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Processing Presuppositions and Scalar Implicatures

by Mandarin Chinese Speakers of English

FENG Shuo Peking University

Abstract: Interpreting presuppositions and scalar implicatures involves semantic and pragmatic
information. The two types of inferences are both situated at the same external interface, i.e.,
semantics - pragmatics interface, sharing similarities and differences. By employing a covered - box
picture-selection task, the present research aims to investigate the processing mechanism (including
generating and suspending) of interpreting presuppositions and scalar implicatures by Chinese
learners of English. The results from the native speaker group and the learner group both indicate
that presuppositions and scalar implicatures have distinctive processing mechanisms, suggesting that
the two belong to different types of inferences. The paper hopes to provide new insights to
experimental semantic and pragmatic research, as well as to second language acquisition studies that
are based on the Interface Hypothesis.
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1. 318

15 (presuppositions) 155 2% % X (scalar implicatures) f& i X 2% 5 1 F 2~ 0
RO EE RS —, ZH A TR g D B R OB
(Interface Hypothesis, Sorace & Filiaci 2006; Sorace 2011), 15 X -1 H #% 1 Br 78 )
AN T L (a1 X T XE 15 R E R TiE S 5SEE T2
T AR A5 BN TG Fe 5 22 00 2 A DI BE I . AR, MOk Bk 22 1 2 3 FF iR F 5%
1 -TE T EAE S U s 2 A5 G (40 Slabakova 2010; Miller et al. 2016;
Snape & Hosoi 2018; 5 4% fILE 2020). SATM, 53895 SOM L, A7 Ptz i) > 15
R R B = AU B T 3 ) — 18 2] 75 0F 5Y (Chemla & Bott 2013; Romoli &
Schwarz 2015) o {HAHFE IR , IR A AE & AR AL TR SC-18 4 0 | e
WhoE W] — 38 BARAFAE MR Z AL, (E A B & A% 22 51 (A Simons 2001; Romoli
2012; FRERF-2011)0 A T 41 bR 0 B 06 AN AR 90 & LAY In T ML, IF:
HE— T B E AR B D SO, A NETOR R AR T R A
B EPUE R E JOB BR f A5 L 215, 3 R R A A ORI bR i
SRS LR Tk #

2. REZIR
21 ME5EHaNX
TS 5 A I AR R T $E 55 7F (Stalnaker 1973, 1974), 7E4(1) 1, stop
YR —FIR 72846 3110 (change-of-state verb) , &7 a) F F A X G BLAE 4k T 5 R
AR IR A, B I ik 1) TS AE 15 5 00 45 A5 2 /) R o2 AR TR 9, BB (1)a A
B(1)b A TR 2B (D).
(1) a. John didn’t stop going to the beach.
b. John stopped going to the beach.
c. ~ John used to go to the beach.
“AEGRT (scale) E AF I SR A, BAFAE T — RGN EA [ {H 2 1 S AN
[5] 1 18] 175 77 (Horn 1972; Grice 1975), 141 Ul <some, all>, <never, rarely, sometimes,
often, always>. fEiX 28] v, 7 SCui J3 550 5 A 1) 28 25 18 SC o B A 583 1) 1) 17T 553
iR v 5 s ) . LE an 9] (2) " 1 sometimes [ 5 not always , X B R h H %55
2 & X (Direct Scalar Implicature, J5 @ #K DSI). 1(3) 4 AO1E LT always 4bTF15
TEARE, HBR S B L sometimes, X 8% FR Ay 8] 32 %5 9% & X (Indirect Scalar
Implicature, Ji5 & #% ISI),
(2) a. Jason sometimes went to the beach. (DSI)

b. ~ Jason didn’t always go to the beach.
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(3) a. Jason didn’t always go to the beach. (ISI)
b. ~ Jason sometimes went to the beach.

