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Abstract

Interlanguage pragmatic competence is a core component of second language communication. This
study explores the interlanguage pragmatic competence of English majors and non-English majors.
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It focuses on face-threatening refusal speech acts and adopts the discourse completion test as its
research method. The findings reveal that both groups of students possess pragmatic awareness
and use strategy combinations. English majors have a higher frequency of using direct, indirect and
modifiers strategies, yet the difference in frequency does not reach statistical significance. The rea-
sons for the differences include the variations in language learning and pragmatic development
awareness, as well as similar characteristics of native language pragmatic rules transfer. Based on
the above findings, it is urgent to strengthen pragmatic teaching in English major instruction to en-
hance students’ cross-cultural communication literacy and provide empirical evidence for related
teaching reforms.
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1. 5|

B BT A 8 R B ST P AU 28 RS, BRI AR RS & B B AT NI B A S e, B
JAB B AR I S AT N AR IR 1], 1EBRIE I RE SR TR e e BRI SE —AMERIRE S, HORJE
v ) 1 Bris o St U

2 BT NE N LAY “ BT F1T A7 (Face-Threatening Acts, FTA), A 2455 B
A BRI B 5 N BR ok R gk R, A& S s F A8 1K 1 B8 BB BR[2] [3]. ASFI AL TS 56T 96 445k 2 B
BEESE BN, A5 SRR AR R R IA 4E T N BRANE, PO SO R E R SRR, XM ER
FHAedaxs, MM Rg . X RN [4]

AR, JOBE SRR RRIIIG BBk, S0 F 0 oL a4 i thgE i, I saiE 4l
ENVAETETE FHAE 1 B8 SO A bR RIE TR S5 7 THL R e TR B 0%, R B 2 25 [5] [6]. X —%+
WOFAER B ST IAAE R S, T2 dR M BRI TH N “ESHRINZG” m “EHEE 5T ERFR
HE” A, JeT i, AR FNTENE A R, B H B S R B T AR R A SR
TR, BN N BE R R OR W E AL, TN SEE TR R AR I R
X A ] B 2 R R S U I SE 75 5K, R AR T B B R R AR O B

2. HHipEA
2.1, L3RR

0T HE 2 “MNANEAILIAE 85 4ERF i) #8ei +t 2 543 [7]. Brown Al Levinson i\, HEiE )
AERRAT A, EFESR T SR BRIE TR A4S, A B2 Ak A T T R ORI, BERR Dy i 14787 (face
threatening acts, f&#% FTA). fE R ARG S, FEMAT 10 1 B AR B2 BGERT-VF 2 K 3, Brown AT Levinson
b D P S 2 AR AE L D620 PR AL S R 2K [2]):

(1) HPEES(D)EAL 17X IEH Z 8], RpE UL iE# (S) RT3 (H) Z (A7 75 AR B sl oy B AR .

(2) H AU (P28 Ui 1 & (S) AW i (H) 2 18] FLBN 1) S5 B A FUAH XS H Az .
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(3) HIFINSRBEL(R)RFRRFAE AT 5L R F AT AN A RN 2B RE L, W 1 AT DX
E B R AT R L
iU E=ANEE, T BT Y A58 RE (W) iT DU BT B i 2OR AL -
Wx = D(S,H)+P(H,S)+Rx

FEIXAMEZE R, Wx AE N R TH 7 BUb 4R bR, b D (S, HYRE S 58 2Rt &KL, P
(H, SR Mt il 2 MRS 2R, Rx R SCA R SE AT s il = A . XA RIB AR
B, T U O RE AT X = AN R SEELR AL, TR 58 N B S A3 v 2 g T Bl T 5 E4
RS . WHFERW], il BUIZES ALEENGRAE, SALSURNS A P 2 IR ¢, IXeAsE
SR L0962 vh & A SRS R FE

22. EB/TIBITHAEEIESFUR

SEAT NI RAEFRME AT A E AT . Austin SR HUZFRIEIHE L, B S AMUERR TR T
H, WRRIMTAMNESN . ZIRMIZ 0, SiEH21T3(to speak isto act). kAT HFE: KR
i) (constatives) FH K[k 5z, it 4] (performatives) sk SZfiti 47 A[8]. Searle 3 T iX —FEEHELE, it
BT NAI P N EREF BT MR FIET . Hrh, HESHTANTHE X SHEANSE 3, I
H LT MBI R T B AR B4 FBAT AN TR XS BB B RIE, W =S PnES A 6
e HFIES X[9].

