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Abstract

Consumer confusion of percent differences is based on consumers’ intuitive bias toward percent
differences and is a kind of misunderstanding about the price information appeared in the form of
percentage. This article aims to define this phenomenon and emphasize on its influencing factors,
such as mathematical ability and motivation of consumers, product price, time pressure and cal-
culation difficulty. Furthermore, a dual-process model of reasoning and fuzzy-trace theory are
employed to theoretically explain consumer confusion of percent differences. Few suggestions for
the studies in the future concerning this phenomenon are addressed finally.
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1. 5|8

FEH AT, ATHE AR B OB ST Dy Bl A 0, T s 404 i L P
AR SR B A — AR AR BN, X R AR ER I I 22 o an AR R S DU MR I A 55 B VTG O 22 DA
o = B B 15 2 i 22 2R (Osman, 2004) F4 SR 70 408 (1) BE 4 Ll 26 200 55 (Kahneman & Frederick,
2002) X LeEHE P 2200 T ATk SEANHEE R 1) 5T B 2 AR O ™ BN, LR o B S BUR RN E R .

TEVH P, NATTHE G S it B A A3 200 ) T 38 B o o) 3 et AT PRA SR M HE R A5 T S R
fltan, 4R SR ECE AT AT, T 2R I DL — O e e I AR A, AN A IR I R b 4y
Wz JE A s e XX PG, FRATET LLREIR 93 2% # ¥ (consumer confusion) (BXIE7E, 4L,
2011)0 AR, ARZHEFE BB DA R BT TR A, 0 — L8 HARIR W 9% 2 TR I R AT IR A3 7
Hodr LG T 33 0 40 BUAS B IANA 24 iR A1) - Kruger AT Vargas (200885 HL AR “ T8 2 & 1 70 bb ZE IR E
(consumer confusion of percent differences), RV 2% T H 70 L2 R I B w22 o A SO IX — IRk 47
MES ERIIRYY, I B IHR R IZ I R A PR 3R DL RO I R BEAR R, TS 1 A TR R I Fi fe 2,
DURAST 12 8003kl — 20 AR S AR AR B VA6 5 . MISE R SO, — &g s, £@8H 0 1k
FHORHIE TS, FEEALT & R s B ST 0248, RAS S E ST, DIRSI B2 2, kg
A, R AT T AR ST HAUE R E TS, T LUAAR A TR R R R 5
FESEBR MG SEAT N AT VR 0 AT SRE B &, IS R BRI W] S PRV o0 0 SR 3K, T AN R A S A 1)
KEEENELEEARENNIFEREL.

2. B3
2.1. BEEKIR

FAE Kruger Al Vargas (2008)IER G HAER DS “W 9 # B 0 L2 RIRIE” MR Hl, A S
CAI r MG, FURBHT AT AR IR AR B, 7R AL\ AEAR,  SEEDIN B — I 2
BoR, TELTFEARZIN A AR HEN 38 0 3R B8 T 60%, {HA2H 5= E R BOUTE RS T 70%. MfE
T REMARE RN F, ZMAERNE 7 BOFR A RRIC, S2EH A8 &,
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JFIE SRR RAR X AU, ) N RAZ IS X AR UL AR SENJRTH E B IE R, i e
B ASLHE KRG TR . B b, EMINTEZ SR, W55 BE JFA Zal E BT 70%, I
BA RN TE AR L DART A o TR ZELE 22 AR S8 43 BRI 60% 2 5 EE 321 150%, A RE SR Z 11 T B A%
K15 #(Dewdney, 1993).

[FIFEA A BN, 1B RARE BT E N 21 A% —F R EL T RN EER, Koo ik
TG T 33%MaEE, HTERA 33%mhal LLyR AL LR A S0 AR i1 B . MR B Bt 3R
LTI, 25 [ #5838 BRI 0 B 43 P B v T BB R B E 43 L, e 7 w9 B IE A R (Kruger &
Vargas, 2008). FHULRI L, 1XF00 E 4 LS B A RI S A 1R vl g+ 40 i, H— BN BeHE 2R B I 22 10 47
FECEHME CHEIRE. @ BRI R, AT E 25 H i B0 22 I 53 3 17
TE, R B A 2, AT T B AR TN B SR AT . TEIR SR AU b, SR T 9N
WHEHE W ERRE” MHEE(Kruger & Vargas, 2008).

