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A Review of Theories on L2 Phonological Acquisition
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Abstract: Since the mid of 20" century, researches on L2 phonological acquisition have
examined the influence of the L1 transfer and the role of universal speech development process,
and have generated various relevant hypotheses or models: CAH, MDH, IMH, SCH, FCM and
FMP predict the difficulties and/or their order; PAM and NLMM explicate the initial stage while
SLM and PAM-L2 expound the ultimate outcome; SDRH, OM, OPM and OTM account for the
acquisition rate and/or stages. These theories succeed and complement one another, and, if put
together, depict a brief panorama of L2 phonological acquisition.
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1. 5§

ZAAl 50 AR R 70 FAWI, KA (CAHD, (Wi (EA) AidhAMiE (1L
SEFSAHGRHBL, R T AR (L) FRIBIMER . CAH fl EA S&E—iE (L1 [
L2 T RAE, 1L A 1E VR0 L2 2J 43 A, T Schwartz & Sprouse (1996)4& Hi i) “ 56
AT AsE R (Full Transfer/Full Access, FT/FA)” BB & L& 2k, IANTE L2 )
SRR, L IRMELORE R L2 IRMYIIHRRE, L2 RS2 8wk 2w,
Hur, L2 % &AW RIEAINFE FT/FA B (S, Hancin-Bhatt 2000; Escudero & Boersma
2004).

L2 & R BT % L1 R AE FIAD L2 2 ) Wl A6 15 = Ok 1 e R, w243
M i S LT, S R SYIER B, DL STl 5 Bl AT T ISk fdRe, $2h T 2 b
it . Eckman (2004) F1FZAEMIFMBEIH (2007) 4 HI3FR T 2004 4EA1 1999 4F LARTIAH
KT, THAE (20000 XFELAHT 7300 FHOCEEWE, THAEADBFE (2000, HEEHE (2007)
AZEE (2010) ARl EHEE B4 T 8B A OCHE 1R . A0SR0 L2 3% R SIS FCHF 70 3E AT
STAHPEA, BHRRGNH 20 tHal FEE) L2 F R IGHE, EERRERBNIKS; %
FHITR L2 & R MGG A LS — DN HER s REER L2 & R IE8HR
X LA L2 Z [AARAE RN BJRTESS L2 B RIEHBNEMY |, i L2 5 A
IR AR .

2.20 HE EEM L2 FRIFHER
2.1 KR ZARIORME (Typological Markedness) 122 ) 3 i B 2P

CAH ARy, L1 FI L2 Z (8] E& O K A3 A AN R s 2 ST i, e AR 1 3|
AR A, HSE Hammerly (1982) F5Hi, T CAH 2> s s HEF 2 [ B AR
L1 A L2 1784k, [R]85 1 52 21 5 B 2 T 1A PR A 8 3 BOR RS S R R 1T X R B,
CAH TR H FA A 5 HE 7 i = M



Eckman (1977) fi A AR ICRRE (BN RIFORFRICHEFIE), $H 17 bric B X
FE {34 (Markedness Differential Hypothesis, MDH) », Iy RA L L1 ¥ A brid B L2
ANF A T I R, HOERE S HbRiC BEAH — 3. MY T CAH T &, MDH $2m 1 il
SIHME s HMERE T IR YE . (HJE, MDH WA L2 AR s (8 AR TE AR D¢ A5 H B
Ml A, 42 Carlisle (1988) #2H i ]hric BB C(Intralingual Markedness Hypothesis,
IMH) », f8HIWIRAES L1 AR L2 & RIRZEFEARICRIER SRR, IBAPRCEER
Y38 B M T 2 2

5 CAH —#f, MDH Al IMH 3459 & L1 F1 L2 Z (8] AR R A5, R R AR A A 2
)M R SR, AR BATE R DS Y 1] 2 28 ER A TR PR BN L, R R B R A 2 A
Yo A R %€ Lk (devoicing), TR B oAt 7 B ZE5 175 U 32 (Eckman 1984, #:5]
[ Eckman 1991: 33), J4yutt, Eckman (1991: 24) 2 Hi«45 it M 5%” (Structural Conformity
Hypothesis, SCH), W\ il F T L1 5 KLU [1] [F4%:3& AT ILC(The universal generalizations
that hold for the primary languages hold also for interlanguages.)

