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) &mﬁ?%m,E%&%ﬁ%&ﬁ%?étbﬂbﬁLﬁ%
Wohd, TRA=XfE#] b TF.—~FHl ok, BEE
3, BE L%ELt@%ﬁ%&%%?étb@—ﬁmtiﬁ&&Lf%%b
T B,

ETAHT, FEREBT ZEEEBREC O VW TORRE, £ LCEERK
BENBEE» D, BEFRROFEHE W IWTTRbRTE T, &2 E-
H:Z7~-1%, 20%F MMEEOTHE] OF—RFRLTE T, 2T1LOH
RERZOEDI SBT3, [H L, FRFAHERCRE-TL 540k
b;%britﬁ%%olsm%Amm Vo= A 2SI BI2EE 3 7
Aldvklclc v, H20KRBIKa—wy A2 FEC Afbﬁot,_@
BEOHI - &, BRlcBE shikd il bt ThAH 5 o_l
CTIR, BRSBTS EREBEORIIXE S THA Ih £ TRET,
HRBIRICE 5 AANOBEREERY, FEREOBBIBRE L BRRE
EOLEMAECER L, H5uvirir, BXTEOMIFRRGY, 7 4
VAO TIEBSR] O%ke v BE, bONERR:, METEREECX

) * KEHNED HiFt—7 L OEEIZOEDL D TH%S, Charles F. Hermann,
Crises 'in Foreign Polzcy A Simulation Analysis (Bobbs-Merrill, 1969),
xxi+234 pp. -

(1) HEMFOMOBEHRICETH, ZOTERVERTRRERELEL AT

TRV, TEB)ESORBEBEAIC VTR, oE¥ORTFEESHE, James
A. Robinson, International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (Macmil-
lan, 1968), Vol. 3, pp. 510~514.

@ E-H-#%— TRE#o-HE] GEERR, SWEE, 19526), V-,
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B—BOWSRE (war decision) BT bh b, MK, 196047 A,
AXFEEOBE « AXEFRYEDCHrh [AOHSH] ORRLFES
hisdhigic bisv. ALY, BWNEE» LERBEERBCES10E0BR
BT oWT, ARMER BT 2BRREABOLBEHREFIER SO
ThHbH, AR, ALBIFH7 Fr—+2XBRRLichbDOTRHBA, £0
BRI, FVISRE kT 5 ERERIEORRT 7 r —F LTBHRFENT 7
R -7 L ORERFERLRTRTZ30L LT, BEERCHECELLE
ORBEBERE LR & s TE W, (RBRSBROBREC OV TR
E, MATEME [BXBRE—FICES 1045 (1931—415)] £4%,
& LCHIfT o) . :
ChBOBEY, HEEREERHECRTAENT 7 v —~FOFHATHS T
i, AR CEENED HIFSB~—<v (Charles F. Hermann) ©ZE{EL,
SEEFORBIELWTEHNENT7 Tr—F 0l w2 X5, ~—< VD
FhL, FOFENE, FERIRL - TULWSED, AF 4 &~ (Richard
C. Snyder), =<4 < (Glenn D. Paige) & X5 lEiffpE] R, 7 —A
(Robert C. North), #r 274 (Ole R. Holstd) 7z 22 X5 19144
%JE%&bot,—ﬁ@@%ﬁ%ﬁ%Ombmﬁﬁdﬂétkﬁf?%:
L LARKE, RSBy —R - AXF 4L 0T, FBEBEINES

