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Abstract

The evaluation of argumentative premises constitutes a central concern in both everyday argumen-
tation and critical thinking. Within the framework of informal logic, presupposition fallacies reveal
how arguments may become defective when they rest upon implicit assumptions that lack adequate
justification or acceptability. This paper examines the theoretical foundations and failure mecha-
nisms of presupposition fallacies in everyday argumentative practice. It begins by tracing the de-
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velopment of the concept of presupposition from philosophy of language and pragmatics to contem-
porary argumentation theory, emphasizing its function as an implicit commitment that shapes the
distribution of argumentative obligations. On this basis, the paper analyzes four representative
forms of presupposition fallacies—loaded questions, begging the question, false dilemmas, and ex-
istential presuppositions—from pragmatic and contextual perspectives. The analysis shows that
these fallacies operate by incorporating unexamined assumptions into discourse and thereby cir-
cumventing the requirements of rational justification. The study further highlights the context-de-
pendent and pragmatically oriented character of presupposition fallacies and examines their po-
tential to distort the procedural norms of rational dialogue through strategic manipulation. By clar-
ifying the role of presuppositions in argumentative failure, this paper contributes to a more system-
atic understanding of premise evaluation in informal logic and offers a structured framework for
the assessment of argument quality in contemporary argumentation theory.
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1. &g

R R S IAGRUE B B AT, SRR W b — B AR O, ARSI ST
FEF I A R (Validity), BRG0G0 3 45 A i DR B AT SR MBS = 4510 . 2R, 7EH
W T I AR A BURTE UL R B RSB ST IR IE SR R, AR U RO A A AR IR IR
JR B AN AT LA PEAY . VR 2 B E BARTETH SR S5 M IO T i, (HILHTIR AR B L AE A AT 52
REUFEHAFE LR R ZE B EZ b, FEORIERTRIMA, i BRE TEER TR X —0
FARR T HEE 2 i (Informal Logic)-5 AR IS IE 18 (Argumentation Theory) )% A2, HAZ O A7 TH ¢
T RNAREY) “ FE ARG ” e 2] “ R0 T2 P (Acceptability)” 55 “iBilEE s IE 41 ” 2 F.
“Tii%iZ %" (Fallacies of Presupposition) IF 23X — % ) AT AL H B s B AR ERIZ R K. BHER T liE
HAE WA JEIT SR 2 A/, M@ s S S R RIS BUE SR BRI, B R R IE I . T L
PIRTSE R e A 5 B I “ILRFIHR 7, AR INZEWr A XPHELRAEART EA R 17— “ NG
7 —— BRI IEE AR Z S T “FH CANE AR A BV, R 7R ZEIE I I 45 10 B T SEI
AP AR UE SV A e IRAIR T TIOEE R A VL 5 IR UE D RE, X T 4E4 BRI XHE Rk P . 2
P R ) A L Bk 2R B B S0 P S S ISR

P8 7 38 A% G000 HT B8 2R 20 S Pl il D E R R K . RE T L 2R, H (L RR) dmhxt
“EPIHLL R (Begging the Question) 55 KX BTHE G I IR IEAT T e, BHAM NIERIERAR . K
REFRAL B RN — PR HERL R EA[ 1], 2] THR, T (Presupposition) & B Jo7E 1S 5 T 2% 518 A 31 R
G, SRR . PR DL RIRES AR S N [ SE i 8 224K 17 (Definite Descriptions) ) “fEAETR " I T4
BB, BRIV T AT R S R R AE I S AR (0 IR B E TR FTk ), i i AR N Y
AT E R ) . 20 A2 2, B 1 S (Pragmatics) FUA e, BT R 9 5 55 N\ K B &S (11 L
JZ T AHERE 2SS s FH 2T, B2 H AR A8 s A0 3L A3 5t A1 (Common Ground) TR AFIMEE , B
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W7 PEE EOOIT F AR T . X —E AR AR B R A it 7 e TR TERg
Hr o PRORBIERHZARAELL T, B IR ANIRIES 55 R “BatEA&®” (Implicit Commitment). {K
IR, FLBRR WS 2 F AR, PRGN R AR ERE A R UE T “ DT A7 i (Commitment Store)” FIZSIE
714T:(Burden of Proof) A Mk [2]. UT4FK, RTINS TG Z R AT FU R RO H B kb ss, 46

