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Study on Academic Stress and Athletes’ Stress—related Health Status

Soojin Lee*

Department of Physiology, College of Korean Medicine, Sangji University

The purpose of this study is to identify the effects of lifestyle, study stress and training stress on health status,
and provide fundamental data for health management of university students majoring in physical education. In this
study, 149 students participated and they were surveyed demographic characteristics, lifestyle, Maslach burnout
inventory (student stress inventory), training stress inventory, and Mibyeong index. Height and weight were measured
for calculating BMI. For statistical analysis, Student t-test, ANOVA test, chi-square test, correlation analysis, and
multinominal logistic regression test has been used. There were differences between Mibyeong groups according to
digestion status, smoking for female students and quality of sleeping for both male and female students. Study stress
and training stress also affected to health status. Cynicism among study stress categories and all categories among
training stress showed differences between sex. Correlation analysis and logistics regression analysis was used to
estimate related factors of health status after adjusting for sex and age. Based on logistics regression analysis, quality
of sleeping affected to Mibyeong 1 group and quality of sleeping, smoking and digestion status affected to Mibyeong 2
group. Among training stress category, dissatisfaction with game result and skills and lack of leisure time were
affected to both Mibyeong 1 and 2 group. This study suggests that lifestyle, study stress and training stress might be
significantly associated with university students majoring in physical education. Through managing those influence

factors, health status of students could be improved.
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(30.2%)o1%ict.  JEo] wE ol FA 19.62+1.58, A%}
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Wol AdML U BT oY 2 9osbl Alol7h UYL, WA 3. Sl AEAA A

of A9, w0 o] Fotw STF Hoet o Fotn ST A stQl AEF|A AXIHE HEo] e FNA 12a FEH

2 25 oy 229 ulgo] ¥Qtout, AZRHM oY 1ZNE & ESZ] 93 Aol Uehix] goton] Yol AN 2 F §

ol Ao] oF Fckn L TR} Ak o4l AL AX  FMKoIA olyol WAHET S04 97 £ Uehiith(Table 3).

A2 oY 129 39 dgo] 2gate suo] o] L W

o2 Uehyth. A8t & sislet F ofso] A ool A9 4 25 AEA AN

oA ¥ 7t 9ol Atol2 Uepich AREH 0y 129 7 25 AEA ANOHE Az 95 B Az #Y 1

2 2%l & o Ickn SuE ARt Elgo] Wkt EA of W, 7] YLD J5 BUh A 2o BE F2ol4 dAol

B ggo] A9 nE o4 slEAxt] wlgo] Egtot, ol olgEr: ¥7 Uepion] 1 & MY 292 AF uoix A
JZold EAAtY Hlgo] B e Ui Jix F20ld Wol olyuct Solshl A Uehidct HA 2

(57.1%)(Table 2).
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Table 1. General characteristics of the study subjects 5. 81 4 2= XEHAQ AZH(0]Y) AE]

Mele {1108 Femele (n-45) Total (n-145) Prvaue 3 9 5 AEI AT AZ(]Y) Hefol wet ojgA Zat
vk S0 AL Tsksade 02 AEAIE ohs] ko] DAEWZA THE AY X £F AE
(kg/m?) 2298+2.33 23071324 23.01£2.63  0.857 dro B g=o] A2 Aty wolth olyo] AQ AZKUW)E
M'chr‘;”g 52.13:27.12  49.80+2875 51.42:2754 0431 o] W2 9o]at xfo]= UENJA] QFQrolt WAo] AHO atel AE
Migbr}éiopng H&al}')‘y 20 (192) 13 (289) 33 (100) a0 Ygat 25 AEAL A FRAN AX(uY)Zd TE

