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Abstract

The two studies of our present research inspect two aspects of enclothed cognition. Study 1 dem-
onstrated that participants in the wearing-a-doctor’s-coat condition had shorter duration and
lower degree of attentional blink than participants in writing characteristics or seeing pictures of
doctor’s coat conditions. In Study 2, one group of participants wear a doctor’s coat; and the other
two groups of subjects not only wear a doctor’s coat, but also their identity be manipulated, they
are physician identification group and patient group respectively. There were no significant dif-
ferences between participants in the wearing-a-doctor’s-coat condition and participants in the iden-
tifying-with-doctors condition in the duration and the degree of attentional blink, while partici-
pants in these two conditions had shorter duration and lower degree of attentional blink than
participants in the identifying-with-patients condition. Thus this study showed that enclothed cog-
nition effect was the best way to start a kind of abstract concepts, other way could not be more
than the body experiences. Taken together, these data indicate the difference between enclothed
cognition and embodied cognition and the importance of associated identity.
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KBTI 2 LR HHER T BARNERM KK S FrA1ER T HALRF LEMR. $EE
I RRe R AR B R TR = B 326 T AMERIE BB R, SR RIERREF BB MR B AR
HRERBRREEER. AR P, KP—H8RARF LEMR; 5 HEgRER T E—AEImR
bh, HENFEEEE, SHAETARARBENARL, SRERRFEMRES R RAR
RREERNREELTEEEZR, MYEFRTHAOARL. FHEAGFRER: BRANRNE—MES)
B HRET R, s N TEEE A ERKER. &8 LR, X EHER AR ME
ARSI E S B W DL R AR R 5 4 O B A

XA
AR\, BREe, B3, ERBE

1. 53|

FABRATEEZEACRE ? KA 38 ] DALEAMEORAE S AR DL Sl e 25 1, A, Xab 2 —FiE
T IR, DR B AN 5 0 5 (Bliss, 1916)  PAAE AW 70 R B 285 2 S M AMA AT N AL B AR,
{EX BB BIF 57 I R 6 e A i AR AT R RE . Adam AT Galinsky (2012)42 H 7 E.A¢ I\ %l (enclothed cognition)#
W, ZEEN BRI R, BAGA S ENE RIE T L SN ES, DR, DL K 7 [
SINFIHE, AREABHANAER (Adam & Galinsky, 2012).

11 ESAH

B BN ETAE G0N, e nmi B i S S S A AL s #8 Hh (1 38 224 H (Shapiro, 2007). A
B IEER ERH RS, B S N R R U IR AR, 1 O R AR R R IR B A A A0 B S
AR B, RIASZ —Fh s R SRS ) (Anderson, 2003). B EASIRIAIT 5T S 4G — & IR
FEER: Hgdalm,. HeEmmiE e,

BBt ma e 7RI, AMA R S B CEE AN A SIS, 6 5] T 230 HH AR A PR T
% (Andersen, Reznik, & Manzella, 1996); M H A TEIKIE R R R — AN F RE 1B Fr), HERAT
e L B () 22 5 (Vanman, Paul, Ito, & Miller, 1997); #7838 I K /N 4843 345 5 s BUR A AUR 4L
DHER(EAR . FA), RIEIERRAIWT, 25 F U AR RN SEEARBORA — B, 4O B OR] 4 W i)
JE ek 18 (Giessner & Schubert, 2007; Schubert, Waldzus, & Giessner, 2009). F&tt£snse, ASEMEEEH,
FEUT —BUE BB R, Bl 0 Sk B Sk B 2 s ma O i 45 5L F 4 BT (Wells & Petty, 1980);
T 5 £ 50 I B ) AR b RS 1T g B VT ) 3 A ) TN O B A B LY (Ackerman, Nocera, & Bargh,

2010).
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BACAH: BB\ Wt 7L s LA

B NFIBE I 53— W A2 BRI B B Ak, BRI i 4 T DLk A A 0] AN 4847 9 i IR 26 (Zhong
& Liljenquist, 2006). JAl, B A it n] DA R IE 5840 W i AR (Schnall, Benton, & Harvey, 2008), 52
FHI, B s DRTR 48 555 (1) WG B S 459/ 44 F T8 48 54 BBy B m 7™ 4% (Schinall, Haidlt, Clore, & Jordan, 2008). 3%
B2 BT SO g2, AT B O IR BA kR IR 2 A 1B AT e, Skt
TB 1835 14 0 75 B (Kim & Cohen, 2010).