(8) Chihiro Hosoya, “Japan’s Decision for War in 1941,” Hitotsubashi
Journal of Law and Politics, Vol. 5 (1967), pp. 10—19; Chihiro Hosoya,
“Miscalculations in Deterrent Policy: Japanese—U. S. Relations, 1938
—1941,” Ibid., Vol. 6 (1968), pp. 29—47. SR #IRIZ, BADRBERERE
2, EENSEEOHMELEF TR CERVERR L T b,
FREEORRB LB E ot On> EDHI TH B, Bruce M. Russett, “Pearl
Harbor : deterrence theory and decision theory,” Journal of Peace
Research, 1967, 2, pp. 89—106. L L, BFE 7 v MF EEBRTOIERY K
ECEBLIENWY, COFRKEL, FREEE, BB 5ERD8E
FEBEBEOREEEE L0 & LT}, 2¥0oMBH TSR, Chihiro
Hosoya, “Characteristics of the Foreign Policy Decision-Making System
in Japan” (paper prepared for delivery at the 1972 Annual Meeting
of the International Studies Association, March 14—18).
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MOFECL - TERLhEREBRSZBALI S L LTW50KHL,
RZIXEFRE Y § = V— ¥ a v (Inter-Nation Simulation) *HE\ToOWF
RTHhD>ER, FTEOHERNEEELL DB ENTES, AFRD
EWrinohv i V—v g VT, 1B83ERRD YV 7 a4 =TH7rv—1+ 1
— 7 AREIEeVEF BV TEEIhA DO THY, T v—v—117 2
) A EEOFLE 325 B THIRNS h, ArBElRCE ), BH11ED
7 vifThbhic, £ ViR 7THichrh, REOHER, obiBiTs
e S et LS, EREERESEREBECEA Shl, 1
R OERET — & Lo o B REEORETTL, ¥ av—va vl
M DAMEA » 2~ v, BEOHE, LhCHRIEOERES X » TH5
Fbhhic, £ LCTERENRE LABBRESIUEL, MBI - TE0FREE
PEESh,
I

AT NT, FERET, 72 VPP EE LA 2Vo0EHBTRE—Do%
b, 1950426 A, b~ VBHERE T 2HIEBFNOEZNAOREL,
196242108, # 7 1 BHEREET 5% . — 3 IV A AVEBOBE O R E
—REHOERLY 5T, £ LCEEE, HDomRELY, HEEH
CETA2ERONZERRESBECAT BN TR L 2HLMCT D, &
et OB BT, RAMTRRIER & ot 0BENEAR,
ZDEHEL BRART EELHASHITT S,

CWBETHIeS, FEO IO XS RBEERERVEAE, EREROEE
L EDBELOBRRIC EE R O E MG 2 EREARRENER L, Bb
RFEOOHUVARRBELTC%, £LTC, 20X 5piiv<roEaik
Fle, BENMRULT AEEAEBCOWTOBEZOLORIHHE ST T

5 [E R R AR @Fﬁﬁ@v«mjm%@bofub &imﬁif%kvw
%M, J. David Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International
Relations,” in Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba (eds.), The International
System (Princeton Univ. Press, 1961), pp. 77—92.
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Bo ek WEZOBEBES, BEREEY T BBCHETIY 4~
(Anthony J. Wiener), # —> (Herman Kahn) X%, %05k o
R, ¢ EBEY, BEARCETS B3 L)
YARF BIEDHA 2 ABBIBELE S L FH R~ F 4 v 7 (Kenneth
E. Boulding) & %, %@%*ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁkikbf\ngz

BRoLLA, EEODITHEBESR, BeBomsHRL: LTol
BTV, IR, B ETHTUTIREEY T O GAKEEREET
g bicws, 7Y 'C%%‘bi, »OTr vy v (James A. Robinson)
=%ELL@@%%&@L%WLOO,batm%oﬁﬁkﬁﬁm%aaz
DTHbB,

BEOBRREETFVIIEE, BORREROPHICHARL T3, HILE
Bafr o seliEL, —EOoBRREECLALDHORE B 5 K
P EWS5HEALLT Te~FL L5 ET5, TLTERE, UFD3 7V
—~ A LEAKHEHBLI I ETHDOTHD, 20, OBKREECH X
NicPesErsE (decision time) DRME, @QFBIBIRREECE L 5BR
(threat) OEE, Fhi, GBS T TRBRREZC L » TTH (awas
reness) TR CehBD, DZHTH 5,
 ZERMED37U-A0MARARCLD, D¥DOL5R8EIEDOED
MBSERI) OB (A~H) EEHLTW3, ChEEREThIEoF
DEEDTHSBo ' ' '

(5) Anthony J. Wiener and Herman Kahn, Crisis and Arms Control (Hu-
dson Institute, 1962), pp. 8—11. ‘

(6) Kenneth E. Boulding, Conflict and Defense (Harper and Row, 1963),

' pp. 250—251. (NHEHEX - WEEER MEeo—RERI #1 v~ M,
19714F, 307~<_—¥,)

() James A. Robinson, “The Concept of Crisis in Decision-Making,”
reprinted in Naomi Rosenbaum (ed.), Readings on the Intematzonal
Political System (Prentice-Hall, 1970), pp. 81—90.

