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Abstract

Many college students are prone to social anxiety in interpersonal interactions, and some studies
have shown that rejection sensitivity is predictive of social anxiety. However, is it possible that the
predictive effect of rejection sensitivity on social anxiety is influenced by other factors? In other
words, if rejection sensitivity is a relatively stable personality trait, is it possible to find associated,
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relatively variable factors that can help individuals with rejection sensitivity reduce social anxie-
ty? This study will explore the role of shame in the relationship between refusal sensitivity and
social anxiety, as well as the improvement of interpersonal relationships among college students.
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1. HERERR
1.1. IE4a SR A SRk SRAR

1.1.1. $ELRBURMES

H.7E Downey 1 Feldman $& H4E AHUBRIIMER 2 1T, BUA VF2 280 ST T ARN#IR . BE
HfURMNF I FRB RS T “IE4” R “BUR” By, HILSTENIREFLSEEN. 29k, 2d 245
ZHMAWIRRENES S, BERSKR, FE2HE S L4 BUREER R4 SR T, &tk
i R0 P S [ — R ) (Downey & Feldman, 1996). 7 Downey 25 N FIRF 7T, Al AT 4t 25 iA s Y
Kotk fEZFMAIEL G AR, — DN ANRIAAL G ERAT N2 23— e . XM
RUWE G R BB A AE I T AT 7 563, MR RHRA AT AIHE 28 20 56 23 16 AT 00 Sk i o T R
—FhEE R, $H.O Al A FE 45 (Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, Ayduk, & Kang, 2010). 7E/ME 54t
NHIRE A E R, AR S RO AR, SRS MA M ST . a2 U0, AN ELATEo 1
TSRS RAE 2, FFr= R FL R T, 6 AU R T 7= A o S5 4 OB 10 s ORI A AR 28
B, BEE TR — AR R, RN LBUR T RAE: 55— 2R 4A N
TUHHINT, RICHIELRBURIARIRIE . EABRKR R, BARIELABURAA 2RI RIEEL, (A
FHIERAA—FERIM T, FERIENFAE RSP ER, INERFRERENESE ST, BT
MMENBRAAE P A (R A T, 2204, 2013). fERFEN ST, B AJCIEARURE B P MR, H
. W% AT NRE S RIBIRR Y, #AE UL, B S MR Ak SR E 20 NJEZ4ER, a4
BURHAMA 2 R B 2 (Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, Ayduk, & Kang, 2010).

1.1.2. $ELEHURAIRIL

(1) LIEEREM B

VERFEEZE LIRS ITEAE, REERETAED S, L A2 =R ERG, B AR
RS, HHEEAROER, ik ORISR ME S, BERAR. BIRIIREZIEFHH,
MHRARFENN—4 S, BRECHEHRNEE BEEIEH: ESIERUIESER. RHoh, TERKRE
% b, MRS O REER, REEEGRTMERE. FR, XAER SRR EAR
—Hr, AR BRI B B AR AR S REAR, RASMEE SRR R R T, A
RIS A BRI PR T %o B, — AN ATEZE LB AR 0l & i e FL AR BTk, BB AR
J&, SRIGA REMEAMEATRE, WA AW 2 2 LIRS, e SECMER R RZ 0. DA
JOX AR BB LB 2 2 T R4, A4 2 AME AR O A HI A . Bk, MR B o Eie

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.1311666 5272 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.1311666
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

LZEI ]

LM, SR LU AR PR BRI PR S AME IR, R RAEMR A i R 2

(2) MARE R

MRAE O F K Bowlby 7T, 6 448U IITE ud A2 7T DU AR S ERAE SR R o ZEAMA LI B i 72
o, AnRAZFOR B A BFECE AR . RAREHE S, LA S IR R KA, &7t
ZEE B SRR, BT — MR, B AR E 2. Bt 45 Bowlby KRR 12,
0 AU LI s R AMATE NSRS A R o, SRR R ILAR R IR S5 25 .

