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Abstract

In this study, we investigated the effects of visual experience gained by the use of smart phone APP
on the visual perception in two ways: behavioral experiment and ERP technique. First of all, we
used visual search task and useful field of view task to measure the visual attention of the subjects,
and the target stimuli in the two paradigms were the familiar APP icons and unfamiliar APP icons.
The results showed that, in the visual search paradigm, the search efficiency for familiar icons was
significantly higher than unfamiliar icons; and in the useful field of view paradigm, the detection
sensitivity for familiar icons also was better. Then, in the ERP experiment, we used the odd ball
paradigm which the deviant stimuli were familiar icons and unfamiliar icons respectively. We
found the average amplitudes of P2 and P300 to familiar icon were larger than unfamiliar icons.
These results suggest that the increase in familiarity resulting from the frequent use of smart
phones in life will increase attention to the relevant stimuli from both behavioral and electro phy-
siological perspectives.
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1. 5|8

FHUEE AT B8 A0S b i BB S S M a1 L AT ML B e i) 2 R R A T2
T Z RER R RE T HLE(App) . BEAE X IXSE B A A EALE T, AATTRHER A B bR B A B Mok . X — AR
S 15 B 1AL FR G0 X L IR R A I L, T S AR L] SR A4, B RTIE & — AN A R )
i 7L o

Foesz, BB C I RER B TALRIAE X AATH OB R G AR AR RO RE I X — i) @, {H
& H ET R 78 3 B A8 i) 45 B U R 1 77 20U 4 T HLAE A B0 T AL i A 5 — 260 BRARRAE (LG
WINASREAE, SR, fEREKE, BB, AR S Z (A58 R (Augner & Hacker, 2012; Casey, 2012;
Chiu, 2014; Hong, Chiu, & Huang, 2012; Lepp, Barkley, & Karpinski, 2014; Roberts, Pullig, & Manolis, 2015),
MSAEVE AT AL D - 2T FHUE AR B2 SBULE I RE AR LA, HATIEAR WHTFEHR X — ).
BAIE LR, A, MUEHFIEEZET APP Ui BRs2 TI/EM B K, 1 APP Klbs
WOk T FE AR, ATFFNREIR T 0, SRR B T A T AT TR 52 D e (A 520 o

TGRSR PGB, HATE WA TR —MORAESER EAE T, 1S 5E xR E HAreUE
€ BARBIHE—RHEREAT ISR, MMER 2 5 E5 25 BRI R, X — AR A A
B 5 2] (Goleii & Gilbert, 2009; Schoups, Vogels, & Orban, 1995). H HI £ Fil 5t AT 55 1 st C g & Bl 2 FE
EI)NRM 5 2)$EFH(Adini, Sagi, & Tsodyks, 2002; Yu, Klein, & Levi, 2004). H—F kRS 5&5AE4
ARG DR, A MRS, DU SEIRATRE,  SRIRR AT 2RI AN 24 50 ) Jon
e o N, BT I, NATT AR T A 4 2R 2R B R T A SR R AR (Qin, Koutstaal, & Engel, 2014).
bRtz Ah, MARE T E R T B San, mALERIEE R, R T RGBT BE 1 B2 (Flowers
& Lohr, 1985; Tong & Nakayama, 1999; Wang, Cavanagh, & Green, 1994). FATTHIHF TR H 26 —Fo5id:,
PRUT NATTRE 02 SR AT P Bl AN AR ) P b 5 B AP AE I L B 22 57
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N TR AT REAFAE R 2 PN, ARWF TR 7 A48 RAE 55 A RO BT AR 25 A s 3y =0, SRER ST
ABMX T DIRE RIS o XA FESS ERAERT N BOBE S b iz . e R R ik S 55 E—#F
A8 2R B AR, DA R S N IHE TR (Wolfe, 1994), 182 s NI ISR BR B, &
5 #2258 B bR 5] . B, Wang (1994 R M RIEURI, S 55 EHER
SR B R0 - BN SN I BE AT o MR o A B 48 A FH ORI LI R A A R MR i R M (Miller &
Krummenacher, 2006; Cohen, Heitz, Woodman, & Schall, 2009). 175 208 X — M &5 56 B Ball X H [F 5
SRR o ARATTHRE AT RO 8 9 AT IRAE — A SN, B RE RIS B A 50 36 Bl (Ball, Beard,
Roenker, Miller & Griggs, 1988). Ja KAt Wit HARHEA BAREF I, R 7T 2 FEREARE TR 2
TORLHE B Bl (a0 45 B PR E S 45 (Ed wards, Vance, Wadley, Cissell, Roenker, & Ball, 2005). A LT H
B AT UM V3 B I 2 123 (Cosman, Lees, Lee, Rizzo, & Vecera, 2012), E4ENT H FRPIK K] & A A
AR, R — AN R AN (AT A R A FR bR