8) FEEZHE, UTORLCEEEFMCOWTOEKNHE L GEETR- T
%, Charles F. Hermann, “International Crisis as a Situational Vari-
able,” in James N. Rosenau (ed.), International Potitics and Foreign
Policy (Free Press, rev. ed., 1969), pp. 409—421.
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MEORRFE 2, BERIRERICRERLE S RTHME (A~H) ©5
LTRLAERENT L0 (A) ThB, LM, BbEEHNTIRE L0
1 (G) THB, BEELXELNE, REMLEME (A) 23, AHETHS ik
heg (crisis decision making) % T2 [HMIZEE] Tz bix
U

ZTEZ, b LEBRRSARELCEBAT, REBRBR £0 X 5 InkEkk
iR T 50 L\ 5 “if-then” hypotheses D EH B, 26{HD EEEDE
PRETS, T LI E2AWRRCRSTS 3 7 e fiET50Th%, ik
FEL, ZThLRELLERREE T VEEOESELIMbA LT 5,
ZLlTzh%, ARCETs2=7 g T20THS,

BIF, ZBEIRELXRSDERRECOVTD I 7 rZHEEN LI,
BRREABTREECHE,ASL, E40EFERPVTORBIIZEIRE L,
o CTERBEEFEXDOE ETHETHRL D, LOBIEHBRIC VUL,
A& OERSFCHEL, “confirmed” “not confirmed” ¥ X % “inconsis-
tent” - & LCTARELTEEV,

Hypothesis 1: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, a nation’s decision makers
are more likely to take action. (inconsistent)

Hypothesis 2: In Crisis as compared to noncrisis, a nation’s decision makers
are more likely to take hostile actions toward the agent initiating the situa-
tion. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 3: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, decision makers are more
likely to take exploratory actions toward the agent initiating the situation.
(confirmed) '

Hypothesis 4: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, nation’s decision makers
are less likely to take cooperative actions toward the agent initiating the
situation. (confirmed) » ‘ »

Hypothesis 5: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive the situation -as originating from a friendly agent, then action is
less likely to occur. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 6: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
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perceive the situation as originating from a hostile agent, then action is more
likely to occur. (confirmed)

" Hypothesis 7: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive that the agent originated the situation accidentally, then action is
less likely to occur. (not confirmed)

Hypothesis 8: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, if the decision makers
perceive that the agent originated the situation deliberately, then action is
.more likely to occur. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 9: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more the decision
makers perceive a situation to be ambiguous, the less likely is action to
occur. (not confirmed)
© Hypothesis 10: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more the decision
makers perceive their national survival to be endangered, the more likely
is action to occur. (confirmed)

" Hypothesis 11: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the greater the priority
attached by the decision makers to a goal before it is endangered, the more
probable is the occurrence of action. (confirmed)

" Hypothesis 12: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the more capabilities a
nation has in relation to other nations, the more likely is action to occur.
(not confirmed) ‘

“ Hypothesis 13: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, a restricted search for
alternative proposals is less likely to prevent action from occurring. (not
confirmed)

Hypothesis 14: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the consideration of only
a few alternative proposals by the decision makers is less likely to prevent
action from occurring. (not confirmed)

" Hypothesis 15 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the occurrence of affec-
tive conflict among the decisiion makers is less likely to prevent action from
occurring. (not confimed) ’

: Hypothesis 16 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the contraction of auth-
ority in making a decision is leess likely to prevent acton from occurring.
(not confirmed)

Hypothesis 17: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the frequency of con-
sensus among decision makers as to the national goals affected by the situa-
tion is increased. (confirmed)

. Hypothesis 18: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the priority assigned by
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decision makers to the most affected national goal (s) is increased. (not
confirmed) ‘

Hypothesis 19: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of search
conducted by the decision makers for information with which to define the
situation is decreased. (not confirmed)

Hypothesis 20: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of search
conducted by the decision makers for differentiated alternative solutions to
the situation is decreased. (inconsistent) .