ME AR RS A B B e MRS EniR 2 B By, RIS ANl e A T 12 3 = 45 (Gallese & Lakoff,
2005)0 ATRAMBATS =ANT7 B AR SRS 1) AR A EF LB E — s 102 [RIFF ) 48
53, RGN R — PO B G B, B S bR R BB 3L Y 2 4022 T (Gallese, 2003); Gallese #1 Lakoff
WHIE T IRRES:, 45 SR RIS BRITR S/ E AR R b (4T 0 1R — B X . 2) BRAm 2285, IR0t
BB AR B TR, RARA R RAG R PR E B WK, IAREAS e B A AN )
T “Harry filegess” ; 3) R, WRIRAASEREEE, 2B S, BUE 301 WA S 4 5t 5k
A 22 HAE F (Arbib, 2008; Gallese & Lakoff, 2005).

ZELRTIR, HEUHI— %M SRR A DR M RAE R U R T S8 DL R O BT
NI ENAYN S B

1.2. ARIAH

Adam 1 Galinsky (2012)#& H 7 HACN KIS, 2 IS NSRSy . AR BRI RAE & U2 AL
PRI B ARAR TS (Adam & Galinsky, 2012) . 3R AN 74 Adam 25 15 1 SE 36 FITIE SR, AEAA T s2 56— o,
SIS B b —F SRR R 5 Ak Stroop 1145, Mm% B CIA IR SE R Stroop {155, SEEG 45 R R ISR
MR AR AR RIS, SRR 5 SR I0 MR T DLEE il i e B R Re ), X — SRR R R & 1k
LIAE AN IR M EEAEH . 8 TIEWIAR IR RAE = SCRIEAER, Adam SEEAT 1758 AN SE5, %
SO =R SRR R SR TR B S s S R Sk
TR TE A AH R A S0 AR, 875 g I e A IR 1 5 i i P 2 ) 5 = AR O — Al 4 3 s 2 i IR
AR . RIS, Adam S5ik =B IR B AR A RAT 55, 45 R I — e PR AR UL
IR B Z AR, BT RE S B AT AR, XS I0UE B AN AR T A AR Pt 5
TE B b= 25 () B A Ak 56 AR IR ) GAGE 7 3L

HAC RN 6 AR [ 20 2 75 12 BV A0 55 P AN L 0 R 23 A AR B R AE 3 SORN 34 IR ) B A AR 365 (Adlam
& Galinsky, 2012). HEINAIEIR K EH AR B AR50 18 1 A0 ¢ 1) RAE B 75 R SMES LA R 03
AR, NI 5] ECAE LA B O o 2R IR I S AR 56 5 2L B D\ B8 v 1) B AR 8 & 2R ALy, T A
FBRMBMEFRAERE S, B, 5 — R AR 1 B A A 56 18 I B 1 AR R SCBE A S S8, M
T 5200 28 AR 3 (O BN T P2 (Adam & Galinsky, 2012) . SZ56 AR A2 RE 50 R0 B8 42 35 2 1 i 700 s, 28— 1
KRt B R MR B A BRI A7 DL R B S B A G R, DRI S IR P R S R A
RATS5 I R U (Adam & Galinsky, 2012).,

BACAFIRN T BE & — B s & 19k s 77 K ((Adam & Galinsky, 2012), iX— 83875 3UAT A )
THABRAIME3) )75, Barthes 7 (FATARRY —HH IR A =FA RIS : KR, 258k
BAPERE, RS EEUIRESRSENER ZI RS BRRIER kR, HBUNES, W2
5 R# (Barthes, 1967). BMRIRBEMILEHR R LT BA LK, THS5REKSEWE T LK, 2BH
WHE. A0k R & (Barthes, 1967). Kk, 3£F Barthes (04T, W LLAKNS EESEMIARIK . BE KK
(AR R DA B A IR ) B 43 T R AN R R AL R 2 7 2K

HAGAFIEAS RGBS RSy A IR 1 BRAE 55 SURV 5 A AR ) B AR A 56 (Adam & Gallinsky, 2012).

