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Abstract: Topic link detection is a foundational research in the field of topic detection and tracking, which detects
whether two random stories talk about the same topic. This paper proposes a method of applying semantic domain
language model to link detection, based on the structure relation among contents and the semantic distribution in a
story, and also verifies the influence of the strategy incorporating dependency parsing into semantic description.
Evaluation on Chinese Corpus of TDT4 show that the semantic domain language model substantially improved the
performance of current detection system, whose minimum DET cost is reduced by about 3 percent.
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FE S B I AR AR A AR AR A ARG AT LA P 2 i 2 P A0 U 3 7 00 0 4 USSR, DT A4 D4y R () I A A 9 5
SPGB OO O o A T R I S50 B A PR AR DR AR X ) 15 RS R AT b 78 5 58 3 TDT WS A4 A% UG I 5 BB
N FEAHELE 30 A5 B VI 2y SQIPEACT TR B A0 D00 <5 4l ) AT 55

RIPAKL M (link detection task, fif #% LDT)/& TDT H [ — U B 41 55, g SO AN I BE AL A% ¢ 1) P s i
AR — 1 LDT JEAE R @ N M2 %5 T TDT 450k it — S0 B M F 5. LUK R i 19, — 3
A 77 5 2 i AR O, B T 2 R T 15 5 M B2 R T A R AL AT DG, v Ak A A DG RS —
ORI AGE DI T T 6 AT 0 A0 8 A ) 5 36 TR R 5 DA 10 U Y AR 5 B AT i S A 1) A DG P A 0, G A
TP S 3R SCAS ) B A DG IC 1) A8 AR LD FR A% o i LA i 3 B AR 4 SO0 A A AT 35 22300 A S A A £
JE UG VETE RN T SOG4 1) DR LDT R A 50 A5 R B L B0 2 i A 11 R 5 b R Ay A
VA,

ATCH 1 AT TR TR 2 5 T SO 8 X A3 Ty i S i SCHAR 5 3 A 2 T S R
K R T7 V5 DA S T A AR O UL B M 5 4 S A2 kL. PPN DU SERRBE T3 5 35405 SR &5 R T AT 20
Br 28 6 T 45 4.

1 R

FERELET 00t S 1Y) LDT BIFF0HE 40 53 ol v AR 1 4R S B AT DT, 318 2 T ) AH DG Pk B ke T LA R A
f B B IR AL o AllanPURT Schultz! SR i) 25 [ (vector space model, fEjFK VSM)H I 1 [ 45 1 =
T A4 45 A A SCAS H (RN 3 40 A1 Ak V1A, R P A% 9% S g 7 e R 2 ) PR AH S 1k 1, Y amronl 70K 2 5 48
)V e A 0 A A — AN R — e A3 R ] — JC 1 5 B2 (unigram  language model, [ F% ULM) 4 i )18 7™
AT )RR 2R O 0 o A5 P e R T 1) A 53 ] NP T IR T G AR AR e 2R AR R £ VT A
1] f) A1 5% 1. Lavrenko ™ &1 X ULM B30 i B 10 00 LA B 1 9 Ji R AiE B0 TR 932 1k 1) B 5, 318 h A % P A 7Y
(relevance model, & #x A RM)IFRN T LDT 4. RM & 55T ULM 3 R A, E B IREE R query HEATRY R,
TH A G B 82 1 TR PR R DG I ot 0 37 A A S T 0 R Y A T ULM PPAL 38 2 ] PR A DG 1 48 o455 20 11 e
TR 0 A A by T T A A A i AL, AT S L R ] ] 2 ] B R R ) f DT S &b SR A AR AR S A
ABLH: T AR AR G T AR ABL P 15 A DG FE A AR AE SR AN O R B P A ARG <911 2 22 i fi e B B 45 2, AR IR
TE AT I 2 7 CBRIET S 2B R T AR AR AR, (HX P A AR AN DG, TR 1 TS R A —
B, UAFAERRAE 25 ) (P AH AL

