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Abstract: In recent years, with the interdisciplinary integration of cognitive science and linguistics, experimental pragmatics
has emerged as a burgeoning interdisciplinary field. In the course of its development, embedded implicature has become a newly
added research topic attracting considerable attention. Generally, embedded implicatures concern the conversational
implicatures of complex sentences. Specifically, an embedded implicature is a seeming conversational implicature that is
engendered locally at the sub-sentential level, typically occurring in a clause that is embedded under a logical operator such as a
propositional attitude verb, a conditional and a comparative. The paper provides a critical overview of experimental research on
embedded implicatures. It starts with the experimental background, figuring out that embedded implicature is a cutting-edge
topic of experimental pragmatics in the narrow sense. It then attempts to explore the theoretical grounds and experimental
methods, ranging from three approaches to ten paradigms. Next, we make an analysis of the experimental contents, covering
experiments on three approaches, developmental pragmatics, scale diversity and large language model prediction. Finally, we
outline the future development of experimental research on embedded implicatures from four key dimensions: foregrounding,
refinement, systematization, and integration.
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1. 55

Z WA (Grice) 21l & 38 B 2 H & (E
Sl THEFE Y B NG R k. H,
B IE AR B B fHorn. Levinson. HuangZ5 4l #R /¥
¥ SR W22 YR (neo-Gricean), 1M 3k Bk 1 ‘& K Sperber
Wilson. Carston 5 FRIE“JG#5  Wi#)R> (post-Gricean).
TSk, EHPRESE . 18 B R E 505 X
— RS R N R TS S R TIT T BB 5%, &
A EBNZIL R 1245 /& Cohens 48 S1LAK SE M 2215 & U™
AT EEA] T2 (sentential level), BAF“SE1E G TE
HIHE ST, & —Fh AU (global view), TfiiCohen [21, 22]
e HZHEEB AN E N T EA A2 E S LS.
Huang [37-39] BH#AER H IR S L2/ DBEFEHR A LA
HR: (D AUB2ES L Q) mET AR
(sub-sentential level) , i 7 fil & H B 3L L 4R 51 (A
A E S . kAR EREGR) Pral R E A A4 A
Z W bt RN Syt 5e 4] DARE 23k dr A sl 41 A4 i
— BN TN B2 1S R RN Al 56 4
AJ AR Lk R 5 21 A [T AN S ik R A 2L A= i — > 4%
FEWRET 1.

HAT, EFR X TPk i & BRI 5T 2 i vE
YR (grammatical school). i A 22JK (pragmatic school)
FIH %MK (complementary school): 15 V2R AL HE 17 VL
2] E X (lexicalist conventionalism) %]y # ) 3 X
(syntax-based conventionalism), #&H ™1 F N k5 S
NG R, AR -IEEN AR —8 0 B
LI AR % L EEAR T ZE ][44, 13-16]; G H #IREE
& 7RIS % B S E R 22 RO I A
I3 PR IR 2 1 SO 8 T M e 22 1E & 3O “H T
787 (free enrichment) AI“{E. X > (explicature) [28, 29, 55, 56,
51-53,9]; HAM¥F5K HRecanati [56] $2H2. BREIFEEHT
Fuobh, EBRE S5 8 CEANE 2 FOE E S8 N ka1l
NIRRT T — RPN LI . AT 5. FRARHE
5758 WERSETTNHSE T EANCT Wikl & s
WAL, fa 7 HAFAERA R 2 AL, FHox H AR R K A 5t
ITTRE,

2. ARSEET XHERER

I SCSEBGE FH U6 T 19604E4X, i A/ B0 B 5K
FAIRIE S0 El DI (1) ) - PR F m) 1 < NATTAE AR S FNAE
br H Mg st E S 7 0. S AR R BT
R R IR 2R (Chomskyan) kT il & 45/ 5
ITRBRENSE: & YHIES ¥R RN R
fETETE BB . Hodr, P2 iE 2 XA O E S
BT 1R SR o 3 ] fif i 2645 2. 19604 LK,
Grice 7 W 13 BT 4F 147 B BE - /5 48 Hr ik 2 (William  James
Lectures) | RUAT, OB MR AT 5% 518 22288
Wit T —RIVOILSLES, S0 1) 1) 3 5 J i

1 AR 35 R4 2/ 25 1 A 5 K v B 5 2 9 P CCLBUAR
POR TR AT LR 5 K BCCHU BT TERLE .

2 KT RS CHIR T T BT T, 152 5 A IR A AT 1] B Ee[2]
IR [315

SR T W A AT HE T RS S R T R R
WY T U S s O R RS S A O B A [32].