2.2. BBHRE

—RIEE T, EBFRAAEL AMOUHR A ST AR R, BB EOE AR E A
HE W (Behr, Post, & Wachsmuth, 1986; Gallistel & Gelman, 1992; Chen, Marmorstein, Tsiros, & Rao, 2012) (iX
AR T HE T AE R S RN B B R U B A A R RI&E B ), BT BAFT RE 2 30
PR REROCRAE & SO . BEAREL 5 T B DR T 0 1 0 LU AR R AE R SO . BRAR, kT 200 S 1Rl B
HRRBOY BT RAE, BIRERL S (HREEE S 1 B RS R 23 Y - B e [l ) e
EHBHAEAE SR e, RATESGH: ik a tbb 2 X(BH), B4 biti—zt a b X Mk
WA Re X — RS A A Bus 5 b, BIVONIR a e b £ X%, B4 b sttt a 2> X%. MAEH T
MZRH, BT AE B EE T R “a b b 2 X%” BIHEIEERZ b, “blbad X% K
FERHEHUE a), BEHORAE 170 L B s IR AN d T .

X LA 22 W] B2 R B0 AT N UK B RGN R 2 . AR . &L =R,
IR 100 78, SMTARIMT A Bggs 1, M2 i an T a0y sSRBEAT LU 1) wdh YL R dh S B
W15 50%; 2) T il A LT i F AN ARAIR 33%. JEIE Il EUAL, 1 2 0F 78 ity R ol AT RO A AT A [
RIS ? BEFLR . 253 A A TR b £ RO AR SIS T 3 & I A A% (Kruger & Vargas, 2008).
] RE AR Bl 1) T M LU R AR A, TR EE BT SR LW AF RO “ 9 i S EE T o P RO A A
K 50%” , BEMAE AN IR TR 5 A, 3 ity 0 22 B ot Y B A BEAIG, O BV R o A ot Y 0
ZEF R T SRR G RO ZE 5. AR, TSRS ORI, R it SR A AR R IR,
e i FH AR 22 R [FIRE I . Kiruger 5 Vargas (2008 ¥ LI AR A “WH e EH A L EREE”  BHEH 7
OV BIAS R R it i L, V8 23 2 DA D9 RN RS Dy EEBOR B v P EE B it AN A& = 50%) Y
P A% 2 1] ) 22 7 KT DA Ak D B A0 5 (7 it P BT i R AN R IR 33%0) B4 T 22 57

3. ¥MmER

T T 0 B2 e RVE ) AR B 28 3 RN 2 38 0O W LR, DRIE, 20 Ari 93 3 A i 22 B 5 14
SO R R A+ AL . SIS DAEWETER M, MEBEALE LS, BAMSR: T RFRBCEERE ). T
B VA ERIBIHL. 8] 7 LU Rl A A% S AT RE 2 S MR B 1 1 20 B2 R TR
3.1. HFaENH

HEERE IR ARG R T AL S IR . R0k Fedf, AN A AR BE (1 2 R 8lm R RE
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JJHIE, FH, 2012), & NFIRE /IR E D70, T HITRE )% E S A 50 25 ) 38 e 7 AR e SR Al 22
(Stanovich & West, 2000; West & Stanovich, 2003). 7 & FIEEFRE ARSI L, FFC RPN Hr
AE 12 S SR A2 O 3R —— 8 R JB o, B 2 (50 TE B 19 1 3R (Peters,  Vistfjill, Slovie, Mertz,
Mazzocco, & Dickert, 2006; Furlong & Opfer, 2009). J& 1EH1 H 58(2012)i@ i % # 68 J fR SRR R 4E
HOPHT, RIUEZEHERE . BB RAE . HARE I FIRE B R AR R 32 B e AN o SR T s i 1) 3 2
B, PRI, B A Re 0 B AT e FRARAE DSk b I 22, S B e 22 T % ) L ) AE 26t RS PRI o
THPEE o L2 iR IE R — PR R 722, A — PVl 2 Yok I e e AR AR B B2 B
H &S Eeae imsem . [, B2 e 7 80K 5 B2 — N0 i, AR BR AR B AN 7 4 L 2=
AR AT e 2 I LSRR S 82 5ni- . Hoz 5 Gorodetsky (1989) 4 H#07 TH R AN IRA BR A A
FEIN T E 3 BON/INEN SH25 G v S . HE AR FC R I, W8 B R I AR e e — €28 b
IO ILUE 2 bE 2 IRVE (IR IH, 2F H %, 2015). — S8R5 & M SE A N Z I BUARE ST T RE & A
PRpE A — ey M R B A R, IE U0 dE Bl 25 (Paulos, 1988; Peters, Vistfjill, Slovic, Mertz, Mazzocco &
Dickert, 2006). %% %R 1 80n] E— P b 22 AR AR BEPE R ZZ I 5 o (EAE LASE B K28 A2 5 B R
TR A A R I RE 10T LAY 2% 38 B 70 LU 22 7 VR 77 AR 52 (Kruger & Vargas, 2008), X V752 T
36N S AR AR R ) B AN IR B S B0 —38 B SR WO SO Ak B X 2 AR AR B e ) BRI B AN
FRE AR AR (R 4R, BRED, £ RAESE, 2001 ;5 Stevenson, Lee, Chen, Lummis, Stigler, Fan, & Ge, 1990; Wang & Lin,
2009). A S FERT IER U7 ALE R T, LR 6B BRI 9 A 0 b E RIRE K HAEH