MIT (% 27 (260) 11 (244) 38 (100) 2% 7O Aolg HERTH(Table 5).
MI 2 (n, %) 7 (54.8) 21 (46.7) 78 (100)
aztsxrw'\jlri'\j&c))/vggng?ean + standard deviation or number (%). BMI=Body mass 6. AT, 319l W o= AEFACQL AZHUH) Atejelo] AbzHuA|
Table 2. Correlation with lifestyle based on Mibyeong group
Male (n=104) Female (n=45)
Healthy Ml 1 MI 2 Total P-value Healthy MI 1 Ml 2 Total P-value
Appetite
Good 15 (24.6) 18 (29.5) 28 (45.9) 61 (100) 6 (22.2) 9 (333) 12 (44.4) 27 (100)
Normal 5 (122) 8 (19.5) 28 (68.3) 41 (100) 0.144 7 (43.8) 1(6.3) 8 (50.0) 16 (100) 0.138
Less 0 (0.0) 1 (50.0) 1 (50.0) 2 (100) 0 (0.0) 1 (50.0) 1 (50.0) 2 (100)
Overeating
Many 5 (23.8) 5 (23.8) 11 (52.4) 21 (100) 4 (40.0) 1 (10.0) 5 (50.0) 10 (100)
Often 11 (18.6) 16 (27.1) 32 (54.2) 59 (100) 0979 4 (22.2) 5 (27.8) 9 (50.0) 8 (100) 0.764
Less 4 (16.7) 6 (25.0) 14 (58.3) 24 (100) 5 (29.4) 5 (294) 7 (41.2) 17 (100)
Speed of eating
Fast 8 (29.6) 5 (18.5) 14 (51.9) 27 (100) 2 (20.0) 4 (40.0) 4 (40.0) 10 (100)
Normal 11 (16.7) 16 (24.2) 39 (59.1) 66 (100) 0.157 10 (38.5) 5 (19.2) 11 (42.3) 26 (100) 0.408
Slow 1(9.1) 6 (54.5) 4 (536.4) 11 (100) 1(11.1) 2 (222) 6 (66.7) 9 (100)
Digestion
Good 18 (20.7) 24 (27.6) 45 (51.7) 87 (100 0452 13 (35.1) 10 (27.0) 14 (37.8) 37 (100) 0,027
Bad 2 (11.8) 3 (17.6) 12 (70.6) 17 (100) ’ 0 (0.0) 1 (12.5) 7 (87.5) 8 (100) ’
Quality of sleeping
Very good 6 (40.0) 3 (20.0) 6 (40.0) 15 (100) 1 (25.0) 1(25.0) 2 (50.0) 4 (100)
Good 14 (19.2) 23 (315 39 (49.3) 73 (100) 12 (41.4) 7 (24.1) 10 (34.5) 29 (100)
Bad 0 (0.0) 1(7.1) 13 (92.9) 14 (100) 0014 0 (0.0) 3 (25.0) 9 (75.0) 12 (100) 0.038
Very bad 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (100.0) 2 (100) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0
BMI
Low 0 0 0 0 0 (0.0) 1 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (100)
Normal 7 (12.1) 18 (31.0) 33 (56.9) 58 (100) 0211 7 (26.9) 6 (23.1) 13 (50.0) 26 (100) 0.870
Overweight 8 (25.0) 6 (18.8) 18 (56.3) 32 (100) ' 3 (30.0) 2 (20.0) 5 (50.0) 10 (100) )
Obesity 5 (35.7) 3 (21.4) 6 (429) 14 (100) 3 (37.5) 2 (25.0) 3 (37.5) 8 (100)
Drinking
No 4 (18.2) 297 16 (72.7) 24 (100 0,093 5 (27.8) 7 (38.9) 18 (100 0.539
Yes 16 (19.5) 25 (30.5) 41 (50.0) 82 (100) 8 (29.6) 5 14 (51.9) 27 (100)
Smoking
No 11 (16.4) 16 (23.9) 40 (59.7) 67 (100 0.385 5 (16.1 7 (22.6) 19 (61.3) 31 (100) 0,005
Yes 9 (24.3) 11 (29.7) 17 (45.9) 37 (100) 8 (57.1) 4 (28.6) 2 (14.3) 14 (100)

