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Preface by Halliday

Foreign Language Teaching & Research Press is to be congratulated on its initiative in making these
publications in linguistics available to foreign language teachers and postgraduate students of linguistics in China.

The books are a representative selection of up-to-date writings on the most important branches of linguistic
studies, by scholars who are recognized as leading authorities in their fields.

The availability of such a broad range of materials in linguistics will greatly help individual teachers and
students to build up their own knowledge and understanding of the subject. At the same time, it will also contribute
to the development of linguistics as a discipline in Chinese universities and colleges, helping to overcome the divisions
into “English linguistics”, “Chinese linguistics” and so on which hinder the progress of linguistics as a unified
science.

The scries is to be highly commended for what it offers to all those wanting to gain insight into the nature of
language, whether from a theoretical point of view or in application to their professional activities as language
teachers. It is being launched at a time when there are increasing opportunities in China for pursuing linguistic
studies, and I am confident that it will succeed in meeting these new requirements.

M. A.K. Halliday

Emeritus Professor
University of Sydney
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Preface by Chomsky

[tis about half a century since the study of language undertook a rather new course, while renewing some
traditional concerns that had long been neglected. The central change was a shift of attention from behavior and the
products of behavior ( texts, corpora, etc.) to the internal mechanisms that enter into behavior. This was part of a
general shift of perspective in psychology towards what became known as “cognitive science,” and was in fact a
significant factor in contributing to this development.

With this departure from prevailing structuralist and behaviorist approaches, the object of inquiry becomes a
property of individual persons, my granddaughters for example. We ask what special properties they have that
underlie an obvious but nonetheless remarkable fact. Exposed to a world of “buzzing, booming confusion” (in
William James's classic phrase), each instantly identified some intricate subpart of it as linguistic, and reflexively,
without awareness or instruction {which would be useless in any event), performed analytic operations that led to
knowledge of some specific linguistic system, in one case, a variety of what is called informally “English,” in
another a variety of “Spanish.” It could just as easily been one of the Chinese languages, or an aboriginal language
of Australia, or some other human language. Exposed to the same environment, their pet cats (or chimpanzees,
etc. ) would not even take the first step of identifying the relevant category of phenomena, just as humans do not
identify what a bee perceives as the waggle dance that communicates the distance and orientation of a source of
honey.

All organisms have special subsystems that lead them to deal with their environment in specific ways. Some of
these subsystems are called “mental” or “cognitive,” informal designations that need not be made precise, just as
there is no need to determine exactly where chemistry ends and biology begins. The development of cognitive
systems, like others, is influenced by the environment, but the general course is genetically determined. Changes of
nutrition, for example, can have a dramatic effect on development, but will not change a human embryo to a bee or
a mouse, and the same holds for cognitive development. The evidence is strong that among the human cognitive
systems is a “faculty of language” (FL), to borrow a traditional term: some subsystem of (mostly) the brain. The
evidence is also overwhelming that apart from severe pathology, FL is close to uniform for humans: it is a genuine
species property. The “initial state” of FL is determined by the common human genetic endowment. Exposed to
experience, FL passes through a series of states, normally reaching a relatively stable state at about puberty, after
which changes are peripheral: growth of vocabulary, primarily.

As far as we know, every aspect of language — sound, structure, meanings of words and more complex
expressions — is narrowly restricted by the properties of the initial state; these same restrictions underlie and
account for the extraordinary richness and flexibility of the systems that emerge. It is a virtual truism that scope and
limits are intimately related. The biological endowment that allows an embryo to become a mouse, with only the
most meager environmental “information,” prevents it from becoming a fly or a monkey. The same must be true of
human higher mental faculties, assuming that humans are part of the biological world, not angels.