TE LR b, T A0 45 9 F SCERE L D 5 I T I8 B 1 AR L 10 18 P A 132
(R X b e 32 T AR5 11 BR 19 (Levinson 1983; Chierchia 2004) . 78 3C# &
B 0015 7 B s B E ad JC I H R A€ (metalinguistic negation) 5¢ il (Birner 2013),
Fen, 7875 5 B S T, B (4) B9 55 — 40 3% (R 1] (1)a) 1 T8 J& John used to go to
the beach , 3% FisE i i Jay #5895 (local accommodation, Heim 1983) W] #% 5f —. /)
T BR300 IR AR R o BAEE ERTRELT  6(5) 5 — A ik Y ik
U JE 2 T B
(4) John didn’t stop going to the beach last week--- In fact, he didn’ even go before
that!

(5) * John stopped going to the beach last week --- In fact, he didn’t even go before
that!

FZ T, B9 SCRYTH BRBE AT 7E 8 € 16458 (DSD) 58 i, 0 AT 76 35 8 1 B
ASDH SE R . Hen, 141(6) B & & Wi , sometimes W) 18 JH i 52 sometimes but not
always F] VIBEER —/A)i4 B, TE A2 B #1532 sometimes and possibly always . 1E5(7)
Hr, always TEA BN O W1 AR L not always but sometimes A AR SR )TN
5% , T W2 B f# 5 not always and possibly never
(6) Jason sometimes went to the beach --- In fact, he always went!

(7) Jason didn’t always go to the beach --- In fact, he never went!

15 45 19 FRAS TN b Bkt 5 55 % 2 AN TR Y (van der Sandt 1992; Beaver
2001 %) GG ORI IR N & UL TE NI 58 2 R #E AT A9 4 # (Horn
1972; Grice 1975), Ifif #il 15 A& 25 1f i 5% 77 2298 6 2 19 17 32 2% 7F (Karttunen
1974; Stalnaker 1974), fH 2 , T 4F Kk WA BRI\ Ny, 20 H 5 i HR 2
25 Y (Simons 2001; Chemla 2009; Abusch 2010; Abrusan 2011; Romoli 2012),
Fe AN stop BEAG IR [ HE S 0% SC o FEA SO, i # BUORAE AL e BE , J5 & DA
VEARLEE IS
22 MREERHEXWIFHIEHAR

“HE2 OB UL (Sorace & Filiaci 2006; Sorace 2011) TA H7EAL B AN E O 115
HE BN, ZHEE TR B REEE KT o B, IR 48 K 2 H TR AT A
WF 98 e 1E B AR & A -l R OF D 2 0, H 4518 3 A — 30 (W0 Slabakova &
Ivanov 2011 %), IT4FER, Ab7ETE SC-18 I O 1 A0 S5 205 SCB i oA 36 IE 2
AR ) B 235 81 2 — (Slabakova 2010; Miller et al. 2016; Snape & Hosoi 2018;
SKRZE ARLE 2020), 3X J7 M5 R0 i 2] 1 BE5E R 3 T Slabakova (2010) , H 52
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o R R A WS NS L RE T SRR FE AL, (A2 B Az 2 TR R
YRR, T BABATIC AR BRI — R BR A 205 S0, PO 3838 Lu B2 5
WA FH A 152

X T RN 454 & L2 [A] #5628, Romoli & Schwarz (2015) % BLEFE N T
IST AT 5 O BL A 40230, DT SCHE T AAUER IS o SR, A 85— I 15 1Y)
SEYEWTSE (AN Bott & Noveck 2004; Chemla & Bott 2013; Bill et al. 2016, 2018) &
PR 5 E G S N Tl AR 25 5, i LT EIE T ge 38 . i,
Bill et al. (2018) % F Bk HH 4 I T A7 Pl 4 B S /) P B ST 2R 10 )
T AR RN T A G SR S A S R o R TR B ST R A 4
JLEE B REF Wk T BRAR, S B0 L BN S0 2 4 A 3 A 152, DT A
T f#E (Bill et al. 2016) .

