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Abstract

In modern social media, taking selfies has become an indispensable part, especially among young peo-
ple. College students constantly share their photos on social media and use various editing tools to en-
hance their appearance and attractiveness. This behavior may have an impact on the college students’
online interpersonal relationships. The purpose of this study is to investigate the mechanism of the
influence of selfie editing on online interpersonal relationships, with the aim of promoting healthy and
positive use of social media for two-way communication. The study used a convenience sampling
method to survey 472 young adults aged 18 to 25 in Hunan Province, using scales for selfie editing,
online interpersonal relationships, positive feedback, and life satisfaction. SPSS 20.0 was used for data
processing, including common method bias testing, descriptive statistics and correlation analysis, var-
iables status and demographic differences testing, and the reliability and validity testing of question-
naires. Bootstrapping with Process 3.3 plug-in was used to analyze the mediating effects, examining
the influence of selfie editing on online interpersonal relationships and the mediating effects of pos-
itive feedback and life satisfaction in the relationship between selfie editing and online interpersonal
relationships. Research findings indicate: 1) There is a positive correlation among selfie editing, pos-
itive feedback, life satisfaction, and online interpersonal relationships. 2) Significant gender differ-
ences existin selfie editing and positive feedback, while no significant differences were found in terms
of hometown or only-child status. 3) There are no significant differences in life satisfaction or online
interpersonal relationships in terms of gender, hometown or only-child status. 4) Selfie editing has
a significant positive predictive effect on online interpersonal relationships. 5) Positive feedback plays
amediating role in the relationship between selfie editing and online interpersonal relationships. 6)
The mediation hypothesis of life satisfaction in the relationship between selfie editing and online in-
terpersonal relationships was not supported. 7) A chain mediation effect of positive feedback and life
satisfaction was identified in the relationship between selfie editing and online interpersonal relation-
ships. This indicates that selfie editing not only directly influences college students’ online interper-
sonal relationships but also indirectly influences them through positive feedback and life satisfaction.
The study findings provide important practical implications for college students to use social media
in a healthy and positive way.
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1. 5|8

TR TN IRE RN H AT T, A8 & R AT Z g 16 H0 I O T 08 4 10 5 3 5
. SERH¥YBEMERT 9.7 125k, Hh 70%LL K E 18~24 % F F(Morrison & Rooney, 2017), JBtH
AT NAE T AL BIAZ O AT o 4158 W I 3 F - 4R 2 00 R A BhAS 5 B3NS I AR (Blease, 2015),
EH SN AR HR B 65 TMEEFARZ T M E L 2 —E £ T B EI(Nadkarni & Hof-
mann, 2012), Hrgw#E3F K& A E 08 & i U (Mehdizadeh, 2010). 7842 T 55 22 4 75 5K 30 i 2 1) 241X
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ey, BT NEZ RS T OBEH R —— st B R A sg it . MEENFET R, I8
AV 2 T 2 IR CRCR WG, 2020) 6

B0 g P B BT R SR IR SR UL BE DAL 5 RCR AT A (Liu et al.,
2020)0 ZATHEFTFER L K&, EHEIEES R R0 H (Liu et al., 2020). IUA W2 R AR
SRR LR T AR RS R - SRS ) B 40 T e PR AR B BE (R RESS, 2022); EHASGUEE 5 R AR £ 1E
FRCERIESE, 2016); HIAE R EER BN B IRE A FARE B IEZ (Fox et al., 2021).
SR TN A B T R IR AR OR3P G o] 38 5 PN RIS (R 4E AT W 2% 33 7. (Manago et al., 2011; Choi
& Toma, 2014), H. B 7l 5 FE B AR SE AT A AT A ASAIT 78R o 55 55 A\ 9 1) 1) B 41 B w22
(8 REI)IN B gwEAEE, 1% T RAE T EAEA B RAF IR R .