FH Brown F Levinson $& H I THIF BB ERS 7 R0, $ELEAT AT RO+ Bl . vk & 2R H B
15 248 SR W AR [ 2416 408 SRS &5 6 (1) 7 SR R IX PR s ) o 15005 38 30 W] R fa P A2 1 975 R ok 553 415 468 1) 7 T 8 R -
A IS I e 5 A B T Ui R SEIAC B H 11 [R] B 44 W 3 B, M AR FRAE 2 Ok R AL AR E (2]

Beebe &5 NCKHHE 450K 73 N =2 EEARL . [REAR AN TE, SEAhE 20 50 ug SO 4050 AR K T
NAR[3]e IXEETE L TR U SR A n s rh rR el a), I 1.

Table 1. Classification of refusal strategies and their semantic functions

= 1 BRHAIREE T R R HIE L IhRE

g7y 2H [E @i #il5-
Performatives I have to refuse your invitation.
B4 . No
Nonperformative statement '
No, | cannot.
Statement of regret or I’m sorry.
wish I wish I could do this.
Excuse, reason, or explanation I am too young, the law said that teenagers cannot do it.
B4R 40 Statement of alternative Why don’t you ask someone else? 1’d rather take the bus.
Set condition for future or past acceptance If there will be another chance, I’d jump to it.
Promise of future acceptance Maybe I will do that.
Statement of principle I never do business with friends. People should be cautious.
Statement of positive opinion I’d like to...
o Pause fillers Oh
IR

Gratitude/appreciation

Address

Thank you very much.
Man.

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.142164 461

PR F 22


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.142164

AR5

B IRy R 2 FE T E A SR, BT IR 4447 NAE Bl A TR #R[10] . 1 B2 iE H 2
(Interactional Pragmatics) ¥ M 51, & B I A “AiEZEAW” MiciEHER, B2 “EHiha
BV HIBhASREII[11]. T8 SRS Bk A2 S BB B AR S50, 12 A8 B & AR T30 SR 15 5
BRI S5 B, FEAELEIERT, 250 5 Frak IR KR, TEEF TR “IRAME 7 Bem) “BRREN 7,
UGN G DLEAE . A, TIEEHB MR EZ “EEMA . LR MR = HE)
(g, Bl i) SR AT IR G T TG0 104 T S WeE FH e 0 I B 2= E[12]

3. ARG =E

ARSI T TE A, 456 RS ENEA & 10T b, il iE R AN 2K (OCT) ek Sk, N
WEFER I T RS B HESE

FESE R TCE 7, lId DCT WM AL E R 26 515 TR SR Nvivo BB 26 SRS 3E 4T 4 i ¢
it JFH SPSS BEAT R UKL, M P S AL AR SR A A AR BRI SR

FEEVERT FERE 7y, MR SRBULAL G A), SEIRICIESE R AE M SRz, IR “3C
WIERE” ANV YERE, 5522242 R REAE TR AT 0 vh B 5 A0 5 SO A e /55K [13]

4. MRFR

AN ) 3 1 1] 25 T 5 A X RN TEAE NS 450~500 73 ST ol 2 AR SR Tl AR
HH ST I 37 R T8 i 2 9 TS o e b s B bR 102 63, A 2% 100 43, AR 98.04%, Fr A 54
WwiE (CREHRIE) (IRFESFY) WE, Hrb 32 Adk#E GEAI=SE) (36 £, KR FWIFik), 68
NARIEAE L 1T 8 F 22 U0, L8 R 2 B 5 45 S PR AR P 0 R UHR IR A5 (T 22 120 4~6 “21Y);
FEFEIE LR 109 143, AR 100 4y, AREINE 91.74%, P 2aAEs ] (RYFIEE) IR 64
FI), WAEA R CLE SRS T, WRIERRIR N ERD (22 1-2 220, BEHF R, 8
WEFLRRIE) .

