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Abstract

This study investigates the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and college students’
sense of life meaning, and examines the mediating role of cognitive reappraisal and the moderating
role of future time perspective. A questionnaire survey was conducted among 728 college students
using the Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale, the Cognitive Reappraisal subscale of the Emotion Regu-
lation Questionnaire, the Sense of Life Meaning Scale, and the College Students’ Future Time Per-
spective Scale. The results show that: (1) intolerance of uncertainty is significantly negatively cor-
related with college students’ sense of life meaning; (2) Cognitive reappraisal partially mediates the
relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and college students’ sense of life meaning; (3) Fu-
ture time perspective significantly moderates the first half of the mediation path. The study reveals
the underlying cognitive mechanisms and boundary conditions linking intolerance of uncertainty
to college students’ sense of life meaning in Anhui Province, providing empirical evidence and in-
tervention strategies for enhancing their sense of life meaning and promoting mental health.
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1. 58
A i B SCBARB LB 2 A OS2 —, SR B B AR RE TR H B LR i B 20

5, FERAE AR SURIX oy “PIAE L7 F“FoRE X BABEACE B A X BIgers, Hob, $if
RO RNT B B AR B SO B IR AR, 1R SOUAR AN A 5 SR 2R AN ER g AR i i S
ML (Steger et al., 2006). A& SURZ AT LASZ BIFFSL G, R KRRE RIRT 6503 @ R E
Kk, Boreham 5 Schutte (2023)8F 70 & H, Ay & R SGIAR. AR EE MM, HIXFRBEAR
[FIAE IS RO SCAL R R B — B0 . IR R Ay B OB BN O B R I — MR &, R /RO FE
PRI 1) 4 26 R v i A 97 14 9 € (Stegeer et al., 2006). T R2AEM S, KM BT B DA R
HER R BN, KSR RN B R S AR RIS RO LRSI TS, EHEE NE
EARASRA B ) b SR S AEAE M SO X R TR AT 55845 K 2 A I A iy B SUBSZ B 1) v R AR
RS 75 G 28 R R T K2 A P A o i SUBRSOR AR O BT R A0 P 15 DGV (1 B L

Az iy B SUBBITE JES AN T AN RN 2B 3% 22 7 (O BR AR RS 5 T 3K — 3oL P 5 ANk dun ] T o A ff 5 1k 25 1)
G ANHfE MEANTH 52 (intolerance of uncertainty, 1U)$8ANMA T X AN a2 5 5% Je Hon] Be 45 B2 A W Al M
A 1) T4 AN 52 15 1500 BB ) — Fh A 0 46 5] (Carleton, 2016) . %F b T N AEIR BB B R 2240 &5, A
Wt J LB EE HE SN FHEER B, AR RE R E ARNFARKER, #HE
AN TRV B BN o T o 24 A LA A i KT I AN B PEANTIR B2 6, T R S A wfl A2 52 26 38 v (1 BRI 1
AT T, WA TR e M e SE B, T P= AR5 2 I PR RN AR 1 26 (52 75 %%, 2025). &
BWTERI, AHHEEATSZ AL SRR SRS C B2 R UIAOE, WagmNMAx B SR A
I EE @ FPEAN (Carleton, 2016; McEvoy et al., 2019). M= XM RE, A LRI SR T Mk
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XFE B & PIAT R A IR T I E R H B MR LA BN e R, FA B R T BEE £t
L TR AEL R, A TEE AT AR R AR G B RE I T e 2 B 55, ki AR T4 e
SUBHITE fi(Carleton, 2016; Morse et al., 2024). PRI,  ANHf & VAN 52 7] B A& 52 K2 A A iy i SUBR I &
BAREH 2R

