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Chinese Discourse Relation Semantic Taxonomy and Annotation
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Abstract: Discourse Relation is an important part of discourse semantic analysis. This paper
analyses the differences between Chinese and English, then presents the first Chinese discourse
relation taxonomy based on the English discourse relation researches with explanation in details
Aim to check the rationality of the hierarchy, we conducts annotation experiments on Chinese
internet news texts and analyses all difficulties happened during the data annotation together
with the resolution to lay a foundation for the future discourse semantic analysis.
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B A VA S A G SO TR A, R O U T IR O SRR, RN
AR MR EENSE, fEAESRZVIF (Discourse Relation) tIT45 5% 3Kk 22 )
FTE o BT T SCARER A R R P S SRR B bR, 7R SR/ RS B R AN 77 v 1)
EOL T, RS 354 8] 5% ST Rk ORI T 05 SUE R, BONTE oA i B AR
R, XTEBCH (Marcu, 2000). H3h 2 (Girju, 2003). i #4504 (Somasundaran
et al, 2008; Zhou L et al, 2011) PLASCABIEIFAT (Pitler and Nenkova, 2008). 3
ARERM (Lin et al, 2011) 2542 NLP ARSEE] TR KHF B .
MRYEARAG AL O N AN, ARGIE o 718 R3] Loy W BLR =28

(1) PARNEAE OO B BT B

TVCBEHE (Lexical Cohesion) @It 43 HialV 8 SR #E 3 A4, A 3 BHAVC
A R R AE LA T i 2515 X (Jane and Graeme, 1991). 1ZFEGFIERMETERE, (H LRI
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{EEE N KT (1987—), B, WA, EEHFFIT AR ZIE Ui, SCARTZEHE; 2855 (1968
—), 1, #HIR, FEMAFRNERES A, EEAR. FEMIE; #E (1972—), 5, #i%,
FEMF G N EHRIE ST, SORIZHE . CARRE.



NEBSXT %R, BISHEAER; 0 (Grose. Hoshi and Scott, 1995) FE455E )
A)F R B AR, JEI e AR B AR AR AL T AR IR RS B AR FEIRAE B B 1%

(2) PATE BRI VAR O I B BEAG

HEZRAE X % (FrameNet ) 8 A4 i 1 CHEZE ” ¥ 15 SCENR AL T SHALIE I (Fillmore
C.J., 1976), I LI M CIE S RS SLo Ll PER 22N BERAR . 2540 B0 A0S 1) U 4
TR T P CHESRE SR E (Chinese FrameNet, CFN)., ZHiBiEN(EEFE, HETitHE
MR, B VER SR, I FRFEm FE T, IRMETE T JAAN B R SOARE SO A A
AR BAE SR, i LA S DR SOARE AR (Schank et al., 1977). Z PG
I, (HI S s oik iR, R T S .

(3) PUim B &5 R iz O 17 B BEAG

BREGEHIFEIE (Rhetorical Structure Theory, RST) MHiE M A#T 6y SCAS 8] A& T
ZERY T, FBRE SR R R SCARTE A5 B (Mann and Thompson, 1988). ZHISAEH 583,
AR R Ui TAETEEE, HAEEARR,; SCRBEBXIS (Text tiling) it Siitialic
LA ATAE DL Bk £, A BN BRAL G AR, MR ERRAZ A “B R
IHE (Marti A. Hearst , 1997). IR LABIE AT R, X4t a5 AR,
EAMT SRR STt i U B R

B—RIEmNEM, HAEYESR, (HUCLRTCE OO, RIIBEE AL 5 K5k
T g5, BRI R 9% 00, stk 73 )RR 7S . 56 =207 ke RISk
M, (Wi T8, ARITHE. £XPEOT PDTB (Penn Discourse Treebank)

(Prasad et al., 2008) MiziiAz, ZERLE PTB M FE LA I, DU & QBERNE RO,
MAE SR FE R T s A ¢ R R, 15 UE B FE HAEREE R . 220 DU 2 kA
R, MRS E X R RIFRETTE, #ZH 5SORTT, 2 8 2 i g SOk 1A ff
FHANE ok REBAFAE— S22 5%, F PDTB K R B4R 2 b SO R R & W 22 .