NP EE ML, AT A=A B BRI RADEATUEE, 1Pl &t (a2
PRI ] R (T T, TR S S FLUHRE TR AR AB 2O 2, DUAL I H R DAY 5 32 17 3 A ST 135
B SNt IE A, B DR ) 6 A Bl

5. [t

AT GRS B N NNER, BRI, Tk, SETEKP R B, SRR
fuh S B )7 3NAE s SR A2 8 PRI TE R A L

N RBIEIE RS A, EH XA R E 2 2 E I Rk, WEHR S
(3R 237 5 DRI S2 =41

Z &1L Beebe et al. (U4 5 54T Dy BT 78 b BT A5 T O 58 U S5 AL [ D ki, 24T
TR BT AE T S RN G 0 12 AL AR AR R 1RO @M, &
M 3 AN NECRIERT FUF R A R 5w 1 & S R M S 5 HE R TT, ARG IRE UM 5,
BEMIZ A 2 ARG, 36 8 AN, BRAh, 1 A BARE T TR AE R SCE S T BB

R E 5 PARAE MBS D, 2B NE R (+) () EIRCE) =MEE, HAZE 5 it
() E)PIFPEY . ARHE TR LR B U BGX AR E 1B F AT .

il Sattatld AR K ERNAN R, AR TR\ R R, IR
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Table 2. Questionnaire scenario classification

2. BRI E

R
57 Ca : —
2 ATI(P) 228 25(D)
1 + -
THAAEK
2 - +
3 + -
EIEEb AT
4 + +
= +
EIEE 5= A0
6 — -
7 = -
LRt
8 = _

6. ARTBES DR

AR L R FE T Beebe et al X444 5 1E47 4170 2K[3], A Nvivo FAF X W &R B 1B SO AR AT
Gt DAL S I SGE AR SR T 2 AR 1 ) A T A 5 5, 2T R A 2 A A A SR A A e A
XAREHZES.

WA RS, AKHE A 1 A B 48 SRm 1) = b 7328 DS B SRS X 2 (1918 L fE, 2B X AL
AR BT RS B, M4 T E M INPEERES,  “Sorry, sir, | have an important appointment
with my boyfriend, but I will go to finish my work as soon as | come back.” X ¥ [ [812 n] g i Ay [1E ] [Hahk]
[0, b Elidrs] (A0 ). mfd TAE it N R 5 55— A AR AR N ML 5E R, JmisAsE B2
N 91%.

6.1. Ei¥IEH

Beebe et al ¥ HLHAE L0 AP FIE Y . B B2 STt HE 44 (performative) FIAS B £z 52t 45 44 (non-performa-
tive). BLESEHEIE 445010 N B4 1 FH 1% refuse BX disagree iXFEAIFELE5N1R], 1A BELEIR 46 =35 1016 A
ANEHAEH refuse B¢ disagree MIFEZEANTR, HIAN{EFELRE NGNS, A “RIEL4” , M2 “RAM
27 [3]. bRl FRBIRG RoR: fERTA R B4 RIS A EH, RA— M ANEH refuse KR
RHCEL IR, 4RZHEOARGIN TR FIEPATIE ERE4 T 0 BT, EHEF MG
AR AL AN AT AN B St A 4 g (1 A, DS SE e A b 4o A ATTHE RS 58 15 58 T I E 2647 i
AL

Table 3. Frequency statistics of semantic formulas in direct refusal strategies

3. HIREAREEN AN ER MRS

15t S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

kK E N E N E N E N E N E N E N E N
Nonperformative 46 26 58 49 17 14 32 29 44 47 3 4 72 66 40 45
Pl EMRRIGEL 224, NREFIEFEL 4, S1~S8 5B — Mt 28 )\ 175,

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.142164 463 HUACIE 2%


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.142164

AR5

7 3 "I, BRiES 6, RN FEBZ IMH 7 HEGEL5NE, XRFINER 6 T2 IE
WAt BRI, HA—Jrdh et g, UL fESE a2 500 M f FH B EE 44 51, X 54 Brown I
Levinson HJALEE I . 3¢ 4 JRoR 7 AL ARAE ELRAE A g BRI as B, Seili Tk ek 5 AR 9Es
Folb A AT AR 4 A 9 5 W5 AT N RO B3 /K F Dy 0559 248 235 K Tl R H 9 4 vt B 35
B 0.05. XK HIFCE Tl 5 s T b2 A A P B B0 45 SR s A0 R 22 R R Gn i o (RS #T
R, WALERIE RGN FRE PARTEANTZE R BN gaE £l 22 AR MR ZE . “1’mafraid | can’taccept your
invitation since | have a prior commitment that | can’t reschedule.” FETETE Lk 224 (I Z N “No, | can’t
go. | have other things to do.”

