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Review of Interpersonal Conflict Management Model in Organizations
ZENG Ming-bin, ZHOU Chao-wen
( Sociology Department, Tsinghua University, Beijing, 100084, China)

Abstract ; Interpersonal conflict phenomenon exists at large in organizations. Individuals who involved in conflicts always disagree
with the counterparts, have negative emotions, and viciously interfere with others attaining goals. The traditional point of
view considers that conflicts impact others negatively. Later the interpersonal relation viewpoint holds that conflicts are
inevitable and some of them will even increase the performance of the organization. The notion shift has thus further
developed the scientification of conflict management. Modern conflict management can be divided into bilateral and
third-party harnessing. Different standards can further group conflict management into several dimensions and categories.
Some conflict measuring tools such as CMS\MODE\OCCI\CMMS\ROCI -1 are presented in the end.
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DR, B R — W AT 2
(Fink, 1968 ) " [al ¥l , pfr 545 J5 b 0% % 57 J7 1)
TE7E 4 W\ %0 ( Wall&Callister, 1995 ) .1 41 3% o #
(Thomas ,1976) ™' ANy , prg i — J7 J3) 53 — Jr #t
FETHITEFE B A 50— A
FEF5 30 (Fink ,1968) ' B, g U “ AT A — >4k
SRS R A DL B S — R 2 D — B A
YO B BRI BB T E LS IE” o R IR (Tor-
ner) WL, th90E“ BT AT 5 HAZMWE D" . th5
R — T AT S B BAEZE I T BB HAR (£
H  HAG AR B K,2004)
TERZ W CHRZ H B = A 8l g MR e
FATA RIS Al iR S 300 - WA
4 (D, disagreement ) WifiF (1, interference) LI M 171 [
1% 45 ( NE, negative emotion ) ( Hartwick& Barki,
2004) ) HHERBWAL( disagreement ) , {F h B
HITIR B —A 8, S 2 PR o € A
JEE Y H SIS TN A EAEME T R g
B, B WS AETE . HUOR PR ITT
RIZTE, BAR VLI i Bk BN AT R RO
(back — stabbing) %47 i H 2 5 A Br th 28 B R TE
— ) B 2 HACY — 7 BRIO AT S RO Bl i 15
T o — i Flas s BARET, h A FLIEAAAE . PR,
GBI AR A R, — LB T 25 AR, ok
g RIS DAL PR A DO P SR AR e N B o 8 R
T TEWS F5 4k 78 A EL2F ( Hartwick& Barki, 2004 )
UK, LI i B s SCHR R L TR = R
WAE Wit g 45— Rk & I el DA
EENTHRMA X = A A TR B HE SR 25,

W fs .

NG

D  Disagreement
I Interference

e
=]
JCh

NE Negative Emotion

1 hRAHFHAREASE (Hartwick&Barki, 2004 )

I OIS 1) SR SR I 5 26 XA ) L, R o
RN % B 2 A 8 R Mok X (Mack&Snyder,
1957; Fink, 1968; Pondy, 1967; Thomas, 1992;
Barki&Hartwick ,2001 ) 1¢/HHE7IESIION i et o S 2y (o 25
( Hartwick&Barki,2004) ' (K LA Ky , & BRI A BF wh
RIS HAY FiR =0 K A & A A 77
TE. WtEul, 7E8 1 o, HoA 3 4B P [ i) 518 1Y
Fh5r (eHla] DL, NE &843) AR th R B B 3L,
Hoapx A — A s AT R (414F) i, A
SEELIE R MSE , WA A 00 T8 17 26 A LA [ /)
5, R e A 2 U AT A S B SR id B
S—Ffr g, i & —F B AN F L (accident ) , [H 1 i
WL LASCRPAS 58 42 5 X B VR 1 o 58 e S, iz HE
I 2 A BR b2 B A AR ST T =2 S o

B, A B b 98 02 & A2 A6 A7 7€ HAK (interde-
pendent ) & Z2 Y 44 ( parties ) Z [A] i) —Fh 32530
FEDE TR X F A AT i SR 2 1 AN & A E b
SR R XS 7 FT W, E R/ 28 77 (experience )
AT 2 5 0 Y (Hartwick&Barki , 2004 ) 1

2 F AT A v S ME S R 1A 2K (Deutsch,
1990) : RAHETEA K & 1) B 3 vh %€ ( personal con-
flict) , KA 7E N5 AN Z 8] 19 A B #f %€ (interpersonal
conflict) , & A PELH LN TR REAAR 2Z 0] A B B ofr € (-
tergroup conflict) , & A5 78 2 21 2 (1] (1) 21 21 [A] w5
(interorganizational conflict) DL} & A= 7F E R 5 Rk
[A] i) th2€ (international conflict) . 7] AFE H, A5 SCHY
RIS N BR o, XA op R 2 R AETEHA S
.

