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The Effects of Function-Based Intervention on Disruptive Behavior,
Active Task Engagement, and Task Completion in Middle School Students
with Autism Spectrum Disorder
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Abstract The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a function-based intervention on disruptive behavior, active task engagement,

and task completion in middle school students with autism spectrum disorder (ASD), and evaluate the maintenance and generalization of
the intervention effects. The study was conducted during Korean language classes at a special education middle school and included three
students with ASD who had difficulties with active task engagement due to frequent disruptive behavior. Functional behavioral assessments
including indirect assessment, direct observation, and functional analysis were conducted to identify the function of disruptive behavior.
Based on the assessment results, the function-based intervention was implemented and its effects were evaluated using a multiple baseline
across participants design. The experiment consisted of baseline, intervention, maintenance, and generalization conditions. The results
demonstrated that the function-based intervention was effective in reducing disruptive behavior and improving both active task engagement
and task completion for all participants. These effects were maintained after the withdrawal of the intervention and generalized to a setting
in which the intervention was not provided. In addition, the results of the social validity assessment conducted with parents and teachers

indicated high levels of satisfaction and acceptance regarding the goals, procedures, and outcomes of the intervention.
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& Kim, 2022; Perihan & Bicer, 2021; Petursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019; Reeves et al., 2013; Shumate & Wills, 2010). T &
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T R S R
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<Table 1> Participants’ Information and Characteristics

28hde] AsE FQ AAARN 4 39l Fedsar. A

e BEL Holn oz g *
3 23, TAZ o) Au

Participants

o Participant 1
Characteristics P

Participant 2

Participant 3

Age |/ Gender 13 years 6 months / Male

13 years 8 months / Male

13 years 7 months / Female

Type of Disability Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)

K-WISC-V Full Scale 1Q 56

Full Scale IQ 41

Full Scale 1Q 43

NISE-K - ABS Standard Score 57

Standard Score 61

Standard Score 61

B Has difficulty with verbal expression

due to inaccurate pronunciation
Language &
B Expresses needs through writing
Communication

B Has difficulty with oral expression

and answers questions with “yes”
or “no”
Rarely uses spontaneous speech and

uses gestures to express needs

Primarily communicates through
gestures and one-word utterances
Shows very limited spontaneous

verbal expression

B Reads and writes letters with
assistance for accuracy

B Performs single-digit addition and
subtraction but requites prompts

) regrouping or borrowing
Academics )

B Frequently fails to complete

assigned tasks within the allotted

time

Has difficulty reading and writing
letters and requires both visual and
physical prompts

Has difficulty reading and writing
numbers and struggles to associate
numerals  up to 10  with
corresponding concrete objects
Requires repeated instructions and
extended  time  to

complete

academic tasks

Has difficulty reading and writing
letters and performs these tasks
with physical prompts

Can recite and write numbers from
1 to 10 but cannot connect the
numerals with concrete objects
Requires frequent teacher prompts

to complete assigned tasks

B Frequently observed clapping hands
forcefully and rocking the upper
body back and forth

B Engages in behaviors such as
running around the classroom and

Behavior shouting persistently

B Exhibits out-of-seat behavior during
class and attempts to leave the
classroom without permission

B Frequently hits the desk or nearby

objects forcefully with their palms

Repeatedly rocks the body up and
down while sitting or standing

Exhibits out-of-seat behavior during
class and often attempts to leave

the classroom

B Runs around the classroom repeatedly

until the teacher intervenes

Is highly sensitive to loud noises
and fixates on crinkling sounds
Frequently screams and covers eats
in response to auditory stimuli
Exhibits  behaviors  such  as
nail-biting or tearing plastic objects
with the mouth during class
Frequently leaves the seat and has
difficulty maintaining engagement

in tasks

- 64 -



782 - gt/ 7Is7Ide] AL AH G| Sl +¢ W WS, M +F AS, WA 220 0jXs =it

1

ol oy

o
=
= o

Arlel IR AR Bashmel Foha #4 23hd Aol ARHAT FFe A7 Fol o4 3
He 9 5 69 G SR 19, SFRFUTA
o A B AE TR £ Age) wA B QE N A FeIA AAHA Sl R 715BER7
Al
=