(3) ANFrpkZRH L

ZHEIRIAA, MNMMEAE ST R E P12 T8 i B IR PR AE R Gk . LURS #h o A LR IR AR B K
HIRE 0 R G2 MR Y BRI L DO ANREM T . XA RGEA “FR” - “HRIR”, sl
FPRES B INAERER, AR TERIRM “9ER” o B TMEAREARR KR, Bl BRI RS0
W K. MEEd, MEZETEDNRGREIFEC, B LA EAME R 2 L. L,
MR XA AR FRAT TP LA, e AR BRIk 2 FH A7 T (1 175 46 SR PR AR A S 1 15

DARZF AR S, A OE R B B K, ARATTEEAS N B9 NS B R AL — R FI I & T i,
6 4 BURR S B T 2 I SIS L SR A e B ST S AT . RN ER IR FIRER B, R LA RRURR S MR R B K
R OG. RFAIRZ PR IE e A Rl b, AT R SGE e em B | RSN, A
RS ZEMN, FEUH BB NCTARAMEE AT AL, WIS BRECR )OI . R 2
FEINAEA AR, BB RAO B SR IEL H Ar, RAFEREEER
A AR MABRKRILE RS, WRAMERA X RN, AR AE E HaFOXFER, itk
—k, MEREE LR B RS2 BB i N TR .

1.1.3. ERERPNET R

(1) 54t 7 45 (Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire, RSQ)

Downey %5 A\1E 1994 “E4m i (AR LG BUKME 2, Z I RIR G2 K224 WFF0E A1 E R Ak
T HBNFEER G S A CSRE AR MO E R TURREE .. H4h, XA RS T ERENERE,
W — 8 R ECh 0.81, HEINMEE N 0.83. Mhinl 45 H AT/EWE FIE 4afUsk 7 T2 B 52 1, a5k H
6 mittar s, 78 18 FiiE SR, AR T — P 58 B A ). A — AN XS 1 B ) £ S A4
PRARRE, 11 5 — MR T A 2 KAl Re A = 8 S g K . 6 48080 sl =2 40k B8 in) 45 (1 545 0k
ST, 10 17 A R SR T T RS 1S  EE, RMB B4R 4 ]S TR e SR I AR FE R4
DA FEAS 73 3 LA TI0I 0i NG 22 KT e [E) e B B 1 SR IK S R 4355

(2) 1 4a#BUR B2 (The Tendency to Except Rejection Scale, TERS)

MR 18 @, KM R FERE 5 S k(L= “IRAFE” , 5= “REFE"),
BESSETEANTHE MM, Heb 1, 20 4. 9. 10, 17 % 6 N A AT, AMEERIR B0t
Wi I A B 1 FE 4 fBU P (Jobe, 2003). AR A Gl iE TIXAM R, BRI ENE, 450
ST AEPESUE ST, FERIEHIERAABNESE, BAE—S0 R/ 808 0.72.

(3) KEpA:dH 45 f5UEe 1 17 %5 (Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire for College Student)

B AE N (2012)48 RSQ #EAT H SCHRAZTT, AR IR E K 2% AR BEAAR 1) 17 00 DA S 3R A 4 S AR ) s
IR T R S TR I E 2 fITH 100 203 K58 545 H RS LU 005 SO (RIS N 0.76, 40115 B
079, WG 0.84). FHAh, XANRE SR RSQ HIME B IR A A —5. MMk 1
JRIAEH 2 NH, REMITEECN 16 1, HEBATHE X E 2 M 0H: —BURAHEL R R, 55—
SN TN . XA T H #BRHH 6 Mk 73, 1~6 il R B ORI S (1 = “BaeA
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L7, 6= “HERAHL” )UK TR EEBORBE (L= “S8 AN TRE” , 6= “HEHAIRE” ).
BTN 73 AR 28 IR A B3R LI BN I U I S R T2, S8 0 AT T B 4570 AP 4 0 o dd o)
RN AR BURACT S . AWFFCR T IZER

12. #ZEERIEERE

1.2.1. #3ZEEAOBE

Sk B 95 H 3 4 R AR R Mark 55 Gelder /E5E H SR RB S, R ] (AR08 A A N L IELRR FE Sk
XAk As g, “HATHERE” MAEES I — S F S BRI E S IR & e
NIHTRT VR P2 AR P45 o [ P (R 70 A e S 90 o, A s AR FE I 30 1 L S » S81%4(2000)
A EE R EEE T, A — RS R BT N . 20055 N (20034 S AR EM &
AR AT RARRENE . T A S e m LT K E AR AR, i SRR s
PR AR SRS, TN B E AR S8 T LR R A RER . 6T DL Rl IR, ARHIF T LAK 2
BRSO R, AR T AL S B B R R A DR DA R 0 ] e RO R AR A 1 1Ak S AR BAR AR E T = .