R B SR S SR TR R A G U SRR Y B — B R E .
B2, B AR SE A0 AFFE AR ). 15 5%, i 59 & CRRL TR —42 0
L ARENZEFAEZE R (S 2.1), B2 5 AR BEE & g 34T v,
F O AT DA SN 1 A S R T I A [T A PR, R A R R A
SCTGVE AT R MER M T B R B D i s, R, T
1R WA Ao L2 SRR, — 15 2 R SR 5T 45 5 B DA 57 )E
HSEBR bk Rl T LA S F T AT B S 30y =X, DT BRAS 1A [R] 9 [l 225
AL (Bill et al. 2018) . H AR U, 3% S 4F 5% £ A 4 1k — 240 3 (oA (0 3 ) 73
WS EFR S AT k2 AW B BT O AU R IR R L R A
W] o BRI, — 5 T B BB ) s U BRI T 2 s B, S — T,
FEAS TR B ) 1 28 U (7 A 0 Bk 0380 RN A5 2% SO X a4 36 17K ]
I . XA S g R T — MR AR & (Romoli & Schwarz 2015),
PR 1 A2 3 1) T 28 AN 32 30 4 5 21 R0 1) 2 i () ) 8 2 1) ] 225 28 TR0 I 1) 52 i)
(RPEz 3z s 45 0] 1)

25 LR AR R AR o0 A B SE e = [R5 8 s R AR 4% LY
SR R A0 T AR, T AR A3 A R v a3 i e S R 2 AR 4 A T
DA o T A b A 152 32 R I A R RO R T LB 1 T 2 AR Sl
e—E MR %

A58 ELAR 122 LAF PG A (7] 8

1) ZIBEEIN T W ARG SIS ) A R BRBIL 2 75— 207

)M T WM MERTXWERD, ZHEESHIEEREGAE
NN
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3. ARt
3.1 Zik

ARSI 1 A2 LG IR A SRR X IR, o, iR R 41 A UURIE N
B RS BDOE AR XA 38 Z Bl bR o B A g S K IR
M 5 BRI 36 [\ 1% 5 2 % #1 1E (Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages) Ifi il & , MA3E 40 8, &80 1 73, 34 53 LU bR R0 il KoF-, 26-33 53
KGR S 552K TR E B9 E AN 4 BOEE 30-40 2 J8] S 4443
34.9,77 22 2.4, N, WOV E s B s SOk 2 4
3.2 LEWEIT SR

A S2IG R FH B9 /& Huang et al. (2013) i FH A9 2248 (covered-box) Juxtl, A~
B H B — A A R e, L 1 2R E R R AR AR TN A A
TESLSS IR AT, 32100 & M MR 5 6 B IR T — IR A, iR 3z iAo A2
R AN S el B P S 1 €5 o 3 s (1B K 1 [ AN W S KT B R A E SN
R 245 G R —EEA MR A G T T, Zilf R R Eaa . it
AL FE Tl R B R AT e i (R R 6 1), sl 22 iR % 18 ) & 15
FEAE A AT RE A BRAR . K, 38 4 BOR SZ e P sk B Z ) T e, i A F el
W BBl R ST R AR T T A S AR A R B AN R A,
TERA A BTt SZ i A T B o RS — e sz T W AT, o —
IR ml WL (TR B R A1) AT .