& 3715 =3tet7] 98l 7hr2KGalaxy $20 FES A A5

2 AE HA

ol g A HAE 2015 AR EFmE ARWEIY, Foh Fol wate] JA/NEH 4 He L I
dol 25 el 5IAE 18] DFAYE SO A7 Fof TYS B ST AUARAANE 2
of FASAL Fol FAE 2015 AP SFuE ) CEE]
psiol ANE, ol 108 U FYASE FUT & AE S P WolLE wedsiel 2 A7 Pl 3
WA gt o] AgHI Ak

i
B
oz
oft
1

N
24
N
ol
1o

4 ‘jo]'ﬁﬂ 35S Petursdottir and Ragnarsdottir(2019)9] ATE Farsle] zj4lo)ut EFQle] k458 Welste 334
A

G0 WES R HelHah BEel B FAH s Vel <Tale 255

2 A 53 dF
A §78) F2 Gu and Jung(2024)2] ATE Farste] wAE AL} #EE AWS & uf shao] WAl THA|
g BAY Foi FAE FYshe ez A3tk FFol tigh FAIAQ o9 vldl& <Table 2>} ZTh

G) #A s
A $FEL Gu and Jung(2024)9] AFE Faste] JAHE AAE AAE 108 T FHH R g% Ax
2 Aojaldet. ol tg A K e} Hlel <Table 2>9} 2.

2 27 Wy

W) = B AT L AA Y AF

o g WET A S PEL SH
]

93] F® 1087re] G HEA e 8-S BAEATE
W] o sk BE 714 7|28 AMSEte] 7+

T 5E B Moleke WA (N ISk 3

i



<Table 2> Operational Definition of Target Behavior

Target Behavior Operational Definition

Inappropriate vocalizations or actions that interfere with one's own or that of others

Examples:

Leaving one's seat without permission, running around the classroom, making irrelevant sounds or asking questions unrelated to
the lesson, loudly clapping hands or striking nearby objects, repeatedly rocking the upper body while seated, scribbling on the

worksheets or nearby surfaces, staring at the task materials without performing the assigned task, sitting in a place other than

Disruptive the designated learning space, dozing off or lying on the desk, or looking away from the teacher or task for an extended
behavior
period
Non-Examples:
Standing up to perform a task as instructed, engaging in physical activities as part of the lesson, clapping hands with the
teacher, asking questions related to the lesson, adjusting one's posture while seated, writing answers on the worksheet, bending
down to pick up an object from the floor, or turning pages of the worksheets to check the assigned task
Behaviors such as looking at the teacher or task materials and actively working on the assigned task while the teacher is
providing instruction
Examples:
Looking at the teacher while presenting or explaining the task, looking at the task materials provided by the teacher,
answering the teacher's questions, asking questions related to the task, raising a hand or calling the teacher for help, preparing
Active task or requesting necessary school materials, performing the assigned task, following the teacher's instructions related to the task,
engagement organizing completed tasks materials or school supplies, receiving a token from the seat after completing the task
Non-Examples:
Staring at the task without performing the assigned task, making irrelevant sounds or asking questions unrelated to the lesson,
leaving the seat for reasons unrelated to task, drawing or scribbling on materials not related to the task, tapping on the desk
or nearby objects with school supplies, leaving the seat after completing the task within the allotted time, tearing or throwing
the task materials, or returning to the seat during the individual task time without engaging in the assigned task
The extent to which the student completed the assigned tasks within a 10-minute session for each subject area
Examples:
Finding or selecting key content, choosing or connecting related pictures, attaching stickers to the correct locations, writing
Task letters in blanks or tracing given letters, tracing letters along dotted lines as instructed
completion Non-Examples:

Failing to performing the task as instructed, not identifying or selecting the key content, writing letters or drawing pictures
outside of the designated worksheet area, attaching stickers to inappropriate places or unrelated materials, or writing a different