FAB TN EM A “Pm afraid” ZRIESEME, HBEARBE B EEL S NERIE
T, (HEEMERR, RZZM . X —7 i s L AR 7R S F RIA I 2 i v Fag AR, (HiX
TR FARARIUAE SIS ATIR b, TSR AR AL T B L U RS 4 A2 FE [13].

Table 4. Chi-square test results for direct refusal between English majors and non-English majors
4. HEBFWEESEREEVZEERIERNFHRESER

(LS s1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 b p
AR 46 58 17 32 44 3 72 40
E
HH@) 147 18.6 5.4 10.3 14.1 1 23.1 12.8
5.834  0.559
kS 26 49 14 29 47 4 66 45
N
Htb() 9.3 17.5 5 10.4 16.8 1.4 23.6 16.1

B ERBIGET A, NARIEFEL A . S1-S8 155 —MaR a8\ N 7.
6.2. [B)E$EL

Table 5. Frequency statistics of semantic formulas in indirect refusal strategies

5. [EEIEARER BB N ANERMRG

E S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

Y5t
E N E N E N E N E N E N E N E N

A 83 75 89 87 92 85 53 29 49 23 7 5 42 23 67 49
B 88 78 79 72 83 76 71 47 84 70 64 32 36 33 80 67
Cc 67 36 68 50 26 8 13 2 56 54 60 41 5 6 7 7
D 20 5 43 24 5 1 2 0 3 1 1 0 2 1 0 0

E 17 5 51 15 17 6 8 1 5 3 3 2 2 5 0 0
F 6 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
b 281 203 332 250 223 176 147 79 197 151 135 80 87 68 154 123

P EARFEIE LA, NREFEIFEILEL WA, S1~S8 1858 — MR Es \ Mk, AfE “statement of regret
orwish” ZEl%, B ¥E “excuse, reason, or explanation” l%, C ¥§ “statement of alternative” &%, D ¥§ “set condition
for future or past acceptance” #Kl%, E F& “promise of future acceptance” #KW&, F #§ “statement of principle” 5.
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BERF%
V) 4245 466 SR 1T 7308 6 FhAS[RIE SUesr, il /2 Rk stk Bl A B2 (statement of regret or wish), 45t

BT, BE B SRR (excuse, reason, or explanation), I EFE LRI /0% (statement of alternative), #& H 1%
21 (set condition for future or past acceptance), ¥Fi# (promise of future acceptance), ik 5 (statement of
principle), & 5 fE/x T 8 NANE R serh REAE SRR (A HAEOL. R TN, SR BR800 0%

FHLE, TR 4 SRS A A8 PR W R 3 I RO AESE 20 NI, O3 2 AR AL & RN B B 46 7] g

UEXTTHIE T, NIRRT R R Bt KZHEE AR LR N B, A TR 8]
PARLA RN .

M2 6 AN, SR Bk 5 AR TR Lol s A A A AR 48 SR A B SR 25 K18 0.273, & T
M EZEKF 0.05, WGttt ERE, PASEAAE 3R In 4 SR i 1] B B % .

Table 6. Chi-square test results for indirect refusal between English majors and non-English majors
6. RBEZWFESEREZWFEEREENFHREER

i vaes s1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7 S8 P p
P 281 332 223 147 197 135 87 154
E
L) 181 21.3 14.3 9.4 12.7 8.7 5.6 9.9
8.724  0.273
P 203 250 276 79 151 80 68 123
N
Gtb(@®) 18 22.1 15.6 7 13.4 7.1 6 10.9
Pl ERRIGTEE A, NRFIEEE L EE. S1-S8 5 — M RES )\,

BEPE AT 7R 1 PIAAE SRR F 5 308 B ZE e, BIanSEed Lol 2 AL At SR Ak BAA . R IRHIE /)
I, s 1 B BRI EZHE “I1 have to take my mother to the hospital, which was scheduled a
month ago.” ; FEFLELN AW EEBEEES, W “I have my own matters to do”

FEBATT RFATYE I, JeR AR i B A7 S R Ak, IndB 28 RIS R B “Why not ask Lily

for help? She has rich experience in this kind of work and is free this afternoon.” ; FEZEEL AR BT BRI
i, 0 “You can ask someone else.”
MEESZAEREH b, L4 FAMEEH “maybe” “perhaps”  “Ithink” 522 F14E, i “Maybe

your idea is good, but I prefer to try my own plan since | have prepared for it for a long time.” ; JEZEE 4D
fEHIRRIE, TEAHNERE.