X GE T S (B LDT AT AR SS9 22 0K 8 5 15 B S ML 382 > J7 VA AT Rl & Pontel® 1 B4 1
TR SIVREAE A D9 97 S G RAR BBl G e A 28 R I b R SO BN L b AT 4 Ji e Ak 2 ) el L 4n ™ i R RE ik I
Rl 17 1 TR AR AN AT By T i e 4l A it 1) R, 34 T LA B LDC(linguistic data consortium) £ 4t il 35 45 4F 1)
5 SCE ARG R I B AT 285042 it R0 13 4130 1) 3 R B FAE S RV 5 NI 22 M 7 TR b G A AR 4 AN K,
FER WA T G 1B Ik A1 Nallapatit 5@ 1ok iy 44 520 SO0 R ) P B 45 0 1 40 by 7S ) 288 531 388 3o i T4 A 7=
A TR TRITEVE S I (P B2 b SLRCEE T VA N 2 A E 28 R AR, A BY T LDT 4048 8 sk 18 = 4 34 1 e
EARAZ T V0 I F AN RE TR 1 T T 75 T 55, 08 40T 11 48 3 A7 8 R AH B0 87 I B9 H0 0 AT IR AR AR B8 A, T VA R0 S ik 2
RO 1 S DRI I B 1) S I T A B A

25 LR LDT A% o In) A5 T e 425 3 0T 110 3 R80T 0 HE T SCREAT 638, 418 7] 19 A DG 1k AR 0 20U R 3=
FOLTE SO — BUPEREAT P 07 T X — JE AR AR SO HE R 43 D ) T A () TR ST &5 R T e i SOH0TE R A
(semantic domain language model, faj #% SDLM)ifiid 35 8 () 7 S5 1] 48 55 45 1 P KM= 20 A, R FH A 3o 99 VP4
il 2 IR 3 S S — b
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2 BN

2.1 BXHENX

T SR — A8 SOEIT — BUNTE T 45 A 5 T8 SCHEAT Rl 388 145 AE 4 2 Bk D 18 N2 ) I i 1
S W e 48 SR — B0, 0 T v B A R S A T S IR i I o SIS LT B ) 2
I I 2 SO BT A I BN SCIRE 5 4. DU L P AR <4 K R AF 2000 45 DURATF-32 4 b 4] a
ALFE — T K SRS T 22 1008 SO W, e 5 R) ¢ Ay e (G SO Wi — 3501085 SO Y 1) 75 B4R & (T 5%
a,c M e)ky i i a-c-e, HoiE XA w) W&l 1 s

B A DL — R PVBER T L 05 SO T AESE IR BE TR AL HES L A0 3 R R A5 O 2R3 H 1T 1 1R A L2
PR BTSSR WA T AN R 2 IR G5 0, 9 51 45 B 40 BBl 28 S 3 1 2R AT 10 0k A9 G 4] 1w g o, 0 N R
AL FE PRI FA R KT DL S BI04 3 A3 B AZARTE LLFz 2= o 18, DL g P B0 3% AR R A
KA GE T8 L 43 A F AR08 A A R T 3 T SO W b 1 s SR IR ay,e K e) . SCEEAESE JF DLl
A\ 3 RN A 2R 45 135 L L 8 T R AT Ve O TR b, B BUFS I AE T D) 23 0 R SO ) — 20 R i A
S LR ST 1 HRESE a,c K e)filar A H 1K & R - ek, R B T B A A S0P IR o A AR A R R AN Sk
A T M

S K FR1E20004E T8 DR FIPE

Language situation a:

Subtopic 1: (Reason of “winning the Nobel prize” ) R G K B IR SR AV LR
Ra RS ST IR S VURRIE RPR, DRPHAERE. ALK
Causalit 3, WA MTER 1y BRI H: R s I Ut AT R
ausal T T T S AR n "
Hsai ke D K R AN E 2 [ Kk 5 0 B Wia: 4 KRR Semantic domain
ZARMEAPREAE L T8 e weeee & HWiay: AL TR {a-c-e}:
Subtopic 2: (Eventof “being awarded the prize” ) Language situation c: .
HJC: Gt SErE B AR %&/ G R G LT (R A A (Q&B%{E;’:tif:j )3;).
Inolusi BT VURRIP, A)ds fifedst FEGE, b, BT DURRLE Y. é»\f N
netusion EAEFO TR AR, 8EE R RSP K (ik‘f)vf' if= ;3-
X C: SRR TR oy il 4
it EX FrWic: Gkl 1% R 1f  2)
Subtopic 3: ( Introduction about “the prize” ) Language situation e: :
fle: SR ERET Mok '{ﬁ}‘mfﬁu/ SRR PR T MR — e
4] Fon it i, AYF: U IUREAFEIZH 10 LA 94 )5 5 TC S
M, X Fi WAl R DUR I it P Rt &