BB E, A E YA 520 A iy SUBR I A AT B F AR B B AR D, TR S A AR A 0
RIS 25 AT T RSP W KIEE PP (cognitive reappraisal) 215 45 I 17 i B K 2 —,  FRIEAMAIE R B
XG5 RSB AR AR T 5, SRIABZ S AT 5] K 15 28 A58 (Gross, 1998; Gross & John, 2003).
LA ) A OB B RS ], DA EE VRS U MGET A P B AR L R AR A, A S ST MR O
B o RTINS E I R AR M S, B s /K BN EEPERE 77 0T Ae (I BB 8 AN [A) A 255 BEARAS
W S, AR VB AR B O FE O iA IR AN e 1k 51 R AT AR I 4 o N s PR AT 2 25 A
A R I B 55 AN RN EE VP RE DRI ), BEAE B FE AN E 1B B e AR AR, e DU RO R f v R
PR T 2N(Shu et al., 2022). X$E7R, ANl E EAN T 52 AT REIE I 5 AN A0 AR N L7 =,
— A2 PR R P 3 I A 15 2 A T SR (R RE JT o 3 — 5T, N PP S MR RIS ZE A G, TR
Xof H AR A i SUBPE ARG I . Lin (2022) BAHR [ K22 A2 R0 RIBE RO R B, B S E S UK 2 R
FHIEMS, HFRENE I B B RN 5 U SE A K S AR O B 3o FE Sk — 20 B AN AR R A iy BRI I AT
SENH SRR E A SR, WER BB X BT I AT SE N RGE AR P ERE, B A nTRE MR HE . BRI
B B34 RIS N KBRS R R I RT RE P, AN 4EREX AR TG SRR AN AR GG . JE Tk, A Fide
W, DN EE PP AT BEAE AN 8 VEAN I 52 5 4E fy B SURZ R E R« AN 8 VR AN R 52 458 ey (1)K 2 A= ]
REBEAE LUK R & A0 7 SR BT RN e S, AR T AR dr B SRR

SR, AXEZLNFIE T AR, AT5ME AR A AN 5] A A TGS A 5] SROAEABA R ANt i 15 BE I
SRV A F N ENR T B SERR b, AN 58 AT 52 5 0 3 DT R 5 i o] 66 52 B H At O B AIE 1Y)
H2y, Hod, AMEUTE AR KA E & — MEBIERIKE 2. AR [a]7 %2 77 (future time perspective) & i
[F]Co B2 P (1) B B, R B R A RS I DRI, DLAMARTE S AT T A SRR R 2 LB R
i . Zimbardo 5 Boyd (1999)45 t, I [AIT % 7 /&M AL SUR BRI 1) 22 56 (Y — FboCo BRABT ), ARV
ISF TR ) 23k — 2D R AR (5 BN T TSR . KEF bR, KRR RNAE NS
HARBE  E T DALMY IE N R A7 AR A2 2 B & (Kooij et al., 2018; Ling et al., 2022) X} - R&4E
&, BEKP ARSI [RR 22 7 s MA B T 2 oG E K B AR, Wi T4 Uil A& i E T
KRR st MU . AT TN AR K RR S ) 50N EPF 2 (8] 158 R34t T EE . Taylor
5 Wilson (2016) &K ¥, 76 HARRMUEEE T, AR RS 18 m MR E > T RIAT N %, 6
I TSR AR VP R, I 10 B SRR 5 1) W RS B A I B Kz 11 £ T AR A T P e o T P ) KO
AR FRABEE T 858, /M B E(2024) 3T 1432 2 K0, PR a5 ) S5l B R
R, HREMEI R, 2B AR S2 7 R i) A it T S5 Rk s 4

FEMLFEA - r] DR — BRI, SR SR IR %% ) T BEFE AN 8 PEANT 52 5 I\ 0 PP 2 (Al v 5 VR
AR LA v R AR SR I TR 5% B, B8 ] BRI AN B 1 B T K R R H AR A ZE b AT LR
LT B (P ASERA AN AN AT TR A A SE A I8 H b B2 A B B PR AR, AN I 55 AN B 5 PEAS i 52 06 DA i E PP
BB He il s T 22 A SR )V 5% BLAIRHNE, AT 25 B 3 R 7E M A i 35 b, I RSB EE AN o 1 A LB T
JEP s AN 5 T AN 2 6 A 2R 2 TP 9 AR R e AR R A B

g FRTIR, O BN AT 52 W0 G U RIS TR 5% 0 S A B AR T AN 0 EE
SESEHLE, AT AN A AN 52 A e R S A A e i SO, DR IX — R TR R Ak A N R A, AR
T RGN E MRS, TR (Gross & John, 2003)A1} a3 %E /7318 (Zimbardo & Boyd,
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1999), AWFFEME M H AL DOAHIEMEATN 3200 HAR R A dr VBN AR, IARIE
PP AR, ARRIN (B i A R, A B SN B PR AR AN E AN 52 5 A e i SR A
AR, BLECORRI RIS IS “ AN E PEANIE 52 — AR 7 31X — A B AR A 55 RN . J8id X —
A, AT TR B8 75 AN 58 1 AN 52 50 R 2 A A i i SRR IR S F 2%, B AR R AR
A i i SR RTE BA5 S TH 8T (1 SEUE AR s
BT B A, $RH LR TR
HL: ANBRE VAN 52 50 2 0 1] 00N K =2 A i i Sk
H2: AKIEE PPAE AN 58 RN 52 5 K 22 A i SR TR A A
H3: ORI R %2 771815 /e AR 1R 2 — 2% 42

