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Abstract

Throughout the world, the punitive damages system is the most mature in the United States. It has a
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long history and has been widely controversial since its inception, and its application to the field of
product liability has caused concern due to the high amount of awards. Therefore, certain restric-
tions and reforms have been made in various aspects such as the conditions of application, stan-
dards of proof, the subject of the award, the amount of compensation, and judicial review. Although
China’s legal system is very different from that of the United States, numerous cases and legislative
experiences on punitive damages system in the United States have provided references for China.
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1. 5|8

TGRS 2 A AR B R ANAE TRAT SE PR RV B AT SRS BN A, R XHR BN — R AT . 12
AR L), SRR EEOE SO HE B E IR, OGRS RS R AMa:, o X B
INENEETT . (s ) 2 SO SRR IR N AL T 838, TRl IRVE S AT
RS, VEREH TR BRSPS R 4 2o SR (BT MR AR R KBTI SO “4A T
TR B TS B e 7 (1146 3Tk e A | P2 56 VA AR A 2 —, NIFZ R PTE 4,
I BAE 20 LTS T SRR, FE (IEM) 1207 KB 17 i TR U b A T 1R 2
WG, HRMAER . RS R STESUE R G TR B e, ML Sk e & AR EW
PRUE RO AR SR B w9 AR T I N B A P R B A S SR A

2. XE~mFESEPEN RSN LR
2.1. XEFSFREAEPEIMRENRHLR

IR AR A IS AR P s, RO B E LR, XA E A A L OAE (DR AL
Ei) , FEATTHT 1400 ) CRFEHZEEL) s3] 77K IN. A JCHT 450 ERT H30%, fEAm Ed
FERRTIIER, WP R — SR TR AR B E 2]

5 o] )5 T 22 A T PR At R R AR, 1763 4, S DAVE B I e £ 7R v =t AR A
FEVE I A AT AR AR ) RGP A2, IR — N KGRI B A MR AR NSEI, BN T 3R
PR ) — B9 . 7t LA F1 K IR 2 15 1784 410 Genay v. Norris® b, WS {E B, 75 55
THEAT AT, AR S IEI EAR T RO E A R, R IE R AR R, kR
Bk SR HEAT AT A2 . 53— AN FRAF 1791 ££H Coryell v. Colbaugh®, [ d x5 45 45 Uk 5 94
A DU SRS 2, B IR w1 AN AR AT AT BLAAR PR 2 B S Bt R A E S SR A T 4 T T 2
& e T 7 R R R A XA I IRAT T 45 T A6 TP 2% 0 A D 22 Ik ) A8 17 P 452 2 B AE T X0 A A
B, FRIAT AT, IRAMEE NS MR . B0)E, SRR TG A2 1 200 JAnar . Jmar.
WL ARRRAEE AREMEREHERRARN LS 19 AR AT, 2w RS A T
DALY, VR AR 2003 4EAR
*Bryan A. Garner, West H fit4t: 2009 4R

*Genay v. Norris, I S.C.L. (1 Bay) 6,6 (1784).
*Coryell v. Colbaugh, IN.J.L.77,77 (1791).
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e 22 Wl R ™ B TG AL 5 BRI AT R3]

19 8K, ARMANEZDGE, SFEREE> SN SRENZAZEE 2, L EHE
B i SRR R 23 T DU S — il F I B2 M SRR, (H e TR A R RSO, Feetk
(R £ T i M AT G A s AN A5 AN Gkt L 22 S S s o B AT R BB IR A, 3 55t 7 B0 o 4 0 M T
LR IMERARAF T R BB IR R (4]0 B AME S SRS AT Pl G TR 2210 /2 1852 #E (1) Fleet v.
Hollenkemp® %, Hollenkemp ff—#4 24700ifi, [Hii ZELL R4 Fleet (AL 25BN T H &R, ™HE
T RS R AR R . B R RER, ARRIFA R E RS B R R R, BRSPS
ANEH . R EA X — IR Uik, 4EFE TR TR R, T8 R T AT R A TR R R e 2 06
B, MAZIFRAIER. 1967 £ Toole v. Richardson-Merrell.Inc® 244, {7518 51 PR IR B2 8 7= i A4
WA 7 EIERIAIN, 5 A E — Rl T DLRRACAR B B 258, (R A G5 SR O EMEER, &
LEAINFAR JE PN YE e FIR 2.5 T3 3 T0 A8 T I 1 4