1.2.2. ERBBRSHZEE

AR LU 8 T LR, R BRI N LT SR G IEA A & RS2 BB A R R T . 1A
IR RUR S22 £ R W3 IEAH SR (PR ES, SEWIE, 20115 [RfEf, 2012, 2014), XFERISCRIEKE
AR TR R SO (ORI, 2012). Ak, L BURRR R DUFI SR T AL A8 £ R, B 4 R B B s 1)
N, HAEAZ £ B /K F 5 5 (Rowe, Gembeck, Rudolph, & Nesdale, 2015). [ P34 23 76 A TR 55 o 2 30
TR (K R, BREH, 2020). $RTAT, 4R ABUBON AR TINE A A TR B e R &R
Msema? s 2, BandE 4 fuse — R X LhAR e KRR, A WA AT REIR B 5 Z ORI . HEXT 2R
SRR, Rets 5 BhAE 48 BUBRR I A BRI A A R R 2

13, $E4EHR. BHRSHZEERIXEERR

1.3.1. JEAEBURSERLRK

TG I T AURR M (SPS) 2 — ot PR S5 FN 4 2 Il 5 URR AN S B DR IR . BATTPT LR B, Bus —
FlONAGYERE, 0 LaRURE — P AR RRR o AT 03 48 USRI FE I AR B R, AMARR I XHE 415 5%
(1 = BB o Niedenthal 258 A RS0 B, 25 BB & — FoRass (1 A RRAE , 1T A2 — P ol 200 () 175 5 AUs b
U N BE 25 5 2 BISMERIBI I S0, tHER GRS BI 0K RATEE Rk, EABURIEN—F
NAEREIT, TENENBIEZE 1B BT T 1R AT R4 7= A B s 1) Z5 ik

1.3.2. EURSHZEE

DIAEWF AR, AMT0AE A FE e 2 52 B 2 BB 1) o0, 1T 25 B R A 52 A8 BB A WA . I 1) O R (2R U
BN, EREATR, 2003). L, HASEREERI AR BT AMAR B CZERHR PR . Z00E T RIZERH(2017)
WAESE, MR SRR EAIC. 2 HiE, W, IR C(2004)MRF R, 20K 218
IR R 28 107726 o TEAMK A5 N (2019) BIRIF T B, 25 HIbIER A% TR 1 15 4 58 £ FE 35 TR 1 B0 477 e 3 1EAH
R, [FRIRRIESE THT AR T AT 0L, U AMATEE S b RS2 Bl 2 B R, AR AT R AR XA S AR A A
Hre AT HE R

2. [ejREEH
2.1. KRENSRIE
KB I B AR 2 TR 75 7030 4 UR 5458 B2 P 126 R e rp AME T (L 1)
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Figure 1. A chain mediation model for rejection sensitivity and social anxiety

1. $ELRgURITH R AR R RN R EE

2.2.

2

REX

HigE L FEAME RIELABURMBT T B LLE A R, BESME R A UR I 2 E R Z . DUIE
(IBIF TE A M AR LA SRR R IE TE 7 T 8 e A B 2R RIS, iy DA B AR N B A BEURR 5 A 52 AR 8 (1
Fo LARHT N BT 5T ) LF-#2 B IRHE AR BUB HE A FR B RO, A FE R 51N T Z IR AN L
AR, Ay B G TR AU T T B AL

SEhRE S KBRS MBI R K, W BB A U AR A S AR, B S A B A AR A
Xb, B AR
2.3. HRRE

H1: fEZABURIENER EAAERE R, LB RUR S 2 T Bk,
H2: AACEREAEVE R AR B 2257, LbE A S fR e 2 v T 01k
H3: fEAAHUR S ZIE. HACMHE B R & B,

H4: Z5 it AR S 48 URAN AL A AR R 2 Al R AR T

3. fiIRA*
3.1. HEIIR

AW R T ERE, BFT0 Gk —F PRS2 202 N, FEPERIRISERY BRSO HINORE. Ak
WOE L FE 1.