B SCSEIGE 27 A2 T 19904E A0 K #20004E4091, &
RS N, RHE RS Wm S R ES X
(scalar implicature)o l4n, “— L%k E 5K DL FE & 14
K S5 X O HE T T TR R E R R E S
SRS R T RIS 1 5K LA R R el 3y T oK 5 X 2
2l T BITRREE L. RT R ES USRI AR
FE| 5635 BRI\ HEWT 18 (default inference theory)[44]. 1B IR HEMT
& (contextual inference theory) [59, 607145 ¥y HE W it
(structural inference theory) [23, 13]=FP iU A B FF. H
W 2 B FRRE ST HEWTIR, R E IRA AS 2 8% () BRI HE I i A
ZE RIS 224136, 6] H Geurts & Pouscoulous [30]LA
K, B SCILETE W T B — P R ] T N R
TN (FERARSEES L) k.

SIS TS SLMe, WIS N B2l & a8 S ies
RO T3, (BB A KB AT EN IR T
S TR IR R Bk, BRI R E S
LR Z RIRT A S, SRR E S AR N e
T SCH EEAE T T L, SREGTE FH 5 RO BE A AN 2
BHEVIBKR, BN IR & LR T2 45 B AR 50
PR SRIG TR E T, BUD B RIS I B

3. ARSIES EBRERKES T
3.1. ARSIES SCERKERKSE

PR 1 2 USRI 9T LAV V2 1 B R B AR SR W
RO HEA

AR IGTE N R 2 1 & UM 5T, mT R 2 1]
YERRZ) T SCRIAJE L) T o TV ) 32 X 0 i 0
Levinson$g tH [ ERAHE T 6, MEIR AL LR ik &
NXREERIE, WIS TGS A28 e Ra
MIERIEDP] B3R, B TBIAE X B2 BRE e Rk
Aofph e HH = A FE AR R, |tk 7 S0 B N 2 1 2
N EFRZ Ntk & X (strong implicature), LevinsonffJERIA
HEWTR TN FR 2 R AL BRIA IR (strong defaultism) [44,
291, AJEINZ) FE X A Chierchiaf® Hi ) 45 A HEWT 18 MR R,
FET 9T B SRR 75 R < R (Only, f#RA“0”) L, 158
HOZE 0] 3 BB AVER Y B AR = s B H e
s )R FH L. [, Chierchialdf$H 75— W7, BI: Pk
U AR AT 2 T B 2 AL i g8 L A A BELIBT (blocked)
[13-16]. GiHEWTIR# 15 % B B TAE N ik 16 & 3,
SR Oz AR, a7 RR
= B # (strong meaning hypothesis)®.

iR, B HAIREMEE . “BE, «<H
P BEEAER R AR N R 1 B A O R R,
TLDBR RS SR, IR E A S 2 RBORE R
(B 2E A F 2238 1 90 BT o 6 SRS F 2238 i DR N ik 2 i
B ISR 2 E S S VERE 52, RN IR TGS
SOE— MG %, HEEH BLTEX BRIESE 2 R[28, 29, 55,

3 OREN: XWTATRAFAREAREL, AATBUR RGN SCHE 35 1 7] BEf
B FRMEE T O UL R T4 & BN A A SRz, RFAEZ
FARE A ORI EL DO 13 55 [41].
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56]c RBLREIRH G U ESEME U A, A5
BEHEWT IR o ARATTIA D P BR 2 1 2 SR < B R e TR B R 1Y
(9]0 FLAE S AE F 2 AR NP Recanatiff N k2> 15
B U= AR ML TAOBUE B B BT 7R [51-53].

H AN S8 B Recanati$g o #5141, Recanati [52]
MR CRETREFIRE N i1l & X E T e T
EERINEEITE RGN, 15 SR PR H R OB 52 1Y)
EH RGN, XA A ELZZIRANE H 2R T R A
AN, OB R e 1S R R AERIE R SRS F 2
TR — AT fi oo SR1M, Recanati A B HfIR S 7 &
NXOZAEVERILY, RS o3 ST 2

3.2. WBREES XHISLR A
B b6k YR 218 B SR SR BGRIF 7T O 1R R B 4%

AW AE 45 (truth-value judgment task) <i& U] 74 H i AF 45

(felicity judgment task). “HEWTHY{F-55" (inference task). “3&
WEARYATE 45 (verification task). “f)F - A #Z EJER”
(sentence-picture pairing). “HEHER(E 45" (choice task) “H