W £ N R 5% 28 i8I ATE I 2 FA 85 o i 3 A 2 B3l il N B XUR VS BLA PR AE S ER R GRS
JESCA, LN, 2020). MECTAESAEAE, OB REEMOB E RILEERE, SHENTFTIESEH LA TR S
KRR E R E IEM R (Zhao etal., 2008), HERAITERK. #H2 AR VIAE K (Shenetal., 2011). FiBZE
T, #L4 BRI L E Sl #L B 42 B (Putnam, 2000); 412 AKIHER 48 5 & SL S 5 H 5 ) 15
JERRYE R [ (Walther & Boyd, 2002); 423 R4 4% B 1 LK 5% 200 A H EL 30 5 s b R Bl &5 45 #4) (Scott,
2017y ASHIFFUR A 25 4255 N (2008) 4 il R X 28 A PR ok R R 4530 I, i ak A1 232 SRR IS 2R
WL SAMEEAT DY ANGEFE

AR B E A SR E O, fa MRS B RIS I s 8. VPR S5 IE M) [ M (Reis et al.,
2000). ME/AFHEL N7 RMEED RAURE & (Rosen, 2012):  HLICE AR B ISR A TH 52
W, AH SIS BB W] A R0 R FE AL AL ST T K . W TR SERRR SO AE H R B B A BT R A
YEFI(Liu & Brown, 2014), F#8 532 TR 2% 5 &R i & (Tong & Walther, 2011). ASHF 70K Liu 25 A g il
R4 52 19 % R S At 1) A5 (5 Iy HEAT DN

AT R AR O L SEAR N R BTy s SR RN BE A A T R L I B PEAR (Diener et al., 1985),
WEYIR A Ao F 5 8RR EEL YR Z (Luhmann et al., 2013). FFARERH, H32FE5 LR E
DA AR R A G R S AL S SRR THE R R B (AR, 2015); T R IR T AT — Rt E
BRI, FHESCEE NP RC 25, R, 2011) A3 s AR N M EAR B IR sy, A
AU AT BEAE AR IS VAT, SER R R AL AT N RIS LS - AR YR - i B IR (Fredrickson, 2001),
vt A T TR A A ) TR SE AR R s 4, HE TR R NG - AT BRI R AL TR
KR BRI NR BEEES VLCERF AR R RN . SSUERT TR, AR e s B MR A AS 1
$i b B B Y 1 R R R S AR A AL A [ REA ) (L et al., 2001), 3R pb A 763 2 i IR ) A 4158
M, FREELEAREME NP R RN ESIRE. 52, AEWHEE IS A8 R sh S,
SR IRENAMR LB AL S BREE AT PR O R BE R . AT 7R 2B T S 2 B #(SWILS; Diener et al., 1985)
HEAT PPl

RKTABENRKR, o BEGRA R MoEd g 28 S INH LRI B PRI
XPHUAT, BETT 51K 2 VRS B (Festinger, 1954). HRHEHIRIE—LIRHE, SN B 02 kst
HIREIAT A, T BN R S R R (Goffman, 1959). Jin 25 A (2021) &8, Hifbiesk. R &M
SFEHESE AT R PRI AR ) A F R, Ak 2\ (RIS 5 B T P 25 N Brok R B i€ (Baumeister
& Leary, 1995; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). &3 # -5 £ 1S, HAmBEAIGHC H R E TR,
SR P AR RS R ST B AR, (R BEET O R S (McKenna, Green, & Gleason, 2002).

T SR AE Eid 5 R AR s oG R A M €. Liu Al Brown (2014)3E SEARM R ARAE R B S5t oHA
MREEZEETAER: AAPRXRIIRIRE, & DIREEE SRR AL 2 GIvE B IREE, M
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e S B33 1 2 2R 35 R ) R I U (Rosen, 2012). 5 2, BIAmIERTHE R WG] 1 — 43 SR S50
W — S BRI R AT ) TS AT AR B8 A2

AT R IR T RE R AE A ThAE . 5 AN Q017) KB, KA E A IR g S AR R (A A T
MY B E AR B TR W (2019) B8 AIE 7 4432 3 1 8 S22 T 6T 2 978 i 2 B2 10 A 1) T A ) o