Table 1. Demographic data description table for participants (N = 202)
= 1. Wil A OFEEHEAR RN = 202)

Z AEL H 77 H (%)
, 5 88 43.6
V) 5’8 114 56.4
K— 89 44.1
K= 19 9.4
A K= 32 15.8
N 62 30.7
BLib 65 32.2
4 T 64 317
R 73 36.1

32. fARIR

3.2.1. KEAIEEFRELE
AR N (2012)3E RSQ BEAT HRSCARAETT, HR G R K 22 A A () 175 10 DA B R 4 45 REL AR B2 i
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MR T G2 P T 2 MITH 10, L K505 15 H i A LA (5 RO (RGN 0.76, 70 (52
N 0.79, WE—BUEMEEN 0.84). Fi5k, RANESISCHRN RSQ fE RIS IEA —2. T MlER T
JRHAER 2 NIH , HANIH SO 16 4, HAENTH & 2 AT H . —IHRIHEER S, 55—
FEXHRANI T . XA H #R A 6 Mt 75, 16 TR SISO (L = “EaeAn
L7, 6= “HEHAHL” ) ARBHEM I TUNK AR BORE(L = “SaARmTae” , 6= “IEHAHE” ).
TS R 2 R B RS Sfe LI BN I U B0 S R0t 2, i 20 AT AT T E A5 AN o dd o)
AR MR IR A RUROK P s . AR TR IZER .

3.2.2. ERLRRFIEEIR(ESS)

ERER R N (2000) MR 45 5T N IBIF 7T, 2wt 1 25 ik /AR 56 5 3% (Experience of Shame Scale, ESS). R
T 25T, A A SEQ = “EERET . 4= /@R’ ). BaEAMESEL. 7R
K e kRS, HoaBRNEEZHRKT 0.77.

3.2.3. #IZEEEER(LSAS)

Liebowitz (1987)4'5 T #ACME B TR . il 0 — AN NTEHASTE SRS AT 1) EAR ANk ik 5 AT
MR, AT T IR NS BB R . iZ BRI o 250N 094, B0 EEN o REIKT 09. EEH
24 101, 11 Wtk oths, F UM E R R RENKCEs 13 AN N E &, H P K. 54,
CRVEERR” 1R MAR E AL, N 0~3 R oRTE RREE. BFEATE, G C R 2R e
BERAIE, M 0~3 HHMREMR. H/R. BEMEy . LG TP E AR B 55K (2004)%
Bz R SORBEA R E . 8.

3.3. REF
B, RAJGERRE, @i bin) a0 AT e

3.4, IR E
FHSCE RN EHE, K SPSS20.0 #E4T 407
4. R

4.1 B, BIR, HXEBEP@RETSERSH
] SPSS X % AL EREAT IR G TH S Z R, SR IE 2.

Table 2. The Difference Test of Rejection Sensitivity, Shame, and Social Anxiety (N = 202)
2 EEHR. R, HXERNEFKEN =202)

TR Z5 k% AR
(M £ SD) (M + SD) (M £ SD)
e 5 10.35 + 3.81 57.60 + 16.98 27.97 +16.89
B’y 10.86 +5.06 60.17 +17.57 30.00 £ 15.55
t{E —0.783 -1.044 —0.888
K— 10.68 + 4.13 60.99 £ 17.63 30.04 £ 16.34
. - 8.91 +3.60 55.89 + 13.85 29.68 + 15.83
= 10.64 + 3.96 57.38 £ 16.96 27.50 £ 14.89
N 11.10 + 5.54 58.10 + 18.06 28.44 + 16.83
FiE 1.129 0.742 0.247
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Continued
A 10.30 + 4.16 57.88 + 16.45 31.35+17.23
Ll TE 10.96 + 3.78 60.88 + 17.12 29.63 + 13.64
E 10.65 + 5.45 58.49 + 18.33 26.67 +17.02
F1H 0.334 0.540 1.502

KAMOLAEA t I AN FEPER TR AU LA BT L . BRIME R E: M
Dyt AELARUK . M AT RS 22 5 O F AN B3 (t = —0.783, p = 0.435; t = —1.044, p = 0.298; t = —0.888,
p = 0.376).