Ho seeeee & ife: &Pl T AR
IEH. %4

Fig.1 An example of structural analysis for a story
K1 SRIE LR BT R

T SR AN S A T 1, T S T A R N O S g, A AR ) AN A AR AR R R SR
VO A 5 AL ) o S, RARE A0 SR Db 2 il e S 40— T A S A A, T DL SR T A SO T A S
A U WS R S iy I IR SE YRS s >0/ N S S o DN NN SR g (1] (vt Ay e SO RTIR: o Skl g ]
i SCR IR @ KR SR AT RSP 220 15 4 S0 A U 7 16 AR TR G A7 M 6 4 77135 A, ' PT DAE 3% 22 A 3L 2 11
VRN — AT HEAR 25 55 4 SCURRC I, P 2% 1 SO TR PR R TEL 5K 28008 28 8 JF AN 358 W [ IR, 138 70 3 A oAy 788 S5 Il
W SOIFA 5 g8 T4 30 A8, 5 H AR PR DT RE AT AT 58 3 3 R B30 1) ) v sl R G g 0 SCIR) 48— M,
AT LU Al 22 SO T AR A 0 A7 1 5 e, 2L R T ) T S (i) T SR T SO ST P S R LA
FEURH EL DR IR B T A5 AT N 2 1R
2.2 TEXIHER RS

s 2.1 NPT, T SR T SR W ) — S AR, DR v SO R S S TG VB A il U
), s R e A R 5 35 0 TR o ek 2 i SO S R SCIRR T SC— SO 491 K A A T I A R e R i o T
S TCVE 5 I T S0 LLE 5l 23 15 R (U FL 1A ¢ B g e K R R A BRI A A A ). TR,
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ARSCHE T USRS R4 0 T ., AN AR A 1 b ) ¢ B I XL S Tk
BB T RT3 AL A R BT 400 745 B A R AR, L, @ A S 30 [ P 8
T 540 ¢ ¥ S5 4 o (O SR e A0 T B I S A ) 8 S b 3 3 i v
S A7 SUBRBESR A b 0 T P B SCIBE i . TR T 20— R R D, S e e
LU R 4 25 R,

(1) 4 D YIS A TR S = {5,,5,,....8, } IR ARA 0 F (9 HE XA

@) EIXE S AT AIRE (s J)Isi S S} 3 Tt 2T BUAEFSEAT M DR IO EE P(sis)):

(3) V5B 0,4 1K K T 00 6 6 5 SR B 2 R 7 A1 6 (T 000 a0 SR A7 1
5 S T K MG T B 8 0 U LB S 8 U

(4) BURAEM B R LA E o RO (5 0, J0 A 26 R FF 018 S 26l PR 0 7 A B i) 250
A SUS AT AT 4 3L SUR 6 BE A T MM @) 7 S ) A A B A ) TR R T A
SR I N TR AF S S

USRI S FT R0 B RS T 0 B P IV SO T 3o R, HE A e 18 S ) 2 754 A
SR B A B AR A E OB PG XA B h €= {580 BT €= {5y} BT s DI R T s B s, B P A
g ST s AR KA LA 0 8 B 07 SR 0 e o B0 5 AT i o R 4 T S ) 79
B FAR A B LS5 H TP 1 TR & AN U I &y A asay B & ATIE T ca ARG T D a Al
S d {4 ¢ R d (T SRR, f P o TR R LA U0 T 4 £ 6 AT V8 SIS 45 3 5
Hi 4 11 2 o 22 P %, TN X T s s, L sy T i FEO R SK ARG, ARS8 2 B IR — 5 L DR s, B B e 7
B TR €=t P o8 SR TS /= {55 P 10 s HICHS 6 s 57 0 D 85 SUBR /= (s, E 091, 1L
S T s FROATI K T B 0,4 TT Bl = 5 Bl 8 SC— 50 Tl 2 8 S e = (5,.8,.8) 1P 2 o4 P 3
S R AR T B 01 1, O3k 5, T8 SO — B0 ) 77 T BB e 0 4, T e A6 T 8 SR
) TR AN U