3.2. WHEMEE

TEILSEARE T, ASEIE O SRS 220 9 3 = AE AN R R, B4 =2 AR LA TS HE B B AR AL
BN PIRRE &, — PR EA N 100 T8, SRS FEDT 33%: T 53 —F0R a5 A0 v 89.9 TG, SAJEFEIY 33%,
IR 5 53 T S I PR S AT TS A o AR B S — ol s ) U B R S BT — b K T A AU
V2 T FAAE T R IX PR e 0 g . MO FiuEss, DLURE 7 200E 22 38 i vk S 02 4 2 1 x
[ (Dehaene, Spelke, Pinel, Stanescu, & Tsivkin, 1999). —BRi, Emit5EMEE T, kSt TE s
AR T, HAG BN TN Re o2k a5, TR AEE M B AR A RS, T2 B 2 K58 EL S AT ok
#, O IAEEE M 2

WHFCRI: AE A 40 LE T B RS iy, e B0 | 7 LR B ms i, EDHILEE 2 e B bt
ZERIREILG: AR E 7 LTS AR, Sl AU E 7 LA s iR, RIS 2 tH B2 28 O
Z WA (Chen, Marmorstein, Tsiros, & Rao, 2012). MILESKIFIE [ 5RQ01S5)FIRFFL A, &k B A F1K
THEMEFE BT B F A I TiE B B e RRE ISR, $5 H AN A 077 A B SR X 3
WHEH W ERIRE MR A PR B FER 2RI, THEEERENR Y Sz R A8 BAR
MR, RXWARESILFERZmE R E N E o EREE. B S, T REREG S SRR
Wk, LWitEES ST, MATESHIL 7 & o b2 RIRE LS i T S48 (2 4y 38 7 2 3 A o)
H, fETHEME R R I AR B R ZE IR, ETH R AR %A BB, A, XS R DLE A
o, EART AN R R HE 2 B o L2 e IRVE A RNy, S E 3 2% p8 g 2 i HoAth nT se B PR 2%

3.3. JHERERTH

Atsiet, B AORE @A, S sk = A R 2 AH R R S, AR 2 LR 2
(Frederick, 2005). Ferreira 55 A\(2006)iF—248H, P E AN BIHLKT 22 B 2T PR R % i 22 00280 K
No e, BINIKPRAS, JEERME IR ZE R SIHLK R, R R ZE & . X AT RE R RN W R A A
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MBS, Wi = 78 2 BRI R I, 2> AN FEIE 22 IR B B A8 9 A 22 IR I TR SR Ll Jn fig
B EUAR I, 77 A1) K 5 5 — R B R B [ 5 A ) L, e A A R 22 1) R R R B

TETH A, Kruger 55 Vargas (2008)F8 Hi, U 9 & I B 40 b 22 S VA I R IR 2 — w2 R
A W EF RIS AT ORI, S LA T B B 23 b 22 IR vE e A B R R, (H
FRTFTERWIR. HF 2, Pk R IAT M R E S, AR A 7 b2 IR VB R FEAIG, 2R
M ANHLIFARE 78 20 X A AR B 22 HEAT MRE, RN s A T RO BT 2 B0 H ke PR 3 o v 22 B0 G
FIRE+ o B . REZMFRCEEN THERBIHEN 2% A 70 L Z R RE e, (H2 izt e 45 R
EBRREAGFTH PR, CHREARKERB. @UrHAL, MRS, R4 12 514
SREAL, 75 AR 2 ) SEBRiE S