letter instead of the one provided
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<Table 3> Mean and Range of Interobserver Agreement (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up Generalization
95.2 96.5 96.7 98.5 96
Disruptive behavior
(94.1-96.3) (95.0-97.8) 95.3-97.9) (97.0-100) (94.8-98.6)
Participant 1 95.7 96.8 96.9 98.8 96.3
Active task engagement
(94.5-96.9) (95.3-98.4) (95.2-98.3) (97.6-100) (95.0-98.7)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100
95.4 96.6 97.8 96.2
Disruptive behavior 100
(94.2-96.5) (95.1-97.9) (96.5-100) (94.7-98.9)
Participant 2 95.6 96.7 95.5 96.4
Active task engagement 100
(94.0-96.7) (95.2-97.5) (94.1-96.7) (95.0-98.6)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100
95.8 97 97.9 99.2 96.7
Disruptive behavior
(94.4-96.9) (95.8-98.0) (96.5-100) (98.3-100) (95.2-98.5)
Participant 3 95.5 96.9 96.1 96.5
Active task engagement 100
(94.3-96.6) (95.7-98.1) (94.9-97 4) (95.1-98.8)
Task completion 100 100 100 100 100
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<Table 4> Mean and Range of Procedural Fidelity (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up Generalization
98.2
Participant 1 100 100 100 100
(90.0-100)
Participant 2 100 100 100 100 100
98.7
Participant 3 100 100 100 100
(90.0-100)
6. Al2|H EfEE
ALE %] BFYEE Jeong and Jung(2023)9] ALEF BB E Bt £3S £, Bgst FA SR AEAH FaA,

A Aake] HAAY, TA ade FaAE
AE sH A=Y 70 2% 3 A
Holow, st Hr7h A3t A 19 HoA=
o} FduAls Ht sHoE Frletd 4 39 7
21313 g§9d% 37} A3E <Table 5>9F 2th

OT: Eix]—

<Table 5> Social Validity Assessment Results
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Aoz e nEAsh T
MY Aroz TR A9

Bit 487, GIaAL

.léiL 4.8

3
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Question Social significance Social appropriateness Significance of the »
ean
Participants of the goals of the procedures intervention effects
Parent 5 4.7 4.8 4.8
Participant 1
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Parent 5 5 5 5
Participant 2
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Parent 5 4.7 4.7 4.8
Participant 3
Teacher 5 5 5 5
Mean 5 4.9 4.9 4.9
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<Table 6> Results of Stimulus Preference Assessment

Rank Participant 1 Rank Participant 2 Rank Participant 3
1 Touching plastic 1 Tablet PC 1 Tearing plastic wrap
2 Ball play 2 Pressing an elevator button 2 Magnet play
3 Tablet PC 3 Puzzle 3 Coloring activity
4 Singing 4 Exercising 4 Listening to music
5 Touching glue 5 Coloring activity 5 Tablet PC

L syEZ /A A ASHE T Fisher et al.(1992)3 Shin and Ahn(2024)%] AFE st & =}
ko] A= A5 HrE AAIEIAY AS AE 7t A3 <Table 6>3} 2t}

@) 74 27}

D 3% 715 AEA(The Questions About Behavioral Function: QABF)

A7 Bel Ao +4 4a) BF A5 W) Aol FLwAe sael WEATL BF )5 AEAQABE
Matson & Vollmer, 1995)0] SE3t9th Hr7F A3 A 1L FAwALet B3 BF ASE 85 7|5 A 2= 7
243 V5ol wakth M 39 Wi A% HeAE HEE A5 Jlvol B FAE HSE 95 s1s

AAAZ S50l BE £e Ao B

®@ 71537} <IE]H-(Functional Assessment Interview: FAI)

AT o] e HEAE Yo 71587t AEFFAL O'Neill e al, 20155 AABHATE QAEH AA] A3,
4l 17} 8H 32 AAlo] Rake BEE A RaAY PSS d5a) 98 49 Wl Aol Uehiv, 8
H 2E gaATE 95847 95 F9 gl BFel Uit oz P

3) A3 TFABCHZ
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f

A W&l AFe AsYALA(Antecedent: A),
8 F(Behavior: B), &4 A3 Consequence: O 7|E3}111, BF2 7|5 gy A AF Ay Y mE HAZE

el
853 A543 J)502 et A7 Fo] SS9 ABCRE Az 20k <Table 7>3} 2T},

4) 715X (Functional Analysis)

A Hr 9 AH dF 23S EYE Iwata et al(1982/1994)7F Chok et al.(2024)9] HAAE sty AGxpr}) st
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<Table 7> Summary of ABC Observation

Participants Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

Participant 1

The teacher removed an item the

student was playing with to facilitate

the lesson.

The student stood up from their seat to

retrieve the item the teacher had taken.

The student retrieved the item and

resumed the activity.

The teacher explained the task to the

students.

The student stood up from their seat

and ran around the classroom.