FEABL AR OV B AR R 5 55 A 0 R AT e A B R A B AR gR R 5| G — SRR R 15—
TR T+ A 5 PP — v A T R P O B R B A AN —~ B A B I 28 AR K R o IR AR B R A B
1ET: BURRBHENSMEAL S I0NE, o] 408 3 AN AR FE I AU VPAN (Koike & Sakai, 2020); X Fig
THE AR R RE,  AKYE B IR ORAF B 1E (Hobfoll, 1989), S fRAE A Ak O BR B8 U P43 B8 T 4152 s ——RP
WEEKEES). ERE. SIS, TS g N 45 8 R fT & . Perrin A1 Duggan (2015)K&
B, AR WA b SR SR RIS SR AR VR R 5 AR RS AT MR Ellison 45 A (201 18 T4t oz L
Wi, AR BMATR S RS R, MR AT AN .

SR, MATHF AAAAE R B JRR . IR A EEMN AR RES T EREER. GHRER. AIREK
B R B RAEA NE TR HEm, B0 SR TR o M T AR RN (PR R 55, 20225 AR RR
25, 20165 Fox etal., 2021). ST A H I ST AR MR W ) 1) (0 B 135 7 B2 5 B A R AR I IE AR SR), {H
AR FAIEZ MNBRK RYEE R H S H AT AN S TRE . UG, B 3 TR S 8 o (e i F A
OO FEALA CAn AR S 0« A= 3 9 T B8 ) B2 T O 285 N\ s O 3R PR A% 1 SR A9 31 SIEE AL 36 o AT SCRIR 20 1 4
AN B RS BRI SRUR, T ZARIAE A SRS A I E N 2 RE LR RIEIRE R, fikan
PRV B SRR AT 0 56 R AR AE T -

ET U, AR AR R RS, BEHRWENAREN G —aAESE, BTERS
PRV IO 25 N B oG R HLE] . BAATTS, AFFFOREL: 1) AR mEXT NS ABR R E
BelbE; 2) BRI S AL TS R B R A E s 3) A AR ARG AR S % N B ok R 1A BE S o
Lo @SR “OmABAT A~ RS 5 —~ AR ST R R R R O EERAT, AT BRI
T R AR IR R BR s MO BR G R YEFE IR B H04T AL S ThRERIER AR, N5 55 AR T A e e
FAMEAT AR . R AR 2R 1 00 RIEAEHRAKHE 5 S B E 7

AT H RS B9 B IRmERAT 5 2% A BRI R Z I R, DASAR R S i R AR 1 i 7 P AE
R AER . BAREARESE: 1) 2 BRI GRARAT X 28 ANBR G R 152 2) R IRk R e H 0
MBI EEAT AT 28 N BRoe R 22 AR AE RS s 3) RIS S B BB EAT . M ABRK R R
Wz R A ER s 4) i &R EAES AN EERE FES . FABKWT:

Bst—: BRI RES 1E 7 T 25 A PrX R .

e —: BT g 4R T DUIE I AR St (R 1 F ) SREZ i o 25 A\ BR oG R

= E 40 R g mT DU I AR v R B (R AR DSR2 Y 28 A BRoG &R .

BRI : [ 41 R g mT DL I AR 2 55 A 3 = P (B NP M E D SRS I 28 A B &R WL 1,

R I% EEHEE

ShisliEeTh=

Figure 1. Model hypothesis diagram
B 1. EERZE
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AT TR B Ve S TR I BRI S R 5 8 AN BRoR R . BRI AT e 2 TR R &% I
A HRE A A AL, X B A A AR AT N DA N B R R B T A . Bedh, it
FORAG R S AN A T A NP e, T E T AR SR LA R

AWFFAE F LR L TN NS BR LRt AT B JRIL . B E TR TER LK
HeP RN R R RIS, Wl e 0 AV F T DI TR R 2O T BRI R 4R 5, IXAMY
A TR EER NI ZRIR, AT LU BEARAT IR EE P AR AR A P AL S AT &