SCH B3R B O e L1 X L2 BT N, i L2 =R RERE. 52,
SCH MIAXS IL fIiA[E, 1 MDH 5 IMH /& CAH fIZESE 5 K & .
2.2 FARME (Similarity) F1%>IRIR& R 5VIEM B
2.2.1 Flege 5% MImALER

Flege (1995) #2 ! T «“if#% 2~ >I#i= (Speech Learning Model, SLM) ”, SLMHA &+ 5,
f& 4N A3 (postulates) FI7AME Y (hypotheses), TRIAAEREL2 S 1R & 455 . SLM
%2 3+ 4RGN TR A« nT REE (possibility) A4t (tendencies) », Hfi#
BTN 77 5588 — M s A J5 B2 FUAEBR IS I 4E & B “ AT RE (may be)” BB “ ¥ 2 (will be)”,
i AR IRIE C(certainty)”, INER T EFETIN /) (Eckman2004: 522-523). Hl, SLM
B N3SEREE.

TG, SLMUCHIE BB AL SRR Z T, MASEMRINE ST FAZ0. X4k
KT CAHXE B AR R, (EA B 0 5y BAR I E & E 1 1IXT H

R, SLMERH W2 T3 o s, BIEE 2138 A 7RG BIL2 L1 [a] ) ZE 5 2 )5
A AR N B S VE s, L2055 7 W A B 2 ) T o P L B a7 R
(Flege 1993: 1605; Flege, MacKay & Meador 1999: 2984) . SLMiANIR £ K HHREIE T A
HERR BT HE, (AN AITA R SR ESA W ERE. 5 2, #2215 S
& IR TR 5 7 Db EAE AR R 43 () 2% 1

)5, SLM$EH T LIFIL2 2 [a] A2 AR CInteractive Hypothesis, 1H) * (Baker et
al. 2008), W\ N2Z EAE I AOFLEE B T ) 22 L2 L1 R IR . ML 24E koK, &8 HAR
FHBRBE, 5 2] 5 AL LRIL2.2 [8] 2 70 1) B 7T BRAEG, X L2WT 50 6 77 J& 1A 52 i gl Bk K (Flege
etal. 1999: 2984). IHEARRREE BRe 7 )LEM BN IHL2E RINESR, BE T EET K
M RGN AR I L2 S 15 B BARY 1ivE  (the critical period). 1X— 15 &3 2R 2 &1 X AN
1B S MISZUERT S S FE,  fnGuion et al. (2000b), Flege & MacKay (2004) #l1Baker et al. (2008)

A
=¥

2.2.2 Kuhl #1 Best 5% > AT 4EH B

7E L1 & R 2J150F 70, Kuhl(1991) 42 Hi /i i 2% 3 (Perceptual Magnetic Effect, PME),
YWONTEIE S B, 1HE R (prototype) BEARMAEE—REAEAEALI) & =51, HE R
AR5 & JFE A B ORI T, PRI X oy i T 2R L ) 2R T AR R A

1 Eckman (1991:35) 7EyERE 1 FRE3], SCH mh i34 3m ML AT D2 M am iEvE (UG) FIRII, tha] BLEER
2 RN, PARGZSCAAIRIE 7 2B 2 K im ) . Eckman (2004) S SCH ik th 3= 2 2R
AR .



. PME 0] LA SRARREESIE 55 10155 W HE 25 L, Kuhl HET$ T < BRE ROV B (Native
Language Magnet Model, NLMM) », Ay BEE 135 & R 2 B A RN, TP 2 #H 5T L2
TEMIWTHE (lverson & Kuhl 1995: 560).

