Advances in Psychology (OB Z2HERE, 2025, 15(2), 449-460 Hans Xl
Published Online February 2025 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152106

HLHR AR BEREME LS RENF N

L, A &2, Tk

VR B A R, BRIV R
2R S G AR, BRPE KR

Woks . 20254F1 120 FHBER: 20254527170 & A H: 202542 H27H

R

AH B A KRN A F B REM THSH TSR R, LR (N = 140)RAEIZF5TE
AFENHLSHFRBLSIREA SR . SRR, BIEAHNEBIMANSREDETHENA, X
R SH RSB MERAL SRS W2 (N =201)RARERSIEMEZAEEAERZHHFE
HRZWRAN LRGN . SRR, N TREFEEREWEN S, SHEUMLL, BPHEALN
BRHALSERE: NTHLHERBNENS, SEIELML, FRUSEEIALSEE.

XK ia
ot R, HEBS, BREWRS, BOIEEREN, KEEBRENW

The Influence of Social Exclusion on Social
Connections of Different Self-Constructors

Tangxin Ma?, Tie Liuz, Zhaodi Wang!

1School of Education, Ankang University, Ankang Shaanxi
2School of Mathematics and Statistics, Ankang University, Ankang Shaanxi

Received: Jan. 12t, 2025; accepted: Feb. 17, 2025; published: Feb. 27", 2025

Abstract

Two experiments were conducted to explore the effect of social exclusion on social connectedness,
under different self-constructions. In Experiment 1, 140 participants were selected to explore
whether social exclusion reduced social connectedness by using the recall writing paradigm. The
results showed that the social connection of the rejected group and the neglected group was lower
than that of the accepted group. In Experiment 2, a total of 201 participants were selected to study the
effect of self-construction type on social connection of excluded participants. The results showed that
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for dependent self-constructors, rejection increased their social connection compared with being
ignored. For independent self-constructors, being ignored reduces their social connection com-
pared with being rejected.
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1. e

HEHF A —ME LSS, WAET . BUG. SCHEZ /NI (FE &, 2K, 2008). 7R
A, 41234 )% (Social exclusion) 2 48 MAE — SR R EIE L, BN NFJE T R AER R T K
AREW R IR RE(R =R, B, ZEksm, 2017; Williams, 2007).

CARRIL, o FamERFS IR RACIRNX . SEAMIFAMERE. S3502H
HEHLRE /7 R B, (RISt 2 s ma g HE R 2 0 B 36 Al A PFA (Baumeister, Twenge, & Nuss, 2002; Maner et
al., 2007; Williams, 2009), =4 — &% 4 1% 4% (Rudert, Sutter, Corrodi, & Greifeneder, 2018). 1, %4
PRBAEAR B NP HE RN, 27 R R AR DR FUrEth e, BMEAUIE 55 I B WL e 1 5
W R MR U ARG (Rudert et al., 2018). 64k, #hafb Rt &K OB, If Hoon A AR AR
B3R BT R A (Dewall & Baumeister, 2006; MacDonald & Leary, 2005). KL, SEERT 7RI SHE
FEEUMER A E TR REA T, MRk tE 2 B4 (Dewall & Baumeister, 2006; Ren, Wesselmann, &
Williams, 2016; Clear et al., 2019; Stenseng, Belsky, Skalicka, & Wichstram, 2014; Twenge & Campbell, 2003),

#E 2k 45 (Social Connectedness) 5N 17 H K S & A EL )8 R B, KRBT AR H S5
AN B IR R AR ) MR I (Lee & Robbins, 1998). ‘& A& I J&@ B B B il 4, e NRIEEAT
skz —(Battista & Almond, 1973). T W78 &K I s AL 2 4s A2 DL BRI A E 2 545805 3
SR GENMN . IIE RS B, T RAE S ERES MEFEALAS I & 5 R B ok . AEE, LS
fibs N ST R ZE R 5 55 K & (Lee, Draper, & Lee, 2001). HHULAT I, BARMIASBEEAF] T AN FRAZE L2
i