2. ik
21 WER

KA 7 ERREE, EECZEE 4 B SRR EAA A R, i 2k b S & RO s, 3t
RIB I 2 750 471, S B AR 2 A L BRI 2 (I TE 3R] 6 05, 3R19A 3R] 6 728 4y, A RLRIE Jy 97.07%.
Hrp, 554 258 A(35.4%), LA 470 N (64.6%); K— 196 A(26.9%), K 207 A(28.4%), K= 183 A
(25.1%), KPY 142 A (19.2%); 3L Y5 405 N (55.6%), £ A= IR 323 A (44.4%); JiAE 72 305 A (41.9%),
e AT 4 423 N (58.1%).

22. fiRIR

221 THEMTIHIZER

KH Carleton %5 A\ (2007) 4 il AN 2 AN 52 3R iR, IR AT 4555 N (2016) 81T 1 ST st
P, EFETUPE S S HH A e AN RS, St 12 AN H R A Likert 5 £ (1 = %E&AFE, 5
= SEARFE), orblE R R E R A2 R R . AN 7T 1% E R 1) Cronbach’s o v 0.96.

2.2.2. INHEIFER

K FH Gross 15 John (2003)4w ). [ P F /4% A (2007 E1T s 4 AR %, SmBGAMEE S ER,
6 Nk H, dEEELiR . BERRH Likert 7 Siit/r(1= dEEAFZE, 7= EHFRR), LoEER M
WEE PP RIS 26 15 e g . AN FL i 7 B3R 1 Cronbach’s o %4 0.95.

223 EHENRER

KH Steger 25 A(2006) 4w 1l [ Py 1] L 5 HAATE(2010) 83T B A SO A dn B SURRR R, 3t 10 Ml
H, SEMAEE L. FRE UL, R Likert 7 Sit(1 = BEAKE, 7= BEKD), B
e N A R UBOK R . A FE 1 iZ & 2R Y Cronbach’s o 24 0.95.
224, REERRXNERAEDER

K AR ILG(2004) BT R AR R A hwER, HL2010M4%H, 85KKES. HHER, &£
KAUfe wEHARE R fTRELNEE . BREH 4 S0 0= BEAFE, 4= BE/E), Bol
AR MR A SR [T 82 A3 AKCP s . AHE 70 iZ 2R 1) Cronbach’s o &% 0.94.
2.3. IR

KH SPSS 26.0 Xt 7t L ik AT iR G i SHH K R, SR Hayes (2017) PROCESS Z: 15 gk 47
A 35S FNAG AT A RN AR B

i
i
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3. fIRGER
3.1. XREFEREKE

AT T AT Hda i g AR S Y, TR SRR A . ORI RS E, R
REAAEE HEVLE AR IR B SRR Pz . B iUs , SR Harman SR SR 36068 36 7] 75 7%
(i ZZREATAR I o A 106 I A B H AT R R R MR R 0. 8RR, RRERRT 1 MET3EE 44,
BT R AL R Ry 30.48%, KT 40%[ I SR HE, SRMIAHT LA AL ™ AL R T iR R % -

3.2. MRS SRS

EANH G HEANT 52 NFIEVE . AR TR S . AL SUBGHAT A M St i1 5 Pearson #H K5
M, FHCHESE REIR(E 1), DA 52 50V E T (r = -0.34, p < 0.001). A=y U (r=-0.33,p
<0.001) A K 8] 17 52 77 (r = —0.25, p < 0.001) 2 & 3 FAH O s AT E VP 5 28 i U (r = 0.49, p < 0.001)
AR (B3 %2 7 (r = 0.37, p < 0.001) 2 . 35 IEAH G AR iy s U A SR I 18] %2 /) (r = 0.20, p < 0.001) &
B3 IEA SR

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis results for each variable

F 1 FLENmWAMST. EXSER

A M SD 1 2 3 4
1) B E EANT 52 3.13 0.69
2) WHET 4.98 1.00 -0.34"
3) A K 4.60 0.81 -0.33"™ 0.49™
4) AR ()R %% 77 2.81 0.41 -0.25"" 0.37 0.20™

FE: “p<0.01, ™p<0.001, FIH.