FEFEE S B ST T 75, Best (1995: 194-195) 2 H! 1«0 FLAE " (Perceptual
Assimilation Model, PAM), #5H BLiE AXTIEREE % 2= 1 3 PR A RAL A IE TE AR 2 AN%F A7
EREE R 6 PR R X 4 B o FEREE K b, oo bl 58 2 28 M (Best, Faber
& Levitt 1996: 2602). So & Best (2010) 1EH] | PAM A Tl Afg ¢ B i A L2 -1 i Ja%
palk S

PAM FI NLMM #EA A L2 22 I E IR ER, & T4 S B4 HT B {H/2 Guion et
al. (2000a) &I, PAM &5di& Y B IE, A b nT DLAE {3 5 BARY B ; Best & Tyler (2007)
AR T PAM-L2 (/N5 3.1 #%F PAM-L2 FEAT PEA AR D o
2.3 PRICHRHE + AB LR 2 S B S B

BT L2 HRIGFRESZET L1 FIEBAER A S BRI, Major (1986:
455-458) $2 kAR (Ontogeny Model, OM) , ik 2% > i i 7= A= JiR R AN B AR Ak
T BARICRRAE FAR S 7E TN 5 AR ST S R IR HAE (2 L Major 1987; Major &
Faudree 1996), Major & Kim (1996) #Z Hi“AHALUM: X 7l BB Ui (Similarity Differential Rate
Hypothesis, SDRH) », JATEFMEFIARICHFE IS, A RS & BLGR I SE R % >
S PIANIE], S 2 2] 3 B B B ) D RE B 27 ) ME S ) R SE A B TR L2 & RIS
M.

5T OM Al SDRH, Major(2001) 4 th“ /& 2F 15 & g 157\ (Ontogeny and Phylogeny Model,
OPM) », GL& 4/NATHRHER, R T 2 HET NS RET RS KRR A — R
M, BRET LLERAEA, L2 BAREr, Mg REm R RIS = FHNRR, CLAAHLER
PR ICREAELE I AR R R

PA b (R BEARF F A8 LA [R] B AL s g R s, X 3 SR TR — I R PR AN 5 T, 43
B L1 5 L2 2 2R LR (the continuum of difference) HIPIANER: A B Ffaka
#45>. CAH. MDH #l IMH & AR i, FEEXE S, 1 SLM Al NLMM SG7EAH A
A E RSy, X IER SDRH 13 LAZEAARICRHEAARLLE AT E . FIR, 7EARi
FHEMET R, L1 5 L2 Z A AH ) s A7 7R B A R AR B PEAR R 22 45 SCH iR
B E R IRBRCREE R/ NIMFE AL RS A RARCREE BRI .

2.4 B4E)LfT (Feature Geometry) FRHIE 34+,

L1 AN 2 3T 3 06 TR — A L2 35 35 (R AR AU JBR e AN — B3, g [ 2 AR Je e o ) 2 S
7] @, Hancin-Bhatt (1994) i Bh#& &R 2=4FAEJ LA HIE, $EH T 4FE 2 #5250 (Feature
Competition Model, FCM) >, I AE AL I IX GRHE A — 3R ILE? (prominence),
o IR R R R A A AP R T, AT RS L2 9 R AR R I

MDH 5 IMH. SLM. NLMM #1 SDRH &%}t &4 (FA A8 i &%, 1fi FCM N
XoF BB A7 A B I X ARFAE IR PR N K L BE B A e B T LY SERBAE R A . R A
2 (Hancin-Bhatt 1994: 264), FH T L1 & ZACN IL BEGRAE “@IAEL”, M BLRH K
L2 % N5 N TES: ST Z (8] f)3%E+H: (Brown 1998: 186)

3. FHA L2 F RABERH KB
3.1 XMRHIE LT LR AR B B R AR — P A A

2 EAE T LR R I T AN 7 0 ME S (Radical Underspecification) _Ef, ZH8Z4SMERE A2 5 AL 3L
BMPE SR . Hancin-Bhatt (1994: 261-262) 45 Hy4RAE ™ IL I (1T 83T 80 B 2 1% 43 HEAE 17) i
BRI P AR . B, %S08 B gh B BRI B2



