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Abstract

As a critical microsystem within the socialization process of university students, the quality of in-
terpersonal interactions within dormitories significantly influences individuals’ psychological ad-
justment and development. Grounded in the “Need-Threat Model” of social exclusion and Rahim’s
“Conflict Management Theory,” this study constructs a moderated mediation model to examine the
mediating role of conflict management styles and the moderating role of empathy in the relation-
ship between social exclusion in dormitory settings and prosocial behavior among university stu-
dents. A questionnaire survey was conducted with 410 on-campus residential university students.
The results indicate that: (1) After controlling for demographic variables, social exclusion directly
and negatively predicts prosocial behavior; (2) Conflict management styles play multiple parallel
mediating roles in the relationship between social exclusion and prosocial behavior. Cooperative
and competitive approaches serve as significant negative mediators, whereas accommodating style
exhibits a unique positive mediating effect. The mediating effect of avoiding style is not significant;
(3) Empathy moderates the indirect pathway through which social exclusion influences prosocial
behavior via cooperative conflict management. Simple slope analysis reveals that the negative pre-
dictive effect of social exclusion on cooperative conflict management is significant only among indi-
viduals with higher levels of empathy and non-significant among those with lower empathy levels.
This study elucidates the complex pathways through which social exclusion in dormitories affects
prosocial behavior and clarifies the moderating role of empathy, providing insights for understand-
ing interpersonal dynamics in dormitories and developing targeted interventions.
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1. 5|8

KB BRAETE SO PR AL SERUH 2 I A GBI I . FEIX —Fir B, R AR BRI PUAE L 2
TEAITE SR, fEa S AN R A R, A AN AR AR . K S R
BN (L, XA, 2023). B4 RSB (Bronfenbrenner, 1979)Fr s i Hy, X Ff
HA7 AHAL BBSOE R GE0S AR B 1 BRI R A B B4 . R sgm . BRIk, T & ABRoC R
PR R, CHEOATINRZA IR Sl o 5t 2@ R e iz O fabr e — . AR ER, KEAME
H NP R EAAAE, H RGN 5 A BR 2 HAE 2R k%, 20195 A48, 2012). WA
T, T a NBROC R EIRZI KA OB R S 2 0E R, A RITE & X R EIALTE 26, I
TR AR RBAAAE SRR ST 5, 20205 AR, ABEDZ, 2016). PRI, XFT-1a & dh s £7 78 14 2 HE 5
WA M B S AL 2247 R, Horh b RO 7 T R R AR, BLRIL S RE 70 m) Re = AR 0 R AR
R, HWEHRANR DT

thafE e, VENFECIREE i — P il A7 £ (1 Ve N BRAd g, 48 M Foph AN B A R BB 4,
M FEH TR 5K R TR Z IR SRR, VKT, 2008). £3 X —I G R kKRR 2
PRz, R IE A (Cyberball), FE4EX5S RZIERTE, HIEHK T RE M IEIRHIE DURREH 2 m bl
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HICFETR, XUBE, KB, 2011),

TETE X — Rk, o H R R 5 L0 & sl — A A A R R & BA KIS
ML, HEFIRFRSAFAE) AN Al MRl (3 2= (B PR, e DL 5T 4 [R5k DL K s i BN (B KB T “ B2
N7 ) (FE7555, 2011). Williams (2001)52 H 1 75 SR BUMME AL 46 42 HE R 2 BB A A 10 3 TR 26
B BRI R UK RAA A E T B IESE, KA BB R e R 3 B,
BEOEEAGEER, KkH, 956G, 2013),

AL SAT N, DM RS . B R N2 35 4T M(Carlo & Randall, 2002), & K244
RS NBRFIE BB AR . B AR HEAMA R A BR SRR (G Ik, 2025), X BEARER 52
FEHE R AR (5, 2024). R0, HofHRSRESITNMRR, EXARFHMARER LR,
B FESE, AR B MERSERE ATy, WA R > S 1E1T NS5 (Twenge et al.,
2007; MRERAN, 2023). WABFURIL, 2 PHEFRAMR RIS R f AL BREE L, NI n] REAR R
#2247 (Maner et al., 2007). XFEER, SRR IER — R E R, HRZ&AT N8R TEE
2R HE R B (4 5 2 MR RIRRE XU S5 2 N R T (AT, 20, 20175 Linet
al.,2025). FEENEEFESEA KW AT kst 5 @G B N, MATE S HE R 5 5 AT BRI Fra:
(MBI FE e 5 UG 26, I 38 S0 SR A AT NI BN S RE 7). (R, AWt Fede ot Fifiis Hl: 15
kb HE R AR TR 22 A SR AL 24T