TEAT SIS (P 2 b, FRATI FH S5 44 AH OC FL AL (BRP) B AR 8 BE TF- AL A () 4 G40 5t v 7 1
SN . (EL B oddball U, MIAHSHSEH LI — FR5 —SUNRNEL XL H 2 sy, &
AIRRZ bR AERI, T AL X 2o — SRR b 22 240 AN —FF BB D (R, X 26 A2 A1 1) 9
WIFRZ 2= R0, I 22 F08 0 =W 5| S 538 e R, 8 B w22 B @ 1, FRATAT DUR RA 5
AH 2% BVE B AR (Fichtenholtz, Dean, Dillon, Yamasaki, McCarthy, & LaBar, 2004; Courchesne, Hillyard, &
Galambos, 1975). P300 4 (H BLAE I 2 U5 1 300~600 ms 72 45 (19 15 3043 ) ) S sk 1 %6} 7R 388 RO s A
VE R BRI/ BL (Stewart, Silton, Sass, Fisher, Edgar, Heller, & Miller, 2010), £ y—/M7 &3 = A E B febx,
B2 LA oddball AF: 55 BT gk A5 1 Bt o I RS REVE 19 20 # (Polich, 2007). AT # % AR K
T FLAE A 22 008, BE AR N T AL AR eI, k2 538 45 Rk 52 N (0 T LRI B A I T FLadE A T 4%
BN, 5 SRR 2 N LT 51 & 1) P300 R i 2 KT A LT BA 51 & 1) P300 iR, 5 17 A2
AR H 2% NSRBI B #4518 (Langeslag, Franken, & Van Strien, 2008). oddball 75 20 tH 28 % #f
DARE SO R R B N, 45 SRR I, AT IR NHE, FIAREFN 22 Bl0E & 7 58 BT 3 oddball A5 (1)
B A B T P300 S IE T BEFIEL B (Kemp et al., 2010; Senderecka, Grabowska, Gere, Szewczyk, & Chmylak,
2012)0 KT AEVEFZUNFIL TR ERP B 7T K 2 & 003 [ FL AR MR T AL PN R 5E e, 72X Lemt 7T
BT P AN BRI FLAF AR 22 57 1 ERP %72 K22 8 N250, N400 SX PG 7r s N250 on i fLRAL
FERIACAZ A AR, 11 N400 f 7 WIZR 7R 5 i FLA KK SR 2 136 (Caharel et al., 2014; Gordon &
Tanaka, 2011; Gosling & Eimer, 2011). AW FEH I P300 s, Ak iz 72 b 7 2N i fLAn g T
S A S AR AL AT 51 K18 P300 53 73 A BIANR], 11 H- %A ik — 0 M LU B R T AL 5 A AR L2
8] ) Z% 57 (Bobes, Quifionez, Perez, Leon, & Valdés-Sosa, 2007). BRibz 4b, WA E RI, BEEENT
H ORI SLe, AT B R A R /NZ N AL, Frgl KK p300 mesr-F i, BERin T H
O T LN T 5 2 1033 2 %6 (Grasso, Moser, Dozier, & Simons, 2009). EN WA E KB, MWL
B ) 23 155 5 AE G H I AL S 1 B BE BT 5] ) P3 RE: LU At 38 2 15 3 7= AR )8 s B R (e Ay 4%
2008), HARIXLLHE FL A RESE A T Al AR E R R s, (HR AR 0] LA Fe e flt— 2850 5. 1
AT 5 MK K FH 22 L) oddball Y60, A FEAE PR 1 BEPR ST WL IO 46 F T 3 S50 ZAGR I X TV BRI 5