(=)
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TR B AR AALS FT LA A RS A RAE R S0, RV G AR A B A A 6 it e e ) R A R SO0 A SRl R
NES, AT 520 28 4¢3 RO 3N T #2 (Adam & Galinsky, 2012). S A IR IR S PR AR 56 T BEAT il T o Ath B 14
RS, PROn R Al RORIAE AT DABGE R E MRS . IR S0 A TR B B BRI, AR
DA w0 Al 2 SCMUAT A4, RV BRI 2 B 3 IR X ASTR] S 4 (KB 2 1R 35 2 22 3 B X
gy, Bln AR ML R, AR ARG ARER R (41, 2009). Bk, AT ELHER B AR
JSE R — R = 2 A IR S A AR 363 1o 8 RAE B SO0 A SR R B AR, AT S0 27 A 25 1) B
TidRE, RERAGARIBEIE BOZ AR =M RIBRAI > AR SR8 . AR 0 AL SO B3 A A]
R B SAL B SE H AR R TP/

2. ¥ 1

Barthes K¢ ke 70 A = MR ROMES: . SRR . R AR 5 iRk (Barthes, 1967), [, W51
BRI T = FAN TR B S0 25 A« B S 2 A TR T B3 55 U A P o DA B A i L 8 T A ) BTy
AR E 7 4 BT AR A4 10 5 A PR A 25 2 IBGR AR b, R R 45 S A TR 2 B . REX IE A 36
ISR S

2.1 SEWEE

2.1.1. #id

SKIGIE AN 60 44 R ARIAE(35 44 &, 25 44 PR 21.80 £), KAt AITRENL > B = sk
kb 1) #ak ey bR R MR SLI0 R 2) B BB BEIMARAIHRE A 3) BHXW A BE IR
B

2.1.2. RWHH

FESS R, FRAME R T R AR SR (Raymond et al., 1992). ZMRRMIAE A 120 5 f 30k
BRI AR, EIUEER 1011 AR (A RIECE I (A5 90 ms, HEEIBE A 0 ms)if] RSVP +
BRf. ERRRBR T, “T7 (Hbsfli, A€, fS. D F = AR A) RN 2B 7~15 4K
Ry, G 2 8 AN RIEE Y IR X7 STE T SR 8 M E (P1~Pe) L BEHLE L 8
Wo SERERFTA AR PRI 2P ARG, IR “T7 MRFRIFHIW “X7 &7 BB LG 460 3
s
2.1.3. LIREFER

FE=FSZIG SN, B S S0 3 17 B AR Al A 7 — R IR, A R AT T L R
EXTIXFAR AR E S ERIR R, w2l =R Bl e B PRS- RgaiR
BRI AR Se 50 Mk 28 — Al AE AR BB S BRI ARER: (220 5 ) 3 =H0E 10 sKkEE TR
B (B &% 55K), REEFr A SR e 0 ST 1 RS BI4LR R s, S ARG 18 S5 Bk
SEIRE R BT %
22. R

221 EEBRE R

g 57 B AR H AR T RIS IER 2 536 Py~Pg OLE R IOERIRISL “T7 o RIxt IR #AF
O REA tAR G, S5 SRUIIE Lo 22 T HRRRIe T (K SR IE A2 73 55 5 s Py~Po AL E EH
T 7 6 SX TE B 9 2 ) SR AE AR 3 535 (1925 5 (p < 0.01, m, >0.25), 1M T 55 Py fir B _EHRWIAI X"
(9IS 2 2 18] -804 .3 % 59 (t(19) = 1.30, p=0.208, M, =0.40), X UtHI 4L IR/ERT 7 M E EHBL
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TR, DR, Hd BRI RFSL AT R 7 x 90 ms = 630 ms.

H 1555 T R A A ot R T DA R LRI A8 “ X7 (Py~Pg A7 L) O 2 4} 1 fff S 41 e %
FEA CAG6, 45 F P 20 ZAPRxd H BRI T 7 10 RO IE R 2650 5l 5 F X Py~Pg A7 B PRI« X7
[ RE IE 26 2 TR AE AR S 10 2% S (p < 0.01, M) > 0.31), X UM AL IALE 8 M E F I HIE
bR, P, HE SR BLRRSE AR [A] Y 8 x 90 ms = 720 ms.