We can think of the states attained by FL, including the stable states, as “languages”: in more technical
terminology, we may call them “internalized languages” (I-languages). Having an I-language, a person is equipped
to engage in the “creative use of language” that has traditionally been considered a primary indication of possession
of mind; by Descartes and his followers, to cite the most famous case. The person can produce new expressions over
an unbounded range, expressions that are appropriate to circumstances and situations but not caused by them, and
that evoke thoughts in others that they might have expressed in similar ways. The nature of these abilities remains
as obscure and puzzling to us as it was to the Cartesians, but with the shift of perspective to “internalist linguistics,”
a great deal has been learned about the cognitive structures and operations that enter into these remarkable
capacities.

Though the observation does not bear directly on the study of human language, it is nevertheless of interest
that FL appears to be biologically isolated in critical respects, hence a species property in a stronger sense than just
being a common human possession. To mention only the most obvious respect, an I-language is a system of discrete
infinity, a generative process that yields an unbounded range of expressions, each with a definite sound and
meaning. Systems of discrete infinity are rare in the biological world and unknown in non-human communication
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systems. When we look beyond the most elementary properties of human language, its apparently unique features
become even more pronounced. In fundamental respects human language does not fall within the standard typologies
of animal communication systems, and there is little reason to speculate that it evolved from them, or even that it
should be regarded as having the “primary function” of communication (4 rather obscure notion at best). Language
can surely be used for communication, as can anything people do, but it is not unreasonable to adopt the traditional
view that language is primarily an instrument for expression of thought, to others or to oneself; statistically
speaking, use of language is overwhelmingly internal, as can easily be determined by introspection.

Viewed in the internalist perspective, the study of language is part of biclogy, taking its place alongside the
study of the visual system, the “dance faculty” and navigational capacities of bees, the circulatory and digestive
systems, and other properties of organisms. Such systems can be studied at various levels. In the case of cognitive
systems, these are sometimes called the “psychological” and “physiological” levels — again, terms of convenience
only. A bee scientist may try to determine and characterize the computations carried out by the bee’s nervous system
when it transmits or receives information about a distant flower, or when it finds its way back to the nest: that is
the level of “psychological” analysis, in conventional terminology. Or one may try to find the neural basis for these
computational capacities, a topic about which very little is known even for the simplest organisms: the level of
“physiological” analysis. These are mutually supportive enterprises. What is learned at the “psychological level”
commonly provides guidelines for the inquiry into neural mechanisms; and reciprocally, insights into neural
mechanisms can inform the psychological inquiries that seek to reveal the properties of the organism in different
terms.

In & similar way, the study of chemical reactions and properties, and of the structured entities postulated to
account for them, provided guidelines for fundamental physics, and helped prepare the way for the eventual
unification of the disciplines. 75 years ago, Bertrand Russell, who knew the sciences well, observed that “chemical
laws cannot at present be reduced to physical laws.” His statement was correct, but as it turned out, misleading;
they could not be reduced to physical laws in principle, as physics was then understood. Unification did come about
a few years later, but only after the quantum theoretic revolution had provided a radically changed physics that could
be unified with a virtually unchanged chemistry. That is by no means an unusual episode in the history of science.
We have no idea what the outcome may be of today’s efforts to unify the psychological and physiological levels of
scientific inquiry into cognitive capacities of organisms, human language included.

It is useful to bear in mind some important lessons of the recent unification of chemistry and physics,
remembering that this is core hard science, dealing with the simplest and most elementary structures of the world,
not studies at the outer reaches of understanding that deal with entities of extraordinary complexity. Prior to
unification, it was common for leading scientists to regard the principles and postulated entities of chemistry as mere
calculating devices, useful for predicting phenomena but lacking some mysterious property called “physical reality.”
A century ago, atoms and molecules were regarded the same way by distinguished scientists. People believe in the
molecular theory of gases only because they are familiar with the game of billiards, Poincare observed mockingly.
Ludwig Boltzmann died in despair a century ago, feeling unable to convince his fellow-physicists of the physical
reality of the atomic theory of which he was one of the founders. It is now understood that all of this was gross
error. Boltzmann’s atoms, Kekule’s structured organic molecules, and other postulated entities were real in the only
sense of the term we know: they had a crucial place in the best explanations of phenomena that the human mind
could contrive.