FETRAEJUATENRAE L1 3 RIS A)LEFERAPEM, Brown (1998) fitti, 40
R LLEA L2 FRX B R, 52 F AL BN L2 FA AL, W Aaes:
SHE AL EHEEERE B, Larson-Hall (2004) 5 IR LB H 45 A0 RS 3 (Featural
Model of L2 Perception, FMP) », YN L1 4 A L2 B A06F S7 B M 1) X B AE (&
LA, B F R ITHRIX — XS AR, ISR LY 2 A L2 6 S AR R i —
X HAFAE, FIERE T XX, FMP b2 T X AR ES AR S R (GEETE
W) WERE A CF REW BAE (FEL Brown 1998: 147-149).

T REE RS, Best & Tyler (2007) #& i PAM-L2, £ PAM [F{bAE AT SLM A ¥ 1)
HEZE R LTI AI R RE L2 B RAISHIR BRI R A 4R

H AT, PAM-L2 43 LA N = SEARE. 5, PAM-L2 I\ NS5 LL A L2 SEAT (3%
AR L2 HAHAT “F REM (re-phonologize)”, ¥ 28 BFIEAE R ILE T F Y BE AN &
R A2 HAEH b

B, BRI SEE RS R L T R IR (EAD BRI,
PAM-L2 1\ L2 il 2% 2] At & REM I EEF R . X153 Bundgaard-Nielsen, Best &
Tyler (2011) [WAIPUER . ZWFFCRIL, 75 11 44 HAGEE 2% > 35 RO S84 76 2 1/
SIS R, TRV AR ORI A 2] A IR AR e PR R M AR TRV R N

=, PAM-L2 531 F 1B BB AR B AES, RERSREAEEmEMN Y R
OGP T N EAR M, REEES BRI ZE R DL & REM R,

FMP 1 PAM-L2 435l 3k — 5 s 7 7228 F 4K K FCM Al PAM X DX BIRFAE FIR 35
LAWK WEHFRI, FEXAFFEEUR & L8R EEEE L1 M L2 Z 8] R A AL AT
PAInEE L2 )15 Ee 6 TN A AR R BE 1, 10 Hallé Best & Levitt (1999), Larson-Hall (2004),
Colantonai & Steele (2008) #1 Best & Hallé (2010) %%,

3.2 Mt (Optimality Theory, OT) HEETH L2 TRIBHER

f&B) FT/FA #ig, Escudero & Boersma (2004: 579-582) #EH L2 “ 5 Ryl ik
WH#i3L” (an Optimality Theoretical model of phonological categorization, OTM), iAJN7E FT
ERF, L1yuBg. L1 E%nmst (perceptual mappings) 1 L1 %5 X1 (blank slates) #7iE
R L BENTEERVIMGET B S8 )E, £ FAMERTR, TamERWLHIRE R 3, 78 L1 25 3 X
WEESZHTI & RVUlE, B, S %0 AN 5 3), RS2 %M IL T EE Rk
¥ o

£ OT HEZEZ FRHT L2 F R\ AR MHAE DM HFEd L2 F RIJBFHEIE RN
F—AEES, KA RN =T B, FCRHIEIEE T L2 RIS RS S
FEAITE 2 6] (B 2R (Eckman 2004: 541-542)  FRicd RFE A L2 35 & S5 (it MDHL IMH,
SCH F1 SDRH) " EFERFFK 2 —, [FK2 OT Frit iy sEZEEEN 2 —.

=, OT N L2 B R Fifeft 7 IRSLHBIHELE . OT N A, S HREL AR
A AR S M A SR AR . XSRS L2 B RIS AEEER
2 2 I ASBTIB IE S 20 S8 L1 R ISR, DORERE L2 MEESHFF . OT
RS FERE L2 % R FRIRE  FE A a4t 7R K ER] (2 W Hancin-Bhatt &
Bhatt 1998; Broselow, Chen & Wang 1998; Hancin-Bhatt 2000; Lombardi 2003).