ARSI ) H AR IS BER FH T 2%2 1R85 (factorial design), ¥ f2 A4~ A
o B—AHEREBEES, Xk EaEms M S B g w5 AW ER
JERT AT UL AN TR 52 , oA S 2K, 43l 3Rk L0 T e sl A 5 SCIY 1
FH 2 FH SR PR B A % SO “ s o BRI, TR A 90 L5 4
H AR SL 56 5508, anfal (8)-(11) Fivs

Mon Tues
+

Wed Thur Fri
1 1 1
1 A 1

El 1  SZ505)F Thomas stopped going to the hospital on Wednesday B Kl F

L * -
10 i
llﬂ lﬂJ
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(8) a. ik (H EW5%): Thomas stopped going to the hospital on Wednesday.
b. i Hf#1%: Thomas went to the hospital before Wednesday.
c. WHEf#1%: Thomas didn’t go to the hospital before Wednesday.
(9) a. i (B E1EYE): Thomas didn’t stop going to the hospital on Wednesday.
b. 1 Ff#13%: Thomas went to the hospital before Wednesday.
c. WHEf#1%: Thomas didn’t go to the hospital before Wednesday.
(10) a. 548 X (F E B35, DSI): Nathalie sometimes went to the beach last week.
b. 1 Ff#132: Nathalie didn’t always go to the beach last week.
c. WHf#13: Nathalie always went to the beach last week.
(11) a. Z4 & L (R 5%, 1S1): Nathalie didn’t always go to the beach last week.
b. 1% Ff#13%: Nathalie sometimes went to school last week.
c. @ fi#1%: Nathalie never went to school last week.
ffi FHHL T J5 & 1t (Latin square design) J& , 7l & 145 20 % 45 A 16 4> Hin
Hlo BRICZ A, ASEE IR AT [RIAEfl ] R AR O =0 8 ANl A 0 36 M H 74,
Pt 76 1) A2 1858 IS 3P4 FH IR 24 10 2348
3.3 XWREF
ARG AL FH E-prime Jai £, E 4 b g 18 8 A 00 3] A I BT R, A2 RS
S Ebs SETE A E R, S AT —#,

4. KIGHER

NS S N R S R+ el 37 < S 75 S B o L AL 1 IS B P VAR G BN
Mo d IR & 2 ML AY (linear mixed-effects regression) ¥E47 43 #7 , XF T & A 1%
P8 IR A 12 55 [ H AL A (mixed-effects logistic regression) #E17 43081, FF A 4t
TH o b 3E 5 O R 58 o T TR 422 BE PR A B 5 (] AR U TS AR SE 56 i 45 51
41 ZIEBERFERTEMER S XN IiEE

1 WA BAR AT ZEE O ] WE R a2, HE
AL, S 0] UL R s s T sl AR SO (RIE R ) B, i e R T
B R 1 HE SR AR T T 90% , Ui W 15 i ah A i T Ik A& X

R IBERETRE PO A S SR T R T W B A
ik FhE X
TH R R AR TR R R AR
HaE  933% 980% 185%  140%  DSI  97.0% 100.0% 14.0% 10.6%
E 914%  920% 385%  640%  ISI  951% 96.7% 21.0% 16.2%
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BRI BB R i B R O TR T AR Y
BIR AR TSR T 7 - e T U BT 7 10 I A2 i B % 21 a2 i A s, 4E 4 ]
UL P 7 DT 226 458 2 0 46— DUJ 0 I A2 a4 e a2 e A o, 2B R R 52 . X T i
5 BT v T 104 T R e B A 4 LeAg o o 26 1 o S ] L] - s il
TR TH R 5 1032 B i e i, FE 5 IR T, ia BT WE i E S el
38.5% . HIAIRIAIE , X TR AL SC, Y] W R R 8 i ff s, — ik
TR WL R E 43 o 14% R0 21% , BT 5 28 TR 4 0F T e 86 0] UL I A
1 5.