The lessons carry over to the study of cognitive capacities and structures: theories of insect navigation, or
perception of rigid objects in motion, or I-language, and so on. One seeks the best explanations, looking forward to
eventual unification with accounts that are formulated in different terms, but without foreknowledge of the form
such unification might take, or even if it is a goal that can be achieved by human intelligence — after all, a specific
biological system, not a universal instrument.

Within this “biolinguistic” perspective, the core problem is the study of particular [-languages, including the
initial state from which they derive. A thesis that might be entertained is that this inquiry is privileged in that it is
presupposed, if only tacitly, in every other approach to language: sociolinguistic, comparative, literary, eic. That
seems reasonable, in fact almost inescapable; and a close examination of actual work will show, I think, that the
thesis is adopted even when that is vociferously denied. At the very least it seems hard to deny a weaker thesis: that
the study of linguistic capacities of persons should find a fundamental place in any serious investigation of other
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aspects of language and its use and functions. Just as human biology is a core part of anthropology, history, the
arts, and in fact any aspect of human life, so the biolinguistic approach belongs to the social sciences and humanities
as well as human biology.

Again adapting traditional terms to a new context, the theory of an I-language L is sometimes called its
“grammar,” and the theory of the initial state S-0 of FL is called “universal grammar” (UG). The general study is
often called “generative grammar” because a grammar is concerned with the ways in which L generates an infinite
array of expressions. The experience relevant to the transition from S-0 to L is called “primary linguistic data”
(PLD). A grammar G of the I-language L is said to satisfy the condition of “descriptive adequacy” to the extent
that it is a true theory of L. UG is said to satisfy the condition of “explanatory adequacy” to the extent that it is a
true theory of the initial state. The terminology was chosen to bring out the fact that UG can provide a deeper
explanation of linguistic phenomena than G. G offers an account of the phenomena by describing the generative
procedure that yields them; UG seeks to show how this generative procedure, hence the phenomena it yields, derive
from PLD. We may think of S-0 as a mapping of PLD to L, and of UG as a theory of this operation; this idealized
picture is sometimes said to constitute “the logical problem of language acquisition.” The study of language use
investigates how the resources of [-language are employed to express thought, to talk about the world, to
communicate information, to establish social relations, and so on. In principle, this study might seek to investigate
the “creative aspect of language use,” but as noted, that topic seems shrouded in mystery, like much of the rest of
the nature of action.

The biolinguistic turn of the 1950s resurrected many traditional questions, but was able to approach them in
new ways, with the help of intellectual tools that had not previously been available: in particular, a clear
understanding of the nature of recursive processes, generative procedures that can characterize an infinity of objects
(in this case, expressions of L) with finite means (the mechanisms of L). As soon as the inquiry was seriously
undertaken, it was discovered that traditional grammars and dictionaries, no matter how rich and detailed, did not
address central questions about linguistic expressions. They basically provide “hints” that can b~ used by someone
equipped with FL and some of its states, but leave the nature of these systems unexamined. Very quickly, vast
ranges of new phenomena were discovered, along with new problems, and sometimes at least partial answers.

It was recognized very soon that there is a serious tension between the search for descriptive and for explanatory
adequacy. The former appears to lead to very intricate rule systems, varying among languages and among
constructions of a particular language. But this cannot be correct, since each language is attained with a common FL
on the basis of PLD providing little information about these rules and constructions.