3.3 INHIEFHI PN BN

K F PROCESS Model 4 K36\ K PFHI A28 . [FIASE R BIR(EE 2), Ao AT 52 52 617
TR KN E PR = —0.49, p < 0.001). TENHAEBR G, AHHE AT A2 525 67 1 T A= iy SUR B =
—0.22,p<0.001), AKNE P I3E IE [m) T A= Ay (B = 0.34, p < 0.001). AN Bootstrap 656 45 H i
IN(HE 3), [ABERARIE N—-0.17, 95%F {5 X F] A[-0.23, —0.12], ANE 0, 15 AN 50 H AR ANH 52 P ATt
S5 R B AR A A U R T AR, T RS SRR 43.6%

3.4. RFKEHEIRE NEIETH AL

K H PROCESS Model 7 4 56 AR I [A] i %2 S0 rh A AR R BR AR IR TR . S5 R EIR(E 4), A
1 5 PEASTI 52 2 2 4] T R B SE(B = —0.43, p < 0.001), AR i3RI 22 /7 % 2 1E [ TR A 0 5 3PP =
0.34, p < 0.001), 328 TN DA KN E PE TG 2 3% (B = 0.16, p < 0.001), 5 BH A SR [H) 3 %% ) & 25 1
AN 5 T AN 52 1) A 0 PP PR T A7

WA A TERLE 2R, Index =0.0700, 95% Bootstrap & 15 [X [7] 4[0.01, 0.13], XAl A5 0, FH
FAAE R E AT AR 2D (R 5 AR IR RS R B R B M AR ST (] 8% 7 4k T 7K P (—-1SD),
AN 58 VAN A2 38 3 DA R 2 VPR FH T A= i SRR IR B2 8B 2 2 (Effect = —0.20, [-0.28, —0.13]); Ak
i A) IR 22 F7 4k T K P (+1SD) I, TRl 3E 80 Y 95% Bootstrap B A5 X ) €15 0, T4 20N A i 553 (Effect
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=-0.05, [-0.11, 0.00]). 3K BHRHE KR EA S S3 KA, ASH 2 TEAS T 52 28 HH I\ 60 25 1P 52 1 A= iy i

BRI A NCE RS, HEAERE.

Table 2. Results of the mediating effects of cognitive reappraisal

=2 INHETH PN HNLER

A1 (M: AR D)
T AR
B SE t
AW 5E PEANTH 52 -0.49 0.05 -9.67*

INFNE PP

R 0.34

R2 0.11

F 93.56

BERL 2 (Y: A SUK)

B SE t
-0.22 0.04 —5.45™"
0.34 0.03 12,52

0.52

0.27

131.30

Table 3. Results of the Bootstrap Test for the mediating effect of cognitive reappraisal

< 3. INAE TR T NEL Bootstrap 13 4%

BNE BN SE Bootstrap 95% R
PSR -0.39 0.04 [-0.47, —0.30] 100%
IEE L -0.22 0.04 [-0.30, —0.14] 56.4%
[ETEE25 402 -0.17 0.02 [-0.21,-0.13] 43.6%
Table 4. Results of the moderating effects of future time insight
= 4. RKITENER NAIFTI LA
1A IEE
A (M: NFIEDE) (Y: AmE R
i SE t i SE t
X: AN E AT % -0.43 0.07 -7.92" -0.22 0.04 —5.48"
W SRRIN [R5 ) 0.34 0.07 5.05"
M: ARIE T 0.47 0.04 10.96""
TR Z *x KK [R5 ) 0.16 0.07 2.32"
R 0.48 0.52
R2 0.23 0.27
F 70.60 131.32