The teacher guided the student back to

their seat.

Participant 2

The student completed the assigned

task and waited.

The student repeatedly stood up and

running around the classroom.

The teacher seated the student.

The student watched an educational

video.

The student exited the classroom and

pressed the elevator button.

The support staff member brought the

student back to the classroom.

The teacher retrieved the plastic wrap

from the student.

Participant 3

The student persistently yelled and left

their seat.

The student retrieved the plastic wrap
from the teacher and returned to their

seat.

The student performed the task with a

special education assistant.

The student repeatedly laughed while

continuously yelling.

The teacher instructed the student to

perform the task quietly.

100

90

80

70

60

50

Percent of Intervals with Behavior

<Figure 1> Functional Analysis of Participant 1's Disruptive Behavior
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<Figure 2> Functional Analysis of Participant 2's Disruptive Behavior

-O- Alone

- Tangible
—A- Escape
-@- Control

Session
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<Table 8> Function-Based Intervention Plan

Participants Antecedent Intervention Teaching Alternative Behaviors Consequence Intervention

B Placement of preferred items in an [l Functional Communication Training: W Providing tokens for completed task

individual learning space. Student requests a preferred item items without disruptive behavior.
B Providing an opportunity to perform a when needed(Say “Juseyo”). B If the student engages in disruptive
task while manipulating a preferred M Modeling active task engagement behavior, the preferred item s
Participant 1 item with one hand. while holding a preferred item removed, and the task is re-directed
B Providing visual cues for active task with one hand. with three-step prompting hierarchy.
engagement. B After the lesson, provide time for a
B Embedding tasks in a preferred format. preferred  activity and  exchange

tokens for a desired reinforcer.

B Providing a puzzle activity chosen by I Providing modeling for active task I Providing tokens for completed task

the student before starting the task. engagement. items without disruptive behavior.
B Presenting the task using a tablet PC. B If the student exhibits disruptive
B Embedding tasks in a preferred format. behavior, the behavior is interrupted,
Participant 2 and the task is re-directed with

three-steps prompting hierarchy.
B After the lesson, provide time for a
preferred  activity and  exchange

tokens for a desired reinforcer.

B Placement of preferred items around the [ Functional Communication B Providing tokens for completed task
student. Training: Modeling the functional items without disruptive behavior.
B Presenting a “First-Then” picture card. communication behavior of putting [l If the student engages in disruptive
B Providing visual cues for active task two hands together to request gum behavior, the preferred item is
Participant 3 engagement. B Providing visual cue of active task removed, and the task is re-directed
B Providing an opportunity to engage in engagement. with three-steps prompting hierarchy.
active task engagement while chewing B After the lesson, provide time for a
gum. preferred  activity and  exchange
B Embedding tasks in a preferred format. tokens for a desired reinforcer.
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<Table 9> Mean and Range of Intervals of Disruptive Behavior (%)

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
88.9 17.7 10.4 10.9
Participant 1
(82.5-94.2) (5.8-39.2) (5.8-17.5) (7.5-14.2)
N 83.9 10.2 3.9 2.1
Participant 2
(75.0-95.0) (2.5-25.0) (1.7-8.3) (1.7-2.5)
89.4 10.1 6.7 3.4
Participant 3
(74.2-97.5) (5.0-15.8) (4.2-9.2) (1.7-5.0)
712 A Bt 83.9%(75.0-95.0%)2 = T Y Wil dss ow, 7PAAQ dPFo] FEEHIG.
A 2304 3

vhal )59 B WAEo] 10.2%(2.5-25.0%) = 7Mo}gau}. ZA7F =99 H3E 5] v 3
A3s] Fastgon, A7 JAHHA wjg e FFe] 4 Wl Pgso] AFHIUY F
wAAe] W Fx] ago g gk t9e] JFO R 25%°] LAIAHQI F7F BEEHIUL

a Pzo] WA T 39 FY W Pz R % ]
89.4%(74.2-97.5%) % =& F£F9] YT WS BHPo A ZAAAE HT 10.1%(5.0-15.8%) %2 7FAsIFTh ZA)
AZ AL 158%2 4 WAl B5e A% RS BATE A 7374 gal FALR Qg Ago R -
Wl Eo] 202 AAIAR] FUHE BYlou, FA 21 ke A we sF o] #zEITh