SR, 20 2D 60 FEAR™ i TTAE H I A R 4 2 AR LK. bS] 1976 4, B HA 3 A4
YRR SRR SR S P AR I A, ELBOH S M A A 24 (5], ELE] “MER 2977
ROV ART I, G TG AE ™ S TR TR, HEN 20 AT 80 AEAX, 77 BT AU
PR T A R 152 R AT o A TR I 2 MO 2 A A 2 1 F ez —, RIS SZ VA2
R R 25 SE 3]

2.2. KBRPEFIN

7l SR PR T PR VR A RO FR AR AN AR, BIE RGR B T RA R, (ER AR TP R 2 )
PVESUE, HEGIR T el RO 19 L RIRIE TIPS LS B K e BV SR « A bk LR (Simon
Greenleaf), “PTAHNEHRAEIHN, ZARAILMN, ZLARFNK, EEADBREERS A, BT
DA IEmst b SRR MARRE. 7 (618 %, SRE M TUE, R R TIEINERE, X R E R
MIFEREE) V EEAE M. AT, PRI AL 5 B fIG e ok 1 AN PN AR AL, AR AT 5 R
MEAFEATHEEAL T %, BOYRRIATH ARG ST PR 2 7], — 287 R 2 ) B ISR IE A RE
AT, BT AR, FRARRCR, RAMEE AR TR R AT 3 7= i S e B
FIZ BB R , REE MR ARG, RIELE AR SR A e A ST I 2, BT ) e (0 28 ) A i 2
St O IITERE 2, KRR AE TV 2 S A 70 FE2 T 9

A — S8R [F 3T TR, 208« FHT(John J. Curtin)i\ Ay, fEHEF T A HERATCHEE R 2
BRBA . NTTRIFTREAEARFEAL A, A RRBTUERIEL 7], TR ] B0 0 R e 35 B X
(K17 i, BV AE LT 2 5 R RE (R S A A A ™ it e R, 15 U TR SO > AP AE GRS B, AL S JRIR I 4
P I A P IR AN BUR R A W B 2] 7 @ M E M . FE . BRSO U AR TR £
PEA PTG %, (HGRma e b Lea, BUH., R ZERAR S VE W B A AT PR A L B R, RIS 1AM
PEWE 2. David Owen T 1976 SERIBE U R,  EIREBE ORI EIR R RIF AL, 1E 25,627 DR
P A 3 8% A b IR ARAE 7 fh DA, EIX 967 DNZAFH RAT 43 A7 i SUE S h SCRF B
PERE 2. AN, B VRIE B H 2 R AT o ik e 1 R T R U £ B 8]

2.3. BCERHIFLE
FERXRTREOTHAE LR, G CRERPUERER) (F—7mitEEBRIER) (H—rk

*Fleet v. Hollenkemp, 52Ky. 175, 13B. Mom. 219 (1852).

®Toole v. Richardson-Merrell. Inc,251Cal, App. 2d689, 60Cal.Rptr.398 (1967).

T4 P HET 4T MER 29 AT — & 51714, Toole v. Richardson-Merrell, Inc. (1967)15 Roginsky v. Richardson-Merrell, Inc. (1966)
#& “MER 29" ZRIIZEIPIA RS
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BCE Z9w)) CEES ERAEHRER) CREFE=EAERER) (F—rmitfik) %% . BoOEt
KFRETIHERAZ R E R D, (G2t EE) 120 20805 R 5 T DABR H BH 6 B3 28 fOAIE 50 BH 45
TR T A E W 2t B3R ISR A & 124, Mo n] ARG T2, [ER—IF10%s 1
FEVH AU B R R R . BAARE U, e, R B HUEYRUE ] B B B T A R
B, HIXFE 22U SRS a5 B3, IR L aUA B3 2 A NG RIIE AR &5,
e et EIRIE TG 2 2 EBOE, EEIEZ MR, WHEREFE, A F KRR LS &
BAMBEE HISESE . SN B BARTS DL AAHED,  Pria 2 R & IR, LAk 2 iE R 248 S1EH .