VU T A P Rt oxt E Bl “T 7 DA BGOSR AL X7 (Py~Pg A7 L) P R4S T iff 2 AR 4 i %o
FEA CAG6, 45 F 0P 3 ZAIplxd H bRHE T 7 (0 R IE R 2650 51l 5 F 6 Py~Pg A7 B - PRI« X ”
(9 RE I 26 2 TR A AR B3 0 2% S (p < 0.01, 5 > 0.25), X UM AL AL 8 M B F I HHBE
MR, R, L BRI RS IR . 8 x 90 ms = 720 ms.

2.2.2. ERRF AN IE 7 R 3o 2R

F R K T7 220 Mk 6 T = B8R0 EARIRIR “T7 B Py~Pg f0 8 1 SILHHRIAIEL “X” i RExT IE
=R (UL 4). =R H BRI T 7R RO IE B 4716 8.3 % 5 (F(2, 57) = 9.37,p < 0.01, n? =0.247),
SRR Py 7 E (F(2, 57) = 5.42, p=0.007, n5 =0.160). P,hrE(F(2, 57)=5.21,p=0.008, 1; =

120 - <-4 PP B SRR SR EH %
. (urn=td

100

60 -

RE ERR (%)

40

20 4

0

TP, 1P, TP, TP, TP TP TP TP

EURRRISK “T7 5P P AL EERMAIB “X” L
Figure 1. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and
probe stimulus appeared P, - Pg positions in the wearing-a-
doctor’s-coat condition
1. ZEIMRAEFRIE “T” 5 P~Pg (LB FRMRIZA
Rzt IEFAZRAIEL IR

<-4 PP L BRI SR TR
120 4 — = BRI R IR

R TR (%)

b, TP, TP, TP, TP, TP, TP, TP

ERRRISK “T” 5P, O BARHIAI “X” 1 bLE
Figure 2. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and
probe stimulus appeared P, - Pg positions in the writing-the-
characteristics-doctor’s-coat condition
E 2. BEEMRFSARRBRRE “T” 5 PP L&
PRI BB B3 IE AR A EEER

()
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Figure 3. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and
probe stimulus appeared P; - Pg positions in the seeing-the-
pictures-doctor’s-coat condition
[E 3. NEEIMRE AWK BFRIE “T" 5 PP LE
PR B A R X IE F R A LB

ctee FHETR
- PR
e W TR
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Figure 4. Response accuracy (with standard error bars) in
percentages for target stimulus “T” and probe stimulus “X”
appeared P; - Pg positions following the target stimulus in
three conditions

& 4. =R X B ARRIEFD P1~Pg 5L B 1R MBI B X 1E
THERALLER

0.155). Py frE(F(2,57) =8.22, p=0.001, m; =0.224). P,fE(F(2,57) =9.70, p<0.001, 15 = 0.254)
Ps & (F(2, 57) = 6.77, p=0.002, 13 =0.192).Ps & (F(2, 57) = 6.57, p = 0.003, n> =0.187).P; L E (F(2,
57) = 5.55, p = 0.006, n> = 0.163)F! P {7 & (F(2, 57) = 9.70, p < 0.001, n = 0.254) [ Rt IE R th 17 7E
WEER.

5 A (post hoc multiple comparisons)&s R 2 7r: Fr P, B AL, 74 BRIMARZA A AR S350 7 M B
EERWIANEL X7 RO IE 2R 8 2 2 i T R B BRI AREE S (p < 0.01); AR ZEAE BRI IR AL 1N Pi~Pg
B BRI X7 BN IR R B2 S TR ERITE R 4(p < 0.01); M5 RIS 4 50 E
P P A% Py~Pg A7 B FRIHIEL X7 () BT IE A R 450 8 25 2 5 (p > 0.124).

2.3. g
Barthes 7& (IATIR R — A RIS N ZFAFEIFIBES: BEERE. BRRENBERE, B
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M AL 45 AR RE B2 BT A 2 B ke s R AR Rt I H ok, Fetb il s, W 155 ik (Barthes, 1967).
BRI R R REN . A LR, WHERENERRE T LI, ROHEE. Ak LKA
(Barthes, 1967). B, T Barthes i34, FTLLANG ISR M F5 5 AR A4 i LU AR
KR 2 AN AR R R 375 e TR AN RN 7T RE & — R sl R i e 77 30, X — BTy
AT REA ) T H AR R 375 30, DRI 2 3 DR AR R At 5 AR 2 1 R IO bR B, R R e
FREERIS A S SR . O IR AR b B . ARV —Ma s G S E77 0, e, X—
G TR AT A e ? WETT 2 X E — i B HEAT HRY