4. 71ig
41 PRAEMAIRZERFZEERFEN

AHEFCRIL, AHRE PEANT 325 K7 A iy U R R 2 1

>

FASR,  BIR 22 AR B AN R P AN 32 7K1

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610503 389

IS:IESSE g


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610503

I

ey, FLAE AR OB, BRI HL 1S BI3CRE . X — 45 SRR, e YA 52 /KP4 i oK 2%
A nT R AR VR IE . AN AR B AR A S AR B ORI AR S . 12 RIS ISR A e 54
i R R FIEAR—EL, Uzun 5 Arslan (2025)38F 1155 AR E L 0 R B, e AR
i} 52 e % 55 35 6 1 TSR B AR iy B U KT, HIX— R REFMEN . FEAMPENTEA T
FFENIAIE, RIS E PEANTI 52 2 5 M AR A= iy i SR B0 (1 95 AR 08 B O 3R R 35 . Morse %5 A (2024) 8
AR PP 3E— 0 R, ORI R T H AL Z T AN M, 35 AN AR i SUBAT
TEBYIRER,  EANE AN 52 AN TE DN B8 A S I 58 25 50 AR 00 ) £ ER AN AR I 46, 338 17 11 55
N -SRI R

MANENRHE KT, AN 5 1 A 52 25 oo 0 A A AU 1) 46 AR RN AS W Tl P A5 a5 o iy, A B
B AR RN £ M T (Carleton, 2016) K22 BEA B BB I R PE R IV, 22330, BRI+
B3 R UL AR R T7 AP AEAS [FIRE BE AN T TN o 24 Ml = 25 2 A s PRI e s, A IR
(RN N BT U6 AT e B 22 M P\ BID0HE 7R fbE 4 SR T ANz il 2 v, R0 “mTRR R A4 A7 iR
RIUELTp” S0, AT HE LA BT AR 06 22 0 R R LR A A, R DL S AR 1) H A IR ) o
A B ST RS T ANMA B S & AT B AR . A IR T (8 103 2 (Steger et al., 2006). M AK
KA MR B, O AR VR T B AR HE SR T B T 22 Bl G R . RIS T4t e T, i b
IR (1) £ P55 S0 37 B () R AN AR 4 SR o (R, v AN T AN i 52 1T B 54k s DA A 52 23 RS 5 1)
A2 00 P RS E TR S

4.2. INHEFHRNER

AW FERE— BRI, AN E AN 52 AR B4 A7 1) FR0II A6 i s SRR, 3238 5 D\ 0 [ 4
A U, INFIE VR RAES AR, B FERGR H2 193050 FE . BRI &, AN e PEANTT 52 5.3 Fn)
TR VE, 77 DA 0 E PP O [ TR AE Ay i SR Bootstrap A 4 I s (A1 HE RKON 1) 95% B A5 X [ AN
B0, RUIAH & VAN 52 BEE I8 A A R BT AT B BRI 22 AR I Ay 3 SR R RN o
KBRS 43.6%, ViR EE VTR AR 38 o0 RIG E ZLO ML, (HIFIERE—HLE]

AN 7 PEANT 26 DA R0 EE VP ) G e TR S A R A4S SR — 8. Shu %5 A\ (2022) 38 it /5 TR 78 K
L, RE AN s VAN 52 5 AR AR T VT RE S RE FE TR AR DG, BUASH E PEAN TR 52 KPRk, M
ol LI T RIS SR A B B E . WIS R R A R, N E R AL 4 N
FEATE IR T, FAZOAE T BB S 58 SRR, AT R 82 )5 2175 26 1K 5% (Grross, 1998; Grross & John,
2003). SRT, AN E PR AN 52472 T AN 8 A I A AR D0 S8 B0 1P P8 fid ¢ (Carleton, 2016), ¥
BAVERTITERE AR, XA [E 25 18 20 HE DU At A B oA o, B4 7 A0 S VR
fff(Aldaoetal., 2010). [FIRF, Lin (2022) LA E KA RFEAR R I, A E 5 A ay B U R 3 IEAE G,
A% 168 1o [ SRR 3 00 S A RS AR AR O B B R — P R A R SRS . IR UM A R, A
S0 T AR SO o A S R 5 (S L R 8 AT N R R R A A B A T . N B
RUL A KR E I E Z T o GBI 57022 7 N T LIS B 1) H R R R HESE, I E R RZE
FEXF AR TR AN AR T 0] A B R A4E T A SR At (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000; Park, 2010).