= HREEINRREH

UNURLIESIE it i R RS TR C N (ERULERFN
By IFAIE )R OG5, o] 4k 3 vp 5% A2 fe Y
(Thomas,1992) ,* fifaf 4b B w58 , 5L b — A oh
A5 PN B, ] Ry vh 28 45 7 & 22 1T ( Robbins,
2000) " FEC BT R 2R B H R T AT g0
BT, RS LA, o2 PER,
LA Sy RIE L&A TSN A VARS8 iR U LS
HEA AR AL M opE (£ & &K%,
2007 ) 't g s S i S DA R RO 1 T
PR B I AS 2 SR A LY B Ar ( Seiler,
1963) "5 vt 2 P EUR WK, AT TARETR -3
PRAR PRI 00 o5 — O Bt I D0, B 2 [ A 3SR

(DInterpersonal conflict is a dynamic process that occurs between interdependent parties as they experience negative emotional reactions to perceived

disagreements and interference with the attainment of their goals. ( Hartwick&Barki,2002).
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B, DITEAE AT R (32 45 4%,1999) ) 5 e
MO AEE S ORI BE SR 1 n , S 5
T S B AT 1A JE 4 (group think ) 14 % BIF , i1 743 4
PR AT AN e e B A AR 3 204 T DA ™= A R 5
Qe (HE A2, A T R, 2002; 5 4, 1998)
FEXFAPUT , ATy, i 948 B 4 S e an
A RR i 2 R A i S )R, B v n9 AT
I G B S BRAT R BRI AT AR I E R AR
WF5E P GETE X WG > B B 1Y) P 78 IR | % SR g A 5
T (B #r,2002)

20 fH2g 40 AFAKR 2 70 AEAQ I R R K 1)
INGS UV BRUIEAS S NI B35 D PN (RSP
PBOZHEA PSS, IR B vh 5 T BE 3 25 A 2L R 4F
Ab g B 75 2 FI RS {8 ( Friedman, Tidd, Currall
&Tsai;2000) ' IA Ay, 3 JEE A 55 ofr 92 B A 42 2
HAKREN o B IAG B phZE 0] LI3G 4 2 s %
ZH 2 [ 3 25 ( Amason,1996) 117

70 A LUG , BOR B2 155 AH BRI AR 2
SRS I T RS 2T A ERH L S %)
ARV L R, T — KT 1 P SERE RS AR PR 5
HE B A i RN AR . XL A F A 2 AL
ARG I AR R I T 2 = 5K T E S T R
5 IFEDN PR BT R, 20 P % 2
R R oS, LGOI 0 AT , R A S
ik BE R o 25 LU RIS AR R I T e . L
SR, M ZUN TR IS R 2 I, N B R I R —
BN (R ARl A N VB TR 20 B 31 BT
FEWUR M, IERR A 0 A 1) (2 b & VIR 3%,
2007) .,

o i R T A

B h I SRR IA R , ST i S 4 3 [ P
B BRI PR TS, 2H 28 rp A B (4 553
AT LB IR R o83 4 fa 5, 0 T BLET)
e, BAPEHEVE I op 28, HEN i 2 7= A IR 4EH 7
—E WK, R P AU TR 5 A 2
JE IR ST K it R AR B T 4 e 3] i 5 1) TR
PR HERS Al SRR SEAT IR it e

PR 9 B — i e, — D R G, A
A P R W A B IS W PR T S h g4
FRYROR PR S5 R BB AP Be (£ db LR,
2007) "SR AT =AM AR I X — ), — A
IR P, Iy — A P S8 BRI, i A — 2
SR AL XA .