REETERRY], WL ALBEARIEN “AE” 5 “Haitk” AL, (Hi1T DCT 115 Sk
“Tlscm R THRIE” , MARRSEE P RIEhA R, XM ISR GER A ST LR35 2% 7 [10].
6.3. HHENTE

R ELEAR AN A AR 2 s At S ITEAEIR 26 S EAT v g5 S (N/EH] . Beebe etal. X 4B
BN,

g3 AR N H € B 8% [F] (statement of positive opinion), {51 (pause fillers), /2 if(gratitude/ap-
preciation), FRIF(address). FFhZEMYFBEA K E I BRIIREAIE B AA[3]. & 7 7R 1 Al BhiE 148 H
Ble AHECT BUPIRPIE L SENE, BRI AT R B . EAERFE SRR, BRI RIS 1R
e AN, FEE S 6 Y, RO IS B T 50%. X B REY], BMEAEELE R,
B 7 EEAE AR AR A NG AN, FROE. B3R, WM RE AR LA ROR I HRRES XU (9%
o
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Table 7. Statistics on the frequency of using each semantic formula of modifiers strategies

7. WEMERE BN A ERMRG T

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

G 12 11 7 8 53 45 16 11 10 12 7 5 8 5 0 2
H 3 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 3 1 5 3
| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 50 47 48 0 0
J 26 22 26 24 28 25 49 40 31 25 2 2 0 0 4 8

Fit 4 35 36 32 82 70 65 51 43 37 79 58 58 54 9 13

Y. EREFEE L E, NREIEFIELEE, SI~S8 HE— NI RELE/\N 5. G “statement of positive
opinion” SI&, H 1§ “pause fillers” &I, 13§ “gratitude/appreciation” $EI%, J 45 “address” 5N .

B 8 AIHN, S Ll SR SE Tk A - B TR 0 & MK~ 0.911, G ERE,
PSR ARSI TE (R B B ST I X Al o X — R BRI RER I, 24 1H 0 75 B4 4wl iR 4 ) A
B, A 2 2 A A ) A 2R BA Y SR SR R AN 18 15 4R R RERIA B2 - TRV BRI,
L AEERINE N “IEBERE” RS, Blanse T A R AL AU B R AR, it
T “Dear Mr.Wang” , XFHUf A ER “Hi Alex” ; JE9 LA 24F @ ARPE, 0 “Hello” “You” ,
B Z BP0 RIS, D8 A (0BG Rk T B, 4 “Thank you so much for your kind offer. 1t’s really thought-
ful of you, but I can manage it myself.” ; JE5E% A= R 13, W1 “Thank you.”

Table 8. Chi-square test results for modifiers between English majors and non-English majors
% 8. RERWHFESEREEWFEFHMENFAREER

HEE s1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 27 p
ik 41 36 82 65 43 79 58 9
E
ditk(%) 9.9 8.7 19.9 15.7 10.4 19.1 14 2.2
2702 0911
2 35 32 70 51 37 58 54 13
N
fitk(%) 10 9.1 20 14.6 10.6 16.6 15.4 3.7

Y EARTGE R A, NACRIETGE R, S1-S8 1558 — MR EHE )\ 5.