B, BHHFUCRAT RS ERP BERPIF 7, SRR TAE FH F VLR AR v s . fEAT A
ST, FRATRE TS RN R AT S, W ST HLERAE A48 it e T UG SRR b v = D R
i, FAIPOZIE 22 5 A 018 2R A 55 o 2428 B (48 2R 8 A 8O B A 55 v on) 2R BT bR )
PRMBUBAE I B 5 T AR BR . AT NSEIR NIRRT b, FATRA T &M oddball YE:X, Tt 2K E bR
Fir 3l 1 P300 53 (01)~1- 350 8 i 212 K T A 2428 IR BT 51 K B i
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2.1.2. SELEHR

1 10S M2z 5128 45 rp A — SR RIFRAE S B0 iI $e MEERAF I N8R, il i T 11 SR ER
B 2 MRERT 29 S T EERD R BT Blbr2 J5, H Adobe Photoshop CS3 X ix 260 RLiE AT Ak
B, HEFEIT 100 x 100 83, 7#EN 72 BaR/T FEFME SR . BFs RILE SR a8 1K/
N 3.53 x3.53 cm.

2.1.3. LR
ARSER ] 2 (AGENE) x 4 CRIBE FDBEA P BETE, DA S a2 s 1) SRR o HL P G A 23 24
BB PR, REHE 728 1, 2, 4, 8 DUFK,

2.1.4. SLWIERF

LR EAERBESNER NS 5 H IS — W L, M7 a7 5508 k4 H 1 40 A Elbs
IR 11 NHCR I ERR, BRI 0 MBI, REFES5EYIH B O BN E R =4
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MR RE N 0 1 11 AR, BEALESE = A EIFR S5 AR B = AN bR — & AE A B bR, midl R i)\ A~ B
B AR R 400

TEAT SISO TRIBAE 73 N 1024 x 768 Tonas BT, SIS LI A K 2 5% kN
fIiE 5%l MATLAB 7.10.0 #0EESEEL . 455256 41 B (block) 4R AR %, 22 5 3 s 2 B —AN H bxol
BOTREN AR B R 2 — AR E R Z —), ZIEN 3 s, RS S5H IO IZE, e
R BIAF AR YK (trial) FF LR 75 BB FEAS block 95 60 A trial, F A B AR 1500 40 A trial,
WA BARRIR IS SLA 20 A triale BFA trial FREARS, o200 1 s A BEERIHRFI. K
o RS ECETTRERN 1. 24 4y 84 HIEATREHIILIAIE A 8 A, RILABER O N G, 7 FERY
BRE LR 8 AR E (L T £y A B ALE AT AT, BMIE LA NN SRR,
S EH A0 E AR A TCIIAE S AT 7T, R A B AR A trial TRBEHLIEEE. R I
Ja, BRZE5H R E ARSI, A HINE <z B, AR ‘M7 B, JFERkS 5
ERIEIEMZR AT T, REPRERN . 2558 R NG T —A trial 6. SS53E AN AR
MAEERR. = NAREEPR), A BRSSP A block 5256,  HESHIBEER—A block B1THI
RITUE R IAE SRR IE R g, WA 1 foR. 2538 58AEA block Mg AT LLR B —Beif[a] . SEEs 4%
FEKEREEES SE WL, 255 REHERRE 57 cm. EBANSCHERS 55035 R Ed
RUTERATSS o

22, 8

R A BARRIEOF 2 553847 7 RSB, 18R TS 58 RN o X6 RN EAT 2 (4
) < 4 QBB ERMETTZ 0. SR, RIEEH 5 AEER A BAE 5 (Fa4 = 906, p <

)
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Figure 1. The experimental process of visual-search task
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Figure 2. The response time of searching familiar and unfamiliar icons under different conditions
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Figure 3. The experimental process of useful field of view task
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Figure 4. The correct rate of the judgment to familiar and unfamiliar icons

