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Abstract

Objectives: 1) To examine the characteristics of counterfactual thinking by bedtime counterfactual
process, spontaneous counterfactual thinking in college students who have the symptoms of Clus-
ter C personality disorders. 2) To explore the interaction between Cluster C personality disorders
and counterfactual thinking. Methods: PDQC-2 (Personality Disorders Questionnaire for CCMD-2-R)
was administered to a sample which consisted of 1757 students to screen personality disorders.
The number of people with single Cluster C personality disorders was as follow: 0BC-36, AVD-31
and DEP-14, and 52 normal subjects were invited to finish the BCPQ (Bedtime Counterfactual
Processing Questionnaire) and experiment. The experiment design was 3 (groups: OBC, AVD and H)
x 2 (counterfactual thinking conditions: yes and no) completely random design of two factors, and
the dependent variables were meaning perceptions, fate perceptions and benefit-finding of turn-
ing points. Results: 1) Compared to normal students, Cluster C personality disorders showed high
scores on bedtime counterfactual process, and the highest one was AVD, followed by OBC and DEP.
There was association between spontaneous counterfactual thinking and the subjects’ groups. The
proportion of dependent personality disorder with spontaneous counterfactual thinking was up to
100%, higher than other groups. 2) The results of the difference test showed that in the counter-
factual thinking condition, the OBC group and the AVD group scored higher on the meaning per-
ceptions of turning points than the control group. The difference test results showed that the OBC
group and the AVD group had lower scores for benefit-finding of turning points than the control
group. Conclusion: 1) The characteristics of counterfactual thinking of cluster C personality dis-
orders were different. The anxious/avoidant personality disorder group and the compulsive per-
sonality disorder group had prominent bedtime counterfactual process, and the dependent per-
sonality disorder was more likely to have spontaneous counterfactual thinking. 2) In the counter-
factual thinking, compulsive personality disorder group and anxious/avoidant personality dis-
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order group compared to normal students had higher levels of meaning perceptions of turning
points. Compulsive personality disorder group and anxious/avoidant personality disorder group
tend to produce benefit-finding of turning points harder than normal students.
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HE: 1) W KREAECK AR BEH N REERTRE, HNENRELBENERRELEEAE
ERARBLBERS; 2) UBXAE. ZRERANGEHEEITFTNETE, TITCRARERS K
HEREZ KT EEM. Hik: B ABEEHE RS PDQC-2)X ) RE K KF17574 —FEHF4E
HBATHER, THRE AASRRASMI R ME; ARSE RSN A ES MR S R, BT IRk BiE B iE e ——
TR B ERIE R (0BC-36 \) £ 58/ B#E (AVD-31 A ). iR (DEP-14 \)AIxT BB 4 (H-52 N\ )3T 38
HEMKELY . ERESSCREENTRELEERL, LRI RAS3 (94: 0BC. AVDATHA) x
2 (RELBEXMS: AN WFHRERZEMILET, BEERNETSF4BE M. fEmEmeas
BB . E38: 1) CRAREBGN KFENETRFLBEEIBTEEKRFEE, CRABERS
HEE P, fER/ERE A ESHN KEERT R, HRERER, BRICEKBENMEREEMR K
4, BEEERELBEMPRHEIAREE, HEZT, KBEASEES E KRB BER NS5
HiX100%, HmTHMAR; 2) ZRRBERER, ERFLBEXMG+H, OBCAHFAVDA L XTHE 4 Xt
BEHENMEBLIER, ERARKEREROBCHAMAVDA X BAMNEMZHERNBIEMK. &ib:

1) CEZERAREB N REBLBEFSFEER, £R /BRI N\ RBrS 4 50ia 2 A% BG4 T R F
SRR, KRB KB ET A HRRELES; 2) RELEENCRAKBBHENET SE4
B Y IR I A [6], 508 2\ e B A0 [ 2L AN 45 18 / B M 2R\ A TG 0 [ LA LU IR B X R EE RS2
Y B B KF A R SRR, SR BN RS BRSO ) LN AR R / B8 BN AR RS 1) 4 L IE F W R R
=R
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1. HIS