Hypothesis 21: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the number of alternative
solutions to’ the situation identified by the decision makers is decreased.
(inconsistent) .
- Hypothesis 22: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the number of decision
makers exercising authority in the decision process is decreased ; that is, a
contraction of authority occurs. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 23: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the decision makers’
confidence in the ability of their decision to protect the affected goal (s) is
decreased. (confirmed) ) ‘ ‘

Hypothesis 24 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the amount of search by
the decision makers for support of their decision is increased. (confirmed) .

Hypothesis 25: In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the volume of com-
munication among decision makers within the foreign policy structure of a
nation is increased. (confirmed)

Hypothesis 26 : In crisis as compared to noncrisis, the volume of com-
‘munication between a nation’s decision makers and other international actors

external to the nation is increased. (not .confirmed)

Bl k5w, 26@0RED 5 HbTHE S-S ORI13ME, BRI hih
STeh DIFIMETHE D, Fi, HEDOT— &« VA (oL IEXER2 v 4
~CORBIFRERLEMBEADES L Vol X 3%) Db WRE, RIERE
ROFR—FENELLDEIBETHD, WEIhDOFERE, [1914FERHE]
B AEEH LB RS E OBET, ET02 AV bREBERThI,

o . .

MO P X i, BREEAERICAS < ot Bs, HEO

FENHULE & B L TS B L\ S BURREE ORTRENL, BEs
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ANDEBIERCI S D 7% LT & L AB b Shin, ©% b, BEO
BRLE L5 BEORBHTCT bbb T, P4 ¥ B LTEICH
BiTmbeic b ORERERORF ORIAMERIEC X5, Wb Thb,

CORAINEH12, 13, 14,19 Y LBEL T, TAMOABNERRE
TEEEMH] L3V EHRAREL THA 5, '
BURBERE, BURREE D TLAEMEAEEL &% A (economic
man) EFAEBEL T3, ZTHIL LA, 1 EvOn3, GBEERH
THRMEDOHIH (cognitive limits on rationalits(rl)o) B E 2 EEE
- {(administrative man) EFADOMNBRLIT-TED, $sTFZ T, B
REDOE R L BT 5 BORRES OB B ER O EATH LT,
ZORKMRSWBLMET bhd o Lk s, ’
L TAT, ERER O W TOHFRPHILDO—2>Ths 7~ (Theodore
Abel) ORI L hiX, LWHhkBHBREL VL ED, 1EEHRT, FAE
mt%&m%admt?%h%:autv&%%éhfmgybﬂbﬁ~v
VIR X DPROMBRE, TO4FEE) B L R, LAT v Lidd
ORI ETNEL TV X 3 Bbhs (K320, 21, 23),

(9 Robert C. North, Ole R. Holsti, M. George Zaninovich, and Dina A.
Zinnes, Content Analysis: A Handbook with Applications for the Study
of International Crisis (Northwestern University Press, 1963), p. 172;
Dina A. Zinnes, Robert C. North and Howard E. Koch, Jr., “Capability,
Threat, and the Outbreak of War,” in James N. Rosenau (ed.), Ju-
ternational Politics and Foreign Policy (Free Press, 1961), pp. 469—482.

1) James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (Wiley, 1958),
pp. 137—142.

FEBRBREEIBEREE D [GEBTE] oWt UtdnE LT

12, DEDOHRIINRBICEA TS, Sydney Verba, “Assumptions of Ra-
tionality and Non-Rationality in Models of the International System,”
in Klaus Knorr and Sydney Verba (eds.), Ibid., pp. 93—117.

) Theodoré Abel, “The Element of Decision in the Pattern of War,”
American Sociological Review; 1941, 6, pp. 853—859.
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ZOEOMBEROWTIE, BEEETEHL AMOER AT 2 LoBET
Aaﬁ,;bm@ﬁ@<:amtag?oib,ﬁ&ﬁ%u&ﬂ%x¥vx
DEMEBRREEC ST b T £ LTI, HOBERNRELECH L,
DWTHEDOABERAROESLXIWT2b0LELDRS, L LRAKIRT,
BORREZORAEEREZDS DI, RLT—HPCHERE S L O TR,
FREHL T, RRLBORREZD A~V V71, BCIBERRER
BOBMS L OFEKBERC I UL LD TEEZDOTHD, oT, HAL
HLUCHEY B —RET2 2 21 TE RV, BE, COMEIE, Wb
BURZ « F %y (risk-taking) TPesE L OBLEROAT, I hEW
LDEZR L ERNNEL SR 5, :
L EORmEBHTRERTS L o1k, AAEIRE LeERIESHED, B4
DOEH, BRWBRAYERDZER I ST, BEXhELRBIhBAE
WEDLDEEL bR,
v