3.4. BEES

IS A] S A R R LR SR IR AR I R R 2 —, MR TR EE 7 L I B 250 A B S e Be s 155
AT DA CRAE G 1) R ) B A SR . SR8 T B A I BB L R L TR AR AR RS BRI,
it B R SR e — AN FERT B . I TR DA 2 AT o ) — TG BE IR, Gn SR b D) S BT 75 (R SR R I [R]
D (BRI TR AS /2 ) B B O3 UL AN R B [B] B, B2 5 0 2 8 5 20 B 08 IR E At A RAB 28 1R 58, A
T2 {5V 9l 280 ) 2 R S8 ) 5 & R 8 (Janis, 1982; Rothstein, 1986; Keinan, Friedland, & Ben-Porath, 1987;
Svenson & Maule, 1993). [FEIAEH, e 5EE G0 AR RN B 23 IS [R] o B85 A4 6 S A5 R PR I 1) s 00, AT
Sk NG AT B B4 T3k T R FH S A R FH S TCREL B 1 SR D7 VAT PSR A (A, X1k 5, 2009)
PR4(2009) 46 i, ZETR]E TR IIIE G, AMASE A 2 W R [Rm TMarE S, IFHBE T
A T AR AT PR AR B[R] P AR s, R A s KTt T sy, A DA N T e 70 52 B B Kk 44,
5 IR AN TR FE A T B 2x B AR

BHE AT BAIA A, B T) e g o0E AN 1 ke Sf 4 SR AN o & ] e 2 7= AR B R T30, i 7K A ) ) g 22
AT BN AR B A RS . BRI AT DAHENT, Y 9 LR TN A 40 B2 S AT I SE R S 23 52 3]
(AR ST T4 — T 3R EVE 238 It S R B, I [R] R i S e s Ve 2 o LU ZE R RIE . QSR
AR, HAFHESEI G ERBEIGR: M Re A 78 8, %38 WA KA T 5 b2 R IR E
ROEEW, FHIM, 2014).

3.5. @mihig

2 5 T 2 2 SR 1) B R ELEL 1 [ 3R (Monroe, 2003), 2478 2 3 AN REHER 6T 7 b A5 B AT B R 5L
Bk Z B Z T St AT O JR PE RO LRI, MR TR i UM 2 R e R, AT (8RR L ) e S R
Ko MEEOLT, w ARG, T S RN B R A R 2B R (Kurtz & Clow, 1998). HIILT]
s 1 B X A0 i B Y B B (455 SR PRV S0 Lo 2% e i £ 0 BT DAL K% B S RO S R 5
P ling, 1 2 AT e I AT A AT ER 5 0 W L e (K B, DT A8 BEI R A (0 S kS, E
AR W 1 R AR B T B AR B R 2 . AT AR, R RIS AT BE S H B
AIFAG RO MRy, T 9838 0 i ot 2 S A, th 2 o 7 BB AT VA
LB LEA 5 S K O s B B4 M B4 s T SR o B AR AL, R R e AL T R, A A
PRI 2 (KON (R RORS R AT 455 VAN S5 B 04, AT B8 5 L B AR 2 s 22 I L

28N 9520 14) 08 3 B KA R T T8 R 5 RAIE S B AN AR 1 SIS S T 3 1) 1 70 L 22 e YRV DL
GUEWR . BRI, 4 s AR, W E SO E 2 L Z R IRE: S s e, A
MBI A D L ZEFRIRE . XBBETIRY, 56 A, HOu T S R Ut B 2, BRE 51 R
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F3HZ T I EE Y 5 B %
3.6. REIEHT

FEIRIE 1 DAEE TN 2% 5 70 ELIRE TR B AT RERZ I R R 2 Jm s BRATAN W OB A 2 B R &
BEAPIRAEIR R . PRI JLARSEM ) 5 BRI H DL R — [ BRI S 7 R IR
Fe - 6 HE B RANT (SIS 5, S fEdE A AME SORT B P, T SR SRR, 2009 SET4R, B
EESEFFFHEIE “W—5 7, B\ 2017 8, AL “RIED—" 2 HIH R EH L 1682
¢, WEeE, HAETRE “Gi” . T FEEMBT.

He, R MBERIEN eI B BT AL, SEbR Bt A T
T B 0T T O % O W e B 5 L AU RS PO Tt 5V 1 2 PRI 0 T S PO BRI ) 75 22
HIRER T “AAGLE” o CHEIAT AREMEE IR .