NHEBERGAE CCMD-3 Hfli 8 O “ NASHREAE B B A 25 1, AN N AR 3% 7 sURT bR o6 & 1) 57t
TR o DSM-V ARG T =R RBECGEEE AL B8 By K88 ©), Hrb C R ARG A0
T8 AR AN [ it = e 2R 1), S [ R R Ty A R RV ST BB A AT - 5RiE T A A% RS (OBC)
MO R P 5636 E ORI o b s KR Y A A% R tiG (DEP) R B — PR o i FE 75 22
Bl R AT B [l ol A AK B AS (AVD) & — PP AL AS ISR, X v A PO i P R . A A B
153 25 IR LA N AR 8 USRI BR 8 R I S AL 2 i, LB R AT A B I ThRe AR 2, 5
M H4E 2 Thie SHOIIRE U 4R K, Bk R 2 10t 700 25 T 25 58 A S B 8 2 1AL A SN s LR
KB 5T R WA BE0S 3 1AL 2 B0 T BEAFE 51 BB (Morrison & Gilbert, 2001; 2588, 45150, £ IK 4,
20115 JHEAS, 20065 475, /550, 2013). KFAEFEMAT, C RAMKERGRERKE, FEHETHEA
IAPESR AN D RE 2 B UAF 2L, OB ALE SR8 O MR (&5, 577, 2013 AR, 777, 2018;
T, A7, 2016).

RSB L O AR EE, AT AR A I — RO BRI . R S SRR At
SN 23 U 1) B BN RO B AR, X AN VE 2O 3G B & B B 25, AMA ™ AF e s B4,
Fe N T A IR R, XM R A DL B MR A S A A T, W IRBCEIMERE R, SR
G BB R ) R S AR I 2 LEANR RN B FRIZ AR AN RFSE (I A AR 56 2 R (BRARH, 1515, 2009). K
FRBYEEN—MA BB B, 5L8CREY), ML= A BT —Fp 28 981 7 (%
A, REE, XIS, 1996), X FRT AT AR B AMA R REE ARG 46, AT Re b MR AR T 2 E AR S 4
PRT N A% B 1) S 0 52 R ARe s T DL T A N RS B i 155 4 TR T LA, 3 R 3 s A% b5 3047 T R
KA HEAR

WA FINN, FAr mid iz 2 BRI FR P Byas], B4 sk A it 2 PR BT R b A = )
BTN EE, AN THHT s B 1 SO BE IS SR 5 22 5035 Bl 1 1 JR B AN s S8 (B 4500,
2015). [AIE, BEFUARGT C S NAK R SE 47 s S A ) SCPPAY s DA 7= LA ) O B PR 1

DRI, A 20K LA S S S SRR A A 2 RN i) L BN, PR C NS B K 2% 2 e S s JEL A PR 1
AT DA e TS R s PR, B NGNS R Z T T RS RS BT N BN RE, T
L B JEATLA, AN T A =E B R0 i A B R Lo AL A1) () RS IF 7 DA R Ay NS e i 1T 39057 R e AR
PR AL B A 5 AR SR AR AR -

2. WEEFE
2.1. &,

KA ERRE, X RE SRR AT BRI S 5, Ll 35 1757 4, HIBR TGN 4 246
B, 1FEERONAE 1511 4, A REN 86%. AR A1l J5 A ks BRAG R EAS th 45 R, s—Jodb i)
FEIAFI(OBC) 129 N, i &N 8.54%, HfE/EAI(AVD) 96 N, &N 6.35%, KHHAL(DEP) 39 A,
i tH 28 2.58%. 18 It M B L 38 1 B — e SR (5B B (OBC) £ &/ BB (AVD). K2 (DEP) 4
K R 2H (H) kAT 3E— 20 1) A A o, 0l R 2 g G ) o v % ) AR B S 00 H 45323 I T — 2 DA 1
a =S 52N 58 OBC-36 A(4: 14 N, & 22 N), AVD-31 AN(B4E21 N, @4
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10 \), DEP-14 AN(B4A5 N, L49 N), H-52 A(BAE27 N, LA 25 N).
22. TR

2.2.1. AtERERFE )& PDQC-2)

BT PR, A A 200 D) dnthl, &S R E ST R, A R EDRE AR 2 SRS I b v
(CCMD-2-R)[J— N NARBEAG I A (7] 3, & 8 MNRA AR BEAG IR, IRHRY, fEpE/ R, KA,
WENE, R, ZRE, b)), 94 AN H. 4 itsr: 0 = FFAEk, 1= MRk, 2 = &%
ik, 3= SRk, ERRAMERG B 2 5k 3 104k H A A S 4 B — 2 g 16
ANEH, 7532 803 % B 8 M)A HHZ AL B 2 AEk 2 AN ULEA H R I E R 2
TIEHIE G ONT R %S ERE R, REER.