Bl 4. 25EMWABSTABOERL I (LF BT 80 EfHER

4.1.3. £
ARSEIGK ] R R OR N B, AR NEENE, 0 NABRMA BB A KT, HNAE N ERP HiE
(P2, P300 55 F-F- 20 8 ) o

4.1.4. SEIBFERF

SRR FH 22 ML oddball Y3, i 22 ) 00 2 4 R S 56— rp 19 77 VA 1 BRI = AN AR B 228 11
AR, BN 30%, B2 I DL RE R AR 2, A o R IOU) R T TR R A B B
BEALIE R AL ER, BN 70%, & AMArAERIEH IR B A2, &—4 block  KIFTH H
B NBENL R TERA block IR AT, 2% 5E 2IURZERR, ZoRZS5E MBS 2K L E bR
W T E A% “77 ST IR, SRR IX L AR A T BT R B, 255 00 58 H ARl S BT i 8T
o B—A trial FFLAR, BERTEREREH R 2 —NEM A, 2B E N 500~1000 ms 2 [AIFEHL, JE A
HRZJE, FFFBLERE ST Y 28 500 ms 1 EFSHIBE, 25 #0026 2 B AR, 3474 i M sk
AL SERGS3 A 4 4 block, 4 block 3% 100 4™ trial, A, P4 block A 24 & i EIBR A A 2 1
B, AR block WA BRI ERRE J9 i ZE R block [ R IUTES 538 2 AT T P4 (14 5).

4.1.5. ERP WEIRIER S5 S9h

{8 FH#&[E Brain Products 24 @] ff) ERP iCRAX#s, R EFR 10~20 R4t 1 64 FHMEILRS 5%
(1 B & SIS HL(EEG) o FEHEATHURICSRKET, A5 52 il o B TR FLR, Hekh 0 T-HI%4 FPz A
Fz [ gk, T2 5F A RRIMUZ 1.5 om 42 B BRIC K FIRFE(HEOG), T/ HR NIRHE 2 & H
Weic sk B AR L (VEOG) . BN FMR A Sk B A AR 2 IR B BT /N T 5 kQo SRS I R Hh 38 i@ DC
0.05~80 Hz, RFEHIZY 1000 Hz/ 5o

1% F ## & Brain Products A & ] ERP (4543 T % 4t Brain Vision Analyzer, X 115 ERP £#5 31T 2 265X
(off-line) & N AL . Hdfs 70 A st AXUI FL R (-3 N 2%, B IEKFIREHEOG) 5 3 H IR i
(VEOG), JE¥7 I8 0.01~50 Hz, YK T+70 wV RN HL 4 A0 R D 28 1 350 Bk . 43 s #2249 800 ms,
Horp URICEBURT 100 ms /ENFRELR, RIBCEDUE R 700 ms N BFTBL. ASZEH, P300 (300~600 ms)



i <5

-

H 5 5 3 500 - 1000 ms 500 ms J B2 (1500 ms)

N
>

Figure 5. The experimental process of oddball task
B 5. Oddball {£55 KL A2

RSy 7 T ELLE THUR A T AR S i X, T B Hp S b DX DU ER 3 T B R 1 P2 53 (190~270 ms), B X 4
PEREAT R 04T, 0GR AR [ P300 B/ 7E P6+ P4, P2. CP6. CP4. CP2. P3. P1, Pz filt)°F¥)
PR AT B DN 2K N 5 22 A, LAROR AR EIRR i K 1) P2 B4R AE C4+ C2. FC6. FC4. FC2. F8.
F6. F4. F2. C5. C3. Cl. Cz. FC3. FCl. F7. F5. F3. Fl, Fz B FHiEdiTap £ EgiE
Ji 2253 T, B AR HRIRAE K Cz fUF Pz £ I %F P2 L P300 flor # A7 I 82500 BRibz 4, AT
YT P2 A BRI, BAKE TH NS 55N PR, SI5RT 54 P2 BENEARHE NS
o, BN HS 55 W BRI A P300 BRI G AN, BT LA AR X FLE AT 7 IR 30 4
o

42. &R

FAVFH T P2 R P300 B4y S350, 78 SPSS B4 Xt Hk AT FLX RE A ¢ 248, 45 R W, A
RIBRET 5 P2y 1~ 35030 e 5 25 K T R AR BT 51 R (R (0 = 2.81, p = 0.014, cohen’s d =
0.454), H4b, XPAE BT RIS K P2 o (A AR 2 7 A B3 (te) = 1.78, p = 0.108), #4&
IRR BT 51 ) P300 73 T 1) 0 i A1 V2 25 T AN 2428 bR P 51 R BRI I (214) = 3.87, p = 0.002, cohen’s d
=0.469) (|4 6).