&L AT 45 (self-paced reading task). “HR B BT 45

(eye-tracking task). “IxfEX T (the best response
paradigm). “H T X (Koening’s puzzle) %555,

(1) FLAE AT FIWTAE 55 B B i Bl 13 ) 5 9 L B e AT
Fext Heqt [17, 19, 47, 66, 58]. (2) {EI&ETIH K WHT 5%
W, SIS SR IR — AN g, Ak 2T S 1
B, XA R BB A RME &R A —, R E
BORBAMAN ) A G A £ILR 5t (17, 19, 42, 34].
(3) EHEWTTAESS T, #2825 FrE 2 A7 & A R
B —HEELE B30, 6, 10, 19, 6] (4) BIERAT 55 B R4
B E BT £ I A) T B IR R T MG 30, 54, 66,
7,24,49,67].* (5) A)F-BE R ZIETE T s AR —
)T AN 2 S AHULES, B — By 55— R It
[11,43]. (6) EHFAULFEHE AP 2 — A0 F AP
R b — i@ AR &) e s it 5
— M ) 2 4R g 508 7= A 1) A A (strong interpretation)
Mmctt), P P <smuiser . “m#y
AT 2 AN T DY AN 1k T Bk H od A ) SR B
J[20]. (7) 7EH & DR EARSS T, & —f) 7 # ) H
PN, B — IR TR B — AN AE, W
IR, HEBM)TFHAR, ZEafA—IEE R 2IER
i e e b o W AT S5 A2 HIWT BT E B A T S5 B 2
FAFF (FRARR R, TEAERE). BilRExaetd 2 (8]
B 1) S ke 7 5 13 B e R BT BRAM B R (12, 8, 6]
(8) HRBIE ERBA HHUHT (1 9256 78 O L b 17 5 IR 2 1%
(visual-world eye-tracking). 5 H &P #E AT S A, R
BRI AT — IR 2SR . B aTis IRz AN
B R S A A R I O SO P R o oE T
[8](quasi-first pass time)#l“ — ¥ iE i i [8] ”(second pass
time) o “VHE T R I IS )2 B 1 IR 3R A5 1) 245 R el
— DX PRI TR AR, S BT R . < s
R [A]> 2 H8 A IR R 58 35— X3 5 S Im] 3 3112 DX 3k frg ff
] ST, SRR S N o 6, 6110 (9) Btk
BRI P4 3 At e 1 4 IR (33, 4].

4 BRALSERAL, I AFAE A U B S E AR %, T 5 Franke,
Schlotterbeck &Augurzky [27].

i Ah, 13— 32 1 3E 5 Reboul [50] (#1 « 5 7 M
(Koening’s puzzle), FIKME“HH” (comparatives) 57,

ST, BEAMET Wik 1l & X SRIe it 78 071240
HEZ, 2O0FMWAESRE: 1) EEZMAHNES.
VIRV WA S5 . HEWTRUAE S5 BE AT S A F-B A
ZIEJua AT RERPEA. B THEEE 2 H
M PN k2205 & AE 2 KFREE BAFAE, T H e 0 18 B3
IR 318 7 55 2 AR NAE B S R 2 S N R 2 1 & CAE WA
RBP4 KB 2 A 2) BARZAFIME S HERT AT
% WAEAUES . BT DUEAE (R “27IERE) N
Hbr, @UIRAIAE S RS R MGG
& (B E&AIRRENEEY) NER, Al F-ERZIE
3 3B AT FH SR 0 W7 A8 SOPT R RS I 1 . BT I8,
PRATR IR 2 T & I SEBRHIE 7 77 2 SE Bk b AR ER O
FAT, 22 SR IE—PIAS e ) 2 28 T A T 2 — P A S
ORI A, B/D R — SR 1) R [R] pirR g S e e e
[N FERR R, SR 2 AN 5258 ) U 2 AN SR TR I R G
BEWIT.

4. ARSES XHLRAA

] fre 68 T P R 2 Tl 3OS0 P9 A O F T A R B
e R AR AN, RRRIEM Y. REZ R
KI5 AR, TiHZE ik,

4.1. IFHEFIRTT RIS HBT

TEEEIRGRRMLL) 1 SR, AH G SEIR T 7895 S KtHiA]
TERRZ 3 s AL 32 SRR 3 ORI 1 30 AIF

(1) VIR E X (PALevinson [ BRI SE TS A ya6)
(R S AR T A Y R 2 1l B SCER AR P 25 PR S AR IX
Ao b2 A AR I B AR HE 43 B A Ak & 7 A T H
Ak B U5 < ME N A R AW uE B E
HRIXR—F T, AR A B B S E BhiE
i - Storto & Tanenhaus [6 115 L %1% S HR 318 BR a5
7 EAEPRNTIG, F s EIRSR GRS .