2 4ib B A 2 ( conflict handling modes/ conflict

modes ) & 1 A & v FIOEK
( Blake&Mouton, 1964 ) /'8 $2 Sk (14, w52 455 =0 1)
PEKG 2350 21 o 5 1) T AL AN G5 SR, AT 52 1) 1 € XL
i F SRR ( Thomas , 1992 ) * it 58 485 S, ]
JE P XU A TR 2 B SR ARG AT R M8 1) ( -
R ,2007) 1 S A Hoiok AN BE T Y
ZIWTST N P A5 SOREUR —FERY . a2
W, S A PR R i 98 48 SR M AR IR 1B AH [R] 1Y
H P4, o b 3 X AE (conflict handling styles/con-
flict management styles) NI 5 2 4b BRAE A P X
S, T RN Ry S R RS [ Y e R IR 7 %, A
MR , T i 2 2 1 95 R Y (Hall, 1969 ; Rahim,
1983 ; Pruitt, 1983 ) /1201021 gL B i fg 17 ) 7 15
(Z A AREE,2008) 2 ELIRTR, wae g B
e S — MR — B X fo ph g S A A S0 T R4 T
), HRI — RGN AT WAIAT A, AR J— ol [E]
FERREEC, B4 — BT 3L [ B RRAE ( Kuhn&Poole,
2000) 2 B A PACLE W 51 B e g AR A 5 A
7532, A3 ol fi 2 2 B A 17 5 170 728 A T 722 4k 1Y
(Hall,1969) "/
FH.OPRBEAK

(—) L&z

L —fthn REBBEA

FEAN BRI R — 4 TR RS |
P i ) S 2 TR 3 33l g s AP PR h 5/ AR 5%, B
H AT 55 vh o€ (task conflict ) /3¢ £ 1 %€ ( relationship
conflict) (Pinkley,1990) , > ZE st a5 A (il
Deutsch, 1990) i wh S A0 F iy 4l 43 Fy 35 4 Rl 5
PEPIRZE

2. W RAEEEA (KAL)

A T 58 AR ( Blake&Mouton, 1964 ) ' 477 T
XL G BRI J7 5, B2 i e A B (con-
flict handling modes/ conflict management modes ) [ %
4 I IR H A concern for people) FI:TE
Hz 77 (concern for production) W4k, e EAl F,
JEAE TR W JE T 43 g < T XS (confrontation ) | %
" ('smoothing ) | “ 5% il ” (forcing ) | “ [8] ¥ ” ( with-
drawal) F1“ Z 1" ( compromising) T, MUt LLR
b7 2 R e S5 R R 3 D7 1) ( Thom-
as, 1992; Hall, 1969; Rahim, 1983; Pruiit,
1983 ) ¥/ 1T 0T 3% T i ( Thomas, 1992) ™44y
LBy 2o S DN I E SIS NI = TR | R S N 1]
FR] RE A S, 11T 28 7 38 SRS A 25 A v Y
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WIFE L, 8 s eI SR A g 7 v i & R e
JE, TR, B vh 58 B eE l L g3 o 5k il "

(N7 v/ SN 1 s S R 1 S e L

* 1 CHMREIR R

o S AL FR

2 G o e
Blake&Mouton 1964 F7: N Concern for People FeF: 42 7= Concern for production
Hall 1969 KEXF KA A B AR
Thomas 1976 AAEE Cooperativeness K> H © Assertiveness
Rahim 1983 L A Concern for others 0> H & Concern for self
Wall&Callister 1995 4 A1ERY Cooperative H F 1Y Assertive
LI (Hwang) 1997 YR R}
W5 (Leung ) 2 2002 MR R L APEFIE
Desivilya&Eizen 2005 P constructive % 5 engagement

YRS T A B GE T AR 43y
T2k, B354+ ( Competition ) / 37 firl ( dominance ) /3R 38
(forcing) | 134 ( Collaboration ) /%% 4 ( Integration ) /
fi#pR 0] 75 ( Problem - solving ) | i 5 ( accommoda-
tion ) /JIfi A ( Obliging) [l 38 ( Avoiding ) FIF H ( com-
promise ) o R FHTE AR A A R G A C A 43
AN, AR A H B 7E TS558 5 1l 25 1Y)
I RAL, P Y, 58 AU B i 5845 7 ) 4 o2
TR o RHIPMERLE, MR BESCHM A S 45 , R
-t Xt 5 A i v BE O, IR I AR T
JEVEE S, 5 g X 5 S AR B RV X, B T
REATER R B AS R, AT AE ), DMER R B
fit 2 U o TR AP DU R R At A 4 B X
KRAMEMALE FTX B A 4 0w FE R, R
ORI ASAT JEAEE A A A B B 5
T HbR. BB S 2 S 1T,
X ) A BEAN L, 2R FIX — SR A A T3 2 B
TREE B ORI, TR EEE BT, il B P
AR b — Al T fe IR AL B, B —
MBREFE, P — 07 Z kRIS 5 — T Z I P (E =
A5 ,2008)