6.4. Bit54ie

FETE S MELEN )G, EEWITH R T TSt & 9 vk, BRIl A Rt d
FH R SR B AR T RSB Tl A, (Eigiit B M S, AL AR AR 1 40 SRS A0 AR By sk
Btz R, B 10 B,

GOHTAT W, OB AR E AR A . (R AE A S . BB I A DL SRR 2R G ig
b, Bt AR Tk AN . A, RO, X R ARIA B SR R
BEKF. BTSRRI, EEFE—DERE.
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Table 9. Statistics on the frequency of using each semantic formula of all strategies

9. TARMERMERLT

S PG T A AeETE L
HEEL 272 235
) AR 4 1556 1130
e 413 350
it 2241 1715

Table 10. Chi-square test results for all strategies between English majors and non-English majors
F# 10. BB WEH SERFERWFE AR HFRIGER

HEWE 5T B [ 2 HEhE Ve p
Pk 272 1556 413
JOEE A
i B (%) 12.1 69.4 18.4
5.627 0.060
ik 235 1130 350
BTl A
i Bt (%) 13.7 65.9 20.4

7. BEESY
71 BEERIFRNRE

T4 2 A A 2 5 (3o R P B AR LS B AR R 2 b . LS EE T, AT AR ER . %037
W9 SRR, I AR 4 SN A PR O T AR I S . 2207, BB 2 2 ST LA
VAR, B T RGBS I, BT CAE SN I IOMIR R, (H 2R b R A s e
R S RIS Bt B4R T IR A e, R 4L 2 o A 4 55 W A P (R 22 R R IR G 2 K P
7.2. IBAEIREFNRE

VB P R U SR L 2 AL R P T A . IS ) T SR R, T RIE TR
SBERINEL. ERITIE, FET A B T R RS A R, (E L SERRAE 4 b
TEFERTE B AR, JE00iE B LA BB IR, ELZE 3 LA 200155 555 v Bl 0 B B AR AT
DR T B T S 2 2 R 22 M o A AT 46 5050, fH 2 SRR S B e I S O B 42
7.3. BHEERANT B

WL 2 BRE R E, HepE G AR, R AT, B H 25 T BRER A
SB BRI, TR G R (O 25 15 58 A1 P 0 U045 5 A T P 00 0 At 2 3t 7 RBL e . ep o
SRZAIN IR ) ST, SR BRI, (0 P2 S e R M — 5. BARIGIE &)
g T R TV PRk BN, (ELREEE PR R (0 RS M FR K, /0 T S AR SE T2k st 25 5,
SHURRM S R LGH 8.

8. BFBR
Bt FIRELR AR, EH I T A, B AR B AN RS RS 7 10 A T R T
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8.1. iEBEIIZHABZER

BEXTELF A R BEIE BB A A R, ST R i eiE ek & . e E b, ¥ (55
SR HIAZERY FUNLEER, PRFEA R RIS btz st BIUNRE 55V AR HH LB, (Rl
AN Z TCCARAE RN

HRGPH#CEATT % R “fB5ie + Eahal” #oe, mltE “Bgs P AGHER” “iags 3 IhE
SMESS” SFHESS, AGVAAERAT AP, RIS A PR R A r AR, ke
X HSETERRES . P AR HASC T SR A R 2 Sk, BRI AR R .

a7 e AL REEVEO 5 2 TP A R, R R S R AE 55 SE B
Ul ER TR E M SR AR, B BRI, H R AR I ] SE B RE T 5 S IE L

8.2. BUERRENNTEEF

WyE 2B BE I, RSty E 5 TR, s B RCR .

XFTHEREE I A, 5 SAB RN 5B TE, B E e RS S AR B . B, XA
A R CEER R, IIgRFAEN “IESGL R (1 have other things to do)#% ] “ EAEEH” (I have a
job interview scheduled at that time, which | can’t reschedule).

BRI 27 (0 2228, W] LR IR1E ) BLahRe 7, 18 B ah I Gt A AE shas b 5 b (15 A v g
B, BOE CARLE R0 U7 REET RE Mg R, IR AR NIRRT B “BRIAR TR B “ R EAR
JTEE” ) SRNE H Hihg

XF RN A, ARG TR R SR, Wl SR S 0% ISR, ikt AR AR AR E
TR, RN SCAGSE B i, SR “AARIE + SCINR” G —. BN, fEFRZEEs Ui 55 &
PRI, BEORFFEALAA, OB “AEARRKA G SFRIAEE D ET R “RRER” HE,
TV AR B i ST AL 1 F XS [14]

9. B

AT T8 I 0 S Ll S A AR S TE Tk 22 AR MR BB FH R /AT I &, R I 2 2 A AE SR A Hms
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