(2) RTAEMZ)E X (LAChierchiaZs (1) 45 F HEKT 18
NFEAR) WS5e B SR IAE N T T . OB R & .
B, BT RN R . Chemla, Cummins & Singh [12]
DB ] “— 28 (some) N ik B BT HIUIA] <8 (or) T NI
7 il A AT LURE R AR, R A B ]
B 1) 3 L e AR R i BoE , 1B E e P B AT
FAEJSems TR, g5 e g 7E R ok S IE gk | 2,
[Alt.Chemla, Cummins & Singh#& H FH 250 ha)vE L) 3=
SUCPRAE T SCHE[49]0 o HIR, XWTFIES BT . i3k
g 7205 XAE In) b2 BB 58 b DR B AE 7] B 2 B i s
ARLS i 55 L 2 B L R AR ) 3 S — AN R A
MR SIS AWIF I . b, Bezuidenthout, Morris &
Widmann [6]385t H & 2 52 AR S8 ERAHE N AT 5%
MRS A R E E NS R N E R R
M. LAk, HRIERL) 32 SO G IR SEER B 7000 A 45 %
“AB SAZ UL (semantic core model) [FIGAE, %A
Hhetd SCRIE F R g AL AR A (B <2l & LS FAE %
i LLE A 77 U B W A[19].

5 J&iUlI Sauerland, Emmanuel ChemlaF1Chuck Clifton 145 T 1175 B
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(3) XTHRL 3 SCEEAR I S50 B 7T 4 7E IR L) 3 X
(mainstream conventionalism) A& & £ 3 3L (minimal
conventionalism) JZT . FHML I R “TRACAE 11
fedetk, WA R EAHIE LR E S IESE T~ (b
W) RS IE ), 2l SO B A HR a1
5 TR XA O s iR T RetE . LB 15
A ER — L [E PR A A2 N T — BOM XK a] Y 55 2]
B, L S ] TR AR S R B AR A
H B — L HA R A E bR ARSI 7 — B I
(S 2], T (TR AR B R e A — T
fiE - Clifton & Dube [20]K HIE #5506 L IR AT 125
%, a5 LRI 1) T sm Ak s, ATERE 1
FRIL F IR

BT AL, AEVESEIREEAT ) SE IS A N AR A 1)
% 7% %% L) Chierchia 55 25 #4 HEWT 18 AR I AR AL L) £
X 2) ARNERIL) F SR N AT R 2 & SR RIS
Y T AR [H A AE o

4.2. ERZIRTT R LRI

T AR R IT B SE IR it FU A 5 1A SR E 2 SRHK
P 55 BRIFE S % B AT 31 78 1 (typicality) = J5 1] »

(1) #&3iE 5 UML) T O E L. Geurts &
Pouscoulous [30] 7 #CH H S50 77 % (HE W AT 55 FEGIE
BUAESS) TRVT T IR 1l & e, e R M — =R
KR ZE D LB T &I (think), 1% % Al i Ae
B DR, AR E5E T £ (B & FERM
21 E UM R ZIE ). HGeurts & Pouscoulous [30]LA
K, HIL T AR E[20], K Geurts & van Tiel [31]
HE—IDVETE TR SEHNE S0 R 1 B SRS B . 13K
Wi 22 R AR N 28 B SIE I TOVE AR R N IR 2 1 2 S, AR IX
FHEARFAZZIRNT I ) A R T7 580 MBATTRA g, Pk
UG I AE S S X E @ HE S L (quantity
implicatures) FNEAEZEM4/]N (truth-conditional narrowing)
P g Ok B B RR AL . i, R T SRR I K
S SO 2 At 4 /N 1AV R 3 e R, S 3 — 28,
KW BN EAE AT AR NIRRT B M (availability) [ @ . 7E L2
FER, /R EHTT R, 2SR T HH I
TENIRALE, TSI IR ZICNAR N2 R RS T (75 %
X LG E ), BRI A R I R AR S Y 2 2 A Al 138 S
%6, Geurts & Pouscoulous [30]f1Geurts & van Tiel [31]M
Bk FAE T AL, Tppolito [41] ¥ T HAHIELLE
B, BLe—128> (some) WA K 2 iy B A B B 1A <A AR
(believe) T M1 L 9 i B AR5 82 1 < B i 3 AR >
(strong meaning hypothesis), £5RMANEEE | WK TS
XA o