2.2.2. BER] R B4 0)%EBCPQ)

i Schmidt A1 Linden (2009)4 il F LAk 71N A B i i = 52 JEL 4 R B ) 40 236 DL S AR Bl D D5 1 PR IKS
MG L. BT ANEE, R 0~4 3L 5 5T, 0= JLTEA, 4= B2k, 73
o3 T R R N B T S S AR TR, BT, 1B o RECH 0.86.

2.2.3. BRRERBHEME

K B IR, 5% FEAMIE R (Kray, George, Liljenquist et al., 2010) R IEHF 7T H (08 7 S288 1944
Ko SEESERERPAAAE 5 2080 N B2 FF 067 B AR — R AR A 4T s i, e RS R OB IR
A I AR T R AR R L TE TS, O T R A 2 52 B S S B SRS 3 AR AT R
HAF, KEAELTE FIE L AR IR LRI

Bk ol 550 “ M I RS, AT R oA SR SO NS I 1 5, A GEE
R BPNEMHASKAET s MBREANFAENRKA, BRI AE @R TR 207 [E8,
MEM )22 BT, IHRIZRIE. ... s 4. A RE FREEARBI R T RE. 7

MR B S B A 1 e SCRNE A AN 9 iR I D732, BRI B X 5 ) 2 B 13 & IR B s i 4 e
FrEE XA, $RIBATHE ST TR, TR RPN E B 20 it B, RS — B il 1 k.

2.2.4. B RBEGE TN

26 FE SBIE A T T AT A R OSGHAT VR B = e, BT s R U (meaning)
i1z 509 (fate perceptions) 1 32 25 & Bl (benefit-finding) (Kray, George, Liljenquist et al., 2010). & A1 H 2
ANTH @@ = 0.77) VP8 —— “HAT s R R A “E 47 SEE R AT R EURK” 5 amigkn
W 1 ANTHIE —— “Hr B aiaigl” o 2 KM 2 MH (a = 0.80)1FE—— “HH N
P EIRIAEE IO 77 A RSk, FEPT I aE R R VLR IR o BTA I E VEE A 1~9 1
P

2.3. BRIt

KH 3 (434l: OBC. AVD il H 41) x 2 (JRFESLBLYELEAE: M) E R, KHEE
NG A B OGHAT PR P = AN TR bR, BT A S SR A is RN ol A A2 23 . SR SPSS 16.0
BHTMSIREAR ¢KG50 . BERER T Z 5 BHEERE T Z5HT,

2.4. WIRIEFF
R EEAHE 2 59
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Figure 1. Experimental flow chart of spontaneous counterfactual thinking about turning points

L TR EHEITE A RESBYESWIRIEE

AT RELBYE XA HE T PRGN UL TR S, ATE &Sk R E
NS 5, GEE R, RANFEMRASKE T MR EEIREAE, B ARIAER -
ERWIR R . 200, F&. MMERSE) R ERER . EREBnE......, B4 A)E N REEAE R
IRTRE. 7 AT R F L BRSSPI TR S, B TR, K5, ik
SERCE LA s AR S A IS RN 2w R BRI E V.

3. AREGR
3.1, B—HE C RABERHIRSESHRE 8RB BENELER

R FH BALDR 2507 22 A0 At B — TG LAY € 28 N B 1 ) 5 205 ) I 2L 7 e iy S 3 s L 445 07 B adkAT 4y
M1, SR ERE DEHZ AR ZERIER R EEKT(p < 0.01). SHALEMERFLBLES> E, AVD
. OBC 45.% = T IE4LH 41). DEP 4l(p <0.05); OBC 415 AVD 412 [, DEP 4LFI%HEZH 2 8] f)
Z RN RA G R L (p > 0.05).

Table 1. Means and standard deviations on counterfactual thinking between students within Cluster C personality disorders
and normal students (X £ SD)

=1 BB C XKARERMESASHRAZ BRELBHENERRE (YD)

i H OBC(n=36) AVD®m=31) DEP(=14) H (n=52) F W LL#E P < 0.05
" . H<OBCH<AVD
S| *3%
il T e S R4 14.19 £4.70 14.65 +5.02 10.86 +£2.25 11.02+5.04 584 DEP < OBC DEP < AVD

7E: OBC-RIET AMKFEAFAL, AVD-FIBA AL, DEP-HOBR AMSREAGZE, H-%1I8ZH; “P<0.01.