HEAPE B YE A | 15 B AHIE VL (Pragma-dialectics) LA S A K38 2%, H5 58 AR B HE L B2 2% I B SR TE
BRI A E  HhaS RIAH AR eE . (AR, B E S BRI IR 5] Ao RIES R,
N3 B S A g 44 s AR S SO R . R B R SR BRI SR X S A AR UERT R “IE SR
CHRZFESE, Hxr “GLABE” 5§ “BTHARL 7 W, EEHSm ES P72 2 R R
W ARSI SR HLEL A S R Tz b pesh, B scw iz, B, A2, BRasar
&, AR E A LA OB R AR EIE TR E R . X RACEE 13 R AL S
B, SEONA ORI IARPOE IR N B Pl 2R e Lk 3 78 21 B KA

2. MRAIZEAESRIELIRE
2.1. TRBIER: NBEXTREERTR

BB AR R B RN, e AU PR X—MESER T 58 KRR
IHIEE )2 . £ R IIE S 8 220 T b, T8 2 B N — i 45 1185 X F 152 (Semantic Presupposition).
SRS E AT SR iR, SIRAME R UE T IE H— A% 2 Bl SR I, FoAT1 S 2 Ra it Hh 7
WL PRI R AR R . B, fERRR “FH LR RCFFIF LT TN B, & ity
PHAWE A, IR L AR XN NS [3]. FPRAE GBI il @55
T35 ST B A O R A e A (4], TR 5 AR 3 AR, AR Pl — i R e % 4 4 s N I
BB R SEAE[5]. TERANE L, TS —Fh e RO RIE A 45 0 Bl R ) AR A R R e SR
AT X2 48 B T 0T 2 IS AR VS TR TS E B S AR, X AE1F A A I S8 7k M1 Tl 12 (Pragmatic
Presupposition). B /RYN 5008 FH TS 7 v B ook, Ak ey “RIE FARTE ARSI R
TR E 3L R 1 5 (Common Ground)” [6]. & F T AN F 2 0] 7 A G BA MM R BEEE, MR Rurs
(Speaker) fEAF 5T I- 15 N X Ak (Hearer) N AR ) — B ANFE)R . WS /Ry edg th, — D iiir 2
SR UE BT gl N BT A AU XU & 3L FEZ AR E&EHE I WSRuE & By e 17 —5xt
TIFFARNATINZS, BTS2 KA “H AL B “BrRL” [6]. MIE U 2 H IR 5k, K24
HA AR AT PR “SCAR A w7 MRS, AR AREe Oy e sl R Y B P T SR Rt
NN e

2.2. FOREIRIEEM AR RIRTIRE

TEPACIE TR B AL P R 4E AT T, PR B e S5 M b s« Ba 7K 1 (Implicit Commit-
ment)” [P F 0. TEAGHIT o R/REUEA i X AT, 5IN T “ Si{TA7i%(Commitment Store)” iX
—REM S AR B IR EERS, AT DA — AN P, XTIl R RN S IR
Mo HE ORI EICES B TR . SR e A TS e B3E S i, by bR b—
Bl “Od R 70 SRR A ATFRRS . ARG BEFRIR By U T 2 T X (R ST AR A
FEH[2]0 X PRI AR DY REAE R UE B A X AN : IR TR RGN, R IR VA, Bl R T2
TN BRI (B AR o WA — R UE AR EE N “HEFRAFAER” « “IBF R ANIER” SRRt
BIRIE, AFEXERPAATLIRGER. K, &R ANSAKE SERENTL, = IRUERE NS = R 1)
WhELETE AN 7]o ST RS RN, AT A SR, SRR T BB IE ST AR R T B
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WIEE IR (77 2, RS AR R B S P A i AL 7 SR OISR R SCHE I U iR i, T
BOEN “CAWWUERSESE” o PrARTIRMAINE EAEEST, sl E ARG h s 7 X LRk &,
MNTTTAE Ji& 252 (0 S BN AR IR P B A BIIAL . X “ R A R OTRONBEE 1 57 7 BOHRAE, HR T BT 13
BEBRAERUENL ] L AL OAL S

23. MHERKESAEMLRF

eI R A TR R I, T I tH A e 1 15 B BURS M (Context-sensitivity) [8]. IXERE, — M
WAEAT AL FRBME “BiR” , HARIEIE RS — Bul A T EARIE R A BE AR — 1 V)i
vk, T4 BT H TR AR ERIBIEIES (Argumentative Context) F3E/T 8. N T EIE KK
GEEA T, AR T R LR = 2R R MR T B A VRAG -