5. g

NRIFRAVEL B —HF, AR IRA T LSRN T SRS, M T2
b, B 5ERT AR B RN AE 4 ER T AR EIbR, X U0 T RATH B A O AU AT
I 256 222 FRA 15 App BIFRIIN T, X5 AR 7T o 5 1 4546 J& —E i (Balas, Cox, & Conwell,
2007; Clutterbuck & Johnston, 2002). [FIE, FRATXS S RLES (145 AT ZeVEL A, R AR B b ) AR} 8 2
BEMTAMEER. XS 5E0 T AKERERAE T S, 0 7 A M RN T
FEMEEREN . AT IBEFL, BB PP G R R mT BEA, ol AT B AR P SRR AE (1 2R M 3
AT DA B B 7 7 ) 2GR P s 2 7 H ARAE (Balas et al., 2007), B B B AT B B 2GR B bR &% AN R4
Z 1A ()25 1R B R 745 2 (Johnston & Edmonds, 2009). AAh—Fh Al GEME R, ST R EARHCIZRIE
S 5FH AT S P4 T AR BRIBR, SRR G PN, DRIT W B 23 55 PR (White, Burton, Kemp, &
Jenkins, 2013), FRATA] DAEIX ML RERMFE N — PP S S8 . BRI bR mT Be A 58 56 B8 5 Sy 3 Bl 1)
RAL, T35 BN R G U A2 22 R FLEL ) (Qin, Koutstaal, & Engel, 2014). HHFFLE KIE 4NN
THFLAY 5 33508 B 5% T BG4 TH FL(Schweinberger, Pickering, Burton, & Kaufmann, 2002), X Ff ] gEtEH 32
BT — 8 BUEHE SCRE . BOART TR R 45 RAFAEE Z P Re, T MU S 53850 T A8 Bk in T8
PUXFERI SR, B T0VAF H AR AL I 45 3

)



(WETIE

Cz
[wV] — RER BE
. — WER FRE
] FRUEAIB
1
[/7@& =T — |V — T T T ] [ms]
-100 100 600
2 -
4 -
6 —
8 —
10
(@)
[uV] Fz —_— ER BE
— RERB ARE
=+ PRI
2 4
7
A~
P \ T T T T T p  [ms]
-100 500 600 700
2 -
4 -
6 —
8 -
10
P300
(b)
Figure 6. (a) Grand-average ERPs to familiar and unfamiliar icons (P2); (b) Grand-average ERPs to familiar and unfamiliar
icons (P300)
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TEA A EALE S, BN ERNEEE . CIRERM R OEREL T, S55 0 AEERTT6
ST IR TE A 2R 35 S0 3 v T AN AR bR . A BT 2 4 mT AR I $2 S B L3 X 3(Richards, Bennett, &
Sekuler, 2006), ‘& AEFEMLE = B YR K 25 (8] 43415 ) — AT B $8 F5 (Ball, Beard, Roenker, Miller, & Griggs,
1988)0 ASZEn (145 R W] 1 2B P Re 2 RE ML 50 2 (A SRR 70 i, *F TR B, W R4
ST 2 P RO UR, ATIRATE A BRI B A 25050 e 2 (A = SR B R DR R AT AR TE
TEAE BB, A0 T R I T B R VU R P . A RO AT 55 e SRR TS A T R
FIPIARBE AN FI R 2 (Wood, Chaparro, Lacherez, & Hickson, 2012). #l4, #5038 A S0 EAT 55 1) 1%
250 AT DL FH SR T e N ANTHE 725 B AR I 1) R AN 22 A 0L, e R W AU AR AR S B R I R BRI I R
(Classen, Wang, Crizzle, Winter, & Lanford, 2013; Clay, Wadley, Edwards, Roth, Roenker, & Ball, 2005;
McManus, Heaton, Vance, & Stavrinos, 2016; Seya, Nakayasu, & Yagi, 2013). fEASZIGH, BRM ] LIRS
Z 586 SRS R ST, X — &5 B0 75 B4t mr A SO st so A b B R E . R AME
RERM— 5, Ko ANEH & AEDE TR A E B & T R, (HRIBRATM R K
T 324 ) 28OS AN AR IAE BRI A 4° (RIS, £E S RIER BS(7° A1 10 B 26440 o th I 1 [FFE IR
XU T GBS AT LLZ AL B A S e 25 ALET o A RO B AR 55 S Bk 1 ) — ey, T
9T 0 U B AR R LV R R, FRATHEAT T LSRR T S e &AL