MRRL T30, AR NANMRTE TR A BRI & B 158 (5 FH 00 SR 1 S B, 7T e AR b iR 431 1 S
N RFEEEENNRM RIS R I, HIPRRIEZFE, F KRR IR E R ASLSRMH
VE B IA) AN S48 BAR ] RR(EK 6, 2019; 958, 2022). HEHE Rahim (1983)f2 My 28 SR B, AMARLE
RAPTRERIEME W Fa4r RIS Z AR G . DFFLRIA, A E KA 7R 1 b 98 o f o (8 P
BV ERE (FIR TS, 20095 ik, 2016). AAENIAENEBER, AT EGEMARE, (2iE
#££247 9(Oliveira & Beuren, 2024); 11 5% 45 [ 8% 55 V4 ) SR B 0] BRANRI N BR g 29 o MBS B2,
ML E 2K IS AR T S I e, AT RERIIN —Fh B AE4E R ¢ RANE M SRmE ATy, 7EME Bl
T S (IR TS, 2009). BIULAHF RS E H2: 5 &R a7 REEE S H T 527 Ak &
i AER

JSixf 75 2K

7| CHAE/ R 55 4 ’

Figure 1. Hypothesized model of the impact of social exclusion on prosocial behavior

L. S HFRERRITANR I EIRIER

JAF ARG . BRAR A AE S, N IE B B RE 7)1 (Decety & Svetlova, 2012). KEFFIESE,
IR RSB AT A B R N BR AN B O R G EAE, 20245 B &, 2024; Kahn &
Lawhorne, 2003). #R10, &P H AR QEBIRE, LA ERd, RN ER. §
R, SR ST AN KR ZEE 2R EGL), HERD AR S1Th, mIkE#
RS S ERUR, V8 TR 2 R AN BE SR, X ] e 3 B B A VRS 5 2 P A A
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2025). Twenge %5 A\(2007) 5 Bt 2 HE 7] el I BRI B SR 24T 080, bl e i e 51T
N AEAAIEAER . Bk, ARBFFCR R H3: HAE6e ITEAL Sl 5 R BIN J5 s RSl G 1 R
XIS & AR .

NI, AW TR NS R R (B R ILIA 1), B S S 8 T S HE R K
SRALSAT NS, RS o RIS 77 AR H b AR AR SRS RE DR E . e 4 R B
i 1E & NP I R HURIR BESERRAE, ORI & NBR A (et R Ak 2 MR LR A
(e AP N AR T

2. AMREFHE
2.1. MREMR

AW FUR LR FRBOR TN, R JTEREEEL, R E R 7 LR A K SRR K S A Nt Skt
Fo FEERAS 450 4y, SIS, RAE KA 410 47, AR 91.1%. Hp 5B 247 A
(60.2%), Lt 163 N(39.8%); TR 20.12 2 (SD=1.65); L Lifi a5 H R 49.0%) CFH33.2%). &4k
25(12.9%)%% .

22. ARTEHE

REFEERSHREGER S, 2013): L1940 %H, BREEEA Q0 )RR RO &)H A4
B, 4550 2R W B B AR R R HE Rl ™ ., R AV 19~95 43, 18k AR B A E S
JrRGBkGER . AHIEFLHIZ B R Cronbach’s a 7y 0.91.

b im ERGER, 2007): 26 NMEH, GIEHEENE. WML, FlfEVE. B ATFIE.
BN NERE, B0 ER METEZSE 2 im BRI . S R BB RS S A KT . A
R iZ 2K 1 Cronbach’s a A 0.93,