2. 75718 SA7 utA| = ASnt Bty 20 OfX[E =t

AT e T BF 7157 FAVE AFE & BA 7Y FE5T A dego] SFEATE AT o] A
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<Table 10> Mean and Range of Intervals of Active Task Engagement and Task Completion (%)

20| 0X|= =at

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
10.2 82.3 89.6 89.2
Participant 1
(5.8-14.7) (60.8-94.2) (82.5-94.2) (85.8-92.5)
Active task . 15.6 89.8 96.1 97.9
Participant 2
engagement (5.0-25.0) (75.0-97.5) (91.7-98.3) (97.5-98.3)
o 10.5 89.9 93.3 96.7
Participant 3
(2.5-25.8) (80.0-94.2) (90.8-95.8) (95.0-98.3)
o 8.3 87.3 98.6 95
Participant 1
(5.0-15.0) (60.0-100) (95.0-100) (90.0-100)
Task 14.2 95.9
Participant 2 100 100
completion (5.0-20.0) (75.0-100)
o 17.5 99.7 99.3
Participant 3 100
(0-25.0) (95.0-100) (95.0-100)
Baseline Function—based intervention Maintenance Follow—up
1; /EL. Active task engagement W {6
B0
70 O 2
60 Generalization
(Active Task Engagement)
5 50 4
= Generalization
o {Disruptive Behavior)
f} 30 14 Participant 1
28] : ]
£ 5 t M
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'E 100 -®
= 90 0
g . V!W et ,
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ﬁ 40
@
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< 20 i
B 1w O
L - ey | B
£ 4
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B w0
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2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38
Sessions
<Figure 4> Mean Percent of Intervals of Active Task Engagement and Disruptive

Behavior for Participants 1, 2, and 3 Across Each Experimental Condition
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<Figure 5> Mean Percent of Task Completion for Participants 1, 2,
and 3 Across Each Experimental Condition
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<Table 11> Mean and Range of Intervals of Disruptive Behavior, Active Task Engagement, and Task Completion in

Condition (%)

the Generalization

Participants Conditions Baseline Intervention Maintenance Follow-up
27.9 17.2
Participant 1 98.3 10.0
(13.3-52.5) (10.8-25.0)
Disruptive 89.2 16.3 8.3
Participant 2 2.5
behavior (85.0-93.3) (3.3-30.0) (5.8-10.8)
90.6 7.8 6.3
Participant 3 8.3
(87.5-94.2) (4.2-10.0) (5.8-6.7)
72.1 82.8
Participant 1 1.7 90.0
(47.5-86.7) (75.0-89.2)
Active task 104 83.8 91.7
Participant 2 97.5
engagement (5.8-15.0) (70.0-96.7) (89.2-94.2)
9.4 92.2 93.8
Participant 3 91.7
(5.8-12.5) (90.0-95.8) (93.3-94.2)
88.8 90
Participant 1 5.0 95.0
(70.0-100) (70.0-100)
Task 10.0 96.3
Participant 2 100 100
completion (0-20.0) (90.0-100)
o 233 98.3
Participant 3 100 95.0
(15.0-30.0) (95.0-100)
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2017; Gu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023; Kim et al., 2017; Park & Kim, 2022). $JollA 7]&3F =4 =s) 3159 7+
25 A% A AF 947 A 53 BeH JA drs FE SHAQ FFS VAT 58] AA FAH
#dste], APAA FAR JA 53 BF5H JA ol TS AAAQ] GAE AFEt] AAE Al A
ol S H3x AEol e SFs ST Eg N SEe] dsEte AAlY FHE st AAE
A BRI, HESR PC AHES B8 HAl 33 7135 AFete] o] YS9 A FlS AAstAnt Y A
o ARl 7INkgt AA| AAE AW TS e, 4 T 2 AA F B S FZFHCho & Blair, 2017;
Choi & Jung, 2019; Kim et al, 2017; Park & Kim, 2022). A 85 wF2, $4 W P55 1A & AAS 53
sh= sl tigh RdES A, o] RdEge Y d5S W AASte] o] HE PFE FHNES
A A3t tHMethe & Hintze, 2003). g+ o] ¢33k HA| FEnict EF A3tE Algste] 49 AA 37 g
A HA S Aslete] A 73 Fs5H FA rsS FXsA
AR, 715719 FA7F AAE Fodx £ Wall BF, JA 73 F5H JA Srgol tig FA BT A
AeH, FA 21 FTE 1F f“ﬂ AXE F7 BAF 2R FA B ASHAGT = FATE AT EHA]
2 w3 A E 1 g3 dukstE Qo ol £ Wl AE, FA £ AEel tig 7Tt FAY FA
Hkgl ayE R ug AsidT Ayelx: UXFTHGu & Jung, 2024; Jeong & Jung, 2023; Kang et al., 2021; Park &
Kim, 2022; Reeves et al., 2013). 335 Hslko] 2 g dutslE 9 B3R fFo] YRksl A AAFo R T
3IE S F US AR FEoE wEa, FFs HEY FES AEE Y F UAEF wFsfok FHrkCooper
et al,, 2025). o] AT A= TM] 3y 6£ET+ A S58o] = Y N&EFR o7 WA wrix] FA)
£ A&t A AA ¥, 28l grkst SR FAY a7 FAEHJAT TS o] Aol e A