2. ARG
2.1. HFRMR

KT ERAERI 75, JEL 472 2RS4 T S A, IR, % B Bk B IR S A
46 Uy, BEIE RN 426 17, ARUECE N 90.25%, BAREHRTEEN 17~25 (M = 19.50, SD = 1.31).
BA 141 N(33%), A 285 AN(67%); KEWIHE 152 N(36%), &Ff 274 N(64%), IhAT 14 93 N(22%),
AEHAE T4 333 A (78%)-

22. ARTEHE

22.1. BIRREER

SR o 55 5 N bl 1) 1 0 R G SR A e R AR TE AL A W B F H IR P g A, B =
ATH, TH—RANEMEA MR O giEmE, TH ZREHE AR EmETmRE, TH =_E
FfA E IR E g . ZERIL 8 ANEH, A 5 ST, AR, B gmELT
SRR ER , FEX IS, 1R o RECN 0.927.
2.2.2. KEAE ML AFRIZ{EE)E

AHFFER T FLEE N QO 12) Gl R 2L N AT A, ZAEIE 26 18R, 0 AVUAGERE: WS
E R e MRS 24128 B BN W28 NBRICR, #2 S miitdr o WA M5 1) o RECH 0.961.
223. ZABRBRER

A TR Liu 25 A\ G i) (04522 W8 AR I 15 i 25 o 3% 5 AR, ol T 28 o e L A VR4 is, il “ A
AW ERATIE R, REZ AR e, S, B, ATEARE G BERE M
FA ORI S A AR . A 9T ) 45 K o RECH 0975,
224. EERHRBEER

K H Diener 22 N(1985) 4wl AT B E ER, BRILSATH, RALZFED0 “EHAFRR” ~7
CHEFFRIRT ), 1550 R s A A A T R R K . R R R o RECN 0911,

2.3. BIRabiE

SR SPSS20.0 HHAT T AR REEE . HiAGH. ERAK. SRR, AR RERK .. Hxn
Mr: {8 F Process 3.3 it 1) Bootstrap /7770 Hr A R8N

3. fIRER
3.1. ERFZEREKE

KM Harman SR SRR IT206 DU 1) 6 BT A 2% H BT IRZPE R K0, SORRIIRHEAR R T 1 19
BTA 10 4, DB MRE T 25.55%M48 5%, KT IRFHE 40%. Bt A0 H AR 25 13

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.163165 503 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.163165

MR, skl

Tz o
32. BEEBAOFEEERMER

X B ARG RIS AR IR R R R A AT LA N D

AR F AR AT HOA TR GE T, IR DR S AR R BT O A AT, ARIT .

Table 1. Difference test of each variable by gender

F 1. FLEAMH EHERMRE

5l N M SD t
5 141 13.89 5.27 —12.01 %%
B RmE
7 285 20.56 5.45
5 141 11.55 5.7 —7.60%**
RS 5
& 285 15.9 5.49
. 5 141 19.55 6.18 -1.89
EREHREE
& 285 20.68 5.67
B U2l 141 67.26 19.83 -1.49
EINTT
8 285 70.24 18.37

VE: *p<0.05, *p<0.01, ***p<0.001. LLFFE.

RORHER A A0 s, FTULH 3R T 2700, SRk 1. gagmBaty LEREER
(t=12.01,p <0.001); FARGMER 27 B2 =-7.60, p<0.001); AiGH= ALY ELEEER

(t=-1.89,p>0.05); P& NPk RIEVER] R 2 % 5 (1 = —1.49, p > 0.05).

Table 2. Difference test of each variable by household registration origin

2. BSLEBALERM EHNERMRE

LEYRH N M SD t
IR 152 18.74 6.65 0.94
B RmE
Vo) 274 18.14 6
W 152 14.95 6.37 1.22
PR B
Vo) 274 14.19 5.65
IR 152 20.38 6.27 0.18
EREHEE
Vo) 274 20.27 5.63
IR 152 68.9 19.73 -0.28
FEINTT I
Vo) 274 69.45 18.44

W 2, HIAEgAEELE LR E R =094, p > 0.05); BT LR E 2@ =
1.22,p>0.05); ‘E3ETE AL LR E ZR(¢=0.18,p>0.05). M AR REAJEM FEEE %=

B (t=-0.28, p>0.05).