REFEFHENR LR ERWDI R, 2005): L 28 MRH, BFETIR. ZHRE5TR. FRAEY. 5
FERCFFWUANLERE, 15908 RTE & AR R RHPER . &5 0~8 7 AN, 9~14 43 NE—EN
P, 15~28 73 N E NP, AHFFE % E KK Cronbach’s a 4 0.89,

REEAAE SR R J7 SR B (PIE T, 2009): 3% 17 N5 H, BHEES . &1F. [, JHAD 4k
FE, 15508 s AN U m) TR FZ M 7 e Se5 . [l R AR, A AE R ARA NS, A A 5T
FHXTHSOR . AHE T+ 1% =R 1 Cronbach’s . 4 0.86.

NBrJ N fat R (R AR, 2010): 322 N H, BN AES . EE. 4048, B ACREEN
ANYERE, HIPIE INEAE G, EE R, . S S AR I AR S . AT S i R R
Cronbach’s o 4 0.88.

2.3. YRS SR

KH SPSS 26.0 HEATRER I SE T AT S IR DT VAW 2R 58 . {5 Hayes (2013)f#] PROCESS %
F2FF(Model 4 F1 Model 7), JEiT Bootstrap 14(5000 VK 3HFE)iEAT 714 RIS 56 A1 1A 45 1 H A R AR 565 o
B 2 AR B Y AT AR AL b

3. 858
3.1. XRIGFERERE
A5 R A Harman PRI FASIGE, A @OUEAT IR R F 2 81. KMO {824 0.935, Bartlett R
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TEAT S 3 (% = 38024.267, p < 0.001). FEHUHREE — N AP F iR AL 7 54 28.058%, {IKT 40% 1)l 5+
PR, RIAILE T A R A T

3.2. RS SRR S

FEPA SR BT 2 1, 8 S S A% A R AT HA M G i 5 B R b (Pearson) HOE 20 AT, DA
RARR AR R, SEEAE. PEELMKREE | 2R ERAERTH. SN 25
FHAK, S, SEg R0 R RE B, S SRS SRR B 83 IEAX.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of variables (N = 410)

# 1. ETENHEREGITSHEXPHERN =410)

Bl M=+ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. #2HEF 2039 +15.52 1
2. 57.11+9.99 —0.219%* 1
3. EAESAT N 99.37 +16.53 —0.208%** 0.703%* 1

4. GAERINY 11.41 +2.47 —0.152%* 0.490%* 0.593%* 1
5. (BN X 9.05+2.41 0.570%* -0.022 —0.129%* -0.088 1
6. T RIxT 7.00 +£2.78 0.735%* —0.288%* —0.240%* —0.160%* 0.552%% 1
7. WML 10.16 £2.20 0.325%* 0.264%* 0.314%* 0.472%%* 0.296%*

H: M+SD R TFYME + FrifEZE; *p <0.05, **p <0.01 (BUZ).

3.3. NI TR PN AE

o A A% 0o A8 B A v A AL B S 4 ) PROCESS Model 4 #E4T Bootstrap 70 HT(FEHI N L5248 &), 45 B
2 iR . ARSHE RN SEAE S AT N B 5 R RN B GRONAE =—0.1285, 95% CT ANEE 0). [HIEF, i
RS T7 AR FRYE T BERHAER, SN AR 8-0.1032, 95%E (5 X [F]9[-0.189, —0.018],
A 00 B0 T & L BARER R R : B AE R (RUNAE =—0.0928)-5 55 4+ N KT (GUNAE =—0.1489) )
7] A O S s UM T (1 I [ H A 2R (RS = 0.1481); [RIBERI A (1 R A RN 23 25
B, RPN T RAIEAL S HEF SR AT A2 MR 2 EIATHRAER, i H2 1531508

Table 2. Mediating effect analysis of conflict coping styles
F 2. RN F RPN

HARRR RURAE SE Bootstrap 95% CI AR
HIERL(X —Y)

e R R 2ITHN -0.1285 0.0426 [-0.212, —0.045] e

(AR (X - M — Y)
HSHF SRR — 42T 0.1481 0.0269 [0.098, 0.205] o
AR A ERN —EH ST N -0.0928 0.0281 [—0.149, —0.040] e
o HEF — [RIRENXT — SB4E2AT -0.0096 0.0354 [-0.078, 0.063] NTES
HEHF— P —EE TR —0.1489 0.0538 [-0.255, —0.046] e

H: X= HaHiF: Y= Rai ) M= REX 7.