XCOER, =7 v FHREOVTORERBREERA L, ERrbTh
i, ZEORBLALBKEEET ML, BLEIVLRWETYL, HEhE
VAR R 2 TV BT L AHIE L, ¥ b EEORBIREE 1k
MR Lic 3 7 L~ -——(1) Short Decision Time, (2) High Threat, (3)
Surprise ® 5%, 882 7 v~ & (High Theat) % rhfilic LC, &7 td
BH27Vv—aD5b0 128 Mbiud, o 5HRERTEIZEDLDTRE
DREBENERT D LIBBERINTLDOTH -1

Fi, TOX5RERREETMCOVCOMBER, HTLLETALE
SRBBERC TR &b, TABBOSHOMEALL LToREME
BOrEH - MREOERE LI EDT B THA 5, M h, BEW, FE
RO HERERBEEL, =Y ) HARNEHDEEREEET W TORA
LIO—EERAZ DL, £5 LT L0EBK, WhilfRokd

() Margaret G. Hermann, “Testing a Model of Psychological Stress,”
Journal of Personality, 34 (1966), pp. 881—896,
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DEBEFEL LTCOBEETANDELISREMLTH %,

FDEWRTIE, ~A-3— (Thomas Halper) X %[RRI KEFE
B, e X hiE, BEEREE ORI, 7o & X HEBCXT 5% ¥ (surprise)
EVIERBPRML TN T, biehidbhi (trapped) &2y, LEio
PRERHEG bhico® (compelled) &\ EENEOFICE S I,
ET T T RSB B D & SR T\ B O, ~
~= v EARE, BORREZORABMEL Thehhrb2d LB H =X 5
HRBEL LT B HATRLTLLEF L O TRV, BT 5 RMEL,
ANV DEF LTS “surprise” &, ~AA—DETFARKTD “tra-
pped” X “compelled” L\WSBEREDHVWET, EDLIBBRREZEOA
BRTHCLYRERAVAZ P REZDBONEVIRRLEDLDRS THS
Yo TTTHEY, BURREEZ L A b VAL ORGP MEL Sh s bl
ThHb. LrLIoXNEERERERCRETL0R, TTREMLEX DK,
BAOEBEOBRBEARTH 0, HEEAR—REIFEF LT E by, Z&
TRETN - EVTF 4 VIRBIH—BHLELT, EFALDH T HEBLX
BBE, DEZoTEDOER/UERE bW BERAD D ELXTRIERHLT
<, '

Bt b, AR TIMBOBEGLELL, chil koEFAHmk#Fshik
Vo L, A7l LABRREOHBINL, XV BERERELZRDS
BRECL 5T, TRE] L0 0T HBERE & T ORIELOMER,
é&k%ﬁ<:a@f%kmﬁ%%ﬁb—of&&hm&b&vﬁéa50
BEDI SR, == v ORRITRERO B EOEKR L & X 2,
EEEEC KT sBEREEREE L, X VBRAEEEmMIIbD LWL
X5, SHBED, ~—~VBIRELCERBECY L, 2HE»bORRI
BHENBFHEUTH S, — L LBEELND, BREB UL, TERER

(9 _Thomas Halper, International Crises: Appearance and Reality (Charles
E. Merril, 1971), p. 27 n.
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kﬁﬁﬂ%mViﬁ+ﬁK%$éhémm§ofvhmoﬁﬁﬁf@%ﬂ%
CTAMELUBREERD, N~ VORBREET VEOEET, §§
O EETE O BRI COBETOMBRE RS THIV,

v .
FTTOREH LI SR, AWEOEERT — <%, BRERLEBIERE L,
BEREEORETHEREER L LT, CoHMONIEEREYEETR L
Thotco o TEI T, BRREROFOEMPWFEDO—DEIWVIN
¥, BEREORIBR S\ TOEEALTL b HHRAS AT
LEZbRS, bLHAEERS, BERECKT 2 EBERBOMBET oW
Tm?ﬁmwmﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁi%%ipfbgiihﬁ%f%,Vinv~y
o VORMCBBHNELHATLEE DT> U2 BER), ER
FoTRE, o¥0L 3 REANEZEOREREREAINIDO TS s, 2
11, OBEREEORUOHT, QFRIEEs v— 7 0%E, @R =
fa=r—va VEBRORE, Thic, OEROBEEL, OMEThHD, %
o, TREEZA—-TRBELTY, o0 280RENERHOA VAL
57 avEERLTEHEIRKD TH o, 2% D, ORLHBKRES
(CDM) L EARBCREEZ (LI DM), @stEskkE®E (EDM) LEEK