B, BERMCIE R IEX “al % (learnability)” FUEFT, $HEH T & X 29 Z& 44 HE
FriiEE R Calgorithm), W “ il 226 1F P28 AR (Constraint Demotion)” (Tesar &
Smolensky 1998) Fll “#iAr 2% > J# H A% X, (Gradual Learning Algorithm)”  (Boersma & Hayes
2001) %5, f&5B) OT iz B3 At OTsoft, XLy HAR AT LAJT (8 Rt fg e FIASAD, 27 ) dh A,
NAEE R AMBU TR T OER S (K 2003; #% 2007). #7E (2008) &8 OTsoft
XoF N R 2 A S EE )  T OU AT T B 2 A



4. L2 F R BERXHAELIME A5

FT/FA FRIg & L2 & RIS FCRRATEE, ARRUE: v @EAE L1 JEAE AN IL 22 I A 3l
H o5 A B . B ARARAME XS LB IR, BRI (BRE AR AR 5 Ee e m E A
B X AL R 5 AN, (B2, AHSCHERIRTE S AR 4 A7 TH B 2 AR TR DA
A

(@) AHAUMERST EL A . D221 (psychoacoustic) (5 i Best 1995: 175-179)
H &, SLM I NLMM DA AARBE R BT A 2 S HURE I s KRB & 8 RFA S BRI B
P58 (direct realist)” (&, Best 1995: 175-179; XIFRAT. WML 2002: 87-88),
PAM/PAM-L2 IAHAINE BT K FLBER, B RKEMMMTTN, KERE, MEKEH
Bt&E; FCM F1 FMP I AU A2 T X RRRIE ) o DX AR E AR B S I 22 AT Al
NERASTRALI, BT AR ER AL TR E ASIAFEM, AT K& A (Brown &
Goldstein 1989: 222),

(b) FHRMPEETETTVE. & BRI HIERAGN T, W CAH. MDH 1 IMH £
AL CBEEMEMD, FJEHK FCM. FMP Fll PAM-L2 5% X BIFIE 8 R & A5 10 AT %
1T, Hob FCM I8 HARFIE ™ B B2 R SR AT AL AT BB ANEL H . PAM,
NLMM 1 SLM RH, B HEAIEN #I57% (identification and rating methodology) * (Guion
etal. 2000a), FI“X43{T4 (discrimination) [ FHE WL 77503, PAM &R AL #
BHE 7RG L2 F RS TH S 7730 (Strange 2007: 48); 7 2S5 Hridife SLM & % K
M77i%. Strange (2007:54) B T H CXI o ABUPE BT R 5250, NS S50 1 mT
SEMERIRRE ST B BB s THEERIXEFE (2009: 269) X H 8 A1 S 5 T 5 o & FHALL
PERITIN 73 B i — DA IE T B3R R

(c) AEAAPERAIER R . SLM $2 Hi <% [A] Y5 2 Cequivalence classification) A\ ZI#L I (Flege
1987: 49), IXTEAR L[R2 HLfyumE i Snie (Categorical Perception) ;& E AT, EIH
IR A B ARFIEA X B R PUE 2E 38 (Liberman et al. 1957; Lotto, Kluender
& Holt 1998: 3653-3654). 53— 71, B “tH& E A RN, NLMM A7 4544
&2 (BB Z) AT LAX il N A RIS &R, X 57005 AIRAH /. PAM/PAM-L2 2 Hi<[F]
AL, S5F 2 NS HERRE &5 2 AT LA 6/4 il RIS, Horp 5/3 Rl AR R A Vaws
AW, {HAE“CG (Category-Goodness Difference) i, (Best 1995: 195; Best & Tyler 2007:
29) 5 NLMM $i& th i) 7ums A 451 5 22 X 7042 — 300