FE AT TE 1992 FFA0 1) CRETTEREEEREIR T ), FERXAAAES VR4 HE s, Wk
G PIETI RS IOBOR] . B ITRUESE . T VRS RCRY B AR E R ER, 0 A . XNk
SR B TR BIHE B P ek R0 DL B 22 B0at A7 100 T 1 S M R S O R &, R AR
W EE R S, AT LLE B SRR, TR SR 5 R VR I G TS 2 B RS, HE— 2P XU I uE
WIREFEHEAT T 404k, TEHE L ATRE R HA NG IRIOREEE, 0 EL SR A 51 DUk 52 P 50 B 20 /)N T M 11 6%
%, IF H AN 5 B 2 52 T N TS 0 A T 22 S 0 HE A (R AMEME RO Y

AT AR AR 2 1A v . Bt RAIAAEBT. BIZ R 2. Tria A D HU LA
PEREEEHEAT VRS, BRARVEAKA . B ERAR . BT 2RAT A 2 M & =] AR 51 3 5 0 e 5 2 PR 7 9 R 2
DiResl, FERA HAd S M b, 3501 I 652 B R R0 % 111 7% S 1K) (wanton) 1] Y] (oppressive) % & ()
(malicious)B% & FE [ (reckless) AT MM R IEVEH[9]. HHT 7~ i 52 AL AU I 78 T M IRA2 AR 2R 24, EE 2%
# David Owen M9 WIHMZBAT RIEEAT T 04, BN R 1) BVESA 447 A (fraudulent-type mis-
conduct); 2) i LRI % AARfE(knowing violations of safety standards); 3) 478 & A A =2 /7
(inadequate testing and manufacturing procedures); 4) £ Aif & 245 £V 50 &S (failures to warn of known dangers
before marketing); 5) LK 5 R AN 2 A1 &K (post-marketing failures to remedy known dangers) [8].

3. XE BT ESUR AP ES] R RIE A R

TETTPEW AR ZAT NI — Bl AR T, 15 5 EAF S R BGE T AT PRI 2 ) — A LA,
B ) AEEE, AR, AEEEEESIEHL EA NP s A ok, 2) 178 A
AAEEAGERE R NYGETTNE, WRVE, SEhlig S — Bt 2 W BTN 3) G FEE R,
KPR IFAMBUR IR T AN S, Ml REE s - 45 F . BRILZAh, P @S RS A A 2
RFIR KT AE) P B <

3.1. FAE = RERBRA R B E K

FE 7™ it 7 AT AU A8 51 PR A% 2o A 2 by, A AR 77 AN R X R R B AR AE, IR L AT RE
RN N RIRUR, L ) s 085 10 P T 25 18] A 7 7 0 R T 7 5t I A A R AR - R i il S B 1 450 36 1)
T B £ 6 A P BB B B« #E Grye v. Dayton-Hudson Corp® 2, 35 K J L8 Bl A% 2 R ot {E R4 )
SRR K o B PR BUEHE 2 BH, R 1) i 32 i e T A S A e B o B S A, LRI R )
MAAFRR T A Hh s AR — b2 A n BB Z RGN —h & 5%, Bl A e
SRS B ET S, AR ALE K Z5H E . d’Hedouville v. Pioneer Hotel® Z&r, ¥ K& —Fh T HiEE
FE IR IR AT 4, A r= 3 AR A 4R 5 K AAE G H8K, HORE R X b Rk A = i es, FEH
|

IR, A ASBRUE WA W0 BB DA SO AE SRS, AN e TR AR ST PR RS 5% . VB fE Thomas v.

8Gryc v. Dayton-Hudson Corp, 297N.W.2d 727 (Minn).
°d’Hedouville v. Pioneer Hotel, 552F.2d 886,894 (9" Cir.1977).
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American Cystoscope Makers'® 27352, i1 F %A 3 E I 5 & 7547 B (recklessness), T LLFE 46434 45 [
HRETER LS. WEW S ST RTERYE S SR, I AR IRKERIUTS), RE06THE 2 H ki iE
WA P RE KA I F R SER . 2RV LAMRHE A AR 78 7 2 106 B it E TR 2 o A i
LRI . VEBEINE, SRR RE R AR TR AR A AR AT B, (R IR IR EIX —FF
SE DRI BRI E AT FA4E . BT, BRI S I B LR fa R, kBt
T T TG A2 PR B R P — AN EE 2% A o

3.2. WEARREREUE BHITFIE &4 KidE i

FIE ST VERG B 2 A, AR Ty EAFAEGRIE ™ W, IF SR B e b T 2 B AR W 38 5 P B
FH B 25 FE AR KU M #h R . 7E Toole v. Richardson-Merrell.Inc ', J2% Richardson-Merrell %}
MER/29 #4T 7 RERIE, HEN T RSN AHER RN B3] £/ Bz fFHikaH
LR, 8 A T e R S R RE T . AR IR 2, £E Grye FH, A i BT T g
FIREA AR = 5 R, B F TR 22 AR BR8] 7E d’Hedouville 1, #7515 M 27 4
(0 RYE I HAEFITE 1% AR K 9 S 5 4k 2R 4 B 2 4P 4E (9]