5 S L2 B4 (Common Ground Congruence): 1% Pl A2 753 f 52 & T 24 570 15 8 52 A 00 FE 201 “ %
W BOCGHEIR? R — MR ARLBUR R W b, RS MR 1) 1M REUE R L
TERA T B RIRTIEREEZENRIE, WHEBH T &3 .

i 42457 1% ) 5 (Premise Independence): 1% TR AEAS S RAAKIZHE b, R HMAL T RUKHE S 025
W? WRTRAER A EEEES 7410 s Bue @), etidk 7TitiE B4 “H oS
ARFENT RIS L RE

X} 1% B2 #1357 (Dialogue Contract Compliance): 4 #7058 TSR ? 2 BAER T R “Hit
FiH 8 (Critical Discussion)” , M2 B FEME R 4X B “ P (Negotiation)” ? FEALAIVERHS T, AE(T A fE
51 G LR A LA Z000) o B R T TS B, @t B E TR s NS 3A AT A, S SRR T EAE XS Y
R L2997,

LGS XS A, W TESIR TR AR, SR ETER TN VR Ak
THR” b “IRuE s A, U A IR UE B Bt g ] B BB R [ 10]

3. BREFBRONNLSSTRERA

B RAZ — DA RATIR, T2 At 2 P R I AN 7] T8 35 R M35 2 SRS 1) 12 R T AR
ARG AT A R g WRIEHLH] B e & I DR R —— Rk i SIBGR R, P HEAT774E
PEFRBL, TR AOUL R 4544 B A AN P A A o

3.0. EFENE: REAEHNTEIHRY

K% 7 (Complex Question), fEIRTEIZH M HEPARN “PaPF L EIN A" , HOREET, HH
R LRI DR ), (AHREZREMPAIRE T DREIESK AR S BE WS,
(8] %5 35 JE VR M (T A B B, AR ARV R I ERGA BN — W F[11]. NZIELHESRE, R4
R BOZ A T U BT FIZA 1 AT B ORI . B DS BN M A& — A IBes 5.
fltn, $E “URAF AR ERH? 7 RIS “IRITHE RN o MR 2% HE R T2
“HR L RSEBLI . Hap MU AT RS AR 1) A SRR st FRATRT LA A S IS AR AL
B F) S TR SRR HAB LA AEER BGR R PORIE S, 7 [ H SRR . “IRE R DA RE
IR S5 R BT, DR TIH 582 7 AR, 2R EEERRE LS T — MR
HEA RV N . XA B — ) SJFETE H 2 B AT 0GR TP BUR A R i fUE 2 R — B (R
D). VR ETAT NIRRT A

FRERIETBY: AR 2 S 54k LGS T
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AR ] 3 TR AZ I RS AR AR G0 T e ™ B A R R 8 . R A B Il e, REgkE
fEik” , MAER I SUEA T, AT A&\ T A O ZAFEM S VET )y b2 T 50,
[BIE A, BERAPGEEIE” , BT IR XA I AEE X R TN AR RIS E 1 1 e RR
fA4E), XA RIEAEEE E o BRI B EEMT R, HIRIERRAITTHZIE” [11]. KR
R, B2 HEERIESCE R SE B —f AR AIETUE” R, KE IR T
o REARH B AR HZE SRR Urar Bl IR E ST ), BRI T BRI KT Stk
(210 [B12 45 AEAT R AP RN, B Z0HE 208 T [ 5 ) B A B, i SR P A PR R T AT “ e
B, KB RR I AR AR i (“ BONRAMOE TR, RIS BRI A B I Al Sl A2 R AR ) ik
PR G R d A