Data were shown number (%). MI=Mibyeong, BMI=Body mass index.
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Table 3. Maslach burnout inventory of participants
Male Female Total P-value
1. | feel emotionally drained from my work 2.13+1.04 2.04+£0.90 2.11£1.00 0.615
2. | feel used up at the end of a day at university. 274112 2.80£1.18 2.76+£1.14 0.770
3. | feel tired when | get up in the morning and | have to face another day at the university.  2.41+1.08 2.69+1.22 2.50£1.13 0.173
4. Studying or attending a class is really a strain for me. 2.32+1.36 231+£1.14 2.32+£1.07 0974
5. | feel burned out from my studies. 1.92+£0.92 1.93+0.84 1.93+0.89 0.949
Exhaustion 2.67+0.50 2.75£0.39 2.69+0.47 0.347
6. | have become less interested in my studies since my enrollment at the university. 2.14£1.03 2.60£1.18 2.28+0.09 0.019
7. | have become less enthusiastic about my studies. 246+1.18 2.80£1.22 2.56+1.20 0.114
8. | have become less enthusiastic about my studies 2.32+1.10 242+0.22 2.35+£1.13 0.605
9. | doubt the significance of my studies 2.19£1.15 2.16£1.21 2.18+1.16 0.860
Cynicism 2.28+088 249+1.06 2.34+0.94 0.200
10. | can effectively solve the problems that arise in my studies. 2.99+0.88 3.20£0.92 3.05+0.89 0.188
11. | belive that | make an effective contribution to the classes that | attend. 2.72+1.05 2.51+1.10 2.66+1.06 0.270
12. In my opinion, | am a good student. 2.66+1.02 2.84+0.95 2.72+£1.00 0312
13. | feel stimulated when | achieve my study goals. 2.57+1.00 2.60+.92 2.58+0.97 0.852
14. | have learned many interesting things during the course of my studies. 2.67+0.96 2.84+0.98 2.72+£0.97 0.321
15. During class | feel confident that | am effective in getting things done. 2.83+0.98 2.82+£1.01 2.83+£0.99 0.979
Professional efficiency 2.740.80 2.80£0.76 2.76£0.79 0.655
Total 2.68+0.55 2.73+056 2.69+0.55 0.621
Data were shown mean * standard deviations (SD).
Table 4. Training stress inventory of participants
Male Female Total P-value
1. | am under stress a lot of work. 2.58+1.20 2.11+1.05 244+1.18 0.026
2. | am under stress because of my coach's nagging 328+1.23 267+£1.11 3.09+1.23 0.005
3. | am under stress because of my coach’s irritation. 313+1.27 2.80£1.24 3.03+1.27 0.139
4. | am under stress from boaring training. 2.88+1.27 244+1.24 2.75+1.27 0.058
5. 1 am under stress by my coach’s abusive language. 2.81£143 224£1.13 2.64+1.37 0.020
6. | am under stress because | don't get along with the coach. 2.69+1.27 2.89+1.00 2.57+1.20 0.060
7.1 am under stress by intense physical exercise. 3.01+£1.24 244+1.16 2841124 0.010
8. | am under stress becaused my coach doesn't trust me. 2.59+£1.29 2.09+0.92 2441121 0.021
9. | am under stress because my coach scolds me for no reason. 2.75£1.31 2.60+£1.27 2.70£1.29 0.517
Dissatisfaction with coach 2.85+1.02 241+0.83 3.24+0.79 0.011
10. | am under stress because | do not think | can go to a professional team. 2811144 1.93+1.11 2.54+1.41 0.000
11. | am under stress because | do not think | can be successful as a player. 2.90+1.31 2.38+1.28 2.75+1.32 0.025
12. | am under stress because my career path is not well decided. 325+1.33 2.73+£1.27 3.09+1.33 0.029
13 | am under stress because of career worries. 2.35+1.39 2.93+1.05 3224131 0.077
14. 1 am under stress because of the pressure on my grades. 337£1.18 2.98+1.14 325+1.18 0.065
Career concern 3.31£1.07 2.59+0.88 297+1.04 0.003
15. | am under stress when a match does not go well. 3.70£1.19 342+1.27 3.62+1.22 0.199
16. | am under stress when | cannot go to a match. 3.14£1.28 2.71£0.97 3.01+£1.21 0.044
17. | am under stress because my exercise does not go my way. 3.60+1.23 3.38+1.25 353+1.23 0.323
18. | am under stress because my skills do not show up during the game. 351+£1.17 320+1.24 342+1.19 0.146
19. | am under stress | cannot compete. 3.73+1.16 2.98+1.23 3.50+1.23 0.000
20. | am under stress when | ca not concentrate and | do not have confidence. 3.50+1.20 3.20+1.06 341+1.16 0.149
21. | am under stress hen things do not go as the coach tells me to. 3.28+1.21 2.78+£1.17 3.13+1.21 0.020
Dissatisfaction with game result and skills 3.50+£0.93 3.09+£0.90 3.37+0.93 0.016
22. | am under stress when my privacy is interfered with. 371£1.13 3.56+1.06 3.66+1.11 0431
23. | am under stress when | do not have a vacation after a game. 347130 3.02+£1.37 333133 0.064
24. | am under stress because | ca not enjoy my free time. 3.35+£1.20 2.96+1.36 3234126 0.083
25. | am under stress when | work out on holidays. 3.50+£1.28 3.11£1.53 3.38+1.37 0.112