¥:BifE Fischer v. Johns-Manville Corp'" 22 it A 18 577 P4 422 G2 4 o () S s o 1 1 1 389 74
FERTE % 5 47 e A R ST VE G 40, BB R SE T A AR Bl i 0 & B A DR DL G A
By SRECHNRCE T A s A MV E AT A DA R 55 A 8 S R S o) S BRI E CA ST N
WAL DL S AMENIEEH . MR YRIA T, BT R miE e, AP i ROR BN
A3 5 St oy BT AN 06 B TSGR EEAN I, A5 AR HUH A 6 B PR B AT e 32 7K. AT RASE R N
“HREIMAT AR, MG EN T AR R, BTSSR, 7

FrCL, AP AR 2 SR SOZ SR b E ) B R, DMV P e AT AR I, JF R
S AT AE IS AE S )V P R A BRI Y . 5 Owen XFULEHT 7845, R4 &k HrE
Fsdi: 1) ATREIARNH A 2) PLSlEERAE LR 3) CARTER I 7 AL RR(8]. A AR
T A% AT A B DA TR R R B RS, T AR R R A L T S SR R L AR AE T
HERRE, WSO R W RT3, ZEARMUERRE, EAF B, f .

4. @RS PETEREERNE R
4.1. ETIE B2 A0 UERAARAE

FE MR FE AR “OIBIEE” brit, (R TR HOMRE . 78 (Ge— i 3T EIE)
A “UEREEA NG BIUEIARAE, SEE 35 AN BAK FFA© H AR X R 1% —IE B bR

FEFVRA T “RIAUESE " FRUE AR A ZE SROARCHE Z800E 5TAF 19 24 35 A\ B R 8 458 N S8 i ) T-Athix
— 77 o FISEYRAFNAR A “HEBR & BRI EE” (R bRdE, A ANIAE G A E B T S AL A e,
BT RRENGZ . RAHRITA WS EIEMSE, A REX S s st N, I 4Ed A
EEMEE. “EEEASANER” EIEHRERA TR E, & T RERARN “REGERE” , KT
FPRAM “HERREHEMEE” « AT TERHA NEIRIESEARAE, A48 B o b4 (0 20 aliw
Fh2s, TMRAE M HE AR N EL R mE R A B5IE TR S AL AR S S s s, ORARAE M 1R
RAFIEHELBG mERATRerE. ” [10].

1 Dillard Department Stores, Inc. v. Silva" ZEr, 5 (458 A RRSE Silva 5 NEH 57, (H2E 5 )5 %

"“Thomas v. American Cystoscope Makers, 414F. Supp. At 266-67.

"Fischer v. Johns-Manville Corp. (1986) 103 NJ 643, 512 A2d 466.

Berg v. Reaction Motors Div., Thiokol Chemical Corp. (1962) 37 NJ 396, 181 A2d 487.
"Dillard Department Stores, Inc. v. Silva, 148 S.W.3d 370 (Tex. 2004).

=4
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T4y Silva it EFHEIF HAGHIL B A S HH, BRIEREIR. MBI Emii B, Rdidh
TR 32 T ORI B R, (BB WA B N IRAIESE, BT AASSCRRAR R I R ST £
Pl $5H 1 5 TSR TIVERE RS, (REE T 1.3 ISR TTAME I A2 . AR AR T IR S IRARITE
Pt ACUE WIRRAEASRE R SRR T “ HERR S BRPAEE” S5, HAGTIVENG A2 R AR G 04T 0, Tk
AR, BT DAHAIE B Al 2 b — i REFURIA R “ IR UESR " b e

4.2. FREF

JRIU L, b e A T M DA S 2 /0 . R s BE T Barry v. Edmunds'™ %,
SIS -CAZ I ST B o A 2 A PRI B2 e OB . 20 HH22 70 R4XE] 90 4EAX, 7 il ST AR AU A 1
TR G s bt BNV B G UL, AR IR SRR L 4 L SRS AN RO I P ) 1 K
PR CHE T T B E Y . EERFERNERG Y LA SRR ERA A L, K
FEREH HIRIREME N “ AFRIRIIE. SO BB R 2R A RNME R o B RAEET R T, &
I PR BEE AR I TR AL G S o HEPPE AR T AR 2 AN R B0 S RAIE B RGN E A 4 E 1 1
WhfE. EEA. B AN E A A WA BRI A ah, AR ECE TOVR AR A E B e )
AN DBEURDLHI R ESE (1],

