT: @ACH AR R 75K
Wiit, Hrpdh o SRR H o0l B AR, AR S WEOV AN B R, #alE
PEAT R (BILE 2 84 b e X BN IR < 80) 9 A A2

BN Z 5 )5, ERO8UHRSCIOREN, A “Hth. BIEZSS” MR Gt
FEH) , HEANOZERERNE@FELEDN . FRE). RHE S MK 5 ELILEC I 5L BT R (FE P 2
5 0 AR 1K) L R] 5 B 2 BOPE B it ik PR R o I S5 AR5 DG I ) A (B ATL 3 ) R AR A X 800t +% “ M
AT B 20%30E ¥ ME— LT ), B 5 FAE S A R IE R AR, SRS 4 [ R (R T
AU B LA R A A4 2 B KT, IMESER A8 S RACF A E) . Fa, #alifHE
e A TERH . 7 NG BHIEAN T AR (Bl A A B T B 2B 0.4 T8, X RIFER
M 0.3 Jo: FFEFTA MAMAR T A CH S 0.4 75, XS ME 0.3 7o) 5 AHX 25 % (WL pr i A
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FIAE AR 0 1 M 0.2 76, X FRAERLHME 05 J6: [ I AR Tixt 11 CLfT 5 0 0.4 7T,
SRR 25 A 0.3 78): FEAURI 2R IIMLE AR F: 49426 20 R Gl k) 05 2 2 1 1 209) 451K 80T (bl kit
LRI IR 20%).

2.4. Gt

R GRBAE GEE T TEEURE 2 55 R, AHIE 72 R FH 22 5[] s —— 22 SRR 0 7 30, K FCIUE R A S 6 40 32,
KH Java. HTML5. CSS3 %5 SLFE P dn 5 SLI0FE 7, 26 b LR N ARSS & UcsE 7 Ut AT Bl R e . AR
W 7tiz A python JL S BB 5 S N\ SPSS ST R IR MGt MR P FE BER 56, R PROCESS %
TR 745 A w2 A% IE 1) Bootstrap 2237 457 5
3. &R
3.1. BAtSE2 YU HERE

¥ 166 108 LI EIE AT TR T, 45 R B R A 2 3 S ARG IR A 2 e S LI T
FIEERMSEEKTF PAEHEZER . B MAEAR t RRXTIX AT TS R ER, BELER
JEL AR IR ) DL K B S R R AR R RN DL M R A S KPS A R F R AR
(W72 1), ULBH T A SO BRI A 2 3 & AP AT 1A SR, B R T ok AF 7006 G 43 R v 2H A
W& T HEAH B SR, FERI I AR T BEKF.

Table 1. Validity test of perceived social mindfulness
1. BRHHKSESBRANEHIERE

A E R /K fIK7KF t d
HHEEE 461+1.16 2.50 £ 0.86 13.29%** 2.06
JARr 508 7 A A R 455+1.17 2.59 +1.08 11.18%** 1.74
HXFEE 4.45 +0.97 2.80 £ 0.86 11.58%** 1.80
JRENX T B R KF 4,89 +0.81 3.17 £1.00 12.22%** 1.90
SRS 2 Sk 4,63 +0.86 2.77 £0.68 15.55%** 241

FE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0001, FFl.

3.2. At BAREHBEHERE

Wt JE X AR PR 2 RSG5 Bl ROPE AT A, 2 R s (ML 2)WT4A BEIRAN [ R AR AE AR X AL 35 54
XS5 S RN B AMEAESE T B his B 1 B2 7K (t = 5.14, p < 0.001);  SRIBCH 28 AIHL 2 AN RIS Bt
FEFRAFHE 28 ROR 5 SRAF R BRI 0 B R ARX I EAE STt o M ik 31 1 225 K1(t = 6.74, p < 0.001)

Table 2. Asymmetric social dilemmas priming validity paired-samples t test
= 2. I SERE BB YEERNER t 1918

Rk bRtz t d
o FAXS LSS 4.65 1.431 5.14%** 0.527
HIhG BEIR
FHXS 5595 3.81 1.737
e 3 ROR 4.74 1.392 6.74%** 0.703
SREUR 3 AL 2 N
PRRCR 3.60 1.545
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3.3. ARt EARMNESESHEET AWM S E S

W 7% BAT SERAT 55 R B A EAT AR AR, RN MR EE AR E, it aEs
KRR IR A 2 R B N R A BT 2 F . 2R ER(LR 3), AXFRAE SRRt E &3 AR
M &3, F=8.409, p<0.01, #2=0.049, AXIFRHEo NG F 2N 22, F=25.107, p<0.001, »2=0.133,
HoESH MR, F=60.524, p<0.001, #2=0.270. BEJG AT R ABN T, EEiteE KT
T, AT AR R AN A AEAT 7K (M = 6.299, SD = 0.186) 5. 3 = T A% 25 #4558 B Mk
A 1E/KF(M = 4537, SD = 0.266), F=30.916, p<0.001, #?=0.159. SHtFEN, fEMRHSHESKFET,
AbF AR 305 58 T AMA AR AT 7K F-(M = 3.839, SD = 0.184) T X} 5 #4545 45 T AI/MAE A 1K (M
=3.369, SD = 0.262) X HAE A EE, F=2255, p>0.1 (ALK 1).