Lack of leisure time 3.50+0.94 3.16+1.07 3.40+0.99 0.052
Total 3.19+0.86 2.76+0.78 3.06+0.86 0.004
Data were shown mean + standard deviations (SD).
Table 5. Study stress and training stress according to Mibyeong
Male (n=104) Female (n=45)
Healthy Ml 1 Ml 2 Total P-value  Healthy MI 1 MI 2 Total P-value
Study stress 2481046 2641046 275053 2.67+050 0120 273:0.34 264+042 2821040 275:039 0444
Exhaustion 2481046 2641046 275053 2.67+050 0.120 273:0.34 264+042 282+040 275:039 0444
Cynicism 1.89£0.65 2.08+090 2.51+089 228+0.88 0009 229+0.92 243+083 265125 249+1.06 0615
Professional efficiency 157+0.83 157+071 1.92+050 176079 0086 138+0.71 1.96+060 1.86+0.87 1.75+079  0.135
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Training stress 255+0.88 3.04+0.78 3.47+0.75 3.19+086 0000 237085 271+081 3.02+0.65 2.76+0.78 0.057
Disstisfaction with coach 227+086 275095 3.12+1.02 2.86+1.02 0002 203+0.78 239+082 266+0.81 241+0.83 0.097
Career concern 245105 2.81+0.98 3.53+095 3.13£1.07 0000 220+0.80 251+0.84 288+0.88 2.59+0.88 0.086
Dissatisfaction with game result and skills 2.84+1.05 3.28+0.86 3.83+0.76 3.50+093 0.000 276+1.06 293+0.94 339:0.69 3.09+0.90 0.110
Lack of leisure time 2.85+0.79 3.57+0.90 3.70+0.92 3.50£+094 0.002 2.69+1.20 3.25+1.21 3.40+0.86 3.16+1.07 0.164
Data were shown mean + standard deviations (SD). MI=Mibyeong.
AT 5 28, 299 A, 9 o7t AZ(uy) HEiet Zolgt st A 3 € 25 AEYH ATt o|GA IF
FoF FBBAE 2. #A dat g 2EAE: 3 2L Y 2 ORI=AE glstaxt 15 F3Pstgict.
oM, 25 2EA: 54 9 ZE St 2F F5A 37 grojgtolA = AEFHAS Aot Q89 Wt A A=
(OF) JEiet g oAzt derdt. fod AEaAst o Atz AHgsto] Uehte ]9 wistz sty Ao &, el
t ¥FES L5 AZ(OY) FHL 49 FuEAs vedg BOl A= AAtol 93] Z17](K#) W37t dojut FAlojut A
(Table 6). o g2 UAA He dHH & & Ao 71719 AR 2Pt
+ dadd 932 5E8R®) & 7IS(FR)] 2EH29 I
Table 6. Correlations between lifestyle and stress according to gEAQ Wxoly*® 7180 WAL AQosto] 9ox A
Mibyeong — AERYA WS, AAHFE Sol TP 4 AP 2E2 wg
pearman’s ; B e
Value correlation value P-value 2 715 80u Ayl M3jaclor yeht A3Z AFsHA Ho
fopetie oo o ol@at Jls Aol sejstael Uy eiet & 2 Yok B¢ AE
vereating | . 20| WX SITIL CLOESF ol AREAFO ex oo u
Speed of eating 0.058 0.483 Eﬂ —‘] 0" E%H\. E}o?_]- 0] oo ’o \_] H’]E; %, TE, =X
Digestion 0215 0.009 5ol 3toJskA il WMol zon LS F 54 5
Quality é’:ﬂf'eeping %31%45 8'282 23M4H, 49 A Fo] AEYA W 0P /o] b By
Drinking 0044 059 o b Qo wheby 2 ApoldE SelstEel 27H(o]H) A
Smoking 0.234 0.004 oF kst AEA QRS9 #AE EAste 1 /U S Yolr
Study stress 0.238 0.003 A} 5oL},
al )
Exhaustion 0.079 0337 oy e
Cynicism 0.203 0.013 2 A7 201990] g diste] A& AFote WSS O
Professional efficiency -0.023 0.785 Aoz AAstgon, Ho =95ty BE MEat AlFAZ A
Training stress 0.379 0.000 5]’ 1491312 OE H x] o O] o]'X" ux Aql UstAlo
Dissatisfaction with coach 0.280 0.001 kL ZE R ol o :_L "j' aa dege
Career concern 0.363 0.000 1047, ofst2 4570 5o ofsigo] Hlof| 2u] 7trto]
Dissatisfaction with game result and skills 0.370 0.000 Qich. JyydEa o], BMI, 0]y A4 9 ojgio] Bxoji 89
Lfack of leisure time 0.223 0.006 5t Afol= LFERJX] 9oic.
BMI=Body mass index.
AggToly 2EA G T2 FEd Tt g2 yerd
7. SAEA £ 710 Pz P25t ”E%H%“:} o’do] 4% 2shlEIet
AL, Y 2EH 29 25 AE A0 GE Uy A SH0| Ao| njPa AW/gol Ax, FA oj57} vy F5=0 I
£ AmEY] fJsto] ARES FEE 0¥ 2X2H JARAMS FZ URl:= Aoz motEglon, Fido 49 £H Auto] 0]
AAstE O34 A AYHEE =07l Aoty DANEES Wi A#gol de Aoz YERITHP<0.05).
Abgsto] e =u|e} 95% CIS AWEYTh U]y 170 JF¥FZ F= WHO: Algat #id g Aso] #gt BuxojA Alo]y
A2 £ A 25 2EHA F FrU&d 75 BT AR 7 vgh, Gk, AEUA A, & F WS Aol U
E09] & °l°*2‘31 oy 23] dFZ F+ AL FA oR, & 1 gustEen® & dFoME ol wat Astel AAY FZg
g}, 5 2EZA F F7IU& 75 U9 FEo|AH Table 7). i Age st dstel ZAGHIG A, WAl 814, Akt
A% 2 0¥ d@/dol i oS AsHIElT njya #H
A of gt Aoz Uehtn gehel A9, astyElo] mE oy}
o] &AMl |5l UeA= kot uy JEi7E £X 4
%2 29 ARE Azt AQ izt 44, a4#A, FAA 25 23MJEH7E £A gt SEE S 27t gUTh A4S
A Sz HPEL B2 AEYAS T e I FANE oy 279 o)t 2A29 FARXMAE @ =H[7} 0.118(95%
g9 fie2 Sdat d¥E AEAE TP Wol ¥ Ao CL: 0.117-0.842)2 Yeht {005t #Alo YAt tiFAIEol of
2 Aee AEsAUY 58] Yt tiEAge] A o AEF A geger Fon A3 Y 4 AAESs0l genz AgdHol
2o dsto] 0@ £5 71702 3 A, FI0l O B FA G A9 YA gob OB MY Yt o] IFL 2
S0z qstel T2 AT oto] sPSH ulmste] 37b4Y AE 7] OlxIA] ggront, IR ashyele] o] Eejik: 390
GAE WA BoH. olo] MG I ASE Y 2E L ool 932 uAn, ALK A Bt Bage @
g2 ® ohie o5 AEdAst AP@Y) gl F¥S WA 4 AUk
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Table 7. Odds ratio and 95% confidence intervals in lifestyle and stress of healthy group and Mibyeong group by logistic regression analysis.