Hk, R —7 AR R, RZITTRMTE “FR7 o IR 577 175 T 2%
IFREEAT 7“7, B T B O SR L R SR W] e B, BE— D S N T ) LR VE B
FHPL. XA, A RIS R R A" F0IZ L [ RER HOR (AR B 115 SRS A UK
ST HIFFEE— DRI LR X7 R8T E KRS, B 7 ek BIessst, BRI R T
RETNERDESH T

G EWEEATBUREL, R L s S N “ T KRR S
BRI CEERERRR WA L et SRR, BRI A KIEAE. EEK. AR 4
BAELEE P IRAEZREL, XA 9 X S R AT S LA T B T, KA Sl AR s ais R
AR HINEN B CRE R AR &, RMESERER DA M “ALwts” M EEpT, 5
SRR TSRO RE SN 1, (R B E B R R AT R B v, L BT R M R RE S N RE T,
LAY 2 1 73 BRI AR AR B L S R 5 7

e, RIEFEHRIE, SAFER X7 EE KB T ST ERT . R EN
EMRIRTEIL S . IXREA R SN 578 2 3 A5 S AN AR PR REAT I3 Jse 1 ¥ 2% JL UL g A A SR A A7y
Wi XA WL DL 2 2 B X AR A S AN R 0 B8 K SE PR bl 2 32 1, IR BAR S A E T
7 IRE LR MBI RIS A — 8, XIE TR VR A B2 0 » V8 2 2 1 70 ELTRVE R SE LR IR
T, HEWRAFREF R ORI S MAT . B, R RE A LB RSiNLE TR X
7 BRI A ARSI ARE 5 KL K NI AT 9, I AR BRI S AT N

S IS Rt AT, BATTRT DA S B DL B o UIRIE B R O AR A AR
AT FRAT 9 B T A PR 2 G e 7 A RONE

4. IBICRREE
4.1. NRGIERER

KT WO 938 E o 2 IR IE S AR FE I (22 R ] P2 AR 1Y), I SBAE v 2 5 4R Y T & M IR W AT
T AR, Hrh A REMER B RG2S R RS EHEA, ERETERHE KX
RGN T FE M) 204 AR Si(Sloman, 1996; Stanovich & West, 2000; Evans, 2003). Hi & AFEEE R, A
AR BN A Z RO EE SR, ER S 2R BN RAE SRR T EE AR BEE S, S
DRV, FEEEMNGDNE, 2247, BRIEF, 2007). RGN, XD R G R F B HER L
HRE —ENSN . YERRRFS TR RG T F—T7mn, Jesksh R e i gh A2 & Hm A E
M, SN RGEW T AR R, —EHESFERHFRR, FLOHFFRATEFRE. EFRFAKE
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HAT AR . MAEXHDNRAEZRMTES T, BRRBSEIESTT, X W IE 2 A 2 JEEE M
ZrEA IR IE (Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). A i 78& g 1 JUR Al BEINLHRAER T 8 K X R4l
WHATT X RGE SUHRIER, WrlmEArsSA s . WAL BERE0FENE, 447, BRIEH,
2007).

RUZR G RERY AT DUAR B i A e — S 5 i DX 360 2 20 B 22 S IR VB IOV E A LR i, sk 3 me
XPAERE I 22 O VE T & KRR G A, B ae ) m AR RN SO Re g tlkm, S8R - i 7 A
KRG H KR RGN G 2 Lt B 45, PRI 75 1) 55 0 #1417 B 2% 1) £ 3 (Ferreira, Garciamarques,
Sherman & Sherman, 2006). #t52, BN ERI GBS RRAIER, T RFESHEK
KRG TES P GRS, AT 2080 B 43 b2 S TR E S5 B 22 1A HH B 3098 2 s LR E T =5
FH TR Z 09 2 L REURD, P RE S BN B AN E (P =, ARar, BRIGERT, 2007). RIYH PR E G
RERZ ML, KD R LTS R A SRR (] 5 B A b . R, T AR RIRAMEL IE
Ja KR ARG AR %2, FEAE S kR RS IL 4 HAL 15 DLk SR 5 (Petty & Wegener, 1999). Hii [d] &
JIRUHBEAEETT 5, 45 (RN B) s g R B A P52 0 o 38 0 9% = Ry AR g, A G40 A D LA 2 ) A
1955, BRI ARG, a8 KRG RRFFAEX T, MTiE ot X R g8 8 KX RS,
HEL T VE R T o L E IR S AR 4 2 (Ferreira, Garciamarques, Sherman, & Sherman, 2006).