EAEMAEY, HoHFSHMEARK, &RAFRBYE(Dewall & Baumeister, 2006; Ren, Wesselmann,
& Williams, 2016; Twenge & Campbell, 2003), Twenge FiI Campbell (2003)K H [F1ZAF 45 B ikt # iR B #: 4
WeaE s, FEE S HEF X BEAT AR, S5 SR I HE R R Bk A PRASAE, HA R S E
Twenge %5 A (2007)K H M ZAE F R AL 5 5T AR R, 85 RAIMBHEF#H 1ot =17
R, G TR NBR AT . X A RE A RO AL HE e g A BREE B, SR HE R AR SR L A B A0 B
FERAFEC, FEAGRZERYE. WA, AR, ot Fa i Maby TSR, 2%
WHEF G, MR ACE @k 55 (Ren et al., 2016). Kl, ABFFEHEHEGE 1. SHEzgLtL, Stk
SR AR R I A 2 R4S

REZHI TR, o /oML )E FFRSA RN 2, g ARk & (Clear et al., 2019;
Stenseng et al., 2014; Twenge & Campbell, 2003). %A1, DHWHFLKI, FEEHERXRFTREMEL Tt
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FlERMS=A R SRBR, FRAGZE, DOl HERRAGEF, 200, 2017; Mead et al., 2011;
Ren, Wesselmann, & Williams, 2013). 2> #1145 i i(The Social Reconnection Hypothesis)iA 2, #234E
FRE AR B T RIEA R RN 2, HEm A BRI R, AERY S NEERR, DUk
AR R . Bt 2 e SRR T A 2B . AR FOIESE, WHERE SERE S 1/ NAE S B
%7y, HERBILEEIT R, HEMZS5MAN T E % & (Maner et al., 2007; Williams, Cheung, & Choi,
2000; Williams & Sommer, 1997).

s B REM IR, RKAEMERENZELSMAR KR RNEAR, XEMEERRT
Ky SR E A O B, BRI AR SR, i E )M KR (Markus & Kitayama,
1991) o MKAF A B AL & 7E N B a4 b SE G R A R PR ac 48, B BRI A 2 B 45 7 2K (Magee & Smith,
2013), TAaL A | R D B A NARE, SR B RERA A 3 SRR, B RR A S A R
(Narayanan, Tai, & Kinias, 2013).

TR ARV B R R 52 R G R KIL, ARSI 5 3E#, RKAFA H R
HEHB SN TR, HHFE RS 5N KR (Mead et al., 2011), HAHEGERRKATFR
(Renetal., 2013), ReB PRI MNAESHE R R HIKE (Renetal., 2013), FF HHCHEASBAKE R,
Re i IR R B RAE R SRS AL (e ki, RN, 2017). TSR B IREME AL, MM H
A EEZH SR ES B EMRSE R 7R (Pfundmair, Graupmann, Frey, & Aydin, 2015), T Z
[ 1% 44 (Pfundmair et al., 2015), &2 IS 2 K BEEAT AT, 2020).

R AR ZMIER, ARFEFERSEURMMEANE TR, = EAE KB Molden %5 A
(2009) 454t 2 HE R ABE AR 4 2. Williams (2007)% T PURPIEA TR AR5 2528
HE., BHINFEER TR, HhEHEMEERRE T RRFTR, BEHINFER LHFRE TR K.
AT R NI SRR AL 2 R R, a2 AT B RBEAMRMER TR . AR,
AR 248 SR MR B AN BRAS i B QAT A RHWG BB s, AT 8RB B E A2 40, Rl
BAR L EEAHAMER R R TR, I AMA T RE 2 DR AL 2 1007 sORME #E N BRASAE s T4k 24P AT 14
IRIFAN VE, FEEBH IR K, B AME T B 277 A PRk S B 1447 9 (Lee & Shrum, 2012; Wil-
liams, 2007).

AL, CABEFCR AR B R R BN L2 A e 1 BUS A [F] (Lee & Shrum, 2012; Singelis,
1994; Sun, Fu, Zhou, & Cropley, 2020). Sun %5 A (2020) LA [ K242 9, SR B2 B EAR SR T A2
XA E A | 3R F abG B4 sgm, 25 5RO TR B R, MLRiEL, Ham
REREMAN RS BE. Bk, Sun %A (2020) 0 N S HAEAAREL, JRILAY 5 3R A 20 T4 240 S A
o A, AR E AT FEMERN SRR TR, UHE A, RN IR IS T R AE
NBRIEZR KIS HE (Lee & Shrum, 2012; Singelis, 1994). [Ftk, S#ZHAHLL, 58 R FRIKFR
3R 8 K 3 X 1l 45 48 5 BIUR (Suin, Fu, Zhou, & Cropley, 2020).