AT A T A SR G 2 R [R)E SOOR SRR R RS TR T g R) [A] 58 2 18 Lo Hir
JIE N AR ST, 3@ o M v S SO 22 S e tH SO R M, TR AR TH [ O E
KEMZIEILIERFRFUER TSR R —BUERM E &M R NABHLW T : =5
I AAE COOR R AR TAE: S =30 thrh eSO 2 5, S SUR R 20 28
DU 43S AR SO HH I v SR B 0 (B9 SR SRR 25 38 T o0 48 v SUR B 0 [ SR
RUERWRE S m oAy BN an Ak

2 Mk IT{E#RA

A o RIS K5 RST A1 PDTB 3, Hrb RST #i (Mann and Thompson, 1988)
Y HY IR R e 25 ) ) e RF AT A8 — UG Marcu (Marcu, 1997) 7E RST HEZE N4 H 1 —Ff
BRI T BEJS Soricut (Soricut and Marcu, 2003) A4 FH A% 7Y 2k 4 17]
T AE A VR AE AT T A0 TR B B 4549 ; DuVerle (DuVerle, 2009) 8 3= fia] I
FREFGERIACERAE, SR SV 7L ISR ST AR R R B SCAR R B RE K R VW Feng (VW
Feng and Hirst, 2012) LARST &R EAN, A 7 RERTES FRACME 1SR .

PDTB & 242 3 I EE 2 J5 (Prasad et al., 2008) HIL T —RHAHFH 5T, Pitler
(Pitler et al., 2008) i Ziit KBLARME R KR (FEAEREH IR REARKR),
BT AERIFIIRE, B Piter (Pitler et al., 2009) i JHA)ik(E BT s & 56 B iA 1)
SR AR, FEt B RO RIRBIHEHT TIRE (Pitler et al., 2009); Wellner (Wellner and
Pustejovsky, 2007) A1 Elwell (Elwell and Baldridge, 2008) 4»5ilM#iFH T HL88 2% > 5%,
PARERE A% 0T T R R TR B



ST AAEAE SRR X R (L F) Lin (Lin et al., 2009) {# FPUSKAFAEHEAT T
WA, AEAE AN oA %% BEJS Lin (Lin et al., 20100 #2H 73T PDTB A &
MR E o bras, SEIL T REOCIGR . JuE . KRR REIRE; Wang (Wang et al.
2010) RSB I, G P EBIOIREARKCR, TS 7 AN FSESR: Zhou
(Zhou et al., 2010) EFRBLRFARIICHK, FERIHZCHIA I BE O R KA,
Chiarcos (Chiarcos, 2012) FJHFHK R I8 R E AR LR

H B9 32 PDTB 2 4, EN/EiE (Prasad et al., 2008b). +H-HiE (Zeyrek and Webber,
2008). FiHifHiE (Alsaif and Markert, 2011) HOf5 8L & A) 1] 55 R 9T L. (Ed
Nk, Xue (Xue, 2005) bW & RBCIAIZEAT TWH5E, FEfS Zhou (Zhou and Xue, 2012)
K FH BT PDTB PR RARE 7300 Sk, HRERREE & U B URR IR R AL
P& H T 1) S YR FE A S SOR R AR &R, i SR R ENE, FRET T oSG R R
T A

3 HEXERDN

PDTB & IIFIRAT 1A S, (HIATAI I fAE— LB B 2 R, R R R
PR RO S e w2, B LT T
3. 1 KR PIENEENTE

“YLSCEGEH, TPOCEE L7, PR V2 MR R SR R AEDESC PDTB 1A R A A
W, PRI R RBE LA TE, SHIGEEERER.

Bl 1. Oy 7 IRSHE, Al 2R AR

Bl 2. AAMEIETS 16, i TEE T

Bl 1 Feom B EE S, B 2 FoRidhiE e X MR R L HIAEH W, H3E3C PDTB
ERBEAR R RZER, MiZEA) T ABATIRE, Bt VIRK—#0MEE. Assd iz X
“HEIRAR”, “BHRR” BHU EWEEER.