4.2. ERRITIRS

BORRZE TR NN, AATR] LOEE PO R A 005 B AT RAE, — PR FIRAE, 57— FhR%
MEAE. FHREMZIERIETFHE S, —REOVRMAR, T, 2 AR FEREE RS X, HS
AMERIGSR . ORI, (2 T HBH FERAETEE, B L AR %A B B IR
7E”(Reyna & Brainerd, 2008). Ifif H/MATE $ 5 B 540 ] 32 FH SO SR AE, 114N 2 L R 4015 R E(Nelson,
Reyna, Fagerlin, Lipkus, & Peters, 2008; Reyna & Brainerd, 2008). M i# % JEBE Al 22 B % 7= A2 1R AT BE 5k
SR MR ZAL 7 BRSPS BR A 7 #SRAEA I, SFH 9, 2012). IXPFME B HIRAETT 2
FEIE T X B R AE, 7R RAEP AT FEH B & A RARELR, X — S5 o) gk 47 2
MAAE. B F A I ERIBIE X IR E, MRS TR T BB SRR a B b K
X, Mabii—EW a/ph X)X —EHMN, IHFHLEEET. AX AT EET B B attb
K X%, W4 bgt—ELl a/h X%), MZAN T HEHTE RO R —4075, B 7 iH &1
R PR 22 2K 1R

REERKIEE b, B ARIMER U TR GHEM PR R KRG, FHRIERUT ARG 1) 5
Pl ARG, HARREE IS AR G e AR [E 2 XS B, H R XA BRI X . — 71T,
FUBHRZE R 5, T 2R URAER KRR B B ARG T MR A I EIHR RN S K, BT e AL
T 5 T B AR T IS (14 55 A H P (Reyna & Lloyd, 2006), {HAEXURGNE IR, X PO in T 0w & 1
MEZERYEIA—EFAE. H—ITH, ERNRGHEA T, BRARFEEERE T AR B, 25N )5s
W ISR RS, MEXNTE, ETHEER SRS B KRG AT RS, SChr B %, 7
MERIR R, B oE AR AR AR R ) AN I o T2 i RAE 75 B — E I AR & 30 A S K
DRI, 2 R R AEAR EE TR R AR — P S R Se i R AR R . SO IR B 10 ] DLy A A3 M O 22 32 1L
it ERfRE, B SXRGE R I  W A, VTR AR T AT 73 A iE ] o

5. T REE
[ 5T DA £ 5 T8 2 5 40 b 2 SRR OB, K o e BUK 2 A i, ELK 2 DR A S
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R NTIOPIL, ASRULE T REBUR, MVPRRI TS E BLARE) R OR ST 9 U A
BERNIK . ARRIVBT 0T AAERG I B TS50 S P O e, JRAEIX ey P vh E AT SR I B O S 56
AR i F T 4518 B /MR

HO T E NAMRETT, BRI RN 2 T o LSRRI MDA R, o S R B R AR
1) 77) RBA R (i SR BLERAMARI R (B2 fE T 3L, KT RIZIR MR, Ltk
M TR 132 IBIF TEIREE LA A A o A i BT TE B 4R SRR AR SCREMA D R VR, noed e
A I E RS . R SR IBCERE ). KT, DL BRI Z Z R3S FLAE

G BT SO s SR B Uy WA BEAEAEARORZE R, b, R S R SR A R E
JEHRAES . e, JOREREM AR EE; MIEJ7 R E B BRI, XA SRR )
MR AR AN L o AR ST 57 P 22 A B0 T 9 B RE DA PR, e m i oy ez 7
HIRIERE L o BRI T AT 2R 5 BB AE A R ST T I B I E 0 LU Z S IRE IR A R 22 5
LA RSN R 3R 512 ILR Z I8 56 R A 15 = B SR W SIS R I 7= A 22 57

FARAR SO I AR G4 AR RSO R 320 B8 X B 1 70 P22 R VR I S5 R B 1 (22 B R AT i
R, ERMARAAIRHETT, XX ESAEZ I G AT SIE BRI . R, BT T
DAHE A ™ P S 3604 1) SRt — 2D B8 UE XX AR e A P AR AR R e AR ARV 2 T 0 EE 2 R IRV LR B0
fREST o

SE 3k
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