3.2. GIEGILRE: HIRAMHEZMERIIZERER

i B B (Begging the Question), £ H B E AN “IGHIRIUE” (Circular Argument), ‘B2 P77
WL FRE AR BRI — R TBOE . HAZ O IR UENLHIZE T IRUE HORIE B 458 1 AT 42,
TESLR N L CA T EE T4 RN ESLME[12]. BrEESHERESE LEME A, B4 AFFELZ
At B ), BEAERAGEB AR IE IRV T, B S TR R MG B S B A
FRE, —MMERE. BNERIRUE L AUENG “A5 Sk B~ A gre s v 7, RIS E R TR 20
Fegh iR s LAl . 8 G o0 ez, HOATHE IR BN BEAOBT- 2510 (131 1153 O M ZE A0 oA T e
) “INFIFERR 7, & Bk R E AR S5, At o 1 HEER RS S (T4 ) . N T iAW R R
WAL, AT DAL X 2 AP A R E B R RIES: A UREMNEEEPIIRESERTEIETRE
FAER TANERENE, ABFER)EE B R B R . i, REEZEE a2 Bk
WE: IR PP B2 B A IR R, BRI, B s S S AU IR 25 s oy . 7 X B
HEPRAE SR “DUNE MRS, FrUVEREMIR” o “MIRZGRUNS 7 FENE BIRAEL “HA MR #2
PR 2 R MOSZISAIEE S, WIEFE R T o, WA AR AR S R HERE . S5 M PRI e (1a] 4%
PEIR)IE I 2 A ) — AR I R R B 4%, AT A HOBEHTHE B, B K C, T C & W&k
SETEET A B[12]. BIHANTE SR T A HUN SR IE SCAEHS . R A AN “BATTLAUTE AR
ARATH AT (A B FIBTEYET, FONZAHE H2A S miE A B B AR s
HRFEER . 7 HPOE B “RRATUMATHE X AR T SLVE 2R T AR R SR AP N B A L (. AN ] E)
REANFRBE SR ESME? 7 BN C 8/ BRI BOMETT I (A B0 2058 =2 R
E, ARSI EEES WA RSN AEBENLIERA . 7 SN TEXA IR
S, SR IR R SLAEZE 2 B b, T2 53 2 1R B R e 2 b 250088 3 12 2% 191 1 2% SR 3R
BUE . BEAMSUE I FEAEAS BB LR T — AN I SEIE3E .

G UL IR E A R AT R 32 T 4252 M (Acceptability) ” HISCKTEREIR[13]. AR B H K IE 1,
WER A BT 2 I “ CHSZIIRTHE” 2 “ MR ME0” o MAEG RO T, ik e J7
MABEZ S, FEATE R E TR TRl B, X MZ i, IR b RR ™G
4, ELEIAFIANE R E T EAAE P AR 77, 8 T MY (TR 2k R4 [ 14]

3.3. EEHEHE: FEEEHRA\AER

HE B ¥ (False Dilemma), (AR “OhJBEZR 7 80 “HEER P AT ge iR ” , HARuEbL /£
T AERIERIRTHR A8 70, 9 AT i B 25 10 Joe B 336 i il 0 S A A 7P R A0 B F1 AT A2 Gl 52— I
I —IF IR, TR 20 L o BHERR T A A B AR R b (R B 2. rh LAz s B AT R (121
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AR O B b, 5ERERH Vi FHEBEMA L A—— “Pritd 207 (Disjunctive Syllo-
gism): TEAURE )L H A, RENZAM oL, IS AW . 2R, JEE BT e
PESES A s AN R, X FIRUE A B A SRR K AR AE “RTIR — 7 TR BRI SRy B IR 1
BT IS A S A, R AR I TR, 4 A 2 R ROG S ) @ R AT H AR R T — A 4R A
ZE[14].

BATAT LAFIBT — AN E AR A B 3 5 A L BUR RS R AT H I SR S M 2 ). fE AR AR
b, EHZERH: BT, X YETEZI TS, RATIAE B A B RESZX A Bk 20%48 )
HARRTCAEIIBE P /N Bt 20 5 58, B0 R R AL AL A RIAE N /N2 B DRl B 4 T 28 17 4070 JEC A = f311 P41
TR, AT LIRS . 7 AR, R A O W AN TR R, Ak D TSE
Jiti 7 A R RS . OO S IR R . A, BIRATIROE TP 2%
Ja: 2R RSB EEALF) VS AR~ (%0K). Hik, ErERMERS BB 74T
KW B R AT RevE, filtn: ORI BERIEE . EAT AR L. I NN IR . EE
BT S H . B FH R VAT LU S R X Al 4 T 5%