WS EFE] oA (8] 2), i ve 5 nT ULIEL A 9 s g B ] 33z 21 m) UL
FAY (A] UL R A5G v A 132340 S 38 B ) 152 ), A BRL A 4 S S B A A ]
(PRI 2 SF G0 F L) 1Mol 7% 177 35 455 B €8 6~ 049 R I e (1] g K g ) ) s R e 1
AT UL R R S 2

TRA LA AR5 7] UL I 7 2R BRI R e B 2R AU A2 HAE A, 32 R
FBENLA . P TR G A PR A R AL dE T TS T By OB ] T RS R
SCEEEIR AR . P 2 RISk 2 R, IR E A W A ARG A R, ] OB 2
RSB R B s BAE B 3, U HOR S SUrh th B T A8 A HARE
(cross-over interaction) , IR F5  ZiE 3 a4 ] ULIE 7 (Rl B R (A G ) B,
T PH it 152 LU 32 i AR I S 5 AT e 52w DL IR e (B e 8 mT UL &1 ) B
WL T AR B O o T E B AR X AP B U PR A 5 SR TR AR

TR (7558 Wi 85 ) S &

9000 - S 9

8000 10000 -
i

o1 7000

’E‘ 8000 - - REGT
e — R
&
=
1

5000 6000

Eailae LR A W AR R R

K2 TIEETEBOE E MG S SRR BRI ] (A7 - 22 RD)

SVASRUL , R AR A TR AR SO I T R AR, HL PR A S

o SCZ I ANAFAEZE 5 5 (0 3 5 AR TR B M AR 2 SO, in T R A7 e 22
S, BRI LU AR S 2 5 S, i ] TIH BR Filik
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2 TIRY TS AR A SOR S 2 MR s AR

EVSEY PRt tfH pfE
TR -0.386 0.1472 -2.62 0.009 **
DSI A 7 0.715 0.250 2.857 0.016 *
ISI 557! 1.099 0.225 4.876 0.000 **

42 B TIEESFEEMIEMERS LWMIERE

RNVW B R BEFEFETWE R W E S eEN 5 ZEHE WIS+ 5
FEARL, 25 W] UL & R SR s 0015 B8 3 A O SR, BE R 3 RE A% N ) HfE 5 0T
BEAT LI R Y 0T WL R s 2 R, R USRI TR B AT I
AR T I (B E e S AR FEIK (B 2R 5 &0
T, DB ESIEE R 2 B E R WE R A
64% , 1M 1% # 0 38.5% o IR A 5[] V3B ) 25 R BOR X A E 4 LA
TE R E 22 5 (B =-2.708, SE=1.232, 7 =-2.198, p = 0.028) , Wl KL 15 & Hb —iH 3
A 1) 9 PR OB S G A A, R T TR s TR R R TE
il BE o

L BT B A AR T A A R BRI B E A He Rl R B 7E H R
DSI AR I, — 3535 FIREE 2 0 B R S 88 A o0 LU AR e i 35 Pk 25 = (B
2=7.872, p<0.001; —if#: z=5.003, p<0.001), [FIAE Y 5 251 2% S 7776 T 1S1
TR B X e (BB 2=-6.979, p < 0.001; i #: z=-3.432,p = 0.002), {H
S LB AP SRS U R I, WA A2 B SR B B A BE AN AR A
Z5 (HEE:2=1.306,p=0.192; " iHE#E:2=1.790,p=0.073), BRI H , B Z
T AL I R IR AR LN T2 R A S TR AFAE 25 7

BETR 5 B SRy B[R] (DL 1L 3 A 3) BT al DL 2880 (U S B2 a2 48 il
) S B GEV WK R e R A e T) MR EA AR

3 BHEA B (R E RS MAEHE R A MR h 52 5 AR ]

EYSEY: FRUER HE p 1
TR AR Y -0.407 0.1435 -2.84 0.005™
IST #75 0.702 0.253 2.781 0.006**

Xf HEBETE &5 0 A ROV ] (1 2 AR 3) AT B, AR T AR T, 2 AT

DL A Y8 7S B 2 A A S I, R 2 R R (0 T B I TR B T vl DL

JIr P A IS T 53k 5 08 3 IR AR 5 25 R LI R Sk s B T AR B B
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TR (7558 W 455 ) R L
7000 -