The dilemma led to efforts to discover general properties of rule systems that can be extracted from particular
grammars and attributed to UG, leaving a residue simple enough to be attainable on the basis of PLD. About 25
years ago, these efforts converged in the so-called “principles and parameters” (P&P) approach, which was a
radical break from traditional ways of looking at language. The P&P approach dispenses with the rules and
constructions that constituted the framework for traditional grammar, and were taken over, pretty much, in early
generative grammar. The relative clauses of Hungarian and verb phrases of Japanese exist, but as taxonomic
artifacts, rather like “terrestrial mammal” or “creature that flies.” The rules for forming them are decomposed into
principles of UG that apply to a wide variety of traditional constructions. A particular language L is determined by
fixing the values of a finite number of “parameters” of S-0: Do heads of phrases precede or follow their
complements? Can certain categories be null (lacking phonetic realization)? Etc. The parameters must be simple
enough for values to be set on the basis of restricted and easily obtained data. Language acquisition is the process of
fixing these values. The parameters can be thought of as “atoms” of language, to borrow Mark Baker’s metaphor.
Each human language is an arrangement of these atoms, determined by assigning values to the parameters. The
fixed principles are available for constructing expressions however the atoms are arranged in a particular I-language.
A major goal of research, then, is to discover something like a “periodic table” that will explain why only a very
small fraction of imaginable linguistic systems appear to be instantiated, and attainable in the normal way.

Note that the P&P approach is a program, not a specific theory; it is a framework for theory, which can be
developed in various ways. It has proven to be a highly productive program, leading to an explosion of research into
languages of a very broad typological range, and in far greater depth than before. A rich variety of previously-
unknown phenomena have been unearthed, along with many new insights and provocative new problems. The
program has also led to new and far-reaching studies of language acquisition and other areas of research. It is
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doubtful that there has ever been a period when so much has been learned ahout human language. Certainly the
relevant fields look quite different than they did not very long ago.

The P&P approach, as noted, suggested a promising way to resclve the tension between the search for
descriptive and explanatory adequacy; at least in principle, to some extent in practice. It became possible, really for
the first time, to see at least the contours of what might be a genuine theory of language that might jointly satisfy
the conditions of descriptive and explanatory adequacy. That makes it possible to entertain seriously further
questions that arise within the biolinguistic approach, questions that had been raised much earlier in reflections on
generative grammar, but left to the side: questions about how to proceed beyond explanatory adequacy.

It has long been understood that natural selection operates within a “channel” of possibilities established by
natural law, and that the nature of an organism cannot truly be understood without an account of how the laws of
nature enter into determining its structures, form, and properties. Classic studies of these questions were
undertaken by D’Arcy Thompson and Alan Turing, who believed that these should ultimately become the central
topics of the theory of evolution and of the development of organisms (morphogenesis). Similar questions arise in
the study of cognitive systems, in particular FL. To the extent that they can be answered, we will have advanced
beyond explanatory adequacy.

Inquiry into these topics has come to be called “the minimalist program.” The study of UG seeks to determine
what are the properties of language; its principles and parameters, if the P&P approach is on the right track. The
minimalist program asks why language is based on these properties, not others. Specifically, we may seek to
determine to what extent the properties of language can be derived from general properties of complex organisms and
from the conditions that FL must satisfy to be usable at all; the “interface conditions” imposed by the systems with
which FL interacts. Reformulating the traditional observation that language is a system of form and meaning, we
observe that FL must at least satisfy interface conditions imposed by the sensorimotor systems (SM) and systems of
thought and action, sometimes called “conceptual-intentional” (CI) systems. We can think of an I-language, to
first approximation, as a system that links SM and CI by generating expressions that are “legible” by these systems,
which exist independently of language. Since the states of FL are computational systems, the general properties that
particularly concern us are those of efficient computation. A very strong minimalist thesis would hold that FL is an
optimal solution to the problem of linking SM and CI, in some natural sense of optimal computation.

Like the P&P approach that provides its natural setting, the minimalist program formulates questions, for
which answers are to be sought — among them, the likely discovery that the questions were wrongly formulated and
must be reconsidered. The program resembles earlier efforts to find the best theories of FL and its states, but poses
questions of a different order, hard and intriguing ones: Could it be that FL and its states are themselves optimal, in
some interesting sense? That would be an intcresting and highly suggestive discovery, if true. In the past few years
there has been extensive study of these topics from many different points of view, with some promising results, I
think, and also many new problems and apparent paradoxes.

