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RRPELC B EERL TV D, HHDOERT
XY 278D 7 1L —2 & LT coin flip, raf-
fle, lottery, gamble ® 4 D% F\773, BARE
BRATEEMRIR (T b b, WIP OFHfE
IEAESR X 0 B risky prospect D F /N E »
T &) BEEINZDE lottery 72 F 7 5 72,
COCTENTL—LOEERKRNIKE R
EHDCTERLT D, HEFED lottery (338
W, Ty, LARENZ, 2T, HRFED
Tr2 1 nws 7L =Lk D, RHEEESR
RHELZ2D0%KAEL 7o



REERE (LEEERY) %13 E8%4 5

F1ER

B 1ERCR, 3SEEOMBY 454, T
nbb, WE - mEfhrslt, WHE - RIRE
B, RHEESM, BEREED D & ciR
L, WIP o [Hl& % EBESMEFIC KD 72, C
DS b, TEE - EEfbedtt & R - RIS
REMT 1 ORI _EIciiFl L TR L 7.
COTELILEH->T, TRTOHEMKC RS G
RLREERBFREIN, 2 OOREE[ENF
WCHIC L7z ECiMHiid 2 € L 23ABEIC 2 - 72,
F 7o, PHEFESGM L BHWSACl, ZoWhEe
MDD 2 HREDFER L RIEOERRFE—/ -
7co LU, ZOHBIMEREIAHEESM I
BHRE S T Wz Dickf L, BEBRSGH:Cik AR
ENTVwhANrosTk.

Vil &=

KEBREME FLRTNORILKFEDO KA
239 N (B3 146 A, 7t 93 A, FHER
18.87%)o COERBINE FEIFEREO—ERL
LCEBRICEIML %o

FhtE EBRCRX, TEE - mEfEREME,
T - RARASRSGM, RHEESM, £ LB
BREHD 4 DB E L 7o T/, sHEHE LT
PRy by =Mkl AEY% |, "BicCamera
DRAVE, TLebABHMLTZ —KY g,
O 3TEHE AR L 7o

WS - Fmimbagett & T - AR REH
B OEMKD LICHi TR L 720 BIE
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