(2) RERHIS (NAAEEHERS) A BUAE®R (X4
BROAHENTIR) X LURTT . FEAENIRSEERIA S T, SCIEHE
T ABR N T V0 T8 5 4 4 A P oS S ORER T, 22 B Ak
REREEIR[7, 45, 46, 8], WHKINEL N B SLE0 R /2 k.
Reboul [50TFIF«H 7 % LA HRER 1 AR ) B A 0L
LB B IR AR RHMEAT T, HEEFEE T2

6 Franke, Schlotterbeck & Augurzky [27]M1FIEFRIC UL (prosodic
markedness hypothesis) J&[E 7MAEA L 52 MR T, (HIE 25045
HIEAN SRS S 2RI £

T AR B HUBGR 2 T HIE L, TER T ORIBRER IR ) 1E
e, SCRPEEARIL .

(3) M Pk iy van Tiel [65] N fi# ¥k Geurts &
Pouscoulous [30]- Clifton & Dube [20] FIChemla & Spector
[11]2EF et . Geurts & Pouscoulous [30]#H i
INWHR T IHEARAELE, 1M Clifton & Dube [20]
Chemla & Spector [1115115H T 52 M X458, van Tiel
[65]& Bl Clifton & Dube [20]FIChemla & Spector [11]f#)3E
g R PR R A, W& T N1l & U
WETN A WERHOT, SRR R AR
Eetun: $R 352, AATTSk i o B8 22 7 I AR SRR A 1T AR A8
[FIRE,  FEXS A R 1 SO AR I A2, van Tielfi
FH ST PR AR R L7 S5 SE AT i 0 LB 2 Ao e %o
T R FTA J7 PR EAE — LR PR U, P BT R
A - R [ BB S L I 1) 7 Dl 5 T A [ el B
a4t 3T, van Tiel [65]F8 Hi Clifton & Dube [20]
HMIChemla & Spector [ 11735 [ A& M5 —Fofr i 15 58 HAR R M
T EE A k2 1l & SCH LA E 66, 25, 26, 57, 67].

ST W, 18 A IREEAT B S AT PN S AT R -
1) AIGIE Geurtst% ST 15 22 WL RO 32 2) B REm
SRR DR 2R ER 7 R SCRNE P HET T R 3 7 s

4.3. ERANEH B AN SR T

A SEIR S5 R 5 B ANZIR W AUFHPFE R . Chemla [10]
1z FAHEKT BT 55 RHEVEANTE F 22RO g4 1 300k, 258
FEHTE T E R FRHEWT (universal inference) Ht = fig
71, 5 WIABEIR I BB H HHI% 4% (free choice). U1tk
EHR, WRFIRZEAHBAKANE . Potts [48]HiEE 115 HI A1
TEEEIRISEIR A 7T, MBI BAMY: IR B
TS FE B ) R S A1) 22 TR 43 DA B b A il R 1) 2%
4> (Hurford’s constraint) KA v EHHBE, “HM AL
(intrusive construction) ] R4NIEVEMAIE[35, 5, 18, 40],

AHEFE H, VEEAITE F BN 1) Se 00 45 AR I TR A ANE
FH IR R A 2 06 & SCHR R A, (B 38 10 Bk
43 1) R i AT il — B L

4.4. RREERZHERFTIR

N e 1 L 5 A AR R P9 i 2 0 SR T A S 585 I
PN (1) JLEE R 7 H A HEWT A 21l & RE 71 ?
() WREX (1) WEZREEN, ) LELEREE T
RN H AR 23 5 2 S, SUTEAT ARG BE T AN BEBEHE T H N
sl & X ? XTI (1), Gualmini ef al. [34]F F EAH
FAFIWAT S AT LEE S AT TSR, B THES
%, KT M@ (2), Chierchia eral.[17, 191535 LA Al A4
FUWIAT 2%« HEWT BT 5% FE V) RIS IR T ) LEIE S,
RILT “PIRRZE S AR T8 Es T 2B0E, MAEm
ZE AR IAEE T 2 L A

W R, BT R F 25T W 1l & S IR
FLI2EF B REEIR, AHOCSEI S5 5 1% 2 E IR T RE
W) A [68]