FHRfE (2009: 82) 5 HAHAAME AR T mT DARS AN [F) SR TR (R Ja s, a0 56 RN H AR 5 ) 3
XOP AT P ) 2% 52 B B B P NS s, DA R H AR 2% 3038 0 O 7 R PR R 52 B BETE Al
TG ST, FIRIG AT LU PAM-L2 1“5 R EA” W AR, BRI EE L1
A L2 A R L2 AR S S GRSl SEFEUEMA L (B R
JaE) 2 [A]52 HAE IR

(dy ARABLPERZMT L2 JumE a7 e SLM NN L2 k1 ] BE I BE A A AU ok
/DAL Clinearly) #94n (Flege et al. 1999: 2985); ifii PAM/PAM-L2 $2 ! —Fh<ur AL ff) J5
X AT L1 HRZAMY, 5 L1 R EEARAR L2 158 G 2 O S (1) vl et K TN e

3 Lotto etal. (1998: 3649) #& ! Iverson & Kuhl (1995) (NLMM A Fagmrzs) 8 S35 X F17A B Rk
iR, BITE “HRAREAMES” HeRAMSI 27, ME “XMES” R 27, &A=
SR N BT 2RI E B S G AR R E AT, PROAIR 2 S2I0 R, 7EX BN 2IE &
FHATHOAEFE S, WX E — IR AR &2 B — MBI TP, Hoh, PAM tHAFTEE [FIFE [ S50
J5 8, 20 Hallé Best & Levitt (1999: 286-287, 294-295) i PAM 236 757 /48 .

4 IR FPAL S 2 BRI BT ST 5E - Lively (1993) F1 Lotto et al. (1998) it 5236 /3 HINE WS H Kuhl (1991)
A1 Iverson & Kuhl (1995) (PME/NLMM /77 FHIF 70)TE 256 T vk L L E KRR (S HEE3), FEAR
BT A AT RS E k) 2 B E —EsE N, Bk, PME (NLMM) R BUGIESE T4 RTE B ENE .



FEAR L2 153 (Flege et al. 1999: 2985; Best & Tyler 2007: 27-30). SDRH il OPM A\ & 7.
L2 i 1 (10 38 P55 It 5 A AL Al T 48 . AR 4% Kingston (2003: 299-300) (114341, NLMM
N L2 YEWE AT L2 15 B L1 5 A R A1 PE B A O, BB ORI, mlREVERLR,
N L2 e E ESLHEE AT B T o, By m o R AR ) v i A
G B B A
L2 & R G EIR XM BT AR ACh I SR AR AL 6 ) B AN S 2 A — A T B Y [ 2
(Major & Kim 1996: 469), .54 X AL 25 i A 1) 3L (Eckman 2004: 534), i€
FEABAA: o] EATS SR A L2 5 R S AR 70 75 B MR R AR . 0 XA AE BUR B S AS B O AR
RAHIA LL A L2 Z B 5F RIE T HbAR, AR A B 10 e T, 2k
1 OT HIAEZL R J3 X AHACLE il /IR AR

5. L2 HERI/MERME
BT IA M L2 F RGBT, TATTLAZREE H 8 L2 R L2 HRERY

ARl BT,

(a) L2 S FAAEAWRE L1 HFRMIEHRIAIERE, WVessr@rss, ke
T L2 & R 115,

(D) L2 & R ABRAWARMN), AMUZH] LL RIERAE s (LR @R T 50D,
A2 2IH R A SRR (BUR ARy U 82D L2 & & A3 I HERE AT A7 J9 i
RS 3 AN B ERTIIETEBL, T T U fms eI BL s KBRS 1
JEIBTE, UREmZ T T .