4.3. ARKESEREDHETIER

AW FCRIL, AR RS 825 A T AEE AT SR E PRI, Wi H3 183152
Fro BAITE, ANHEPEA 32 5 AR RIS 8] 52 1 52 FLITRE T 52 TN RN B PP . fa] S ARb R o pr itk —
IR, AR (B 5 0 b T BURACT I, ANHE VEANT 320 D0 PP BAT B 0 5 s BEE R

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610503 390 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610503

I

SRR [R5 T3 i, 31X — 47 [ S R Rk 58

AN TENR S 3R R, ARSI (a1 52 %80 B MR AMUCE NG AR SR, IERE R M HT1T N SR K
H B AR 45 ARG R 2SR (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) . iX AR R 3 7] 2 (AR LE TN 4 AT AR, A 5E4
SRR TR RN G5 5, T T A E A BIRT (R E FE BAR T A ). R KPR — iR, BEE
OV PR PR B BN, AMAKT FR I FRAE S i B RIS AR K P AR 1) S AN G L AR R KT R R
(Trope & Liberman, 2010). PFlitt, R 1R 5 77 R I ARk F 1), v DUBIE 3~ KAMER 7 911 FH4EH
IS RS L, o B2 S MR AR R 37 £ 4 T B A 4 BT IO AN B 1k, T AS R A e L B ) &%

XN T S5 AN s PN 52 B P 7 SR UIAE G o ANl 28 PR AN 52 458 1 R A4k B 25 Gk A
i 7 15 B A AN TSRO AN B A B R A, I T DG 2 I B R RT e B £ 45 SR (Carleton,
2016). FERXFMENL T, A SRR BEUE SE 25 5 32 B 4 A FE VERIBR %], AT X S AT 5
W RER A . ML R, B 1R R ()R 5% ) B8 A A A Ml SR 5 B i H AR AR R B Rt
K, XA E RN TARRRT “4argRenme” , MRl — P E “X—FHERR KRS
R o RPN EIRAE LA RE0E /N R DPAN 4 1 S SR A OA DAt AT AN e PR AN T 52
o AR B 1 14 7 T 5 M 45 1) — < R 1K) 1 38 (Koo et al., 2018; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). S& W 7 th & FL,
R AR EE ) 50 EVPAAE R R, A SRR = AR TE T X H 5 32 PSB85 1) 1R FH A N =
PE(Taylor & Wilson, 2016).

BE—BRE, RASLEINER )RR TR S W] LLS O 56T AN 8 PR AN 52 R0 A SR B 8131 5 71
FAHHEENE. Yang 45(2021)2 TRk EISE S 7 AREEAT 2 AR [ %) 5 B 3z H] 2 7]
MIRFR, RIAKES BRI 5B EART Z A RERR, FHEHARRSRED T MR NE NG
MR B U AT AN e TS 5. Bk, ANBFFURILAITR T BN R B, AR R )R 52 75 AT e - i 5 i
A AN E PN 52 B KT T A R AT T AN 2 P B TSR A TR A, AN A R 8 IS i
e FNBEAR (1) A7 BT 2 BT SR BEAT B, M OR B 0 2 EAT D0 PP AR 25 ]

gi b, RORETIENREE SR A M 52—~ N X — R, A DA — P T
(AR AR BN EOR T I AR AN T AN S2 58 R AR 25 5 52 B A AN 58 T S5 R s el 17T 2688 7 PR A SR
) %% 71 e 88 4 AN A IR A1 BT S5 90 e 22 SE KO i) R R R, AT 5546 4 R AN 14 T DA 2
PPIIBR, It — 20 52 AN s P AN T 52088 5 DA R S VAR T A o SRR R TR 8%

4.4, BRPREELEE T

AT EERG U T =T ER RS 5, AW TOR AR fy BOUR AT E VEATE 32 1IWF 7T
NEZR, FEALGE b FEOEAEIE . AR S R O B R W FUIEAL b, B — 2D B GOARH e MEANT 52
XA BE B IR AN, AT 90 e T AN 58 PEANTIR 32 T e (0 45 RAZ R . 28—, BTN 46 M
TR 1 AN E PEANTI 52 52 00 25 iy T SCRER R 0 o BEALAR, B BN B PP AT RE R AR “ ANHf e Tk
B HAy A S RS B ZLOEIAT . =, AR B SIRRI AR ), KILILRE
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