3.4. HERPATHRLRE: —NEETHhTER
f§ ] PROCESS Model 7 f36 3t xt “thoHe R il &1 R gt 24787 BAARE T EHCE
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WA SROLE 3)ER, thaH RIS B0 G R N I FNAE 12 5.2 (B = —0.0014,
»=0.079).

Table 3. Moderated mediation model analysis (stage 1: impact of social exclusion on cooperative coping)

3. BETHDNRESHEE—MER: AR S IERXAIRM)

TR AR B SE t p 95% CI
(g el 3.3794 1.0472 3.227 0.001 [1.321, 5.438]
HEHERX) 0.0709 0.0451 1.574 0.116 [-0.018, 0.160]
(W) 0.1429 0.0176 8.132 <0.001 [0.108, 0.178]
R < HiE -0.0014 0.0008 -1.759 0.079 [~0.003, 0.000]

e BRI R=0.498, R2=0.248, F (3.406)=44.69, p<0.001.

AR TR IS, DT R R . RRIZE TR 4)BoR, R TRILE AW
=47.12), HEH R AR RN TR E (B =0.0052, p=0.601); X T EILEMAW=67.10), #&HEF
HobA A X LA 5 1 B FAE (B = —0.0226, p = 0.043).  H LA (20 B A E N Ta) B2 28500
T NENAE =-0.0810, 95% BootCI AN 0). A 1 h /- F550N—0.0054 (BootSE = 0.0028), H:
95% Bootstrap B 15 [X 8] N[—0.0112, —0.0002], A& 0, RGP AR 5 E .

Table 4. Conditional indirect effects at different levels of empathy
= 4. FREIFIEKFE LR F A EEE R

AR SR EAERXT N p LA ERA AR, BootSE  Bootstrap 95% CI

1(47.12) 0.0052 0.601 0.0202 0.0329  [-0.0414, 0.0882]
1(57.11) ~0.0087 0219 ~0.0334 0.0250  [-0.0826, 0.0152]
#1(67.10) ~0.0226 0.043 ~0.0869 0.0421  [-0.1726,-0.0081]
13.5) [ K3 HH(M-1SD)
P IEA (P
13| |+ 31 (M+1SD)
125 \.\
12
=
LS| oo —
~H\_J- ———————————— -
4o 11
10.5 -
10"
95510 20 25 30 35
Pt AN

e B SHRRC. R O BB D — R 2 (4.87) 5 BB I — MR 2(35.91).
Figure 2. The impact of social exclusion on cooperative coping at different levels of empathy
B 2. TRIAFKF THSH RS EER IR
NEM R IR, AW E] A FE G KPR ksl o & RO F E (L1 2). n
BIFRS, 3T 3t AR s L), AR s 2 B2 BRI SR ROt s i TR 3E A
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RS, e

REFRELR), b Fxt /R R M T 52 HAN R 2 o 3X — 25 R E AR s 1 3045 A 75 1 F A
SN E Sy O e DA e X (BRI RAT ) 2 P A L S s e S

4. g
4.1. #SHIRNEREA SHREFTHZERNIZE

AR R SR, EEFACOPEES, HatE/Fae B i m et 217 hH1 B 313CH), X
5 a7 T HER 51 R AL S AT AN B S — 8 (Twenge et al., 2007; AREFHH, 2023).

MRS AAE P T O LB AR A a(H2 B EIRD . BT S, SERT AR
G AR, B e R R RS s, AR D RS VR RN SR, R Lt D SRR AT R X
FWIHEFHI S5 7 A PRI B v B ) R, A TEAT A 1A 2 SRk & B3 (1 H A ((Oliveira &
Beuren, 2024).