PR I8 X P R AR ME (R TR, B DDAE T A B R R I AR OR B AR AR R R SR A I R SR
Ay “HoE R ik, IS B GRAT HERE 5 5 BEE P 25 77 ZEWIED e . JER BRI, AN
HE (R AR 5T A& — P Bk Al 5 KRR A R R DA RN S5 M8 15] . WEF ERT SR ol — MR fEEZ JTik
BRMILSESE, ST T 7 RIS AR PERRAE . RSB R A R A OCEE, A THT
LR HE T O P, dEad “ SR 58 = 4518 #$(Going between the horns of the dilemma)” , UERHER T P
M Q ZAbh, ICAFAE Ry S SEAVRIBIT, NI A FLHEBE RS2 1 & B 2R Al

3.4. HFEMTE: BOMREKFLIR

A7AEE Tl 1% (Existential Presupposition), f& 15 5 1 F 5 IAR AR @ #58 X N B & —MB R AL
EWUEERALE T B IEERAR MR, BaPERBRIA . R SR 1M R stk . k. bk
B VDR A TE I S S b LSRRI T — SR P R L2 1T B S B s T, K
FET- b (R B HE 38R TR TR 7 1) 1 ) A 052 [ 5 ] o AFAE VE TRBGZRAE H 5 B ARE F o HA R R B
A B AT IR ALELE 5 S R 250 BT A R 8 B 5 PR A4 in) oo TR An 7 2% sl B e 55 ARoek 2 &R (R LA
PR, 24— AN A AEVERT SR RIS, % AN OGVEIE S - A5 18, H B BN IELE 4 1T BB H
HE R E TR B

TAVRFE — MEDACE LS FH AT 2 BB AR 2 rh AR L2 M R A A AE P TR 2 0 S DR f i 25
EAERKE ST ER:  “HARBWACIHE 4, &T IR T R kR B e
MNETEZFERE) BOCRTREA 1 o BAE, RERKINRAIRNTXFHE & R /K244 i K5
AR IR, R REAE NS H WS IR AR K. 7 FERRAN IR IE SCAH, W — ™ EiE
HRFEE RAEE T B R . AT ZIRUE RO GS M AT 2 245 i B, oA R+
B CBOGRT B 7 (ATR), B DA R R SR R AE K (S50 BRYEAEAE TR, FEAEMY
SRR ML T, BASSAEEE Mgk R AN g 007 U AN NI B 2
BRI, HAN AR REg R 77 .

SR, a0 SRR A HT T AR 5 5 25 B A SR R, IXPPETIE I “ ARG R R VAR B R 1 Ak
RAZARNE T A T MG . AR ELREIE, R 5t R iR AR AR AT AT SE
PEFISEISUEYE . B4, SRR TAEE TR R . EXPIEOLT, T8 2 25 AN ) 1 R 4 v ) 2 A
AT L LR R O IR RE TR EZ NN HIEZ )\ A AR, AT EZAL R
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M IR, B TIE P A (14 72 WL T e P (1A R s A4 ) e R R TE AL . Ak A B 2R E 5
HUIRE, NMPE GG T A CREIR”, BB A M E.

FAAEVETRBOE AR R IATT, AT RS IR R AR R & IR 7y, AT SR s s i 0 B 3 2t
LISt S £ B ke 5 B A BRI RAfE . — BARIE S BB R A, HEME R, B
B R BAE AR TS, HRIERRIER 2 ANk, AL A5 TEEMNE, BT EE
YR FR T S VP Al P A e A IR R AK 1071

4. TR RAVERAFHES A HREE S

FEXT DU 22 S OB R BEAT 1 WO 2 )5, AT IR AL R, SRIGTIBCZ R AE H %
5 FRVE R A o B R B SARIE PR, RGTRBEHAR N “IRMER” BIREATT, R LA RS
HEANRUEVEAN B AL, MR B D) SERTAT IO LA AP 42