i FIREET, WA REMETEERRT R, R4S B WA NBRASAE, FHET 2
PR TR K, BB R R R TR BRI, RS B R AR A, xS %5 gt
FRAE WG . ML A E T IR, SRS MEM B REIL, MR T HIE L5 F 1)
KATRK, HRIE I DR KRBT, R, 78 B 3R 4l AR 7] B2 7= A — R I
AT N, PR ZAES, MEHA SR BT, AR R 2. X TIRAE A B R T
5, SR, BRI A B TR A REWHE S, SHEIELMEL, PR
[ g 2
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2. K8 1: HSHIRSHAMEHNXR
21. fARAFE

2.1.1. #k
AW ER 140 2GR B4 26 N, o4 114 N), TR 20.99 £ 243 5. AR B IR
Z 5525, MBS IEMITIER, TN . SEIG4E R IR1G — e M .

2.1.2. SR
KA R =K AL e RENL BT, SO gbEyL A L BHE A BRI AL, DR S R
PROABER H A 2 B A BRI .

213 fARIR

(1) FHZHEES

KH Molden %5 A (2009) ) EHZF EAE55 6. 2GR ERHAEZ B S P NTEL . ARG
FREM . rawBEREE, HEHEAKRBWRE, Wk2hslR 7K E 4R 200K, %1
HAFEWNA S, “HarR 2R Z2M0EE” « BB 2L NREE” . BH XA R AT
g5, L RRZETKRGL, 7 RARTIrH-E.

(2) FRBRIE IS 25 B (PANAS)

OB TR I 4 oM Ak e Bk As, RIS 25 (R MARE SR R I PR R &R, a5 il N R ES
(Baietal., 2017; Bonner & Friedman, 2011; Prade & Saroglou, 2016). Fitt, FEAH R # KA Watson, Clark
Al Tellegen (1988)Zm il FIfE 25 RS R RIEHIIEE LR, ZERIL 20 NMEH, 70l HERABA RS A RTT
MR, HAFRNAE AT AR S 46 & 10 Tl A H RHZ W sih s, 1 RRERAREG, 58 R
EHFE, RERKKIEME. BOU s, RIS RE . AHE T %S RS 25 48 2 1)
Cronbach’s o %%’y 0.88, ¥ 1544 4EE (¥ Cronbach’s o & %57y 0.88.

(3) Lk ERIEITI(CSC-R)

KH] Lee, Draper fl Lee (2001)%w | ftt Bk G B RETT IR BREE 20 MEH, Hrb 10 B0 & IA
. MHRHAZERR AN, 1 RRIEFARTE, 6 RndEEfEa, BEERKIG®E. 1H5E 20 MHiH
(RLEGY, 1900 B R I A e IR A DR FE sy . ASH 72 hiZ & 3R 1) Cronbach’s o %074 0.89.

2.1.4. LHIEFF

BRI RO BB L2 . R FI I . BRI AR B e I BB RS . HohdE
A RPER ML I R E T N B AR B, B R AR, A N BRI AR
ANEXAR” WP, FFidx TR BAARBREIL 5400 th it N el R s sl 2L, K3
AR, M B W R I AEE A SRR M1, IFiesR TR Sdgalioig “d LA
Tt N BE SRR, RN R R, AW ERIIRENAR” ek, SE7HAST 100
7y BAEREIALT 5 8. BEEHRE, Bl A S, RIS 2 2 AN 16 2
& B bR S PANAS R AR BRA R B, Elgal i Wseit H i, DIt o H vk
PEXI O BUIRAS AIRE M, R8T AR 2 s I

22. BER5WE

221 #HEHIFHRIEE
KRR T7 20 i U = A B iR K, SRR = A B PR R 2 R, F

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2025.152106 452 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152106

L %

(2137)=10.96, p<0.001, 5, =0.14. HF/EMEKIM, HELHBIAMBIELKM = 3.61, SD = 1.88) L3
T ZAMAM = 2.93, SD = 1.47, p = 0.03) Fl# 4441 (M = 2.15, SD = 1.07, p < 0.001) .

K R 3R 5 22 0 W U S R 1w AR, S5 ORI =B B AR B R R, F(2,
137)=8.52, p<0.001, 7, =011. FH/EHMKM, ZMAIRIHEZYIHM = 3.53, SD = 1.58) B3 w5 T
420 (M = 2.90, SD = 1.58, p = 0.04) fl#E4N4H(M = 2.28, SD = 1.11, p < 0.001).