(4 B, UTOZMIUBHERSAL, LLIhbid, ~—< oDl 5 ialigfEr]
BEICR - T is, BEREENT 72 —FThh, ho@Hmx]E, L
HEAEENDOEEFBAEBER EN T 5, EEERE B - LHE
ET A Y n OBFE—BERIREBREOSN ] FT| TEEREE] (425, 196958,
1—17=—, [UFEFER 7 7 4 v 2ABERRiCOWC] FERELGF—a7)
7 b okeLBEE] (ERASCEELE, 19714), 51—66 %—, EHA
rEdiT8i 0% TOERWRD (9714, 144, 51 5), 28421~

5 Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and Burton Sapin (eds.), Foreign
Policy Decision Making (Free Press, 1962), pp. 86—105.

Fto, BORRERKELREENLEOLEL DR AEFEBICOVWTODT
PHERBICERT AREDOMEL LT, 2¥0 30455, Graham T.
Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Lit-
tle Brown and Company, 1971), pp. 67—100.

(g Charles F. Hermann, “Some Consequences of Crisis which Limits the
Viability of Organizations,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 8 (1963),
pp. 61—82.
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weeE (FDM) OZHTH %, _ ,

L LEBITIR, 20X 5 HRARE, XBEA v v~ 0B LHE T,
HBLORY T « 7 N~ PR RE SRR TS ole EBRRRED = <
2= =Y g VORKUL, ¥ - S~ TEEEORFINBEERER S hic
i n2bbd, RLNBRRESE (CDM) CEFTHRER R0 T
BHolte WEY L I V=Y g VOLIMPRZHh S e ZER B O E +
v e~ YORLIREAICHETE, 2E¥OL BRI BEEH IR TV 5,

CDM

ADM FDM

IDM EDM

EDX D NEHECENIE LN, HOBEMAOFCHEBAIREZEA
LE52 L bdmTdnThs, FE, AETREBRI L EELE
W B RIERRTT)  (RBI15) = OBAE, B3\LEEREE T=v
ey H AOHBGER] (EHLT) & OBME LAEHS R T\ B, & foll
WA, BEREEABCLEDL 274 v A2 v b biERHIh T3
(5i$116,22,25)s L2 L, *C CORMIBERMRLORLEED, B
Byt .- s VREE Lffie P A REE LESF, LERTRL
TwB X 3Bbhs, fdxilroici, EoX5 iy - ERNEE
RELLRERBTHNI, BELVIERBCHL, FOXS5EHALES
Oy, BERERAENTOBRCRIETHECOWTORALRKRIAIL
TWBDTH B, '

BR, P SV EBNEROMHEYERT AN LTI, BORRE
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ORI L, DEDIENDOLCERINIRETELLELORD,

FTEIRT, aﬂtﬁﬁgﬁbﬁ%%iﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁkﬂéﬁur EDXSieA vy}
REZBZONECD) [HEA P VvA] BIEA \\'Cﬁ%o

g2, BEaOREMHENCHL, ﬁ%%%%kﬂ%bﬁ%&%ﬁ%@@
.%&%@%E%Eékomf@Fﬁﬁ%ﬁjﬁﬁﬁfﬁéo

B3, BERENTENDZEBXRLBVEF LIRS [VNEH B
BThbd, EBE, 72V 20 [BIRRE] ° o —ARE] 203, Kk
Erhbhe Le—B) OBRREEL Lo TTENLELDTH ol WAL
¢ % e X<y (Roger Hilsman) i3, ZOBOREBREY, BIXhilh
%QMRdmmmSE%ﬁbfb%Ohi%hlmﬁ@&%%ﬁﬁﬁéib
BEIC AT 5 7omie b, SEARAMCEABE~ORE L o D5
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