TG RO B AT [RIRE SIS A R RS, AR HE R WOR T 2 (S S SO, T S SRS R
Hil 7 SR RAT N BRI RN B ARR, PRNTE VB B2 BB 5, AMART B I b ke ik R Aa
B, X5 iR - Yol IR S U AR T (DeWall et al., 2009), HES4>ENE T o9 n] GEOR 35 44T N
FEIE 4 FEEHE R M EE (Yang et al., 2024),

JIE A o i 42 S L HH AR R A 1) R A O o Ak HE R T R AR A 40 2 AR BB REX, TR A 2%
ok A ffskms, 7RIS RPN @ISR Wi . SR, X FEAE R T EIEMSEAE ST N, NEE
TR, BATHE— XM R 5 5 AR 2 AT NI 5% H AT T R T HT(CFA) - 45 R oK
WA AR LA TR BN o2 (404) = 1525.106, CFI = 0.918, TLI = 0.912, RMSEA = 0.082 (90% CI:
0.078~0.087), SRMR = 0.069, KA HZ; B FHMEEAVE) A4 0.520 (MRS
0.495 CEAL2ATR), BT s 0.5 MM Stk - R PEEEZHTMT) N 0.690, KT 0.85 HIHI %
PR, VLIPS BT R X 0% . G, AR BRI R - SRS N MR, (H BT
BRI EAATEARRE S SR SAT s IARI S B, 100 R 50 2 S P 1) 56 R YRR a5
WG TEAWF A E &G, KWHEF T RE S BOMARREIRAAE Jy—Fo@E SR mg, i HE L “Fifh”
S0 AT e BeEUE ¢ R AR R EL B IRIEM(TIRETE, 2009).

AU T R [ 8ERLA FR RA RON AN B3, W R T TE S I SRR R . RS IAISZ R L HE DAY Rl )
WEEH, ABR ARSI B 1) “ B B ARG SRR . MR, B RTRERE A B ) R
Wi BRI T R TR, TED UKL A MRS T (i ), —FPRCh “BEh AT
(R PE I AR I R B (-, 2024). IXBAT NRICNEEFiES . WIRSSW . BUSHE BT, KX
OIS R AL & BH AN E N, SRR RIA TR . R R o A T-45 G i 5 D% B 3% v BTl 22 1 [+
w7, “RERNBGE” RPN AP, A TE TSR, T DA R R 6 H (W ke
RER S ERRAEFI T ide. B, ARSI R) “ BOEERN ” 4ERE, nREAR e A B0l X e
T8 7 1 R LA 58 T SEBR R ) CARCARE B IBR R . RSRIF AT H I8 GIN ORI
AT HER) FLIT MO TR, DUEAERH X 2 30 B TE & o8 %5 285 2 IO T AR S 0T SR
4.2. £ERREHIER: “SRREBEE" B0IERE

AV R ERAGIR 45 SRR, B TEAL S HE R R AR R I A2 R R R R (H3 15 2013505
TR, FIRRIR TR R, T EEE, Ao R AR I 0 TRAE P B 5 TRt
TH5A, SEAARE,

K25 U, LR ) IR QI8 PO B SRR S i e 00 ST SR (5 AR, 20245 De Wied et al.,
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MR, Wb

2007) HH, EALEAMAEEEHFR G, HEEZE NREANHE, Smmdl 7 optairh. JHEEAR
WU PRI — & “Mesatt” , mILEHE TR HE R G5 HHUR. BB NER, FEUIG BT
JEFEE (Vallette d’Osia & Meier, 2024), MR SIESIHLE 5 2 CH #4555, 2025), FAAN “HB
EREWEE” o XA Twenge 25 A (2007) 5 T-HE/F 1T REFEAR AR 3t M Jg /D St 47 NI R ILER AL T 55 —F
PR AR

43. ARBTRERR

B TTRRIT T, AW FORE o R RO B B & B S HE Rt 7o, i 2 R A AR OR 1A SR
SEMAAT AR AR CSEFHEIL” 5 CIMAAME T ZARFTERAR, AL 1T HERF R R 2 R B
fifE o I FUANDUIRAIE 1 S X o AR (R A P S AL 1 FOD R (M0 AR &) S TS ) XUT) 81 08,
NFLAEE RS AL IRt 7 B B SR