Insofar as the program succeeds, it will provide further evidence for the Galilean thesis that has inspired the
modern sciences; the thesis that “nature is perfect,” and that the task of the scientist is to demonstrate this,
whether studying the laws of motion, or the structure of snowflakes, or the form and growth of a flower, or the
most complex system known to us, the human brain.

The past half century of the study of language has been rich and rewarding, and the prospects for moving
forward seem exciting, not only within linguistics narrowly conceived but also in new directions, even including the

long-standing hopes for unification of linguistics and the brain sciences, a tantalizing prospect, perhaps now at the
horizon.

Noam Chomsky
Institute Professor at MIT

F15



LREFF

R Eh - M HLRARESFERERE, RKPARNHL, REXHNWENRER
BNFEAEEESN EEFNELP T EREETAXN, REKANEFXNFERZANF, N
CHHAUGE, BITERBRTEFESTFNE L, JI#RXETHN &, ER4ALENE
B EHATT - FEHRE, AURABFTHOEENESA S, A LTHARETFNAE, £XE
HFRWETHFRE, B THMNTE U RERNBUMNEEF EN5#, WEXARRRFNRF
TR ERER, ZINTERANERATEANELRHR, RORUMNEEFNEFHE,
PR EHHRAEFNT L RFEENFE, RAAR, REFFAOEENF —HERE
FHE(BRCE) EREBEFIMEGHE A BENER, bHA P M E GEEE R LM
FEW I, EREEFEEARAREGE AN ERENER, ETEREFF . WHEFEEX. R
EEFEHFXALBAARFRAZYNETF L, N AKENREMRERFIMBER S
ERATT. ARRREFKRUR, REREX¥RABARTLKANERLE, ¥ARAENE
K, B EEFERRTENIHACRZEATERA AT, AFNELEERRAENES
¥, BRMARACRR N AHAFERSFINELENFNEL T T, XA R T H#
E o

AERFEFAEBRAIN A A UM (EREN BT FERAETEXE), B4 K8
2000 F 9 AFI#UR, BARAKS. FEELFIASLHITH, HFREFKFLE (XE)
RARMER, HRWARELTHERL (XFE) WAL PEFWER, KR H#HHREE - #
S8H, BAEWHALE —HAAFY A, FHw T ETFL, BEHF. AXETE. AbiE
EFLEETHRE, EEAFER. FAENRAREAR., WA LM TREHEHTE, &
REFEWERLRARR, NENHSF. (XE) E-HERFRERHEHRE N 6], £ 55
GREFRD; F_MBWTADERFEE, CFEER, FIR. TLERE, RBHE,
RET. BRBFANEL. AHNRA-LEENEE, A EPARRY (BB, 4
RE (EEAAD), R8N (BFRAEL), SAlENW (RENEE) $. E_HEHMT XD
EERFPUNATEANEE, BERFPETERDUR -~ NEHRANX R, KW RHL, #
THEHRTUEFRENAREATR A AN RENEE, RARNIHA TN ERE
ERERG. F_RERARALRGE, $XWRELESNE A,

NS ENENRELE LR DA N B EARPBREMAHAUF., BF EEFE RN
ERENSHRRETHNERALE S, PRENEERFETFHESLS, X2 (BRXE) Uk
TEEEFN - FEARZRER. PHES, CETMER, MELXLD, TRREALE, o
ESET N FIMELE " RERMIG S, RAZELZDD", RERFAERE RN E W
Lo, My, ARAA. M ERUEAN “BEXE X TE, ERELD AT LKA
F16




B, wEANERHAAARE, AHACBEENEN R A= T, HERT S AERX
PR BT, ERREAK, TATHE, ANLENZER, $RENFLE
ERHEAMEL, REROFAGTETNES, KSR RARHANNBPBERTHE A
WA, THRTLATAN, AETSFE, BHLEAE. 5ARLEELLHEF TN
%, ANAEELRAENRL, FANNAERESESKMAERH M EERE, R4
#E. Bl (XE) B5HERES—F, SEEARENAY .