8000 -

w

1w

16000 - 7000

’LE

= ] B e R
= 6000 |Ii1§§:—?ﬁl
= - RO&E

[y T

= 5000 T LE R
B 5000

4000 4000
T TR R 13 IR B AR IR R AR

K3 BREETETB E MAEGR S ST BSOS (8] (FRLAL . 22 AD)

0T A T UL PR B I R R T e R TR RARREAE S S
AR B BN I R A A — R 2 S (R VAT IR R B AR A A 2K Y
J R )8 2 WY S A T T AR B 25 T R SIS 18] o S5 20 5% SCARAFR , BETR
55 TR B RO IR ()R A —E, RIS A2 0k PR PR I TR AR AR AR T Ik
P I TA] T2 B AR 52 2 A e B A I ), 25 A2 e 5 m DL P Ik, ) 2 AR
S BT BL o

5. itie

AH g Al H RBAR Y, WA 25 820 - P e 11 b i R R Al A 25 LI —
IGO0, & EARR A5 H AR ORI bR P F A9 5 SOy Tad #2 A4t
RIS 1) e A0 56 — 38 2T 15 Fe A LT 18 .
5.1 MR 5EH S XHHRR

ARSLIG 2 SR TR R eSS RUASTA] , R 2 A7 4 04 1] g 3 AR s oz s [) o 2
TR, XRUAMR G EHE LEARFMHESILR , S E5 RSk 7L
1, 1X 5 Bill et al. (2018) WIA5IBFEA—E, Ji5h, ASCH LW TR EE RARR DT,
TCIe SRS SOR TR, T 25 U A AR AR R | X 5T AN SR 5 X
e S A B A BAE A ZE R B 5T 45 SR AN TR] (1 Bott & Noveck 2004; Huang &
Snedeker 2009; Bott et al. 2012 55), AMFIT 45 R B, HEIR H BLAE T BRSS9 & X
iz b, REAE ] UL R 38 s 22 8 A s i, A2 X3 mT O R g s fa) EE
LA TR (UL 2 T 3) ., A2 iFE B AR 3 A SRS SR ) -1, A % 48 il
BEFEEA WA IBR  — S B E RS BT S 00T BRSS9
SC, A B B S s R e A O R A, AR i 1 B P A L R T AR (Bl
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et al. 2015), FRATHED AR 5255 v HF IR BR 4 90 & R AER 19 Jt PR T 32 1 71
TS ——2 e B oA B T AR, FE 2 IS AT UL R O AE S
W A 9 SOHE N B A, DRI s W B ] B

(EAE R A, RS A RS H L B R R, AT X —
17 B0 I PR T 75 5 T BT T R 1035 I 21 JR AR Y (Heim 1983) 0 TR Y 2E
IR 7 07 K R 1l 1 VA O Il T P 10 A0 A E S e TRl 1)
(globally) , #E 5 By, A= B FH A 152 5 24 05 N 0] 7 1 JRi B8 I (locally)
e BIH B, A2 B2 58 2 SC (ANl (4)) o Jmy 38 I 79 5 32 a0 1 B AR L i
U, FEAR SR, ] WA 7 R 2 SOt 2 X BT IR R
U A1 BE 8 41 T8 B 35 B PN B9 2 B A 0 D, DA T 38 o R R R T ORI BR i .
WA Z T LD B 0T UL R ARG T RE R R O AT 15 BE 9 A A B A 8
JE&, NI TG i A7 Jmy 3 9 1, AR 0L B 245 SRt i IR AE )L 35 R 2 B 3 3 o v
(UL Bill et al. 2016).
52 IEX-EREO LM TIEMIS“EOMRI"