X g5 PR WG L A X ) B2 B AT 4, AR B BB A N . R, #EAE
Y AN DA IR 2 R

2.22. HLHIRERHRIBEN X R

DA HE RN B, BIRIEZ R &, AT R T 200, 4RI = A R0
RIS AP (e B 225, F(2,137)=8.89, p<0.001, 77 =0.12. HF/EM5 KM, HHAHMBIRTELEM
= 34.54, SD = 5.32) & THE4 40 (M = 31.33, SD = 6.68, p = 0.02) M ZHZH(M = 28.73, SD = 7.58, p <
0.001), HIFLAFI AU 2 FAEE (p>0.05). LAt H RN AL R, HWEE NREE, 17
BRI Z M, SRR =1 R RIS % 2w A R%E, F(2,137)=0.99, p>0.05.

DAL EGEREN, SPith o Ra R MAIANIES, XA RE 0 SEI0 45 A 9, RULAE 5 8050
P b IR RS 4

223. HSHIRERSHENXER

DAt HEFRRAON AR R, B R R, BURIEZ AR, BTREED T ZES . &%
K, EHIRREL G, iR AR AL s 2 S 2, F(2,137)=3.70, p=0.03, . =0.05.
G RKIN, A £S5 (M = 80.67, SD = 14.39) % % & T4 4440 (M = 71.16, SD = 13.97, p = 0.01)
FZFE(M = 69.82, SD = 13.16, p = 0.03), {HIELELH A ZAL AL LS Ie st AT i35 25 57 (p > 0.05), WA
1o XRMSHFSHITIMEM L EES, RIS, TR 4t 2 4k 2 2 E MR tE

SHRGE
L EizEac)
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Figure 1. Social connection scores of different types of social exclusion

E 1 TRMSHFEBENASKERSD

3. KW 2: TEIERBMBITHSHFSHEBKEGHXR
3.1 WiRFA*E

3.1.1. #iR
AR B 201 (LR B4 62 N, 4139 N), TR 21.24 £ 1.74 %, FiAEHORY B IR
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Z 558, WASHRIENIIIEE, TN . SKIREiaE RS e M.

3.1.2. sEUngit
KA 2 (AHEMZEA: OrR ., KA R) x 3 (HEF2RA: 548, B, ZEa)pulimseit, AR
EAROABO R 2B A R A EL.

3.1.3. fiIRIA

(1) BIRENE D

KH Trafimow, Triandis fil Goto (1991)#& H I8 FiBE ahik. MM HEREMEIIMEZEZHE
SRR Z XA, CAEFARP A E AR, BN nEE 05 5 MR, mikFEE&R
EM A EDR BE A OS5 KA KN Z MRz b, LA A H ORI, BARA @ a0 5 H
5%

(2) EMZBEAT5% L 1.

(3) FRMR I M1 28 5 R (PANAS) R SES 1o AH 5t Hh 12 5 R AAM 15 25 4E P (1) Cronbach’s o 5%/ 0.848,
T W% 155 £ 4 FE 1) Cronbach’s o Z%N 0.906.

(4) #HEREEEFRBITA(CSC-R) AT 1. AHF 5T HHi% &% 1 Cronbach’s a 24 0.892.

3.1.4. XWIEF

T R R BEA L e AL R 5 B AR AR B B AL, BRI s A R O el 2
E . A7 B BEM AR ST MRy TR BB, S RE AR, R AR F TR
BEFR A AC, R0 B A MREE IR ? 7 KA B BRSO R “AEHTRIPI B B, 15 IR
A8, AR R BE RO A RS [F 2 AL, AT IR WRLE I ER ? 7 A 0 T i 6 AN
Fo BEREEE, Paksem 20 WAL, BILERE5ER 20 AL “F-----” JFRIIAIT. G, ik
PO TE R B GRS (FSE5: 1) BE 7R )E, bl siE 4R B vFHE, FRPFE Bt 2 fH 2
MUBFIBAE 8% . B 5 bR IH'S PANAS BRI E B L. &)a, Fulmpituiisein B, b
AL SRR AR D BRS BRI, 4 T AR R R

3.2. £R5i1ie

3.2.1. BEREMBINNRIKE

M =4 SR EhFX 20 M) HHMTaREY, RAFR AR AT, BE L A)gmiSh 1, MoriE
BRI AT (0, B2 FME)MIG N 2, HARGID N 0. FARTE R 20 M) FHr, BEgmishy 1 4]
T HUAZ AR AR A 2 H IR AR A1 5, MigmtiDo 2 IA) 7B o LU A Z R R e AT B | R b
355