W= 3, HMBGRmEERLTME FTLREER@E=-0.21, p > 0.05); FWRIRASGIAE F LR EZ
F(t=0.67,p>0.05); AIEHEEELEMAE L EEEZR(E=-0.51, p>0.05). M ABRKRTEZEM

A ETEREER@E=1.69, p>0.05).
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Table 3. Difference test of each variable by only-child status
F3. RLBAREME LHERMER

A N M SD t
& 93 18.24 7.01 -0.21
B R4
5 333 18.39 6.01
& 93 14.85 6.46 0.67
RS 15
5 333 14.35 5.77
& 93 20.03 6.06 —0.51
EREHREE
5 333 20.38 5.81
~ & 93 72.15 18.65 1.69
EIN T
= 333 68.44 18.91

3.3. iR SRR S

W 4, X EMAERGRE . BURSRB. AETREE ML NBRC RIEATRIR RS A KA, SRR
B, B4Rl BB R A BR G RPI 2 IEAR

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis results of each variable

4. BLEMAMGIT REXMESEE

FH% RHEE 1 2 3 4
1 BHRmE 18.35 6.23 1
2 MR 14.46 5.92 0.70%* 1
3 ETEHEE 20.31 5.86 0.22%% 0.29%* 1
4 MEZANFRRFR 69.25 18.89 0.31%* 0.31%* 0.20%* 1

3.4. PABNKLE

K 2 5 1E B0 403 Bootstrap 7% % SPSS i Process, X AR 5 15 A1 A= 3 5 2 AE 1 411 8 Gt SR 0T X
28 BRIk R R R i VE T /00T, S5 s 5o s RN AR W, 1 4 R G mT 2 T AR AR S 15t
(B=0.71,1=17.62, p <0.001);

HovR, BN 25 1E R TN AR VR R (B = 0.28, 1 =4.33, p < 0.001); 1B E 41 1B s 0t A= i i
£ B TAE FAS B35 (B = 0.04, £ = 0.63, p > 0.05);

PR, MBI AR A T R R L R T Y 2% A B ok R, B gRAE . B AR
TV S T AT LA ) S 3 OE R TR KR 2 A BR D R(B=0.22,1=3.18, p<0.01; p=0.14,t=2.21,p < 0.05; p =
0.13,1=2.70, p < 0.01);

e, AETRHOTRR R AEVEE R PR AN BROC R I TIONAE A B2 MR AR Rt AR
T P T AN B35, X8 N BR ok R B TOAE A s AR08 X AR S A5t A 1 1 7 88 ) Tl 4
AR, X2 N bR e R BA B2 AEH .
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Table 5. Regression analysis of selfie editing, online interpersonal relationships, positive feedback, and life satisfaction

F 5. BHEBEmE. MEARXR. RRRER. £EHFEENEERDHT

| H G BAERE MR B 95% B 15 X 1)
SRR TR & R R? F B t LLCI  ULCI
SEiEEEE LSS 0.7 0.5 103.47%%* 0.71  17.62%**  0.63 0.79
AR/ -0.07 -0.9 -0.21 0.08
TR 1t
45 —0.03 -0.35 —0.2 0.14
Fie 0 —0.59 0 0
SEiEEEE LSS 0.29 0.09 10.36%** 0.04 0.63 -0.09 0.18
BB 45t 0.28 4.33%%% 0.15 0.41
ERE SV AR/ 0.04 0.41 -0.15 0.23
5 —0.04 -0.32 -0.26 0.19
Fi 0 3.28 0 0.01
B R mE 0.37 0.14 11.40%** 0.22 3.18%* 0.08 0.36
BB 45t 0.14 2.21% 0.016 0.36
AEWRE 0.13 2.70%* 0.035 0.22
ZEINTT S
A=Y 0.04 0.42 -0.15 0.23
45 —0.22 -1.97* —0.44 0
FERe 0 —2.14% 0 0