“PE R4 (Sorace & Filiaci 2006; Sorace 2011) A iE& AL B MNE T 1Y
W H AR B TC Ik B BRSO R R a3 32 2 T INER I TR IR A PR
il o AL 45 RS ANET , N Toie R e i I 2 S 90 LA, =
A S ERRE AN T B AR BN ALY, 3 — A B 5 /T OC TS890 LI
TR 1S IFIT 4518 — 2L (Slabakova 2010; Miller et al. 2016; Snape & Hosoi 2018),
AT IR A= 1 DST X B K AR ), L6 AN Miller et al. (2016) #8711 95 1HK
BEEE SRV BE 18 S5 LSO . VEPEA A algunos 1 unos X 1 BeiE 1Y
some , A& SZ I 25 R B PP AE — — X D A9 & R IFF AT 45 1B ok R IRIME, —iF
e I HE T h P BE AR AR B o JEUAY S 45 Al R BRAE T Snape Fil
Hosoi(2018) HYSZ55 . FEiE 1) some A1 H 15 1Y ikutsuka AN [R] , 256 25 B & B~ 2]
B H IR BRI HE T S iE 0 SRS S BB EKCE BY i R I

N IIE S EN S WRET] o BLAh , AR R BUR IR TS50 & Loh, ZiRE

A TR I S R S R A A

ARWEFEH 53— DTERAE TR T B W B S T2 #2 . Slabakova
(2010)H5E T BEE J il B0 iE 27 > 35 A fnl B A s RNk o v O S0 S, L
some Ml all, Z5 R WA BRI OT , 2155 LEHEE FIRBIEHHFE,
R e [ 2 2] 200 W16 some PR A# N some but not all, Slabakova TA 53X 2 F 4 574
B R R EXE TR SR, B ARSI ARIRFE LR A . AR R, &
PUERE LL ZAE I BRI, 5 2 T BR PR T iR R U A 7E RIE
TEAN bSO IR T bR T AN A AR AR AR T T AN TR R A
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A HRAR B SR BRI, S AT TS AR BE E AR R TR, X — &
BLSCERIE 7“4 DB 7 35 3 /9 A1 12 11 20 45 19 I 55 14 (Sorace & Filiaci 2006
Sorace 2011), £ LR, AMEA H, B R R —# 0 LESEE, h TSk
T (FURE B8 S 2 S0 AT R (CHE B ) eI 22 28 R (B2 A2 s AR 48 19T k)
FEAEZE S XN T B i R i o 2 440 o FRATTA i 2 5 18 -1
FH” AR 32 COBE &, AR IR ATIESE & S5 AR5 5 )2 1 =22 0] 54 F e 5 40 45
(R B o A ST RN A5 G0 2 SCR A ORI BR o T B i &, /R T i
HAEW SCE O G 220N AT, 5 e TR U0 AME 1 S — A ik
KXTREANTR o ABFFEIA N < 1) T -1 2 13— MRS AN R B A 8 55 422 1 R 2% 1
AN 22 5 10 R G AR TG 5 2)“ 3 B I 1 — 259k 5 35 , S0 M o 1 R 4 T b 2
Wz 1 1 2 T I P K o

6. &5i%

AT 5T LA 5 08 2 M BR R DDA R, TR IR R A T8 -1 3R 1 By
B AFF SCR) AR BN Tt A o SCI0 45 RS B 3 40 Ja W b A [] S Y
WS, T SR TR e . 73 Ah, i SRR E N T M9 & L
AR R AR , 2 5 2 B BUAE PR A Bk b, AT e 28 S th T i
XTI A B AT A BB BE L B Jmy B 5 1) S 2 M T . 5 R IR e i 9 A [
— 4% 1L AR S AN T, AT R B R T AR A R — 4 1L BT T R A
[ A 2 B PR, 51 e 1 X 25 AT A A U A2 S TE Y R LR A — L8
S o BT AW A T b ESEE S ) F A A T B IS O, e 2k
ST LS AN Rl BT 9 0K A3 00, Ik — 25 97 KO e 3 SRR FHBE A1 (9
HEL
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