WA NS 5 R TR -2 2SRRS4 S o €, 3F
MLEZE T = DR (0 ph S A BRASE Y, 4135y g 11
/K 7% (Putnam&Wilson , 1982 ) 0 {1 T4 i 5 fub P 55
W43 R AR AL IR gy R ) =2 B AR
7 (Ross&DeWine , 1988 ) " WA 478 £ K. 14 P9 2580 o
EY 52w Sl = I R o [ RN L1 3 1 R R [ EPNE 2
" =2k,

3. 2R L R R

B 1 —AERE AR [R], JE T] 28 B —Fh i

GEAF BRI = 2 AR X = AR A IR OG0 H
C WL (Attention to one’ s own viewpoint) | “ 0>
il N5 ( Attention to the other’ s viewpoint ) Fl
“THHERY IR (Rational disruption ) , {ij 7 4 Sz B bA AH
B B R R BT I8 [n) R R B2 5 = AR FE iR
TAEBE R E [ B FE rh A G 45 R AR
(8%, 5%;2007) 1

(=) % =7t

FLJR (Moore,1986) ™ IA g , € vt BLLA T L
P DL 8550 = 5 A A, AT Bl i S A i - 24
BT BT Bk 4, ABCRHAS T[] gk A i 5
FFAE VB3 AN B BE A E A RS i 1 1R Ak B I
If s MR e A A e AT (AR B A
WrsT s NS ) U5 Z [BJE J T R 5 254 5[]
RO L K i SR B AL ™ BN — S
KT Z AR SE BT b 1) B8 AT 885 1) AN AR 2 1 ) 2
T ELAS AT 38 i Bsf 5 AN b 52 1) (fH o 58 BUJ5 0 15 4
L) A 22 ST 7 A R P

ST TEP S B TR I R A 4, A SUIRE
B\ R 2815 N (conciliator/facilitator ) |\ PpE A ( me-
diator) s fh# A (arbitrator) o 5 2ZXF W A2, 25 =7
FERBURAf# ( mediation ) A3, ( arbitration ) P28y
PSS, BT TE BB #AS R BT 25 1F 1R
H—E ikl AR S AR AT TG R 247 ) o Ak B
Ttk JEENE GRSy, B R R A 1)
ALy Ao = AR < SRR A U R B A
WL B (2 8 ik, 2007) R Y
AT RLR AU ATEIR R N BSR4t ] DL 7R i 2>
(dictate ) W fR Y ( Wall&Callister, 1995 ) .

(DAF X470 5w , B R BT B | J8] 8 W O ok G Ao ok ROBC7 09 F Ja 5 ] L 1) S, B 41 34 1P AL A &, 9898 o RON7 i 3L B A 3, 36 L B Ao
QB &RTwW,EHE TR, AT, & BET AT BIRR R AR T AR TR, 589 6 0 1 RLA & 5l A5 1o )2 A0 ) B AR,

REM T HENT
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P (mediation ) i b B J7 30 2 208 MR
XT3 0 B3l B, 4 i L, B RE 68 12 2 i
(Kelly&Gigy, 1989 ; Shaw, 1985) /2% i /b Ji )
( Zarski, Knight&Zarski, 1985) ' (B /R 1955 00 F
REAZER ML 25 wh o8 5 — SE ] AT iy i, i o8 5 il
o % % (mediation ) 8% 31 95 55, PR A L Ai7] 2R B %
A 1], 98 % (mediation ) f B At 38 Al
L H B2 R w45 7 A 45, B AR
T AN R M B AL 2, DT 3R A% (mediation ) 2%
B 224 89 ( Wall&Callister, 1995 ) 1 4% 5 %
P ( mediation ) T 2k F) B 3045 29 B AR DA BEAR 5,
25k 77% ( Roehl&Cook , 1989 ; McEwen&Maiman ,
1984) [32][33] .