fEERR U (CE) M ARR, RERILILAZSG —REWRAE, €7 4#, —
BRW, BHFRAD, ERHE, EHAPPEELBNRERR LA, “RELHF
B, A ER. EANAEERCET, ERATERE. —BARTH, EHOA-A, 9
BERAME, BEERUAE, BLEMHE, BELMY, RELHS-RER, #T &
HHEHBINEEROL, dHAANLE.) ZRHAER, RO RE, K- AT RE
AWBESATITR, BENATHEMMHE L ERATHBRPER, BRETTD, 4
MAET YAk R, SRR (XE) TE, REHSABBREME RN, Wiy, “BEA
MIABREKEEERAN A hAE, CEFHANSF . ERERXAFRAZHNGTH,
REAREEESEH RN, RETRARBFE. NGB EE. BAE. BEALEN
XARAR, RAABRELABTFNERER, RO BAREN ML ERARRAES
R R, BAEN RS GRAE ., EREFNIEY (FARKNEE) HALE
BEH, FHMARERESUEAR: RUCOTRELHE, RURFEF ARH£
#,

KNEAE-MEEHR, BERAXRTENGERE, FANNDHELLEEHE N
TENFAMNE, BABERARREAREEN ALY, FUMLRINFFEET I H
AL, (B BB TR R BN S - B

T RKE
FEASBEREFTHIK, 88
WA 3

F17



g iE
I

FEOMNEBXENWEERZRRENESR, HRNBN, E-RAFGEN. BEFTERMTANT #
BEMES¥AIN, RFAEBSY¥ERMAENERERAT MMM . B HMEEMES R TRUES B
(William Bright) T4 (EFREFFARL) (International Encyclopedia of Linguistics. 4 vols. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1992.). Fl#{/K (R.E Asher) %K (B MESFAREH) (The Encyclopedia
of Language and Linguistics. Tarrytown, N.Y.: Pergamon Press, 1994. 10 vol.) LI K 8 4k - 7% B34 /R
(David Crystal) EHMXF (GIHFBEFER2E). IFARSERA. (BREFEERN2H) AEEE,
REMA. EFERFAXYSETENMANINERHEMENNE, AREAFHEL XEAN, ¥RHE
Wik, (EEHES¥AR2E) B TEZARENHTEREXE, REHER, RTESH&4XIW
R, FESESAXNEFRBAEORERL P, SEAFWBERMELL, FARHNEREF, WBRIEE. T
A BELRERNNA .

FEMBEERE - TEHRHREELNETER, LONESHER, ANIREASERANER ., 74
HER. EMFEHNERERT, RTXHAR, SARHMAENISESHEN (AIBFREER). (OHF
B (BISFEICERD). (B SEF¥EA) SEFRATAS, XEBREAHTHEENFEARAIE, &
ZRTHAHEMKBHEAWERED, MMGHEN (SHEEB). (BF¥HE). LEEEHEFT 5%
) S BR 2 AR T4 0 IR 0) 4 48 A .

AHEZERBH (RIFESERD) (1987 FF M) BH M. EREE IR EBZNEMRHEEH
FHMATBHITRT, 2BETHEIBNANEIT. F—HERTFEZE, AEEFERSCAEHEENST
b, AFMRBREAGESTHROZWE, AFALNESHNRETEPLEREE, BITETEERAES
TR MR =T, FEEER 20, 6l ER S EAHEM T AXSTBEARLIRG . A it
THTHRIES . ARESLEZFHNE.

FHEERSR

AFBHEUEBHREZAEREERE. —FHCESaR2BNEBE, - FEXEUNF -BRYER. B
RERMT

(—) FERMAREE, IR HMEEN—H, £ERNEEE, FREKX, Z464. 2AHREHY, B
REABRER—AXTESHENTLER, LE—-BRNWAXEBRLUEEREY, AT TFESHEMLLS. O
B, AH, WESEHEE, BAXBRENERIR, E5HRARRI—MERNE, Xk, AT
B HHd, AXETHHATEEBATT —EBENNE. NEF. B, 8EL. BH; NESH5HM
NEEWEESTHER. WS/ EEE;, NLAMBRENES HIRIMSNELERESHEEL D, A
KESHIEXMBSHENREARERTRBURR: LEEFE. 55905, TEYRERAMKYES
F5; WIEGRERBIRRAR; AR RPNEREIR, B 9288 E S5 At A 8 5 A5 0 E A4 .
BICKAA R i BARRNEC O RE XKL . BUEMSEE, a8 —RNE, A8:5F
R T EEG RSN, IS EE, ARBSAESYSESWRAMNBF A E. 4R —4& 500 TAELH
F18