Healthy - MI 1 Healthy - Ml 2
Odd ratio 95% Cl Odd ratio 95% Cl
Digestion
Good 1.000 1.000
Bad 0.256 0.030~2.166 0.118 0.017~0.842
Quality of sleeping
Very good 1.000 1.000
Good
Bad
Very bad 1.719E-8 4.637E-9~6.372E-8 3.622E-9 3.622E-9~3.622E-9
Smoking
No 1.000 1.000
Yes 3.094 0.902~10.616 7317 2.103~25.461
Training stress inventory
Total
Low 1.000 1.000
Middle
High 0.279 0.043~1.812 0.244 0.043~1.374
Dissatisfaction with game result and
skills
Low 1.000 1.000
Middle 0.135 0.033~0.561 0.088 0.019~0.422
High 0.687 0.118~3.992 0.101 0.019~0.537
Lack of leisure time
Low 1.000 1.000
Middle 7.082 1.755~28.586 2.260 0.611~8.351
High
Adjusted for sex and age. 95% CI=95% confidence intervals.

RO A2 o AAA, FAA AP #FHEH A= A % AEAN asdol s @ o]x 9l0](2.28+088,
of o3 AP BHuE v gid, U IS A2 AFH,  2.49:106) 4 AEAA F HF 17 9 AeA
At S, W94, AAACIY FAAQ AT H so TH a5z vside A7F A2 2 Ao Ay
of gicky MUHUGSY. B3] cjargel 2We] WS A WE Y AEHA FBo] B 2 A%e AT W
£, 92, 8k, oz 9 A0 g 788 =7 S ool A 59 g AEYAE I ¢ ofd Zez 2 & 4
e A7 Zwt Qo 2w Aol Y AF FeEAIM 3 o ulgTol G2 BN g AEH Y Y FRH Ut
3 AqgS oy & & ok £ AFoNE FEFA U B2 A7) 2ol T2t zpol7t ARo o3 FL AtolS
Ao tisto] ZAISIAET F 2% £H9] Ao] i} {05t UEHUA] ¥t 22y A7) JeEigel #dde EAs 2 2,
ATH Ax Aoz UeY 7|E A2 aet AARITHP<0.05). 3 AE A FF FF2 o ulgat {5 AuEof