= I DR SR, B A E 5 S S O A B LU =AM ) # IATRRAIE: 2) JA
RPN H BN s 3) B O HcE . M IR ZR rh T DAFE LR i [ A T 2 e AR AR
KA BN, EARULRS o BIFER RALE LR AR — At o A ARAOO B, (B AE A 1) 7
I AR 2 2 W0R H AN S8 BB & — 7, IR AR T M bk o I B2 RO B0t £E 19 i,
TESE R TN e ABE R . R T N 2 PG ST B RS R, RS EA SRR, B
HEEME N, BRI 7RI, i Rl . FE A AR, W R
(9 Ml AT R i R, R4 T B o R 1 S e E R, i Tk Z 3T O RIR A RS, AN RE VR
MO VP Al A T AT O A 22 BRAS B AR AT A 2, B AN R A o

ML SR E B, AW e ARG F ST A B EAlR k2 SRAL ™ IR R, — A0 BT
HEMRB B i i g, “Rid BT E R SR AR R AT, FEhTah+ss, ©
AENS 2 UL R € BTSN BRI o 7 [12]FE RS BRSO A e 4y 1b 5, 4B HE AP ANIE S, R SE
A 5 T LR o A N S 2R, ENAGER S AT ORIER, RS S I A X 2 R AT .
ERA - MRKIIEER, 8B DR E R 2 DEIU N, ARG R IIAR — B AR B
AW, EE kMR, SSRANSTELA?

FITCL,  ASLIR) S50t b B, SREX— S A I 51 3 AN B a0 DR, R A 0 P A PR A i
Y B P9 TR I SR A A B R, W2 B TR AR IURIA A, SEHL
THPEM LR H Y, fedE S R E R, ORIFA RO AN AT, V8 R Ak T VR 22 3R A5 A 2 T
REPESESE. IR, BAMIIRLZA H O —E A ENAIERE, AR ARK AP B ik e i AT 4
—BAEN SN T AT UK, TR SO R Ak 2 A a5 AR PR 2 TR

5. BT ESUE P ES R ERER

a7 B AR SRR, TR A A O TP At B, — B AR .
“Barry v. Edmunds, 78 116 US 550 (1886).
BPacific Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Haslip, 499 U.S. 1, 61 (1991) (O’Connor, J., dissenting).
'Browning-Ferris, 492 U.S. at 282 (O’Connor, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part).
"TXO Prod. Corp. v. Alliance Resources Corp, 509 U.S. 443, 473 (1993) (O’Connor, J., dissenting).
"Tynberg v Cohen, 76 Tex 409, 13 SW 315, 317 (1890).
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SR, 71 e VA ELE B B PRI R P S 6T o o (4] (e ol o o 2, P SR T AT VA B I AT R A R
WAL R, SR VR A EUREBEA U R STV £ e WU R B B A . AR B YRIERE &
JERN NGB, et R ECE S AR . B4, Sl S A A £ R 1 I SR

5.1. ESMBESTRIRESREREAN B BREN

7 il AR U A T P A SR A H 2R W, O T L AR AR PRI 52 S A v SR AR H LN
A A, SN BT, AR EE R TR, e ST . EE RA M
Vg T T P T £ <8 1) R S S 5 o e ], 2 i R 20 SRS M2 e 25 3 % e T 5 2 11 38 A R ) 1) <6 0 e e A
fE Gilbert v. Duke Power Co'” Z& 1, iZM19% B BARA, X 78 511 4k % o & 0 1) i e W s SR A T AT PR ), 52 42
B T p a R P . LU IR N, BRI T B T PRI 8 = N 25 Ji 3500, (HRX e M BT %
o A A A e A A PR o A B P E AN [RI R B b PR 1 s o A S P I 2 e A B e AL,
RN SR VFRE AR BN 2 EE R E . N FIA RS M SRR L RS 5 A48 5 S0 A H ok
I 2G40 N 15T . E Grynberg v. Citation Oil & Gas Corp®® Zhrr, B ik B M 1B 1 BY 155 57 B % T
TS8R B HEEN, (AREESHMUANERGH I LIEREEE.: Jimast
ARV 0 5 SE MR TG A5 R A T PR T 32 PR B A 3ok s AR P SRR R/ LR 75 32 IR R B . F R P
% 5y W 2 S PN S ERAE LA BV 7RG S IR ER, gl AT S TE] L B 5 B ORI I DA R A 2
TR HL T AR 55