3. #2

BT 1 SRR RARRNE —ME i S S KR AT, AR MRS Tt ame? i)
Wi S N A A BRI, A8 o [ P AR SR LA 26 SCAAT %, RNV BB J2 ) A, X
ANTE) B4 R 2 G e 22N BA X 23, Bildn “ARAR” RIZ2 X, AR SXAMRH A AARRRT [ (45
i, 2009). AT CAHEWR BARRLN JF B2 SR AAR IS B kA, BAR ORI — U I 57 AR ) B
PRI L 8 ) RAE B SCREEA SR I EAINTF] AT 25 A3 (K L B Tl 7, BRAA B iR B 4
EAE KRB FRIRSELL . R GAE R SCR BRI B AT 2 5 o B2 R R it
HEM Sl AR, BRI R ] SR B RO IER R TO R E 22 R, 5 A Sl R 4H
FHEE, RV SRR 5 2 I ) 2 S RO IEM R Sk 2 T

3.1. SEWSE

3.1.1. #id
KU 60 4 KEARERS kA, 26 B4 PHFR: 2247 %), RARAIRENL > R =4:
LRI R0 B 3 N R N B 3 N R 4

3.1.2. KM
5HEE 1 HF .

3.1.3. SEIBRMERIEFF

TEPTA LIS Bl iAo Jon 37 B e Al A 77— AR, A ZR AT T o0 It 2
BRI MARIRAIE S EREIR, B ik = HPOR A o b — R OV BT R A S g i . ARGk =4
AR A RN TAESS s A BRI R el ST 1 PR AR R R s 17 B2 T 5 A )
AN SN FHPAABR e 50T 1 R AR RS, EERER 0 7 RER, %
BRI H 2 8 S0 o sl 0 B T B A N R s N B A [ o o LAt T TRR B0 15 0 25K 5 il R
JEAESS o

32. &£R

3.2.1. EERRE R

R 7 BRI AR 00T H AR “T7 BRI IER 3 5% Py~Pg A B_E ARG “X7 IR0 IER A
FCATREA t RS0, A RAnTE 5. A BARRIS “T7 MR ERH AR 505 5 Hos Py~Po A B B0
X B TET 2 IR A7 AR AR B (22 52 (p < 0.01, My >0.312), 11 T 55 Py S B 4RI X
(1S 2 2 1) -804 .35 % 59 (t(19) = 0.57, p = 0.575, n? =0.01), X ULHI LA IR/ERT 7 M E B
FERWE, DI, HE BB RSR[5 29 7 x 90 ms = 630 ms.

S T 0 A FILBRR FBRAIS T (R0 IEA 28 50 Py~Pg BB _E (R “ X (I REA IF
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PRI R A t K05, S5 R nVs] 6. ZAPAANT BFR R “T7 09RO IR 255 51l 5 Hoxt P~P; A7
PRIRIBL <X (L0 TER 32 I FE A AR 3 53 () 72 5 (p < 0.05, M5 > 0.104), T T 55 Pg i FHM
I X7 (R 2R 2 1) I 0 35 2% 9 (1(19) = 1.33, p = 0.198, M5 =0.02), X B HIZALARLERT 7 AN
B LRI, B, BRI 7 x 90 ms = 630 ms.

W93 NG A\ TR 2 500 H AR R “T 7 DA S SR X7 (P1~Pg o7 B ) 1 6] TEAfy 22 /B L% A
AR, SR 7. SRR HERRE T 8RN IR 25 B S5 I Py~Pg A7 B _E AR X
(S IE 26 2 TR A AE AR B3 10 2% 5(p < 0.01, 7 > 0.249), X U 4L IALE 8 M B F I HHBLIE
EBEL, DR, R R BRI ] 8 x 90 ms = 720 ms.