BEEEMS “EFRAE EAMROGRELE, FENMK, FERELE, a—FEX L, BTER
KHH HEFREOER

() BMARLCESHE. Bk, ABRAHRE RGN, 5—ROER S BRTRINF AR RA,
ABMASRNESREONA, 2R LS %ESWRNE FRE MR, R4 bR % Lk
R, EREERANDE. BIEEERAR TESHAR. A, DRSALEENERING, BE
VOB G . BB R S MRS ASE AR A TAL TR, MOE . . BN, RRETAST
YOSIE TR R RS B S AN A, RREERNERET LR, B2, 2BKEER, BEEHEE,
BN, e R RS R B R BT T, B VR — IR . BORR R E RE TS BE BE Tn
T, MERABE B RETNEE, MAE RN TRIES MRS,

KT, HRHEERRTSE., SRR T AMBAERULY TERE— MR, BREYE, AHEE
WM T B R, X, ABOAERARL, TREET LR 7B T TR

-, ERBRGE. BERENEN, ABNESETHRETEANMTMEY, BEEASAE
Ho XH-F, BES VAR, & -T/NOERHTUEMEAE. B, LTFE—HHLSELBDHIE
BOFEA BB 5h o I A BB AN BR AV P A % AR L, R FIE X,

B, ATEINE, BTHE—HZHFHBRFAM OB, A BERZPIE MR, &
SFAE RIEE /NI R R TS — —TFS ik, EEES R TUT R E R EAAENRA,
BT%I . WRABE A —T SAEIRBEORBERAE. KEAR TG R ARSIt g — 5
W, GRMRIEEREHLTN, WEE--55%,

(Z) M. A%, FURA BN LS. FRHNERR—, B ER TS OGRS, &
SIERRIER . T4, AL AMMEI T4, AHRRNE—AAEBT UL, 2 B2 BECRE L
=HER,

ABBRARRESFERMEESHH —ATHE T ARG — S5 N FESSEE, BRES
EORE T B EH5, B2 MR SRR L, —HEATRADT. %4 ANIRHES 1 5F 9 176 W5
WAL, YH I ZRMAEB AR —BWA, EXHER T ER— 55 BAARERTETAL, &8
SIE S MR R T —MER. ARMAE. f, BEHSNE=+AS P “BESIBER” —%
SLH R R A RREOBISER, 70 EXWEHEE, 08 £ RRIE . L&A R %0 A R
S& AR BIE T R, TR AT BN IE R E A R TR, 2t E R
KT e, AT T 07 B Ve . BSOS E N BOR B, R BB 7R X 26 T 0% R b 4 B 0 9 B
&,

(P9) PR R AIRMER RIS B R, A B35 45 0 3 T Kb . TR, XBABH - MmE 2 AL,
ERATEER A SRAE, BT HERREONEN . S, BSEBWTCERTL . MHEZ KR, iE
FOCF) MRHENR, HEAANER, MABREKARE ., i, XBER. BERZ A FAENES
FRED . WA k.