(0) 2% L2 F R ABIVIRREZ I L1 F ROEBHIRE . HI7-EFN L2 FRIAR
T AT 3 ML, &) JET L1YEE, b) AET L1, flc) BTIEFEEN. %
XS L2 BBkl = bR A I 2 A E R A, X L2 RILR IR IX 2 BE7)
PG BRI AL -

(d) 23R L2 fUrgeRBLsm L2 & R IS8R A %3135 Wi B ni 3] L2
5 L1 HRURZIE, BEEXH 24 L2 HFRWURZENZES G, HiTEeE 4 I aaEsr.
R L2 FHRIURM A LRI SN TERERHEA — 2. X L2 & RIRH
AERAIT IO IR AR ™ H 0 e EE AR TE 7 A 2%

(&) ¥2HN L2 HFRMUKZIIWIERZHIT L1 5 L2 & RIRZ A MARICEIESS RFIAH
APE, HAFR ORI R 2 TR 2, MR T R L5 A AR 2 TR IR

() W23 mE, L2 5 L1 & AMARKREESTRCR AR fridEBKR,
TIAH [F SRS, FRIC e, WAHE &R, £ T 2T, &R 5900 FRC RV
AR R, s ST PEAR R, R SPCRTAR: £ U BT, 2 EARC BRI
() e FRRR AR X e Lo TR AR, e 4 B AR DI TRt AR X ) o

(@) XTHEAFME, 25 L1 F /AR R RS SRS MR,
A kg, AL, WAFSER. /£ T BT, 523585 W H AR N
A, FesE SRR A S E AT PO AR U BRI A i, HL22 ST RS, JFH
BHARK, WONIEAH, fUE, BENE. £ U T, JEREH L1 HAAMRICER L2
AF AR T FES E RIARALEE b, AR AR TC BB, 27 50 T Rl

(h) 2220350 L1 5 L2 & RA A R 18 AR A T 32 31 L1-L2 S BAR IR . JF
A 2) L2 AR IOR, L1-L2 X EAF g, 2251 B %00 L1 5 L2 & R 2 5+ K7 g
PR . RTFAR 2 ST EERGR KATE 7 B A MR, 21 ER L2 H R/ SRE L1 0
B, AFERIT RS I HER 2 SBONFEIR L2 & R/IGHA LL 0.

(i) £ OT BBHEZL N, L2 & R IGHARAE S S FH A L1 HI2 56 S5 Ry



PISRIRE] L2 (5 ZHEP I RE . X 2026 B0 HE R IO RE 32 1) L2 fa A EcE 5 e
FRANEET L1-L2 S EAF AT 2k PR 5

() FAHFPURBEEER L2 FROIGHRE. JREREhEE, #3350 L2
FARBNAUHTE ER A R SIE R L1-L2 AR IR, 23] IL-L2 22 H.
YRR o

6. &G

L2 F R B EAT 20 2 th P 42 CAH. f5Bh i Hi i 3= A7 24318, CAH AN,
L2 % R BRI ST LL A L2 fE AL CGEAZRMAD EIRARFE AL MDH A1 IMH FIARIE4F
TEHE— D% 2% STME A ASGR EE LY 3B AR IR AR L2 AR AL, O B AR 10 B A OG5
SLM. PAM A1 NLMM A4 L1 F1 L2 BAHBL s 5 o) M s, M RERIAR AL AR oG, AR ABLIE:
SO 2 S ATERY BRI B A S5 s SDRH A, 2Tl L2 SIS E B, Z2Frid
REAE FAR AR B3R 5 T T

20 2R S P AR 1 IL 5145 L2 & R IR F0 007 L1 & R SIS0 50R 2 3R 1030 3k O Je
TR . SCH YNE 5 R R A8 3l JUU [FIREIE FH T 1L A BURRAE ) LT BRIR R R & & R, FCM.
FMP 1 PAM-L2 J8 3% b X A RFAIE 30K 5 28 45 b 14 55 [R) SR F0 A A e 2 ST 5 I IR o . i
W L2 & R TR IFIARFEAESE, 41 OTM. 5 hiREi & R¥ IR — D45
BT L2 & R IBTT R IHBIA

BOR L2 35 R SIS FRIE AR RE IR AL E L1 A0 L2 22 1) fR AR AL o) R, {E 2 2 A 13t
TR L2 AEP HAIIRE T L2 & Rie IR B ISRAREC R, o EAE N ME
BEBFMA LS ERMES.
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