R R T7 Z AT TR E A Usk. ZEREBORIAE A fE R AR AR I 2 R TR G . 15 i 25 R
N, TEAAEUR. ZEHLERAE A AR B R YOX YRS EE R R REE(F = 1.129, p = 0.338; F = 0.742, p =
0.528; F = 0.247, p = 0.863).

KRR 27 Z o A Ak i dE e fguse . 25 BHER AN S FE AT R 36 . 19 BILL S . JE 4
MUK, ZEHHBRAMA SRR E R EZ R (F = 0.334, p = 0.716; F = 0.540, p = 0.584; F = 1.502, p =
0.225).

4.2. BEEBZEMMEXRDH

FAR R A S AT in e 3 B, $E 4 USRS 25 il JEk A A AR R 1835 (1 AH G 1 (r = 0.470, p < 0.01;
r=0.363, p<0.01); Z&HkE5H A2 £ A B S 1A G (r = 0.681, p < 0.01).

Table 3. Correlation analysis between various variables (N = 202)

3. BT EZERIAEX (N = 202)

A5 I A UK 5 Rk AT HERE
TR A UK —
Z ik 0.470™ —
AT EEE 0.363™ 0.681™ —

e TUAE 0.01 KON E BB A .

4.3. ENREEEYRBEEZEERZENHNER

W 4 Fios, %FH Hayes 2wl ) process H1 i Modeld (fj Srp /R, o 25 ML IRAE T 48 URT 4 28
FERE 2 A A R A RN AT R 96 o 485 SR, 0 246 OB 2 FE FE A TN 1 2 S 25 (B = 1.29, 1 = 5.51, p
< 0.001), {HEMN EZERHBX N ARG, ELBUBHFA e AR T 28 (B = 0.20, t = 0.94, p =
0.35). ANk 4 £ iU 25 Hik A LA TR AR (B = 1,79, t=7.53, p < 0.001), ZEHLIEK AR A 2 T 44
2x#E (B = 0.61, t = 11.15, p < 0.001).

Table 4. The mediating role of shame

4. HURAITRNER

AT EEE ZE kK AT E
t B p t B p t B p
FE A UK 5.51 1.29 0 7.53 1.79 0 0.94 0.2 0.35
25 Hik % 11.15 0.61 0
R? 0.13 0.22 0.47
F 30.35™" 56.64™" 86.74™"
TE: 77308 p<0.001.
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e 5 s, TR4BUR N B RN 1) bootstrap 95% B 15 (X 18] ) _EFR AT FER A 0, Z5HILIE Y 18] 42234
[ [ bootstrap 95% {7 X 8] ) L FRAN R PR A G5 0, X 1 BHFE 28 s A i 25 ks b A1 SR 0
MAEAE LR 2SN 1.29, ELIERUNN 0.20, (5 S0 BK0U8 K 15.50%; A2 1.09, (5 S 38 ] 84.50%
SERE 2 P 25 MR SR 4 UBON A AL R R I E - R ) T s AR A BIPER

Table 5. Breakdown table of total effects, direct effects, and intermediary effects

?5 DU BEEMNARPNYEL SR

Effect BootSE BootLLClI BootULCI AHXE A 2508
AN 1.29 0.23 0.83 1.75
BN 0.20 0.21 -0.21 0.61 15.50%
e A 1.09 0.16 0.77 1.40 84.50%
Za M)Ak
a=].79%** b=0.61%%**
c=1.29%**
R | > MRS
c¢’=0.20

Figure 2. Mediation model diagram

E 2. piREIE

5. g
51 ELEEBEAOFXETELNER
511 ER/RFBREAOFTEELNER

MBI L5 Rk E, TRABURIENER] . ERMEN FERAEE, X5 AN A4 R
Fo AIEFMINA LB R YN LB R EEEELR, BRESANGF=ERUR, SHadr=E g, |
P — e FUEIRE AL A B RS, DN R U T B YR RN, 2012). AT TIACRTER 2 30tk
PIE ST, LS manil; EARAS, otk BT 5 B NIRRT P A £ RS
TGS . SRt RS K, Ve B SRR, 5 1 T AH OC B 45 A U7 TH 22 SRR 1 . 78
Downey F1 Feldman [T, $E4aBURIF AL ENE 7 2 7 (Downey & Feldman, 1996). X T4 18 5 At
FEECHIL. B LBUR I =R SAMATE B E R A AEIE %, A—weRENmE XA, LTt
BRFATNER R, #AT BRI RUR . [FME, EARUKIRS Y FHER. Tk,