FHRE BRI FH B NS LR 2, KRR IRIT A TC B kxS 8B 4E 2 B Mgk
(C RN PRSI -4 5T IE L) A 520 = 11.76, p < 0.05), 1B H K 3 sz B4R BEMPER AL 1K@ >
0.05). 45472 2 AlH, MO AR S [ & S s A 19 N B EL B ik 100%, B HA &2 A A\ B bl v o

Table 2. Proportion of Cluster C personality disorders and normal students with spontaneous counterfactual thinking (%)

2. BB C KARERMESASRA BB LR EEDLENABELH(%)

OBC (n = 36) AVD (n =31) DEP (n= 14) H(n=>52)

HHRKRESL DY 55.56 48.39 100.00 53.85

3.2. RESCBHER C XARERBEMAET REGRESCHEE R

3.2.1. RESLRYRN C XABEREEMFEHECANETE
DAL 55 A0 fi 2 5 S 2% A (A RN ) B A8, DK S T SOOI 1 9 03 DRI AR AT A R 3 S A B AL
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(77 23 M (2% 3), LHHIR S 2 S B4k 26 PRI A2 EAR FE B 3 K P, F(2,113)=4.97, p<0.01, Py
=0.08; @ BT R AT I R I, FEHET RSB A, S M ZE R BAAGH R X F(2,60)
=538, p<0.01, Py*=0.15, H:rf OBC 4151 AVD Lt b e S s, HEREAS
TR L (p < 0.05), OBC 45 AVD A2 M ZFRARGGIFE L EAFT RFELBYERMh, &4
ZMESAEFG RN, F(2,53)=120, p>0.05, Py =0.04 (LA 2).

Table 3. ANOVA test of groups and counterfactual thinking or not for meaning perceptions of turning points

F 3. HA . BEREEFHTENEHEX AT LIRS

A5 SRR df F Py’
H 2 0.92 0.02
RFET Y 1 1.07 0.01
YL fg e s B 4 2 4.97%* 0.08

T TSR Py’ = Partial 475 Py =0.01 GEURE/D), Py’ =0.06 FUREE, PP =0.14 GUREKR); "P<001,

. . .
14.00- CHE N NG P i fhi ) 25 7Y
—H
-~ 0BC
AVD
13.001
. 12.00-
‘E\
i
i
3 11.00
10.001
©
9.00
1 1
CFEHKE T

Figure 2. ANOVA Interaction of groups and counterfactual thinking for meaning perceptions of turning points

2. BASRELBUEESHEX AR LHZE/ER

3.2.2. RELBYER C R AGERMENMEZ 5L TR

PAZHJI(AVD 41, OBC ZHANXS REZH) Al S S s BL4E SR AR (CE AR N B AR &, AR SR AR 5 I 3 3R
a(52 2 R I H VPor N BRAS BEHEAT W DR 2R 58 A BE ALK 7 ZE A i (L35 4),  2H00 R0 J 3 S R 2% A1 A8 BLAE
B ILEFBENKT, FQ2,113)=1.01, p>0.05, Py*=0.02; 251552 B YE 5 i E RN 135 5
BEMACT, AT I 3 S R S AN AT I S B AMA R 25 R IS4y T, 1T L A S A
7~, OBC ZHA AVD ZH LE X HRZH 0 344052 s R IRAS 73 B, HER B A S5 L (p <0.05), OBC 45
AVD H A ZEFARAS = Lo
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Table 4. ANOVA test of groups and counterfactual thinking or not for benefit-finding of turning points
T4 B BEREEFHTEZHLI LB

AR SRR af F Py}
Al 2 5.28%* 0.09

S B gk 1 3.91* 0.03
A S g R 4 2 1.01 0.02

TE: TSR Py’ =Partial 7 Pp*=0.01 GLREN), Pp’=0.06 BB, PP=0.14 FEEEK); "P<0.05, "P<001.