9o DU ATy 2Ae|S(high density lipoprotein, Y& 202 Ueh} Yol AM sdol oidt BYEs} BolAlE
HDL)Z Z2A7| NEe A ZFAHE(low density o] A A #HAGol A ¢ & A
lipoprotein, LDL)} 5§ X|¥(triglyceride, TG)Q £&Z F7HA| +& AEYAY F& Y ks +& 2EYA FAS
ZozH BT o) BeAES0] oA stol FUAE A2 L ] JHA BE IR F4UL olsel wsl &7 dergeh S
AAg doslt Fas UY F shpolth). B A7olde A 8 A2t oY 1, A7] U sl BU AE Buo] He
2 Uxl 35.6%, ofx 3L1%Z 20199 ZUAZEAY] we  3Woje F4ES HolL 9lo] Yol 2 AEdA goloz &
19-20] EAZA WA 24.8%, olAt 24.0%9H: Atol7t 9o WU f3tm 98T % & AUt o A9 AgE 2U F39
25 Fdeol ¥4 ot IUALEANME X Fde2 ¥ A7t 7P 2o, 34y = g 2% 59 ATt M
A 2l 4H(1007]4]) ol mEen] A e FHiE M= AL 2 Aoz 20, 253 3 Joz sl /YA o7t ARt
oz stgout ¥ AToAE FA Pt BBl BA FAS 2 FE W & g0l A AF WS Y 2 222
St QLAY olnore mARSsl) Aol Uehd oz € £ 2902 AWS ¢ 4 ATk AY yelgtel BAY s
gtk F9 olRi ojshge] B A% yeEldtel WAYol kYo B ¥ 0, A= FY Iy 3 715 gue 38
W, S5 AZ2H oY 229 2AAY YARMN oxust Wy BT A yejetel Fyo 3 1 FoNE 59
7.317(95% CL: 2.103-25.461)2 Ul ool &olch olchdel 7] Ugw 715 2ue] ¥3o 12, Uy 22 85
9ol A%l tAle FFol e I, Tty Fad L Ay O 2AAH AZHIAE U A3 g
ggoz 34 222 T WAyl ¥9¢ ¢ & U YHE 25 AEYA FBUL LA g 3