3.2.2. BERHRIBFOER RSB A 1E 5 B 3 3

F BRI 7 2 Mk 36 1 = 4L90alnt BARTIEE “T7 2 Pi~Pg A0 B - S IR “X” KRR} IE

B (L1 8). = AL AR AR “ T () SEXT T3 56 72 57 S 2.3 (F(2, 57) = 0.80, p > 0.05, n’ =0.027),

- PP EERB RIS SEXY T H
— = FARRIBE SR TR

% TEA 3 (%)

T-P, ' T-P, ' T-P, ' T—PA' T—PE' T-P, ' T-P, ‘ T-P, '

FARAINK “T” 5P, -P AL BRI “X” fLL%
Figure 5. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and
probe stimulus appeared P; - Pg positions in the wearing-a-
doctor’s-coat condition
5. FEIMARA BIRRIE “T” 5 P~Ps L EHRMIKIH AR
ST IEfZRAI LR

e PP i BRI A L TE

—— FUBR IR B X TE R 2
120

100 4

©
S
L

X ERER (%)

'S
S}
L

[
S
1

T-p, TP, TP, TP, TP, TP, TP TP

HARRIB “T” 5P -P AL EHRIUAIB “X” KB
Figure 6. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and

probe stimulus appeared P; - Pg positions in the identifying-
with-doctors condition

6. EIMSHMIARILABFRRIE “T" 5 Pi~Pg AL B HRMRIZL

HO R X IE R R A EL L
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- PP A BRI R T
= FARRIB R T %

11

IR ER (5)
2 2 8 2 B

N
=
1

T-p, TP, TP, T-P, TP, TP, TP TP

AR, “T” 5P -P A BLRWARB “X” ML

Figure 7. Comparation between the response accuracy (with
standard error bars) in percentages for target stimulus and
probe stimulus appeared P; - Pg positions in the identifying-
with-patients condition
E 7. MASBINELE BRI “T" 5 P~Py L EFHRMFE
B R X IE FZR A EL A

-~ BEJHAR

—m— FEEMR
120 - —a— AR

100 -
80 -

60 -

B TER % (%)

40

20 4

0

Figure 8. Response accuracy (with standard error bars) in
percentages for target stimulus “T” and probe stimulus “X”
appeared P, - Pg positions following the target stimulus in three

conditions
8. =HRMIRAXT BARRIEAD Py~Pg L E 17 MR Y R Xt 1E
TREHILLER

SRR B P, A7 B (F(2, 57) = 6.67, p=0.002, n? =0.190).P, {7 & (F(2, 57) =8.10,p=0.001, n; =
0.221). P3frE(F(2,57) = 9.30, p<0.001, n; =0.246). P, L& (F(2, 57) =558, p=0.006, n; =0.164), Ps
7 E (F(2,57) =5.47, p=0.007, n5 =0.161).PshrE (F(2, 57) =8.08, p=0.001, 15 =0.221). P, E(F(2, 57)
=4.98,p=0.010, n? =0.149)FPyfii & (F(2, 57) =8.20,p=0.001, n’ = 0.223){IRix IEHIZRIFIERE .
)5 Eb# (post hoc multiple comparisons)4s B i : 1) % B i AR 41 45 22 A TR 44 3Rkt H Al i« 77
MR IER RT3 2 5 (p = 0.779), HPARNT Po-Pg A7 B _FIRMANEL «“ X7 B RLxT IE 20T 5 3%
Z5(p > 0.05); 2) EIFE ik FIHBRNT Pi~Pg A B _EERINAIEL “X” (1RO IE #2635 53 = T i A\ &
BrNFEH(p < 0.01); 3) FEIMRABAET G EL ST WAL NFEA, HAE Py Psy Pg. P Al Py
fr Bk 3 225 7 7 (p < 0.05).

3.3. ¥
W 2 S REH . 75 I ARA SRS B 0 &4 A R AR v B B BFE AR T A S A R4,

)
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XF BB N I 2E BN R AR T 4 M o4 5 2 I AR 5 P A R 2Lt fr v
TR IR IR TC 35 25 R 2 3 B 9 2 — R DR T IR AR S A % R B i B T S A o BRI TT LAY
A R ) B AR B I ) G R SR B AR, AT SR 2 3 (L B T AR, X 5kt
B,
4. Bitig

ABFFCENIIERIE T BACU BN A . BT 1 T 25 I D AR P A R P2 ) B TP 5 L
IR £ 2L OLE 5 DV IR P LR S % LA A RO A — R B S & ity sk B 2 Il
5 L 4 51 % 2 5 T IR L5 5 2 473 A T L A I (0 R B P R I S B 2 5, T P 2Lk
W BB BRI TG BN, xR E AR S BN X, ik 1) AR
SISOR R — S B S (A3, FEAl R By s TE AR i A RS DA R e L
AN BB 2) WA BRI RAE 2 SR 5 A BRI B (A TR B ob 5 4N FIE B U EE A6 eh 4% T
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