SEEA 7R TT I, A FUR AL RO B AR e 5 1 5 B AR SR O 1O T R A B AR S R R . A
WEEHRPT R, AU R G A S I E A SRR A, AT RER4E A
BESRARAL AT NS R E A S R 2

FEMRT TR, HRAE 2R AEHE T 5 R BN R RO R BEAT 22 540 51 5, BRRESRTH T TR
X T4 ) T 5 4 B R ) AR, T T AR BTN S S R D R AR DB R IR 5 97 (K ordnoghabi et
al., 2017); T T 2P BAPEA R 242, SCRF R RAEAES OC R 5 1H FRARIK [0 BUAS-~F- 45 R g 0 2458
A,

e EAE R, BT 1 e AR N B3 b i i B iy DR, RO S AF R 5 52
Mo R RIR, EOB@REAFT, A0EEEERIER R E R RN, SGEIFH X
W T AE ) SO BIE . BB ERZRCANIE R . IAFIEDE), FEBIABA TR D S N PR f g,
BEAS ORI HL A IRV A AESIHL, AT SE A Rt A oA 2

4.4. MRBRESRKRE

AW FAFAEL T LT RIR: B 5, BAWrim Bt BRE 1 DR HEWT, BRI S EIE T, (HASR
[A) W] BEAF 7 B2 [ B RE M o AR TR A 18 B B SR A0 Bt — P IR . Lok, Bl 32 ZEHOm 8 Fedh
T, AREAFAESR R i 2, ARORATSS S R PF R BAT WS . Bk, AW FOR X1 O IG5 A k1t
&, BARBEPSN B SRR R KRR ARG, IR OB, AR FEN
SEORIPVER R

5. &g

AHTFEIRAE T 1 b2 HE 5 R A AR A AT N B UM, IR 1 b RS0 77 sUAE b &2
ZRETR AL AR S TE G RO ARG A A ERT, BRI W 2 BLE E R AER . RIS, 7R
SEIERE AT T AL S HE R 2 B AR RO R R A 2 AT M RS, AR AR HE T S A 1 R T R
B, RIM “BUREWNED” o AU TONRANBLRAG & NBrah 122 LR Z AR . R R R0 B
fil A HEVR R IR 1 L SRR AR -

SEEk

FEZF, XUB, AQ011). o R FE R SEBARTL. DA IR 19(6), 905-915.

FLEEE, FEUKAN(2008). OB EMET A TR, O BEFIE A 16(6), 981-986.

f13RH1(2012). KA TE & N R o S EL R R SRIS B 0. &2 B 52 8 AR (1 2 F152R), (6), 132-136.
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Bk 46(2019). K2pArE & AR R IR R & ——2 T N D220 5. AR ITRRER B4R, (6), 46-48.

WA, R, 05 (2025). B SRMSIT NIRRT E. FEER 70(8), 982-990.

FOR, RBEEQ2016). MREGWRE: BATFAATL M KEATE &, FEAFFIRH 25K 32(5), 98-103

A A (2024). BN H A Fe 22T 900 FEIGHTHF A/, WAL, Beas: DY IT§E K

PIBETE(2009). A4 15 A Rt FELLFE 77 701 25 199 ) R . WS S, 1% BRipiiiva K2

SAMINQ2025). B LTI S T/ 22T R0 R (EAPL#). A=A s, bl Rk

ek, WEDS, BR, #4(2007). FOEEL SR ERNE]. OHELXRESHE, (1), 112-117

P Q016). AEZL TN EFERI R B ——BFA O E. WS, RE: WLk

B (2023). 2L SAE/FXS TR AT AT REAE TP, W08 30, FEAR: T PG lTE K 2

H—it1(2024). AFZ4E W)L idi {7 Ky EZ N5 R M. A0S, WRAIRERE: A S I K2

T4, BAMF(2023). RFAIAE 4 518 ANBRih SR ER 7 Ko RIBE VIR . 4028 HA4543, 37(8), 710-716.

REH, TR, HFEQ013). RFEAEMSHR NG R MG S EBEIR. E RO 45, 21(12), 1829-1831.

Wiita(2022). = I A F L K FAEG TN BRI 25 ST, Wi s, B Bk
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