TEMGRESEIG R, FRATRBIICIE R P2 s, /& P300 sy, AR BbR T 6 L 1) ~F- 341 YR e 22 K F AN 3
BHIERR, SBOHERT, SRR 7 AT S ERT AT, P2 By (HIRAE R RIS
150~300 ms 7. 47 F 38 AN IE B0 H DA A 7 S Bl S S S e SR 1K — N Ha s, S IO oy N Ja SR KA 0
T FEBE 5 T FAl(Carretié, Mercado, Tapia, & Hinojosa, 2001; Chen, Xu, Wang, Luo, Yuan, Yao, & Li, 2008;
Sheehan, McArthur, & Bishop, 2005; Yuan, Zhang, Chen, Li, Wang, Zhuang, & Jia, 2007). 415 H¥rHl# 5] &
(1) P2 ROy Mg sg o, W R AR ) AR, AR 0 AU R 42 B G 5 (Bar-Haim, Lamy, &
Glickman, 2005), AW 7038 B K AR T F e AL, AATEIN AR H LI, =42 1 58 K1) p2 S (Stahl,
Wiese, & Schweinberger, 2008).P2, P300 %43 s Bt 1 3 3 5 17 [ B2 A AS [R] By Bt (Jonkman, Kemner, Verbaten,
Engeland, Camfferman, Buitelaar, & Koelega, 2000), HWFLE RS oddball 145 K114 5 2 Fell, $2H P2 3
WE A [ AR B G R o Be i) 22 5 ] R el 25 X6 AN (8] M St 0 g aoxsd 3 O 22 SR8 ) SR (Y uan, He,
Qinglin, Chen, & Li, 2008), T P300 % W& # 0\ A REEF B TR A IE 2, AIER R A4
FAEFE B AR SR, #4251 K E KR P300 S 0E(Gray, Ambady, Lowenthal, & Deldin, 2004;
Sui, Zhu, & Han, 2006; Tacikowski, & Nowicka, 2010). A MNERFIMAE, FESE T RN TR0 T g it
fRHEER, R AT IR A KIS ORI Ko RaE(Fean N250, N400), X3 1 ET T
25 R AT R AR D O AR TR, FEASR RN 250 A5 15 AR EIFR R 1C I R AR TE 25 5 $R AL, 1T 72
R b 22 56 520 7 ANATIAR w3 = JEL R ERP ) 45 SR B, AR (0) 2 28 A1 DR 3% 5 1 3 FRATT A o v 2
ERABY B, AT T 208 AR IR SR ) o T AN AR I A, Bl B2 70 o4 2GR bR 8 2 1)
BEUR, XA T AT AR S AR BIRR BN AT 55 0 T AN AR 1 B A

K22 06 %5 FRAT T AR 5 22 46k 5 FE R 1) 3838 F FH (Purves, Wojtach, & Lotto, 2011). X $628 56 4 % 5k
T SE58 S IR AT SR AL O 22 56 A0 B S AR s v SR L e 2256 o BURY P4 BRAT 55 v — RO SR FH — S RT FRL )
NIEREY), BEARXLEH TR N 1A U S 1) — Lo B B L AR, (X L T8 AN B 1 B AE B2 %
T CH = SR B EE , R2 Wil A e B AR R AR B o TG B 783 U AATIHE BLS AR 36 )
TS B2 R S A 2 B s B AL E” A CHSAE” AR BT IR T A (Peelen & Kastner, 2014). 7E
FAVAT s, PUSE A U SO RICRAE A, T SO BT AT 55 55 22 (R At 0E 1) o SR 7 2 ) 4R

)



(WETIE

LR, ERP 5 REIR, RGBT 3B SE  AE S BE A R EAT OME S A R . dia bl b
MBI G, BAT A 45 Rtk — 20 R WY S M FT LA 5 6 IS 28 36 v AL S S BN T (H R S AR I A
ORI X 2 AR, BFRE R R PR, B EE PRI,

6. &t

ASHIF 5T SR AR AR 2R AN OB RS ORI T 25 30 R AR 1 n TR T AN BGR Bl A
BB ERP SR KUK EIAR T 51 & 1 53 R R (P B BE R T A B BbR . X4 RMAT
AR BE A BE UL T AR S BUR B E R iR SR R

e HE

B K H AR F AR F DN INZRINH (W H %5 201510635050), H g i R FE AR 55 7% & T 4 (it
5. swuld09155, swul409323), HKHARIFESE S : 31400960, 31571146)FBhTH .
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