3.2.3. REEBYER C EARER BB HaEATE RN

PAZHAI(AVD 20, OBC A A ) Al S o AR AR CEAITE) A H AL &, DA S Fdrig 205 3 VP4
SRR AR S BT R R 5E S BENLI T Z W (L2 5), 0N S 20 s B 4 SR A8 ELAE R IR B B3 PR K
F, F(2,113) = 1.40, p>0.05, Py’ =0.02; [3HSZBYELAER TN A E R E KT, F(1,113) = 6.24,
p<0.05, Py’ =0.05, #EA7 /R3S B YA AE AT I S50 BYE MK 0 e S SRR v, AR
RNE A IR B E KT

Table 5. ANOVA test of groups and counterfactual thinking or not for fate perceptions of turning points

F 5. HA . BEREEFHTENEMHGEHE RS

5 5 R VE ar F Py
A1 2 0.40 0.01

S s R A 1 6.24" 0.05
S * J 2 S R 4 2 1.40 0.02

T LSRR Py’ =Partial s Pr?=0.01 (RURE/N), Pp’=0.06 FURETE, PpP=0.14 GUREEKR): "P<0.05.
4. i
4.1. B—FRHAY C XARBERHESESHRAZBRELBENLLE

WS BB IR, C BTN 5 0 17 4 8/ [ e 4 R i e 20 B i e S s B A Ay I B v T 1F
Honf AN ZH o BRI e = S L 4E U IE 5272 3 BUR AR Y 9 8 R 32 (Schmidt & Linden, 2009), & x2HEH]
BT I — RIVAFNED), EPONETENEAA S F KBRS . C FAFEREAT & DUAE BRI 3 1 A%
25, KRS R EERES, RN RERG R EMMPNES, N TEMEEES, 1
AR 2 AT SRR R RE, NI =25 B8 22 1) P RE PRI B SR 40 AR, KRR A A% B A A 158 i
AN BB AL o PR 2A A, SRR 5 (1996 ) 78 FLAR T A% B RS R0 2 B AR ML A1) K0 50 R 0 R R B, i
1B N PSRN A RS/ [0 2k 28 A B 5 AN AT B LA 5C R D), T A 28 15 A s PR B AL A AN A
fERFENIMIE, EHE AP ELG A S E W IEARDS, %4 RN, MRS 5iia BN £ fE/ [A] 8k 7Y
A B TR B AL 22 SR, Hoh s s B4 e —FioE B MR B B gE, 5L RE Y, it
FUIRBAIESE T MRS NI 7.

WEHHT NS BG5S 2 S JE 4 A BLE B 38 100%. R e 25 2 JB 4k 177 A R F8 ANt B AR 14D
AT B B BUR B, BAERICIZ AN LS AR AR MILIZ, —ANAN NBIR ARG EHEAILN,
AT b3k e A28 5 A A R 1) B FRA N B B AR DG, AR 52 AN B R L2007 B FE R AR B, A/ o 2
X EAEICAZEHTIRE, RSB AVEIEEMELL AR, 7T RE R AR A AE BG4 4G 2 A5 R ZARATTI
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Mo g BB RE SR SR AT DMREEAN S AT, eI R St AT B R S F S B 4E,  DAMORYERF B %
4.2. RESZBYER C XABEREEMEET RE 4RGN EIRAE

WAL R BN, C FENME BT ) ZH R0 1F 5 % HEZH 2 [R) %o A7 PR 2 B s T 1) 3 SR AN A7 AE B 3
ZEgt, MM EEAT S F S e WA AR A A B SO A, 1X S Kray 5 A (2010) 45 RA—
B, XARER BN Kray 55 AN Q010)BF N RIEA—B, X T F 47 s AR 0 3 SR 5 ] REA-AE 25
A ZESR . BT, BT C RAMBEAGHE SRS B RN B, ZEAERER,
GEEZHAEH, BITESHT SCF S B2 h b, e TR N A B s A6 ) 2L 0 £ F8 /] 36 250 N\ A% 55 41 1) 4 AH
EE I8 0 B S RS 4 S, HZER B G E 3, wRaE BN RS B b A0 ) 2R £ 18/ [
BN BG4 A 2 A R A G F R 3 FREXECHRANEKEIREN &, EiEFER
B SCA] AR AN AT B St A e 7, AT AR 22 (0 A 3 A v R B (B AN 7 ), [ ISP A [ AN 1
SUMBEAEAEZE R, CRAMERAME B EATRE (&%, 77, 2013), X AMFEMRFM LS 5 22
W, RERBYEE N R LR, C RAMERAMA S TR AL 34k, serg Rk
B S B B SE M, M 2380 C S8 NS BEAG AN AT AR 0 8 S e s T — RO 548 B BAH X EL L
FasE, xS ARG LRI, RN B S B3 I L BT S R RS, A =52 3
NE a7