Table 3. Analysis of variance results
3. AEDHER

AR SRR S5 AN H iy F 7
VAV ¥ i hA 10.398 1 103.398 25.107*** 0.133
HeES 272.934 1 272.934 60.524*** 0.270
AKIFRAL = B 2 & 34.630 1 34.630 8.409** 0.049
RZE 675.394 164 4118
Mt 1276.688 167 415.080
7.00
e 122 B BECHOH A 38)
----- 2 R BB CHIN 5 9
6.00
I
=
1E
47 5.00
Jy
4.00
|
................. I
3.00
KT RSN Al KPR 3 A 4

Figure 1. Results for interaction

Bl XEERER
3.4. B BRI RN EBES
iz /) PROCESS 715 7 45 & i 22 12 1E 1) Bootstrap V2 56 AN R AL £ R 855 r B AR OO0 35 55 A 0 25 344
2 RSP 5 I A VEAT MR A 28, SR 4 O EARHEAT 5000 VR L HURE), AT it

B 95001 ELA X [F] vh & 75 B 5 O SRAMTh A RN R 2 . S5 REIR(LE 2): 2B S HBAK 54
X AR AL 2 PRI A (AR I8 5 S 28 1 [ 044 (9 45 /AT 9 (B = 0.196, p < 0.05), BRI FRAL 2 PG H (1A
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X5 A BE TN B MA R A 4F4709(B = 0.103, p = 0.188). XFHBEAT RS, RILBRAE N “Ht
A S AR FR AL 2 N B AR —> B VEIT 7, 95% ) ELAS X 1A F 0 (95% CI =[0.005,
0.081]), FHAAKIFR AL 2 FRIBE H ARG AR A TE AL 2 2 SR AR 5 B BT N2 A R A VER . M
%44 95% (1) B 17 [X [A]24[-0.010, 0.037] (£L7 0), FREHAXIHRAL 2 IR 53 (R AH XS 25 A A A2 38 & (R IR K
FEHEEIT N AR R AER.

AR 2 4
ifg/// HIXH G \\\ifj*
%ﬁﬁ@ BT A
0061 o FadHiat sy o 0103
e

Figure 2. The perceived level of social mindfulness affects the mediating path of cooperative behavior
E 2. HSESZRAKEEMEEIT RN TR

4. Wig

DATAE B S A 3 b AR e SR 28 koA, b “F2a” A5 2RI E ORI, T X R 0
(25, AR 22 b I 4 B R 2R AT ARG, 05, 2015)0 215 56 A2 I
B KRB T WA EAT A D 8, R (R AT A9 0 5 0 DR 26 %23k A B A 7E AR 2 Ly
TR S PARET, REFAEEEL AR LA, (55250 LA % T b A 1] 2 40 T A8 X5 1 I 552
IRAS IR, S PR 01 0 S0 L M o AR B I SR T IS, AR BRI AL S R 4 1 F
A2 SRR A E AT AN, FFa IS A e, BARENAESNE. B AR IR
RIS A2 S G IRT AL AT S0, SIS =% R EBUR, 264 54T (K Sl
AR TS R B 22 PR AL 2038 S A AT R BB, R 1 g L A3 e A AR AT B R R 1 %
GEYS R AR YOS S TR S R A T EEAR S . (ETERE AL Iy 2 A LDt Ak
BRI S, TR RTS8 F g GG, WA 52 IR, BRI SeA 44 B e =
R RS AT .

4.1. AL BEENSEITARNREER

AT TR T AR AL 2 PG S 30 5 B B e db AT 1 G, 80 T B0 aR BRIRAD A (B AN [R5 SRR 2 L
SAFEWR Ry BRI, EASENEEM T, TSRS B g R R KO 2 3
JaE TR M AT, ARG SR BN Z M, XS5 AMEas R 2, mik—
DA RO T SR ML AN, A6 SIRUHME AR B 5 S 8 SN AT E 2, 1RYE Singer
(A Rz 211 (Thielmann etal., 2020), AAITEERIAZE & 2R TSR BA, HAFENLHIE A — PR
e AXFRALS WS T I E AT MAFAE BRI IMEZ S, Wk BAL SO ERUR B OB, SR ARE L
R SR BERTE E C, W TR S 2 B ToRAE 2 bR R OTE H QR SR, e kAR
ZERL, i T A B RS ARG R 2 R AR M R (VR ZAE, 2024) (BAERT AR KRB, 2R
b2 AR AL 59 HORZS (AT AR BRI A B I, AT ol T RS 2B 2 (4 & STAR TR B B v 5 1
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/KF(Van Langeetal., 2013), SEfiA T4 Bogs FIFESE 2 (M BH0R . X 5ASLI A IS/, B AR IX —FasE
(I FERR R AE AL BLA TEAT R A (88 32 Sz, R 235 S NS R R I A S — R IE
EH .. BZHH B SENBRRAI NGB RGBTV oE% KR, BERIHEL., LHMER,
AR TT DA 5 N 2 T 5 5 B S (R R I B N B O R s o — 5 THIAE W] DA It AW AR BB AR
AR N BR BB A AEAE B, Rl AT I ESeBIL A AR, IXFMEEAE S B3 A BT
fRE1EAT ACEN 555, 2023).

4.2. BRAHSESH AT RN

g 3B A Sy v [ SOA ) — SR T ORI, B 5 i AR AR R AR R, A BT S
FEM PR R R EAHEARARIE ST, BB SN GERRE “JBsh” RSB A&
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