=ALVESR N 20 TERIR 1 5 A ) Kendall 2%04 0.76, p < 0.001. X 3B =7 S50 B T 4 i
SRS . B, B A GRtEah RSP SE A A i R A7 T B FRAR 2 BOR Bk 7 7Y 5 AR 5

BT 2 (A BEMISAL: Jr A RAFAY) x 2 (FIRAA A ST B, ARA7 AL ) =5 52 0 07 22 43 #
Horh B R AR A AR, ARMIARBRANEE, FERENEIRR N A RERNF7. &RE
W], EIRAIAN ERNEE, F(1,199)=79.22, p<0.001, 7, =0.29, HrPkAR g LHEA > M=0.23,
SD = 0.01) & F % F a7 Y B 3R AR (M = 0.38, SD = 0.01, p = 0.02). XK SRR G IRA L, Bk
2 HEEAT O R H R . X 45 RS E 2 A (2007) SR ER 45 R 3k, BiiE R B sl e, it
17T B ERAARB ] TR 5 SRR T, A RS MR BRAER . BRSNS B 1A AR
P, F(1,199) =859, p=0.004, 7. =0.04. FpRRHHTRI, KR AREML(M=0.25 D =
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0.01) bt~y A | 3R i M 41(M = 0.21, SD = 0.01)F H £ FIMK AR A R iR, HZER B (p<0.001); Jhor
B HIREMHM = 0.41, SD = 0.02) Fu ik A2 24 5 AL ZH(M = 0.35, SD = 0.02)A 5 £ AL B F 3R A IR,
HZEREE(p=0.047). WitV BaikAF R sl mor A | R AWM S 15 T2 AN H R
(1 AR . X FRIALEAHT T8 o BR A RUS SRR B R AR

3.22. HLHIRWBARE

KRR R T EZS R AP 4, SRR =H AR ER S ER, F
(2,198) =335, p=0.04, 7, =0.04. FJFRLRM, FELAIBIELEM =3.20,SD = L.71)RE T2
LZH(M = 2.70, SD = 1.16, p = 0.04) A4 (M = 2.62, SD = 1.29, p = 0.02) .

KRR R TT Z 0 R A B, 85 R = H ol v R AP E R 27, F
(2198)=3.30, p=0.04, 57 =0.03. HF/EMIAKRM, BUAIIMZEM =3.23, SD = 1.41) B & T
Y2 (M = 2.73, SD = 1.25, p = 0.03) FlEz442H (M = 2.70, SD = 1.38, p = 0.03).

X —Gh AR IR 48 2 1) 4k I YR B2 B Al NAE 26, ZANZH 1 B SR B i N A R,
WA A8 S AN 4 AN R A R

323 AEIBHREMBA THSHRSHSBRERNXR

EAE TR I B R T S AR 25 (Elliott & Coker, 2008; Gardner, Knowles, & Jefferis, 2016;
Kafetsios & Hess, 2013). S r R H R @M EHIEL, RAER A M &G F & 10 0 £ 48 & ((Elliott &
Coker, 2008). M 7R [ 3 5 F4  0T Y A1 26 1R IR 6N B e IR RS 1 12 (Kafetsios & Hess, 2013) . 128 N2 5%
i) AN F #3485 (Bai et al., 2017; Bonner & Friedman, 2011; Prade & Saroglou, 2016). R iH &4 &b 3 5 7%
H, ESEE R AR Ao HE R IR AR B 2 ) R

KH 2 (HIREMEAL. FHSr A IRAEARY) x 3 (HEFR2RAY: 48, R, H40) W5 K 3 4018 U7 2 534t
H IR R R R RS R AL B, DRI B ARG 26, 45 BRI =R ARG 46 2 R A B
F (2,195) =0.65, p=0.52. KH 2 (AREMEEL: MALA, KAFE) x 3 (HEFRRAL: 548, 200, B8499)
PR R 7 2007, AR N tE S, SRR = AR RS ER A EE, F(2,195) =1.25,
p=0.29. XKW, KNFEEHRELRB ARG T SHER G P2 AR E RIS G %A 25, Hik
BN TRTIRLE R