WbAh, 922 2 REPE AR I 55 A3 S0 8 F 22 11
W NG . REZFVERIEAF R ET R 5 R % 2=

7 NG OUT AL A% ST 2 S 1 5 SR DA DG, (Kl TR eboul
[OTHIZARETR AR F HI LA 2.
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B SRR LA 2200, 2 AT R R0 R [ R 20 22 2 AR
J ] B AREE 2 T W A 2% 222 T B Rk A 9 R ) 22 62,
63]. KIE AL A5 H A& ) PE A BE 15 SR B & A 2K
T 21 2 SR AN SR H 2 2 R VE R ) R, RTAH 5%
I L 289 R 2 10 P 2 1 35 U T L [64]
WESRIG N BT E , BB ST W RS 18 & SR SEIR T 7T
H A S TR IR T ANE LA L 1R IR
Geurts A% SR ITE FH 27 L 15 FAITE 225 UR BN =07 TH R TIT
X T VB YR R R AV 2 3 SORIAE B U o ) DR T 3
WHRD D SCBIE N 118 FH AR IR L 3 SORM B 1)
L T S AEVE IR SR R B L 22 REE
KRG F AR TR, HED R ISR Moo
SBS ik & Recanatiff)“ H HHYT 787 15K . AR, Storto &
Tanenhaus [61] « Chemla, Cummins & Singh [12] .
Bezuidenthout, Morris & Widmann [6]. Chierchia et al.[19]
{11 5258 45 SR BLLevinson BRI\ 6 16 Al Chierchia 45 A4 HE i
WHRERTEIEFIRIE O 7 308, (HIBE ] T Geurts &
Pouscoulous [30]. Geurts & van Tiel [31]+ Ippolito [41]55
Ao 18 IR 5. 7649 2] Geurts & Pouscoulous [30]-
Ippolito [41]. Reboul [50]55 5246 45 R SRR AN, 7532 3]
7 Clifton & Dube [20]. Chemla & Spector [11]55H )5 4%
Chemla [10]. Potts [48]45 ) S50 45 SR 5 15 1E G F BAME
WS AFF . Gualmini ef al. [34]. Chierchia et al. [17, 19]%%
N FE T8 FH 27 A0 T 2 1) SIE2 56 485 2R SRR R R A IR R W
Moo BEB UL, B R BT A RS 1 S SRR T )
AL RETE 15 AN EIREIS R SRR
FRATAS BE HE B HL S8 T 2 52 B BB AR 2052 i 4k 1 3 2L
SIS 25 L I 22 B T Re Tk . BE T, FRATIX PR N k2

T SRR ZE R R A TS, AFaE B R

5. RRRB#E

FATTI AR 2 U SR SEER T ORI DU A5
W, BIRTSAL. M. Raub a1,

B PTEATRR IR T IR TEE L, UHZEN
T2 1 SO 77 T (R WE UK 2 J2 A 75 R AR 1 2
. —ELOR, B RSB A 1
By I AE SO ARE RO I A Horb, KSR
ol SCER IR AR S TR T 58, TR TE I 22 A B iR 3
AL o BEZE AR S 2 U & SCEIR TR B AN B i Sk
B AE BORTELE , 30 EAE K EBU T S fi LI IEZ:
SUARRSRAT . BRI E K SR R 1 223 o 1 Jaks 3
DU R I AT, IR SCX — Ja #E SR L
FRG UG W TG AR 2 T R A6, WK
JRHFRE 2 TR AR, AR 5| 2 S A NN
R SO B Bl 5 A& 1 5 SO R e 2
A BT R RIS S PR R

B RO ENEER. CRRHNENIRSIE
B SRR T i M R E A AliE . — P AER
S, WASKBINERZIEHM, HEHAMET
JUo e, FAEFMFAWAES . SV AW L%
RUAT 55 A0 6] - [ A% 1 3 i SR A W7 A 55 A 4 31 Y
ESSARE AP EEIRPE T, HEBTAUAE 55 AR IE R AT
55 W IR 2 1 SRR U e R, e s
V2 LA N B R T A e X R 2 5 7 AV 2 AU TR

S E T, B 45 RAKE R o ARz @,
BTATR VO T [/ — a0, BE 28 I A 7k BT
FEATH A . 7 — E VI N 205 & R SE IR it AL
7R N E VRS . B AR R B R R AR BRI R,
HROHME .. YR AT N, DINESER. R
AT R DL, AT SO AT N 5N sL IR i 45 & 1t
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