Btz b, BREAWZEANTLEGES . BB £, SR BESEAABEET RIS, HW
BABS "SHRREE 0 ER —EIHE -EREANEREERNAGE, FRANNAE—HT
Ko BXHRBIR—RMAE L. ABRE -8 “EEE BAKE ZES BN XS A K2 E 5
B, AEETATE 2 WAL . fF T N T L S AR . R B T 7
EYMETOMERR, URRER . HRI/RE. EL/RK. WBFEX. BRERD. BIF. FRK BE.
TRI I S S MRBFTE R, AXTESORUBNL, RECTURAGLRAEE, Lhy

F19



ErdsE. WRSENHEE, SER, CEMTAXMRMNERAE%, BRSO,
EHEENE

AFHILE L, SAm8 MR, BHAEEETEY, 2hAafkeSE, &£ -HF. FHINWEE X
HEZERIT .

B—Er MIEFMN-BOANR” R TR HETFR BTN EERN, XSRS BEIIES N
o Afod s BHM. B 1 E HEEESRT: WIEFENNEMERENEYFEE; BEAEEXNES
2 BEMERMAER., B2E “BEHRTFE: RAEESHEE; MBRBFES. $3E “E5HHE":
EEHAERNEERS, CALRANMB IR, B4F BESHORT. BERITIR, HaEHTRE, FF
BINfE, XBSEWIIRE, ICRFETRE, BRAMEE, NERAIRE. F5E "B HRL”. EE5EEZ
R E AR R BFHAMIEHE Lo

FEr CEEERIE MRESUSH IR EEANEE, LCEANHMESNIESHE, ARt
FTE (BoE—F125). Hod “HEKFME": BFHFR. HIl. L. BERASEHXE; BREK
fit; BB BTE OHRL":. B 5UE, SEEHMLOHERNENXR. $8F “WHEFME": B
AWHEER; 7E. 75 BEXBEATF¥HR. BIT “MHEMRKKLE": 5. MEEXARKEE
s PERBGESAFZHRE., 10 E “HARBE": B5HHEHE. Bk, Hi. e, BEAES;
PERIBHLIAIRE ., 8 11 & “iIESARET: AAASIEMDEMEENTER; WFES; BSZAMAERER.
F2E CCERRRAEMCET: MBS EEFERRAEST SN, Bl RBIAEOIHCEES.

BB EFEN NESHIEEHRESOMER, IAFRAUSRESHELERE, HeoE
(FBE—x21F), BRE "EEHEE": BEANFPEMRIZAEMER; ES5EHHESL, 8 14
RS SHANET: BEZEMRE. H15E BEEHOLKIL: BEETPARRRNKITTR; BE. F
B EICMBE . %16 & “ER7: mkfiak; @, 8iE. NaaFmeEl., $17% B, 558
JRBEgE; . AIAE T 18 E BT WM RIS AR, BEMKEK, B19=
AT ABHEHATPHIBRES RARKEE, $20 % “EENEE. BAFHOLRBHEIES W
Fos MEEHIAR ERAN. B21 F BT HAREPHYESERENEE; SEM RN,

ABHEN, BE, BARIAAMMEE, SHR: FEORS BENEN BER. SRS
EEARA: 55 BARS CBEOEN: FREE, MIEFUANEENENER T, BEFER
IERBFHN T ARFB. MABEET, HEXSMFREFHELHUNESOREN, HFANENE
HAMRKREE, BEA=82%3 50N BX=/EN.,

HPUF G T HBERMRE, TR EANTSINERES, ERARELONE, REREHRIGHT 20 t
CHEEMEENAEEANAAT FRENMEE., IWINAMLFE, TERSEET LS L%
Ho BRNATRERENBHMER, BEF0ER. CHRIEEOLE, BEERTESHYERKERE
BHTEFHEFMESTHARORFUE, PAAXELE SRR EMNE SRS XspEE AR LR
MBS R M RREIE TR . RREMIBTEME M RREABAE L — 2, MHELNHLENEE
HEXR. ABSTERTRATBERREZNFESREEN., SEWNHEL: $2 85 “SENRIMER"
FUBE FENEEEE, B2 T FENNEMNT. B25F “SEER. £26 8 “TiESHE".
R2EBEE B BE FEAESPREM. $20% “BIERT. B0E “HIRE,

ERAHITUREREIHMESEME: %, SEENERRATAEHKAEEESHERLS,
F20