3. 2 EXMFARMRLEXRFENE

“HEC A, a7, hOUR A HI 2N E S AU IESE > ), FiE
e (¥ T 5 T, 3 SOMOE B IR A1, JESC PDTB AR R A 7 5 JEH11E IR R R

) 3. — 77 THE I BRI FIBR BF ek 11 37 B RHRBUPE R oK S5 — 7T, BN DR Rtk (3 55 A
I 7 ot D R

il 3 th AN ) B IF AR P T TH 284, XA FVALE TP SCAES L. 9530 PDTB 44 &R bk
DRI R R, GBSV “PRRRAR” &, fERSHEIT (Bl WK e
VAR E5E, SBUEE R, Lhr EZFHIFEANE ERMNB KRR A @ € LI
FIRZR” FAFTCR B HIE LI
3. 3 EXMESXRFEHERE

JE3C PDTB 4 Z rb 0, & 1 1] I 255 B8 RIS R AY, iy 1 b ST/ WY O IR 25 R0 )
BIE, MIREBFR B bSO 2 FECOR BN ME, I mafE BRI X 7 77

5] 4 1f they had this much trouble with Chicago, they are going to have an awful
time with the rest.

B 4 J& T I3 PDTB AR FRep “25 AP0 R NEmy “id L5527, & b 1 shin i 2
R BUMEBAE PSR N AE, T HAREGERS 25 DX %285 A 2 Bl 5 B 1) A HAh X ) o
A SCHEH B P SR R MR 1IN A SRR R, JRR ] HAR X o FR v B A SRS AR
3. 4 JTITTEENESI EHEREXE

RIEELHIT 5 E X (Prasad et al., 2008), FEmA)E<A/CUIEHRAN LR, EMEE
A E DIREAE (£, 1984), FHFEAERBDIEREFIMEAX 5o FE3C PDTB 44 AR I 1]



PUE R RIX e RECAMEIRI TG RN Arg2, — AN JCEFRA Argl.

B 5: WIS TR (Arg2), RATLAHED—2 (Argl).

Bl 6: f5E T INA (Argl), REEATEAH 2Bi—% (Arg2).

X AR A% Oy, A 5 SN SRR Ta] 1 7 A SR 1) T LA 2 9 S Ab 3SR . (H
ZE XGRS B S AT RE I — 2R 22, R EEHELL T 7

(1) ~PAT KRB

P EAIEE R AVE— N RBGR I, 1 SCE A vV 2 AN RERIE RN I, PN TT
FWA RBOAEM, #%IBISOE LEIEX 5 Argl Fil Arg2.

i 7 RO ELEE UK, FrDARREHAH T

(2) KREHEHAL

ESC RIS A LU ™A, AR DR R DRIRIRDE T R A 2 A A (] 5D,
[R5 PDTB 26k R A B 56 Argl FHIRSE R IUSLH, Z0E Argl FHIR KA IIEN (1] 6).
HSCORERIA 2 W AEA) iR BB, ~PREOESCE e R R 6 HiE LR R

(3) XX

[ — AN S 2] LA AN RN OC I TA]. (3] 8, 9) o #%BRBESC PDTB (152 L7, [Fl—4
FJFAETR LA BAL RO AT DO RO R, 1X 2 FHOE 2 15 L.

i 8: JTHLE TUK, FTUEeA AR LT . JRFERR)

% 9: PRI HLAE TUK, BeMrA LT . (EHRKR)

ARSCHEHFE TP IT 02 € X7 KRBT R BN Argl, GBI Arg2. iX
Pl SCHEBONEHE, & FATATE 5N, 15 FPAT RBEA . S Al ke o KA 2 i
PR WAL, FEIXFE U8, 9 M B AHIFEIOC RARTY, TINFFEIE LZ .

4 hBEAIENEN XA KR

CHLRRIERIE, SR NG (AT, 1984), IR RECR: IWIE CEIL EE,
HFOCEUD IS S . AR, A PR AIEE LB, RARTEANFEE; WNERETA L
HSCORIRAR A SE B R, AT SCIE RiE s WSO Bk, FSCsE B BB 451,
FIF R RIE, RIS 2%, I B SR R SO — 22, A E
PEHTH A SR FEE SRR R
4. 1 BEENE

KL TG s 24 (8] 06 BT 5 (Prasad et al., 2008), HISCES &) [E1E XK Rk A4
FEAERAE: BEAEKR. RRILER. BUKRKER.

BEAJERR: WA AFAE RS O, 8% HOCBIR TR R AR A 1E
AR RASF A =28

(1) ERKR: FAAEWHRKRBEEEFRRIREFE A E KR,

(2) BaOCR: BUDRBOATE, FFZEHEATHEIERAR R = ARE R,

(3) EH#XR: SO CHOATE, (HEA DREIAL S B I o 1

RRILER: MR EA) AR RPISCARRTC. R RBAAFETT LI LT =2

(1) BRRAILE: BRKRICEUIE N E. KBRS, RTFRERN, 4%

AR AR, . EZA). BRI,
(2) B RRILER: FOCRAK R NG T BN AR ARA) 2 (6], 25 p8 B S 1) 08 R
%, ISR RDUE TXARE], RAKRITORE LFARRKER.