Z o R TR MR MAH S S rR SRR AWK . i e HAE N AR B e C 8 Nt B A ) 1
LB BN BEAEN, SR ER, ZEHIEAFAELHEN . HZFHRERNBEE, HATRFHE
BYEZA R UAIIT RFSLBAEF M FFNMEZ R RIMNE TR, X5 Kray % A2010)M45 R —2,
B e g s R I Rty A7 SRR AR A RE AL MR R 0 B SIS A Z 2 AL, s R B B OIS L
77, BAMEEHAEBREE . BHIRKBITER, XM TR 5 2 08 m A 0 7 19,
T3 0555 A SR A o o T 2L 531 2 18] LU 27, IR X BR A L € S A B RS0 im) 41 56 25 5 P AR 52 28 R I
B B — A N R AN T ERER R 7, AR AN e 35 B AN SE -l [RDGT 24, [R]INE 9 g LE AN AR AR B
A, M C ARG R KA 52 28 B R B 22, IX AT Rl A 5 00 B S EARI 7 T, AR AE
BR A GENTTIH, IX VR H I BRAS A A4 2 3E B o) 751 5 B8] Bl A

AT IS A R AR B R A8 B BT A SRR, C S8 NG St ) 1 g 3 5 LA 2% A 2 TR) A8 HAE AN 1.3,
HHRE RFLBYE R EREE R, AT RF ST RF SRR 5 7 A K frig
e, MAHZ BAEEZE R, XRS5 TR e RN C N FEAG A 2H 2 8] X] fr iz H i
RS, SRIET AR BRAF M AR BARE L. 58, HE—EH S PO 2 bs i 2 2Rk 5 i
R, XK ) VAR VR T HON A IE R0 B JE AR, ESRIE BN RS BEAS MR I BRI, AN
MM ZERE B Carig, SRS ST A G drig ek, XApop 5 OB R E SR E O, T
FE/ R B RS ANMA N B O AR TR IRE BRI Aoy, mANERR SN AR, B
B/, BERHE OB N S HOPEIETT H O MA1RE B & F BN R R R, B, S5
KA E B AL, AT R SN 2 B FRIZARAT B FRAVF, [ R L i T L A oS g, 3X Moot
H BIZAR AR AL T ar {5 & (Bamelis, Renner, Heidkamp, & Arntz, 2011),

5. &ig
1) C 254570 N IR 1) J 5 K R A7 7E 25 5, B [ B R N K e 2L R S8 3 T e o 5 4L e i

RSB, ROMUE AR BRI T AT R R T 5 B
2) JRHSIBLERT C 2 A BTG FAT S IR SO O 7R S A, BT AR
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I A5 51 ) ZEL 15 R/ [ 2R N B i A 1) LA L I3 5ok B 2L B v /AP P S S s B A B
A0 i) 2L R 6/ T 2R N\ A I A ) 2 LG oS HE AT B AR B SR 2 2 R

6. IGFROETFHER

I PR BE T Fil s A RN T 57, XPREVRYT, PRI 25 BN FRE AR S 1k o 5 —, IR IR D BT U
B C AT NAK BRERSHT 171 1) S S RE YRS ) A7 AERF e, AR R8 [ 30E TR N\A  1 R 7R A By 2 f
W T S 3 S B AEHEAT TG T, OB NS BRSO I B A S S s B4R REAT BRI T 900 28—, I
RTTREALHE C M FRAT BRI A I 2 e 20 =, IR T UG J P IR s 2R A B A
S ERGZEYN A TR oS B IE S LD S & i

7. ARTEERE

XTFHRBE C A BRG] K22 A R S S B GRS R 57 B O IR R, R RS
R4 . HBRERN, (BB RIE i S SEA R v 7 AT AR AE — Lo AN 2 2 Ak

1) BEFEAL R T BARNE S = AR () S e B 4E, BN 7 3Gt S B A A A R, RA T A
B2 B AR G VEREAT I 5 SEe, H TG S S AN AR VR A ARG B R SR )

2) RTRFLHYER IR, BFF0R A E RN B R & Py AT, SR T g sk el &4 4k
THRHEA IR 2, B SO DI B T BRI M 77 AR — 8 A
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