[ 6-0.09 6009 =TT~
e il R G g C ) A
//,» 5 0 e TR e ‘..\ \
5 ' [ N / 01
e ’.1— Rel=0.1 . / Rel=0.11 \
£ - A o =
/ Rel=0.11 cr: [ ReL 0% !
7 . 4 Rel=0.06 ~ o L h
| M S Rel=0.1 ;
| . -~ 4 LY s
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Fig.2 Cohesion of semantic domain based on non-transitive assumption
B2 T AR B A SO SR

2.3 EXEH#A

T SCHICR SR AR i PR AL R 5 3 7 S 18] B A 36 TRIDF BEAT oF 5, X0 E 1, TR 2R FRAEAETE X
B I AR AT Gt AR SO X R IE AR TR Ol TR sp. AR A% 328 1 458 5 1 AR AT I P 19 R IE A3 % (TF )
G A RS 345 AT #5520 4 B AIE 5 362 PO SO A i I8 18T 32 2y 5 DS 5 ) 1 T o AN R AR 4],
T TE AL T2 S04 vh R, I8 3 ANF2E T TF di i i) 5 AL TRsp RIRFIEIE 15 45 T B8k 8 i
SO ST A B AR A T LB 3.1 99 A 3 s R AV ULR A P R ARE R TR (AR e, e gl
L 1 T SO L34 5 T H0 TA) R AH S DRI KT LDT R G000 9 & 1R A A A G R A 3 A b, TRsp A8 BT AT
TR AE T SCHIIA r R 4R OR 33 40 1) A1 P A B8 5 901 e B0 A X ST I )32 52
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“Kim Daejung was awarded the “Gao Xingjian was awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize” Nobel Prize for literature”
TRy TF TRy TF
Gk, t=3) GEIUR, t=12) | CGEATHE, t=3) GEIUR, t=11)
(R4, tt=2) (RE, tf=6) G JUR, t=3) CREfT i, t=5)
T, t=2) (&K, t=6) (L%, t=3) (3242, 1f=5)
GHDUR, t=2) (L, tf=5) GiRAE, tf=2) (B tf=4)
CHIPP3, t=2) CHBIE, tf=4) hg, t=2) (3, tf=4)

Fig.3 An example of comparison between TFsp and TF
B3 TFsp & TF X M1

5T A B ST 2 WO A B — TG A A 0 3R T SR 5 3% A AT 2 i) B ] 2z ) OB I AR < [
K SRAT U VLR RIS 2427 55 <5 [ Wi ) e 40 3 /- 3RAT U DLZROMIST- 22 v 1) e A0E R 2 Rl i I AL, A it 25 e A A
IR L R ) PP 2 T SO AR 2 T A SR B AN A AR S S K el A 3 BT R V2 ) ) OGB4 1 S A7
FEMAT IR ZR 19 = e i) 0 (LA TR RR AR A7 X ) 4 kg ¥ S5 ) FR) B A AR AL, a0 A 0 (< DR o 3R A5 AR B T4 A7 40 i
T SO AR T, 2R G T I 3 AT A T A A e B A 8 2 A R AR T LA 8 g, 3 e 4K A7 0 v )R]
AR A VE S BRI TR sp PPN A EE Pk AR i 3P 0] x 53] y A7 AE KA O 2R U AR A X 1)
B AR

W(X,y):thDI(X) thDl(y)ZIOg[a"':l] (1)

Hor tsp() 5 thp(y) 70 0 K78 x 5y BIRFIE A TFspsl 7 T SR AR i Rp Ak sl 50 ny A7 A7 0T (xy) 72 1 SCIA
FTESE | VL HABRSE T AR I ny J2 i 0 Gy) CEAAE B o BT A 1D J2 2, T2 08 v, DU A7 0o ik i ST
HE IR, U B 4 BT . o7 AN [ J2 O TR A 6T (2 57 RO~ 20 DR 1, aplBOR, U 222 S /)