(3) H#MRFRILER: AIRBERRRGHEEHR LR, TR ELFRRKLR,

BURRER: REA)ECRITA TRRMARMNEHAE R, FTHIITIHEANNH.
4, 2 REAENEXNXRAMKR



R EARTE SCR AR R BA ZRREH: B YSH RS T —49E5H, 7o

ZHRA DA =S H o X R AT G 2 AR BRI, PRI SRR
I B R eAR R SR R . ASCH Argl ARIRALERTERITCR, Arg2 dRiRA B BT

/%\ ’

4.2.

4.2.

F R RIZRAR R I 1] 7
1R FXR
PN TCR I I FEERELR, RN “BIFRR”.
® [ RAR
A TCRAAAE—ENRE S, A “FBRRT,
] 10: A[A0FT TEIK] argr ISR, [RIIR AL T W] arge-
o RIXR
PN TCEAFAERT 8] ERSE SR IT, FRZN “RIPRR7.
> EFRAR
WA TCER Y Argl 78 Arg2 ZRTRAE, RN “HFRR”.
B 11 FE[ EPRBATI] argn I, [fAHEIA] T B0 argoo
> JEFRAR
WA TCERY Argl 78 Arg2 2 J5 KA, RN “IaFRAR”.
B 12: L[ EURERAT] argy ZHT, [Hh WERATELIA] 7 HE] argoo
2ERMHRAR
A TER P — MR IEMEA 5, AN AR R, RN “RHRR.
® EIFMKAR
PN TCER T IR RIS R, WA BN, TR A “HEAMFRR.
> K
FAFTCRNER, FRITERENE, BN R FM.
1 13: A EMREE 791 argrr BEIFES INTAK T argoo
> B
SERITTRNEN, FTHR—ENE, BN BB,
il 14: AA[W N X aqs ATABEHEANT 5] argoo
> oM
TR TCRRTAR, SRR KA, 2R “TaxM.
B 15: LIR[IIRE TG R] agrs  [FRATEHFE EEE] argoo
o JEAKMKRA
A TCERERFR —MEHEMZ S, A NPT SRRIF AR, DR EER &,
AR LR, RN “BREMLR.

1 16: QAL [EZLAE AR A P AR ] arga s [P FEARBEANZ L] argo

4.2.

SLEBXRFH

PN TCER TR N B 2 5, JF R IX M E R, Rz “HIRRR” »

® HEXLLKR

P TCRATAE LA JE@ M, R EEZE S LR ZER, RN “HEHRR .
> [l

WA TCERAE S B E R RSB IUE, FRZN “F X7,

Bl 17: 2009 FE[A T ZFFETF T 69%) argro 1EZ[[FI4E EL IR R 7 T B FF A5 38 11 85%)] argo o
> IR

WA TCRE ALY R A ARGEB N BUE, FE—EE T, Iy “ IR,

B 18: [AFHIHEBIRTT T ] agre [EAEFEHERA TN argoo



4.2.

4.2.

4.2.