4.1. TR BIREE TR FFHE

TR E I, FOBRZ R Z P DR I S AR o B W e B R AR S A B 1, o R BATTHE 220
R I X T A A T FAS R (A A 8 WU S ) I B BT A RRAE . 3 SRR S v R R
(Context-Dependency & Stealth), TR1ZiE 7 4] 2 BA = BE TG BERURE (8]0 — AT A s TIUAL 14 ot 1) i L,
FEFELGE T & G E R (B anfE R R &R il m FE R I T 5t AT A &), (R7E ) —LefEqE
B AR B ) B R . X FRRHESE (2 A, AR BT DA IA K
PIFER” R EARE 5 B TE SCBOR RN A E G, SEELRE I A o SR 1 45 5 o 1 AN~ i 1k
(Strategic Manipulation), WIYKZK¥i-5 15 F #HIE 2% K (Pragma-Dialectics) AT 58 1 1], TIZ R AR RS 15 I 4
R SR ZU H PRI SRS (2] IR UEE I A MIENBRYE RS, SRAT IR T R ZRIE ST R
Wr AR JEA AL TP B AL, — B ANTRIRE 2, SIS A KIRE “ 28 IR — R T7 IR A
(HERN BSOL I RTH” BBIMNF s, B TR S5 R A EARY . 8 5R S5 8 1 3K A R (Superficial
Structural Validity), iX /2 fi1E = & &R RIE . WRTSCHrR, 27 0B EIAE 2 R ARG 2, B
MELEILE S HERE L2 e R AN . XEWRSE, (Lo EB® A XA 5HE S X kB we, 4
RKEMHH 1. AV HUE AR BB AA, IR AR RE RS AEE B DL OE A bR
T, A R dErf R L Oh B AE A S K T B RTHR 2R AR [14] .

4.2. INAIESRRE A RIEN

MANFN B2 5 R I 22 (R AR, T A 2R S 2@ 8 iz #fnr LLR S A IS F——
INFI{G B (Epistemic Presumption). 1SUESE NRERVEIHZ IR A TIRE, 22— “FMilEdRitS5ESEIE”
RN . EERBATL ARSI RL A, MM “ORIBIREN” « “ IWBIIERHES " B2t s iR
AR P [14]0 TAETUEZ RS, WIEFEAE S LT X AhEE v s, I R g 5 k.
FEE R TE R, SRR E MR T R 1 E BRI, AT T JRR W A IutEY, Wi
PR 7 HEE I & R SRR, FHMARBIESL IS5 ROk N B S IRTHE S 5, M TEI B3 R
P, KEEEE TR TR G AR 20, MTUE MR “PmE” BERISE, RIF 70T
RFRE LR AT, EHE SR H E R M T RWAAERY RIS, HELK
MES IR, HEHIRIIEHE . Bk, X BRI, A5 E R N BV AE S 2 BR HR A A
SR T, FRAAIRIES 5 H WS E ST, B 7 AR, A5 DABS M 0 = B gk AT 5
HH#4%E9].
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4.3. ETHFIMBRENERERKFEE

TS 8 P SO A T R L (B0 TR A B2 R, b 1k S8 48 (Critical Thinking) fARTE 22 4 9 F AT
T BN PIRIEWE RS R A

W —: Pilitsh R4k (Presupposition Explicitation), JHEFIBIZIRIVEE —0, tHWRERRKHEMN—D2, 2
ARG X 7 RIS RIAT Y o B BNSUEAEE AR, W AR B X E, i8R X SRR
PR T E, W0t 5 B e B 4805 = 1 )5 MBS & AT $2 (Implicit Premise) i Mt I H K, AN S TE I E
IS MRRAE G b BRAERG: X “ORAT amfffs EAERE? 7 if, DRt l: RN
T AR TR TR 0 2R, 7

SR . ST 5 A7 AE M R 2 (Independence & Existence Verification) ¥ & & A2 h: B 4T Fa, B
B R VP AFAEPER A AT PTIR RN R AR I S A R AR B A S ? RS
TR GIRUEYE SCHE? ML A IR AR R B CAMHA S TSR e EET
WHEROT ILZ AR E? WS A RAEE, WUIIZIRIE D AR & A, MR IsER13].

B = ST SR IE A (Structured Refutation), 1% AR SR TSR, KA FEHER
B ok R s R % )R I S TR 7, E4aflh < R ECE 7 MR R, B AT ) ) R AT AR
B TeR, @R TR B, Je “ R BAEEAERCF L A ZHIE ST X B 5i BUS i 5256 “ g
BELMWT” , BARGHE AT 540 EE L L ESM, 4 WmhE R “/RFRIEA SIS I RTHE, Bt sh
WAL, RESIEE A TR BN AIEYE o 7 X Hu B I St “ 4058 = 28 0%, BTk
R R AEERME g, B BHLE G ) ] DX B = AN SR BRI S I B AR T %, BRI
P TERUE N FIARET [15]0 X PUAEEVE TN SEt “ AR ” . BB Im) o 77 38 % 32 1A] SRR Bl ST 5
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