512 BUREAOFTELNER

KA ZEIRAENER . FRMLW N DR ERERARE . ZIBIRTARESE, gl
FEMPIAL, R NEAADL, R —FhR A B RERE . X, RS ARG (A KSR A, 2019),
MZERERRIAE SORFE ZaHbIEGR B AR (1 B BARIS PSR I, B DA M R AN RAFZERT, 2R kot
PEREHR A RIS ERIUR, AR I B AP AN ORISR AT B X o OB 25 S AT TR 2 e ) 7
B FA XA AR RS, ZE LIRS PHER B MR 0 B BT A R LR W]
ZNLERAER ARG R, Rl T ILEER X B ESR, SEUMATY B QR4 7 ke, Zk
BRI thAh, BADBERTAMGAREE A3 2, FHAER— A N — R v AR SR R A 2
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ZElbER. FEDNREE R, ARG SR, AR R TR, a0 B
FEH)(Thompson, Winer, & Goodvin, 2005). M_EIRF = FEERE, A0 MR F-A o 25 B EORIE T 6 i
(1 S8 AR I A AR N LE I F FRIRSZ . NN BERE, 25 BB LT- A 2 A R AE R ) AR A
N Z NGRS

513 #XEEREAAFTELNER

MAF T 5 RR TG, A EEERIEMER . ERA L R RE . R YO8 T KR A
AR T ORFA (AR, 2009; XA, 2015; Ffk=E, 2018). FEIREMSALE =T, “HIHLEN”
I B 2 A 2 ST B AR T 5 1, HATR o K A, R E 42 T, S35
PRI B EACE R . ATy 2o B AR LR BURR . 1B 2B RO, B R e A AR ) b )
Woo AERALSEFD, AMIPWESWAET R, MeNEE. Bk, a5 thatfn, &2 %m0
ok, PERI RGBT . B ORI S LS B ARG, AR S SN T RIRE . JUH
RAERNFR, BWRESFEZIEZ5ZIMMAEAS T, AT UL R A 2 A T 55 K3,
PRI 2 [A) B 22 57 AT R TR B 954k« AL BB RETEE AN T T 2 R A R E, X5 4R (2009)F0 ) 7
(2015)%5 NIIRFFE 4 e — 80, XFRZEAEM S, RFENEZAEW &R EEFRE, AR KL
HARARI R AL, X EMED T R2EAE B TR AR ER A 2 I 5 R S . BE A
SMHEE R, WA RS SmAZE) 7 E 2 HAHM I X I MEE, KB TR SO
WE MRS, BEUE AT AT Bh oK S A A B AL A 1) 8, 3 6 Jif PR ] RE A A5 4 2 AR FEAE AR AN £l TG 2
ES

5.2. ETEBZ EHNXRTTL

5.2.1. {EHHRSEIRBHXF

AH Fi 5 AR R L USRS ZE IR 2 [ B B I IEAE DG, MATE A RURAS o s, RIS
oS, WIS RAES T EAT B . MR SR, TEARR AR 58 [ — B o FAE RS A1
B, H5 AR R ) MR 2 B2 B SR R AR 4, T B 2 175 K AR TE Y A 1) 1 45 (Romero-Canyas et
al., 2010). MiZEHHERRIER, Ao EFEHE KB MEAMA RS, UG CANITIR, FiogEdg
ANMAE, ERFIRARIN R AT e AR B E, WA H SR AN . 75k, FMRELAmA, Wl
REAER AR L (I ik o B 25 0. S ZHIBH O BRI AL B Z AR &R, HZETEEG — P R 15 5
BURYE, AR 4R E — PR AR T RS RE T, B S SR R I TE 2 bR 57 A BIET T
BRI : NBUKE S RSQ AN REUN 0.394 (B4HEHKEE, 2012). UL, miEZARURIIANMALE
NBrfE S 2 = A T A N BRBIURR, 5 R MR RS %, A S MILERNER . R R BHE 7 2
PUJG R BERANIR T

5.2.2. EHIBREHZERBIXR

AW T L5 R R K S 4122 (IR (B A B W IEAH G, UESE T4, B, ERE416(2003).
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