® XK R (KR
PN TCRAH PRI EYERT L, TRE T EOE B, RN« R R,
1] 28 [F [ I 12 it B e 2 R argro (ELZ VA B8 O IR G BRI 1] argz
4ERXF
P TOE AAEE TSP R SR s, FR2 N “BIRER .
®  EHERAKRE (BB
P TCERH AR E, 55— INZE R SR LR, WE SN ERESL, RN
“HERAXR,
> JRPEKAR
P TCERH Argl UL R R, Arg2 BEEZ R R SEUIEE R, RN “IRFK R,
B 19: [MhHERM T Magre IS KA BEBE] arg2-
> ZRXKR
P TeE S Arg2 BEIA IR, Argl B iR R SN AR, RN “HRIR7.
1 20: [fASRERIT 2 T Tagrr PUATMAERR T ] argoo
o [HIERAKRR (HEIRKEE)
P TCER R — MR, B A h A EWEL, RN “HERELR.
] 21: [ZELEMIR T Vi agre [OAITEMPIERTERE] TR L] argo-
® HMRKA
A TCERE R —MEHEM EAR, A—Mahx BRI RATE, N “HIRR”.
i 22: [ 7 iEZIAGEAR] agr, S T )\E Z2FHRUEF] argoo
5 RXRA
PN TCR BAEEN R LY, s TS0, N “PRRER.
® LKA
P TCER T — AR 5 — N R AR, FRe A “AR R,
> fEREULEA
PN TEER T Arg2 20 Argl (E—DaRE, RN “MREUiIA .
Bl 23: X2 MREE ZERHF] age [ERELE 500 47T ANREL I ER] agze
> SRR
WA TR —NES TIENMES, A MR LS IR S, TRz “SERRR .
Bl 24: [SFEAIRT TIRZ KK agre T ATRFELZ B ageo
> ISR R
A TCR P —MERIEANG, A RHBIIMEDN, R “BIINRR,
] 25: [ E 5 R — B IVE R AL TR > B T [02 4F 5 H A FAF] argo-
® THKA
A TCE T Arg2 s2 5 Argl BB gERNZ AR, RN “ZIbkR 7,
] 26: [IXAZEEAT] LAZEFOK ., E . SMRIEHT, BT LAR ] agrs A Z [FHACZE K] argoo
o KR
PN TCERAREH R, Arg2 t Argl HiE—2, RN “Hidic R,
] 27: [ AMEFRIKGE T 58]) argr> T EL[BNT-BE ST WA AEE] argo
6 HHIXFR
PN TCR A FINE AR E 5, AT RIS, 2R “HIRR.
® FITRA
PN TCER 7 BRI J LA R, 8RR — R R LA T, B2 “CFATRR 7,
1] 28: [ITRIT K 7o B3 SR TR argr,  [ELIS [BSURF TP L AE TN 5] oo




® IEFELR
PN TCERE IR — PRI L, PR “HEFERR.
> FHA RS
P TR I AT e R oF A B s, PR AR IR,
11 29: HWAR[TI 2 Z 1] argar B2 A NS arga
> HFIEF
P TCER HAE ik —, REERIN I, RN “HJFigE”.
11 30: ZEA[FIIISEE] argrr ZEATHER HITEHE] argo

5 BRI S St

N TR R SR B R AE R RAR R BRI 52 &M, A SO IR T T R Uik R B
TORMRE TAE. AT W2 AhRE N R — SRR E, U 5 S 20 STk R sk
LA — 30, MITTAIE B A SC3E S AR R — SRR T s A0 2 4 bR 2 58 AN R K S 2>
ALK 223056 R AEAE X DL A B R A, IITGAIE B Hh SO Sk R R I 78 %1
5. 1FREAA

BIRRARPRE: BRI P AL RS U R 2 A0 0] ¢ R I e 2R AL, I B ) o0 B
R R AN, AR “TXTE T “— Bk CHT AT SEIETE IS

R REIRE: ZRIRB T A AMAERBARAR IR RS A RO R, R FHARFIES A Fh
0L, R 75 EFRE N UG FEE & M RBCIR A A AR IZ R R

JERARME: FERUNI R A DS RSO, SRS, h). A E . 5.
B, JFFHARVIRE.
5. 2iERRIERINTIRE

AT ] BRIk, SRUE L FE T VR AN AN AN T sk o 78 I sl 3 ) A T
JB IS TE SR T F k£ — s RSB RERL, FF0 A4 TE A . ZdEbsiE
ZAMEEPAT, WA BRMESHRYE S, HYLREAEXRHITEN.

AT UEBHRSCAR R —EtE, AR SCHUE PREER R, SRAPRME Kappa B (A
KD WHEEZAAENRBARE S, 50T 2 4R g Rre A R R S5 e .

_ P(A)-P(E)

1-P(E) .

H: P (A FRZAMEFRE -BUNA DL, P (B) FoRHE EE B H ot

N TR SR R e &N, ARGt T 2 AE N R R B e AR R L% E o i
XRRHRIE SR RN 2, Ul I 1 R bl D G I8 10 SRR S Tt B A 4 & e
B R ZHOR R I
5. 3FRESM

KR M LI T T =4 kRiEE (AL, A2. A3) HIbRiE— 2k kappa fii: R
HEMRBEMMWRNRZIA, IR BN A RAME, PSRk 1R,