KA 2 (ARSI BN IRAFAY) x 3 (HER 28 fR4a. 20, Heah)my R 3= 41 77 2 50 4T,
H A RA R HE R 2R B A AR &, AR NSt . 45 R IR B FR AR R & i
B WAREEENG , ARG R E %R, F (2,195)=3.06, p=0.05, 7, =0.03. fij$
RIHTRIL, fERAAR BREWE I, B, ELRBENAR K S A ERE ER, F(2,195) =
450,p=0.01, 7, =0.04, FHrAPIRLLAMIHELIRSE(M = 81.03, SD = 14.06) 2.3 = T #:4541(M = 71.20, SD =
15.24, p = 0.01) F1 ZA4H (M = 73.89, SD = 12.02, p = 0.03); It4h, ZANA 548415 W . % 5 (p > 0.05)
FEMST R IR TS, B PR RN A R S A A R E E R, F(2,195)=450,p=
001, 7, =0.04, ZAAMILLILL(M = 69.51, SD = 11.93) 8 E(L THEA41(M = 78.31, SD = 17.20, p =
0.01)Fgh2H(M = 78.07, SD = 11.40, p = 0.01), UtAbh, FE4EA SEGME KA B3 2% 7 (p > 0.05), WK 2.
FREE SRR, TR A REMNPANT S, SRR A L, R 482 S B4 ST
SFFMST R AR BRI S, SEIELARIRILL, WAL G AL SRS AR BT ks Y
HIREMAMET S, SHIELAMEL, 2N BEESBL: M TRER A REMRMETS, 5
W RMARLL, 2 PiiE 4 i 2 i it 22 BR A

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2025.152106 455 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152106

Lk %

L Eipic)
85 r a2
DN
& 80
®
ﬁn
<K
el
70
65
60

R EREY BB B REN

Figure 2. Social connection scores of different self-construals experiencing social exclusion

Bl 2. TRBEHRENEZHASHRNESEKGSS

4, Z&TTL
4.1. EERH

RWEFCRDT AR B RE RS S H R SHESRENR R SRR A NS F S IRME
Mkt RS, £ — R bSOt S HE R B SE 0 MR A AL SR A5 G R U . X — S5 R AT A
S FLE 32 (Dewall & Baumeister, 2006; Ren, Wesselmann, & Williams, 2016; Twenge & Campbell, 2003),
BN F A MR B HE G T RE S T AL SR AR R H O ARSI, TR R BIELEI0 2,
B HF MR E TR, MR « BT RIGVEW RN, AMA PO, ek
WA AR, DLz B % .

W — BRI, NTMIIREERENEN S, SPIELMEL, R JEHA 2 BEE AR, Seal
WEFCUESE, MO B R R B EEA M, AR X T AN BROC R ) 7 KA = (Narayanan, Tai, &
Kinias, 2013). 427 B IR E L Ptk RIS, b g Hoas R a Gl 5 RN TEREA i 2
MERAE TCVELRIE B S MR BN, X HEEREAERE, IFEICAAER(Sun et al., 2020). Hi T4k
S IR B S A S HRES SN GR, T DL A S I A R R BRI, A SRR S R A2
Beah. B, MEMARAM S, SRR 5 @M H )5 iR A .

A, BHRE R TR EREWETN S, LLEEHIEM, K42 eas .
WAFR B IR R AR AR 2, VR E 5t AN AE AL (Magee & Smith, 2013). [FIFFZFItt i F, #
ELARAR L TCRE AL B B A 2 1 s 75 SR Bl R A0 5, TR R N B ok 2R 7 B2 > AR f At AT 17E
PN RN BRA AL AR L 5577, TR ARAR AL B A R 2 A 22 045 5 5K (Mead et al., 2011);
BRI o AR T 5, W BRI R A T B B R R R, B B R A T | R
P s R AL . IARB BN 5, BB AR (A B [ SR 3 R B 2 AL R
42. ARBRSRE

AWPFCLAFAE AR . o, BOXRIMERN LA, B hmiss i, e — @R LR &) 1 o
RARPERBE, ARRATEREA LU R m -7 ok, AR FRAGE F 36 B Rk 5 ik H %
WOAZ P HE T G AL SR As , AROR AT 2 U7E S S5 I B sl i Ak 2 I as , s AT Fu 4 R TE 2 .
G, AUPRACKH M2 B 5 R e, EA R R HE I Rl B AR AR, ARk
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VAEIA9SE E 2k i o £ (e Wi 2 A TR Dl e o
5

(1) SR, MR SRR R SRS .
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