g AEFA F JF ¥R AAE WU L% FAR 12 GOOIAN Fyol koo g 179 o 2Aa
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gl 3P EXMoA Q@ =u|7} 7.082(95% CI: 1.755-28.586)= S|4
of Uh kof ST £52 WA whe} ofs}ATto] Foj=k
R0l tg Bero] 2 & 4 Yoick

# A7)t ola] K] Aol Atk AM, YUEAL ATo]
7] ghgo] Wbt AZH(O]H) AEjo] BE AL
2 Qch £A1, @ ] gstae] Ag AF s 5 5o
W SPSUL o sgvlol ARt 27t AL o]o
wet o] Zate WA AS HE SO AustA AL
oldct. 53] ARt 47F Wdidel wlgol A9l £ ] Fhrto]
Rtol7h ol wat of sl 231t B Aol olZto] Wiiel o]
2 714 & 949 7154 dx Exjdc

olefat AL BT A7k Mg AFSHE Gt
el g AFIM YAEBI oY L 25 AEH2o] BE 7
ZY) geiote] AP HAP oz AL AR WA
59 39 A=rt 9% APHE FFol Yol olu] Fu5E 1)
BE AT 252 Yo e sksHol Io et AT A
g Hojstn A48 BES Foto] Watiols ¥m ¥ Wast
otk JFolE ¥ APE AST, E4, w250 AEHAS
3% et 77 YeIS SASHL e YT 2 g 3ol
eh JPsHE AN 4 UYL, ok A% BFsH: S
39 L 25 £ P AN AAstel BYT 2 Yokt A
g HolETH: SWolN 997t itk
oz Age MBS WP 3 FAUINNE 7]
Moz Cjgdt 297 AEYA 52 EFF A YIS F7™0
2 25 2 Bt 9o, ot AL AP IEY
7 o] @ a8 AES AMdtel FPSY AYY 25 2
EYAS ZAAIL AFS FYAIG AYY 25 58S FN
A % 9 Rolet .
4 &£
¥ 472 56 A4, 9 ole 2 AY 3T L AL
A3t WP qY AEA A7)
1

HAEOA BhFAA) HE g 25
2 st Aol mast ol AZ(EY) HelY Fo =
2 9g Zold.

wrtel 2

of £RE 20199% YRR L A7u] x| gt
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