EOS
Level 1: 4
n 3 i
7;./:7:3 T
n (R, k4 1 I
Nl fv
23 OG\

Level 3:
e, afv AP
n GEElE, B4 3 P A

R4 WIUR Level 2:
«” 2 "E 3
P n GEVUR, FPP%) 2

BE

Fig.4 An example of dependency parsing

<4 A BT R
3 EXHIESHEE R KK ML

31 EXEHIESEE
 SCIRE SO A 2 23 O 2 A T SCE5 R, AT DAy 41838 2 v SCAEARGE P (K R 3 A it 11 & AR
FRAE XS, SDLM  BATE S A I8 T 1 35 R AL A3k 2 R80T SCRRAH G G IBAS U 15 7 4 D7 79 5 410 T ) 32
2, T 3 SR AR & o 6 — Sk i B A B R AR I ARE Dy 5 Dy W Ty A
To,SDLM Ml 1L ZE it T, (K L5 [RIAE Dy 25 i SN IIBE R 2045 fl58 T Ty 5 T, I3E SCH G, JE A X R
P(T, IT,)=[]PIT,),PtIT,)= > P(tINP(r|D,) (€3]

teTy reRs
O3 A2 B S T 40 2 A S T A0 58 A 2 T 3 e T i Al Ay = AL AR 1 S DT 7
IE TR OC AT REPEAR W %3P O A T SO TR S 454k O D, RS 35 SOHGR, i D, BITAT i

© HIHBREBSAHIGIT  http/ www, jos. org. cn



2270 Journal of Software #kfF3 4k Vol.19, No.9, September 2008

SRS PN &S t AT S r RIS A, — JTRFAE ) PRI TFsp A1 S ORGSR IDF BE4T 1 554K

FEXT PRI A K (1).PAD) IR Dy il S r AE 2 38 i3, 2 L
[r] o size(r)

> loc(s) coll size

ser

P(r|iD,) = 3)
AI(3) & TG M IRAT v, T 1 3 20 A V8 S v IR ) T D, T IA A E  RI R S A AL R SE T, AR BR
AR LA | T S r )T R B loc(S) R AR T T s 7E Dy HR A B RS b B T IR OE R R A B DA
S PR HOR A 1) g A 330 A5 JEL AR AT A A A0 s W S (1 32 R IR I 5 T 2 B Sy T B 2 SO B R HE 2,
R B 5 TR WA AT A AR S T K 51 T AH OC N B EAT 0 e, IR b, 7 = A R 1) 9 S R T
R T (S A A AT S AT 2 R S 0 0 R T SO v (R R LA D A ST ) S e, L size(r)
& r AL IR IE £ s collLsize S HIE D, L F IHRFIE S AL
3.2 EMENREKMEEE

£ SDLM #EAT = JAH & P VTR 2 1, 27 20 4 5E 28 sR )RR IE Dy i B 45 18 SCERHEA T Hl 15 8% )i 326 Bl 7 B
SERTIE CIUE N B T, R, IR AR A 30(2) £ 7 A A G 1 1 SO TR g 0, 2 R A X A
(Kullback-Leibler divergence, {iif A% K-L [ 25) PPk 232 8 0] 175 S AH G HE.

MER GV K-L B T B DA I s O 15 AL, B R 5 A B 8 I R Il 4] 114 ) SOk Bl S  Ay
ZERAR B AR P R AR AE Dy A1 D, = R 8 S0 TR 4370 o My BT Mo, e AT K-LBE 3 oF 5 B

) P@[M))
D My M) =2 PAIMlog 5 or )
ot PAM,) 5 P, A B ESGE t 7RI M, R My I B 40 A7 4 58 (4) B 2B PR3 Dy I 58 T, 08K,

BI6E T, b IR R A €5 A sR(2)ZE i & 7 Dy Al Dy & 18 Sl (1 M % 30 A1, UL I, Pt M) 5 Pt M) BT P(HT))
5 PT,); 55, R KoL B 2 77 5 30 0] (14 3 80— S0k DR % DG P Tk R A7 A N S5 10 D0 5 3 8 5k e 3X — 5
F1) 77 2 XL IA) K- PR 3% 1) SRR 522, BT D(M | Mo )+D (Mo My ). B A0 K- BR85S J5 1 450 0 2 799 A MR 4 404 1) Al 30T
BLJE BRI B2 My R My 22 ) (6 3 AL P 38 T JHR B 1 G AT 8 3 e A, R S S B ik N A R X 4y
CPP¥(clarity probability),# i5 K-L B 25180 1 7] X 23 7. SDLM 78 3 i SCRT 56 5 VS EC i R s e A 28, —
AN JE T L S 0] PR E B ) — AN 5 BT SORH D B (1 1 4L, 2 B0 Ak 5 A8 S 638 40 I DA A 44,