Table 6. Path test with positive feedback and life satisfaction as chain mediators

= 6. BRRRIRMEEHEE AP ERERQE

%A MN{H Boot SE FUEE 95%E (5 X [a]
BEERML SRl e YN T 0.22 0.07 6228% 0.08 0.25
A AR 3 R G 4 — FR R 15— X 48 A Bk & 0.1 0.05 2882% 0 0.2

H #E 2m  — AE VR T S — % PRk & 0.01 0.01 1.61% -0.01 0.03

1 B8 2 i — FRURTG S ot — A 375 9 2 P — P 2% A BR o &R 0.03 0.02  7.26% 0 0.06

BN 0.13 0.05 37.72% 0.03 023
S8 A 0.35 0.05 100% 025 0.46

0.13**

EIHERRIE | PBARRER

Figure 2. Impact path of selfie editing on online interpersonal
relationships

2. BIRREmIEX WL AFRK R ER R

0.22**
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HE U RN AT 45 5 WL 64 B 2. 1%, I HAHR SR X X 28 A Br 6 R 1 BLEERSORE 95% 1) CT 2[0.08,
0.25], AE 0, RHEEMNEE0.22); FABF,  “HE Y HE RG> Mg APRCR” X—
BA%, 95%H) CI 5[0.00, 0.20], ANE 0, FIAFAS G A 2V 22 (0.10); B F 8 g — AR 5T
JE— M NBRIER” X — 1%, 95%01) CI N[-0.01,0.03], 5 0, KU HIRBEII ARV AL E0.01);
“H IR g — BRI~ AR VR R E S AR SR X — %R, 95%0H CI 25[0.00,0.06], A% 0, %
BHIX — B8 A% T A 20RE 5 25(0.03)

4. BFR5L
4.1. BIRREmIBEMEAIRK R

AW R I A A0 IR G 28 NBroe REA BZ EMTNES, X—4REET “E48HE" 5 “4t
SAME” MO AR BRI TR J I LR A . T A AR RS B DR I A AR B 35 TR A AR A AR TEOR
REA R F(Ellison et al., 2011), J&7& W F k422 fE e 8t 28 5 W EIAMEL T B 3hA 2 (Valkenburg &
Peter, 2007). ABFLARTEHFF “EHEE” B2 BN NG SA T B 32 RS (R SRR A
AT S HEORERAE), R F P AT TR E . B IR R MR A, M — 2 A )
DA R EAEERNRE, APFTORNENMEL FHACRE X — KRBT AR, AR F R
0 Gt 0 K 2 T AEAS (R4 E 28 RE I BEAR A AE S R A —— 3 AN R A S e AR p B2, UISCRE “& &

B AEACHISRE SR RN B g, SRR CAME T R

MBS B A BERE B AR w1 1F 7] Fi00 RE 6% S B — 4> NAE W0 28 4158 T 1R S R s i 7 R 2%
. WEEMZE, HNANRENE R ATREZBIANTREEYIGE PP DU RS, X e fg A i 14
P O A AR ) s ) . I e B AR MR BRI A AL AR R R I RIS TR, DISREUE S
I FE S A, 4R 58 B B 72 2t S fom 71 S a4 s, Rl eI R T 0 K e 3L .