fi R (arbitration ) fY wh 5 fi# P J5 X 3L AT 40 73
PG I AR R (final offer) I fEAITCZY
HJJ %L (nonbinding) PUF , f% 458 ik H 4 2y 2
AR AT P AT At BT (o P A B e, X o
T G B 1 AR B R H AT RE SR A5 5, B AR
K—Fh FERHORT (Chilling effect) , i & 2 AL 7Y
(final offer) ) AN EFEHRE— 7 IR AR G 42
HR A AR R e S 7 ¥ XM 1 S 16 58
TPEAR L, (AT h RBUT5 58 22 st A7 VR P A L AH
L2, DT i 1) A phe g A S 287 AR T 75 20—
g R A R R A R, B SR — B R AT R
( mediation) , R J5 A 52 {H#k (arbitration ) 24k, N\ELA
AIBIFTE T oK XA ESA R RO B 1), — D7 T BE
EC AR (mediation ) , B 525 5 BT 35 8 — B,
T3—J7 T, GG K (arbitration ) #H 1, B L RE
P BRI IS M it FE . X T TE 2y S (non-
binding ) PR, E A SAZ I (mediation) , 7EILTE
DUT A B2 Hh ikt 5 28 R A B Y, 23T
J7 HA—E T 57 (Wall&Callister,1995)

A |, B T % ( mediation ) F1 /2% (arbitra-
tion) Z A, % $ ( conciliation ) F1% 16] ( Consultation )
A J2 WA TR v 8 =07 BT BE AR — L LA (James,
1987 ; Robinson&Parkinson , 1985 ; Webb , 1986 ; Fisher;
1990) 34 10T 0TI 50 i 265 L 18 A R il ok A
R, T HL AR A SR BB X5 =07 iR i AL
Wzg T B . Ak, X PR XA RE 4 wh 535
Feft—FhAEE R V8 IR, B AT DR XU R
AR, DA T S B il e v 9o (HLIZ:, DY s
( nonassertive ) A4S JiT , bt I8 f# ( mediation ) 5, & AY
RO A 95— 1 ( Wall&Callister, 1995 )

A =T G I R G 228, #- A7 n] BE

fiff ke e 5, AR 457 T 0 2t R — LB T i
Yo HEOC, B IMA R BESITWIA R B 40 3h
Ry iR e aek A s U, 50 =07 (& 3 1R &7
MIEALF Y P B C W26 F 25 HI W55, X5 T
BN TR, AT AR 5 174 81 1] 25 AR AN ) A s
DS PR, SIS =5 Al RE S AR E £ JI )
o i T = 07 1Y A i 3B R (Rubin,
1994) YR, R =05 A ARERY A A
(L8 N B ATA RS RUEN EIEE R S R M I RS RUIEN
XUy ST — S TAERR 2R, 1818 25 vh R XU A —
PSR SRR R 2 BT, P2 A R ) R
P, A J& 1 P s &b B f %€ ( Deutsch,
1990) ,"*

(=) hRAeBEX &

M 20 42 60 AT R, ph 2 A A A 5
BT TR Z B £ 1 3R, O h S AR ST RN il DS T AR
KA, 3 A Ak ik 3 3¢ (Hall, 1969) 7 o
ZEAL PR 2 F % Conflict Management Survey , CMS) ,
% W R 52 /K 2 ( Thomas&Kilmann , 1974 ) ) 2315 b
5 7% ( Conflict Management — of — Differences Instru-
ment, MODE) , 3 4% 55 1 &% /K #% ( Putnam&Wilson ,
1982) 2 fty 25 41 34 38 f 5 1] 4 5 3% ( Organizational
Communication Conflict Instrument, OCCI) , & # FlJi&
77 ( Ross&DeWine , 1988 ) 27! [y np 2 b R A B XA ¢
¢ (Conflict Management Message Style, CMMS) , Ll }&
F7P9 (Rahim, 1983 ) ") fy 25 41 wh 5 il - % ( Organ-
ization conflict Inventory — I, ROCI - 1), {H It i K
R, HA OCCI 1y N — SCHk {5 L 46 pr il o ik
| AR A F (Nunnally, 1978 ) 0 BT 42 5 — 137 F A5
HE , A i A P35 3 O A1, TR AE R E 1 Y
{5 A R AN (TR, A 5 ,2008) R
i, FLR IR, CMS Fl MODE ) P 2584 eIk, BF
FEA DR H R IEAL SR S AP VEXS L, 7E—
FERRJE FAESE T MODE .CMMS A1 ROCI - 1T #0)
23 ( Ross&DeWine , 1988 ; Womack , 1988 ; Weider —
Hatfield, 1988 ) /1121 B {15 5 53— 25 1) 52 455
IS L N s T T 3B =By g ) S R o e e
FEAESRAR DC R | £ A~ 12 3R 2 8] 385 38 A7 A e 2 A
Ko MHEFFHEN , X AT G o A4 28 5
it R R R IUAS B A7 A BRI i 22 T 7 A 1)
SRRV RS O, 58 #1018 i o 2 ik A2 sl 20
PSS FRVE P i 22 00 00 2 25 SR i 5 M. U0 5% (Hall,
1969) I A5 43 AT B AR S 5, 1 A 5
/K 2 ( Thomas&Kilmann, 1974 ) ) % ] 4 & 5 B8
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P, {H %% R I A B A8 ( Shockley — Zalabak, 1988;
Womack,1988) /1! B 247 e {5 BT 2% 5 5
FHORIEX 5155 (2008) 2 1 SCHR