F—MER A, AR 2 M A R E T ARSI L BPR . PR T R A T R IR I 4
BAREREIS 50 J3ETC, 4675 Je WM E 16 TR B2 () B s BN 35 T3 76 A e I F T PR D 2 4 A AN A
e 7 LR, 1 H S AME T R S A 0%, B vE MR R e T M IR S R RN 35 T SR T EE ME
PERAZE SR 5 5, ZFHPEEM—A . WAERR NI E EAMETE R A 2 10 T3 3£ Z4FH,
TR T VEIG B2 0 d = B0 30 J336 70, FEAMEAVE R A2 B0 45 T al it 10 53R o S brh, SR ks £
(18 5 ey 20 A9 M P D A2 R ) 3 A5 o AT ST A M 2 A R 0 0 e I 2 ) B i B9 50 J5 36T, B /M
WA 3 £, —HWIREE N —AYs BB ASRRITNAEAT AR, 18 TR S 800 o
B 700 J33ET0, BUEAMEVENGGLE AN 4 £, BCHIRRI AT 4 5, =F PiEmEmf—A . B
L E T A 1 KA B AR A Al N AR TN ANEAT R, IR A S TR A2 (1 = 4 10 /33678
B AMEVE S I S R RO, 3 i B s 1 — A AR WO ECR BN ANEAT . IR AR
T () B i 0N 50 F5 360, BRCE AME VR R SR I A%, B ANEAT RGO, =#F 24
BRI — A o JOA — S AR F3 T PR D 25 4 205 S Rt A O, A o 5% 7 1] 5 10 4P U 15 4 it 1 9 20
Ji LB SEPR A BRI DU £

ER 28NN, T T 55 SRR — BRI, DR M IG5 452 4 J2 008 DRk Jo o5 Pl
BRI, T I SR K B R S T S AR IR o N T BRI AN R R, R 2 A
PN AV FSBUR LAERE 7 L= 7 B 5 MR S e 2 4 . FERRIEGEM, SR UM B B A B 852 v Bt
H EHARE S PR N 395 BN FeAbIN A 50%; BETXIIN N 60%; i WM ATENEE 22 49N 75% .
TETH I 2 4 EACHR 2 vl LB A2 O M SO, 0] DARE 99 N — e A O (1)K 7 RN 6 B VB A L
BB IERES BRI B E B B H L AR, I — M E RN R S AT R IR A5 AW, KR 25%
Bl 40%A5E, IXER B E RTINS — 5B 70 HEATAERL . Rl R 5 AN 2159 3 80 ) 18 TR 2%
NEANZ I

ATCLE B A B e AR IR KRR B BAE T A, vERe s A T I &SR Sl s K E a2

YGilbert v. Duke Power C0.225 S.C.495.
®Grynberg v. Citation Oil & Gas Corp., N.W.2d 493.
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&R F HIEE AR 2 B 2 5 2 B T WA T30, 2k T HIE . IERXFLE, (2
VAR E bRifE,  DARA E R TR 2 4 ) A B, AT T 5 B [T T DK 5 P A3 1 P U 2 4 A+ PR A

A BEOE Z A (reasonable relation rule), XFRA BCAARIN, & F8 18 3 1 65 £ 15 S Bt 25 s 2 2 [a) )87 B
HEHRR[13]. EEBRRIN A, SRR AN 70 1 I A% S 40 15 SEBR A0 3 4 80 (A1 — >8] & (1) LL )i
B, 425, SIS bRain 3o i e FAR I A T s 22 e t, T SRR o R A i o X ANYE L, B4
TRATAE T8 0 1 B 2 0 s T [l e (LR 0 SR 5 FE A 0 P IR R I e B R R R R T S PR R 2 i S
LR ETRAGEHRR, BAZRTR e S IRET RN E . 25— Mk, HERE%
PR B D BRI E, M S AT A R IRRIER, XS, AT ER BT
ER, AEHAB NARBCEA, SEaf BEH— REE T4, SR A B 2 R ) A7 705 18 11 M s
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