4.2. R RIGHHAER

REPAEAT RIEAL AT AR D A SR RGN, AATIEIR 2 18] B FAB M 40 LASIAS 2 18t 1 7] 5%
5. X AT RRTT R EREOSIME. SIEREEMSRE, BRI E N NBRK 5K
. RIHHARE S AfE . PRI RS R SRR RN AR S KR NN E S
MEEAR LA, MO LA B I 1 S i, BEREM R B S e A W BL,  SCRE(E It P2 N B 2 £ R
TR R, NSRS SE A, T4 5 R 5 AT T ISRt 1 X PRSI A A
Fs R A BATT S dr 3t A 1 B AT S B B BEATL f o

RN IS, AR SASHR T A2 5096 1 52 O BEATLA 7T BEAZAE P 2% e B A L — N AMEBIHL
GBI RE 2R i A2 > RIIMARE 8% L PR A S BN AL AT IO RT 55, TR A PP A E SR B (Twenge
& Campbell, 2009); H = AWFESIHLIRBN B BAARERSR T, BRI ACR AR S i 1529 B S A A2 se T A
ROIEHE, 3k HE s A BRC R E AR {5 O (Bandura, 1997). A7t aE 0 /AR AL Hh < A5 5 2 B e
AL, EEEXTNEE” PRI, WA SAT R AT R AR L E TR 21 R&
b2 IR ) B 0 9 AR AT D9 (0 O 2 88 (R R 3R S 150) Xk UK D oxt 76 38 BE AR IO AR AR P s PEEAT S BB AT 3R
MBI BN JE, MAA TR AR B A8 “HARRNAE RIFRR” IRREE S, BmRT A
WL X — WU X 7 B B2 S —— BRI RO 2, MR B A R ) 2
B3R, FPEUFHBE; TR A BRUEEEITT, WA RE et AR RE 1A AZ A5 SO PR R

SRR Rl 5 RE O S T MR B AT R R, (B I FEAROAR AR PR AT, AT RE S BUMA
ESME, 5RO ERAFETFRIATEE . B, AMRTEZEAT 5 0 88 G 48 R X 28 4 A8 B 75 ORFE
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PR RS L I o VAR RO S FEAVEEE 3 & WEME IR 77, STE O B R ) T4l R
4.3. EEH#HEENDNER

WEFCEE RARW], R E AR B R R 5 M8 N BRR R PR A RN AR 2, B H3, S50 R A
FIRER BT — 258 AR R A AR, XA R T AEXT B 1A MG 4 R 48 N PRk 3R IR 5K 2 7 28 T 5,
A AKERE BT . SRR L Ak S f R 4545, AT RERZ M RS A b A RO PR 45

I, WFFTEE RARNT, B SASTRT A I 5 B AE 90 R R 15 9 2 N B 50 2 v AR e b A 200 85 25
(RIBBE 4 FROL) o %45 A R T EATHE L AR S NBRK AR, TR T AR AR B AN AR 3 i B A A A
FAAE A NI A BRI S0 oAk AT R 2 85 R B EL AR . R0 E A 8 b, BR Rl
MRS 5 I, SCELRFFAR A AR RE, KR AT USSR I B 3 R, ASHE 7045 HH I 251 R 9,
FERTTEI 28 N BRI AR, LA 5 B8 2 NI T, DA SE SR N B AN T HL e e AN A, LA DR T A
AT PR AR 1

5. &t

WHFLEE RGN, B, PB4 AL S NPR R R ZAMFE R IR K R 1R
Ve b, BRI S B R B AR R = SR, AR S R BB R

AEE R S P ARG RN AR R AR R RE LR

A G BT X 228 N B R IR R AR s AR S8ty A3 il o A e B s AR

DR R SRR 1 B AR R RE 0% 1E 1) T N 26 A BRoG &R 25 SR SCRpRR 2. BURRBRAETE
MR 5 M N BRoR R 2 TR A AR e SRR, Bise 3 AR RS AE F IR R4 S N 2% A B ok R
ERAAEIARAL . SR SR B 4: BRI AT R AR B A BRS8N Bk SRl i by
TEH

SRKRE, BRI 2 N R ok R ARG . AATTAT DA g 4 10 B8O R A AT R IR1G AR AR
B, IR S AR AT DASR AT 0 AR TR R R, AN B R 48 N B oG B AERR ON o AR 1T, ARG R
H AR B iR AT D9 I AN BE B IR TE AT A2 30 8 RERIE B M P 2 N B o RIPE T o AR AT 4 i 5
M RHEAR, JFE S A THRSE L JoHASAT IS AL .
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