(v9) o R AL PAEX 6 7R

Mo R VR T AT A o 58, & 245 A
(R o A B AU B 28 ] Pk R R IR 2
PRI R B RSCR P AT I T SE o 1 5 (Burke,
1970) " Iy A VAR 2 4 Bl AT A0 D o 98 ol
1T 5 2P 11 i, ) G s 1 28 SR i 22, [ sl A e ) (AT
) — AR A, s A ASCR B A . R LA 30 g
KIS ( Canary&Spitzberg ) i 1 A K I, 511 HY 5K
ISR AR B B X, SE4rak
SCHCHE A B T AEROR, [l BEAS 2 A R, AN
5 Y (E & dh 3R ,2007)

375 7 8 F B 78 ( Friedman&Tidd , 2000 ) ' 4
NHIBFFEE R RB i 1w T B ( Collaboration ) 52
i 3k ( accommodation ) /)i A ( Obliging ) 451 = 3¢
AT 55 Ph I N, TEZH 2R 35/ 52 3] 47 T 155 J%
AR R IE 5 1850 16) T P 3o 2 A R [ s 50k
FRDRAT 55 Bh N, TE AL 2 rp S5 051 B B A 1 T 1 Uk
MERYiRZY,

Hif 42 1 Deutsch (1990) ' # H A 1 7RI AI 3 4
TGRS BT 30, FERT—FPEIE |, bR 307 BA7
X JEAFAE AHHZUR 5L Z (8] H A — B0 72 /5 —
M T HEUR T Z (8] HARNR A 22 5719,
Hoax s S AR R A AE RS B S VERLAY o
A8 T A BT 4 07 i R B L R R £5 B A, AT
R SR I A5 O, AR A T S Bk R A 25 U7 =X
MSCU , P R 2L AU RE . 5 4 2 i 5 ) B b 28 4%
T4 B, 22 01 30 B8 X J7 1) 2 MOk 48 B
B C RS, AN 18 Wi AT i A, e
AR 2 U4 RE ( Alper, Tjosvold&Law,2000)

AN

NFr i GE MG AEH L N 3l A 7E, HAETEA ]
B AT RPN AR B HAET, R E
Wifd” X 7 HARSE B, 7E e A v PR s 457
NP P G 22 A~ A TN A SR aok AR A0 Y 3k
S HA ZERRE B R R ARG , d ] BE 2
B, WNF £ 2% ( Amason, 1996 ; Eisenhardt
Kahwajy&Bourgeois, 1997; Jehn, 1994; Pelled,
Eisenhardt&Xie, 1999, Simon&Peterson ,
2000) [17][49] [48] [47] DS]U\%’ , {¢%§9ﬂﬁ}j{lﬁ%iﬂ
#h5€ (task conflict) Fl1 36 Z& Bl 1 58 ( relationship con-
flict) B2k o Hi# % 4 LG %0A 1B TH 52 0, T 5 5 %8

60

YRGBT TUE R, 5| i 536 BE A HERT
A [ BHAT T A B, B AT i SR A B SCRE R 2 e
ol E DRI N N QU 127 S L U RN 1]
FICHIBT LB g th 5 (155 th 8 VT8 L ph € 5%
MRG0 EE I, e R N B E A
i PSR, S BR ALAUE T7 R 22 O AR o R BB 5
M7 ] 22— [ I, SCEE A 44 1) — 28 e 4 3k
CMS .MODE ,0CCI ,CMMS .ROCI - I, 84 Sl g, HK
oy BRAEL DT, AR 4 i — B A% (R BE R 2 4%
AL 8 1) e SR R A T N — 2B o
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