4 KRt

41 &

S0 K S 5 Bl P43 (Linguistic Data Consortium, i FX LDC)$EAL ) TDT4 iE Rl BEATVEI. TD T4 H #3E 4+
A CNN ZE BRI T 2000 4 8 JT~2001 41 1 7 i) 441 11587 [ #1841 B, 15 v S0 S SCRAR A1 3C 3 e
T3 00 S SCA . B 4G S SRS 3 R iR K OZ L0 5L T TDT4 SCATE 28 SO Rk gk 47 vl 3
PR B 51 40,5 26 066 AN BT [ 14 %), LDC N TR 3 075 0 4R KA 5%, HoAth S A ¢ 70 b a1, 5256 4l
B 10 000 Sk 7 [l R A 4 Y1 5 i Ak, 30 o AL AH DGHRIE 1 200 Xof FoA A 4 P i L
4.2 TFEMKF

S TS F At 5 E AR A BENIST)ERS TDT & A0 B P45 me, R A 45 12 A8 Coer 23731 A I

RSE FH ST P A 1 BEREAT VRN, 8 2R
Coet = Chyiiss Puviss Parget T CraPeaPron_target Q)
b Puiss T Pra 23012278 ZR G010 i 10 S0 R0 24, U A BRI Ay 2R 8 A TR HE B o 30, 1 0 AR 400 111 R 5
SR SR TE % ) A BT 1 L Cviss T Cra 23 0 E U A R 245 IR AN 28 2 (Ciiss=1,Cra=0.1);Prarget F! Pron-target /& %
55 H AR MEZE (Prarger=0.02, Pron-targer=1—Prarget) A8 M A R A Cper L IE AL TE 2 Norm(Cper) W 22 2(6). 641 NIST [fii
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1] TDT 7T 4t T vl WAk AP0 1L RVAS D45 D2 A i Bl (detection error tradeoff, fij % DET).DET Al F — 4 Ak
B 28 B9\ 28 7= T A6 2R 2R 2% AR AL 26, T AR RS 5 TR A B B (O AR A A L B R M RE B 2. i T R
SRR 5 A I A R B, L BB A PR DET i £ A i Ak R I A0 T AR 3R R Gk BE L. DET il
2 1R85/ Norm(Cper) ¥8 B A G RT M 58 55 1 Ja A 2 58, 61 5 5 Min Norm(Cpg).

CDet
Cea-FR

non-—target )

Norm(Cpy) = (6)

mln(CMiss ' Ptarget >

4.3 FIRIE

HEF SDLM @AM HE ¥ LDT R AETE 5 B IK S Ak b B0 N JE 18 SO 3 U R A e TR bt S 6 = 2 4T
XFUNTE 3 AT 1 ) 1) AT ¥ 11 :(© SDLM KT 3 808 SCUTECAR OGP AR LG TR H 4 S0 v BT 4 o LI
FRRAERETER?@ SHT A TAEHEL,SDLM 2 it T LDT R4PERE?2E A LG T 5o — T RR AL, J TR A7 R i
Wi SRR T SDLM [P RE?

Bl b R ) A, S 56 43 il 3 T — JT (unigram) 45 fiE FK 77 5 (dependency  pair) % 11- SDLM:U-SDLM Fil
D-SDLM, M3 [ s 75 T #8075 BRF R TG R 53 AN [ 38 3, 2R F 28 2Q(3) A E A i, e 258 05 11 SCI s 5 M B P A
TR DG AN [F] JUFE T, U-SDLM 1) 1 SOl 2R A i 5o R 475 LA ] 0y JE AR AR D-SDLM. ] DLAK £ 568 2 R
HE B Ah, S8 3 LT — JCiE 5 B (unigram language model, fii #X ULM). — JGAH e PEAR T (unigram relevance
model, f&j#X URM) LA K — 7615 5 4% (bigram language model, & # BLM)[) LDT & 4¢,)f 5 SDLM #:47 Hu i, H
WAL

@© HETNZRiERRT U-SDLM H1 D-SDLM A 2 53k 47 4 v U125 URM A1 BLM (°F- 3 R 807,70 0 0
ABGRr R H o MRS FE AR LA 5.2 T 1

@ WA B, 5256 10— JCRFAEXS B U-SDLM,ULM LA K URM [R5 g B1 0 — JCHFHIE, S50 1% % D-SDLM
I BLM BEAT P 12 038 0] 26 36 2 15 SO U i A SLUCEC6) LDT 1 fig 1 52 M 78 BE it L, sl 58 e %
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