(

o

e &2 i
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Mol #7390 59 A FA7E B AWHRY) B FAT AZHA Qe WIAE ARE Y] A
ws7h dusEgich Sede mh B4 Aws BHo] FALFE FA5) Quisle] sHe wolARe Uy
4 B%, Aot AYsE AAH BHoIN AAHA BF W FAA} 2AE AT o] AHHelth

(Chandler & Dahlquist, 2015; Cooper et al., 2025).

o] A9 9= v Erh

AR, o] AFelXe A o Wall FsI FA 3 FFnt ofye} FA 94”°% A SAFeEM, 3}
Al 73 FFel AAE Bt 7Ie 7Nt A A8 v AYFATFES St EAd T HA
g PF, T4 T el 23S wF den, A F 2 £ Fof PFo] TS T A AAE T
AFE EEATKGY & Jung, 2024 Jeong & Jung, 2025). TS T Hel 9 o) BEL Y ARG AL %
o, Tl WET A7 7o) WD ABDAS wolAR, Al el @S] AAH 22, A F3)
A, e o AF9 Hr) w3 F Q8 tHPetursdottir & Ragnarsdottir, 2019).

S, 551 W WES) 75 ) N ATAA Wbt 0H Bk M B9F AnE =oE AERAS
ANBAT. AL AA 2% BANN AANT FEARE 24 FEAS ANeka, Ao Aud 2
A9 +9s AHATRE A Slelrk Aok wE @A 4R WA 7147 W wRAeE AE
W, ISR SAUS W B3 W) URAS ATASL WAY F Sl we) A e
SUERIL Ao, BT ZEL Eojz, ol G)EaA 2 45 Aol ERH FA) Ao AAHe A
& FTH(Contreras et al., 2023; Cooper et al., 2025; Iwata et al, 1994).

A, o) ATOIME HEAS) PATAE e ASY BRes B4E A%, AF use BN, E4 4%,

o
ol

qF wste] ael s =2 MEEE Bt AHEF BHYEEE wSFH VXS Brlele 88 AkolH, A9
Al 2 el £33 XS A F 3K Cooper et al., 2025). ©] 04‘7'01]7\194 2 A13F g x Yyt 2= 757
Wl 2 Wk AANA A9 s B3 ERe FAH0E BANAS oIl 9t

s

o AFE e FAL AN S S W BB DL, A R AR aree] el
B E3t W HAS Qush EAE BT Tet o] Qe ofst ge ARl Qom, olF wPow F
& A7E 918 AQL AR Bk

e Sxstme A 5 Al FHA 3L o WAl A7 ARE AR o
B AR Quskshe vl Aol Utk & AFNNE G 93, 9F 24, /)%
Be Uden FAS AN Bart Ak

EA, o] AFlAE AN FA, HAWE WE FEAT FA0) ek FAE WA AF wakE B
SAT, A7 71zl AFeR 7 FA) ake) Aol UlF PR
£ 2 WA BA) 250 HUiE AnE FASE T B4l

A ol AFAHE A Y DS A A ALEE BAAAAT, S S k2 A4 A
Aoz wolFt sl FHEE WrEA Rtk sHle] H& +E) Al FLEES HIYAW, S NS A
clofeia ASHEAN AAAE BAA FAh. b 5 AeAAE S BA T o FAE A 2
7ha "ast gk

Y
2
o
‘e
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