SRR R A2 5 A3 briE—3 (A2=A3) ] Kappa ftificisr, 537 74.10%:; Al
5 A3 b5 (A1=A3) [ Kappa {ti N 66.70%; il =4 st 49— 21 Kappa {Eik |
59.90%, #{A& Kappa {E# . WA HIHT, B bR — B Ul B v SO & A) ) E SOK
RAE R —BUERST MO = A AR A5 R e AN R SEBIR D 150 B8ORS 4y Sl T AR
NEIEMZE],  MATIE B A SO R I 58 %1

FAMEFE RIS = AR B I AR — S Z R RO A2 5 A3 BRiE—E(A2=A3)
1] Kappa {EIAE] T 74.10%, 11 Al 5 A2 FriE—3 (A1=A2) [ kappa {6 R fi 59.30%; *



WIE, EANR AL S A2, A3 BT A2 5 A3 1g—2tE. XA i 1
TESCRE R 2, PRESS R e R OB T ARE N 5L o 15 SCIR A B BAT 5, FinE
IR, ARMERL 48— RORRAERI), O B S A BRI T HERE

R 1 RES R
Tab.2 Analysis of the data annotation

25 FEUE WRIR IT RE HE Kappa
KEMH 9 8 4 16 18

A1=A2 4 4 3 12 9 59. 30%
A1=A3 4 5 4 13 10 66. 70%
A2=A3 6 6 3 13 12 74. 10%
2H—3 4 5 3 13 12 59. 90%
e NG 0 0 1 1 2

VE: ZAAMEANT AL A2, A3 4 HlbRTE 55 MR EA) IR 2 BB S A RmRAS, i

HAEWNRIFRE S RE TR = APREE R AR E— 8, 35 VU4H Kappa {8
5. 4 ¥REE T

T8 S AR B LA e SOV, RN B SO S SRS, AR SR AR R
MTRE IR Ao N T AT bR R B B A, IR R T %
5.4. 1 528K

AR, RZ AR AR TSR () 31 R4, (BB A X e 8 iE
MBI RG . RIS REERE), BREARWEIMENTES SRR EARINES,

Bl 31: AERIAIF RN R L T HIEG A= R ? i B R BIFRIBLLFEE 1CS
DIRERISLFHWE, SR Android 5.0?

H AT Rk 7 R0 T

> RVHMEAICERE I

> HRHEA TR RE R, G  RER A)T
5.4.2 AR 5IBN KR XF

SRV AIVE ARGy, B 32 W “FeH” DL EIERSEE, TSR e i
NER, AR RERE TR BRI E B ARNE%.

) 32: EAMEARS HRESCHRH, AEEEMEH — 3 E KT RTINS 4.

H AT Rk 77 R0 T

> IRIAR R AT R 2R

> HOGEIE N8, Ak R R B BUT 5 a2
5.4. 31BN X

VB SR EAT — B S, N2 i S URIE TR, R 25 R B0 ) s
FAREN R B 33 MBHAHNT “HHEXR” 5 MBI Z 08, W ARE A X
KAMBERANEH.

5] 33: Android 4. 0 #E RS (V5 “UKIMR =R ) HRA LK, A HEEA Android
A 1%, B RUE — 282 FHLAFIR B A Android 4. 0.

H AT Rk 77 Z a0 T

> PR R RS RSB, RTFET 2K



6 ZEip

AR AR T T 1) PP ST ) () U6 B AR 2R, ] v SO B ) 1] ok AT FCHEAT 1A
B3R, F T SO RIEAT T8 R RRE , 00T T AREE IR B B A 4 AR S,
X} HR SR B A B] 9% R AL IEAT TP 2

AR )RS TR ) SOOR RAR R T A OCE 5 SAH B, 1@ 1B BARE M 2 A i
N BRI — B AT IRAIE T Fh ST 25 1R o6 A BRI A L, (I s e S i) 1 1
(K S o 30T B R S S 1) 25 4 R SO R ST RS I T REAB B 1 i B, g HH P SR R
TP, AR T %

FESEEEA B, FRATIHRIFF UL TAEN S : o 30 2 ) 18] 58 RIEBHRE S aE R
SR B A) ) S0 R R AL B AR i OOk A A1 R TG R I U A BRI T XX
A2 B R R RE R ) 5 S s SCARE UM as i 5 583

7 Bust

AR EEFE AR FESE ST E (61133012). Hx AR ¥EEH FWHH
(61073126). HEZF ARFIFIE4EH FIHH (61273321) VAL EZ 863 RIS A 5210 H
(2012AA011102) #thl, 5.
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