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An Action Research on Teaching Oral English Argumentation to

Taiwanese High School Students

INTRODUCTION

Teaching of debate/argumentation, however commonly practiced in all levels of
schooling in the West (particularly in the US), is at best received with reservation in Taiwan.
To promote and integrate oral argumentation into high school English education, what oral
argumentation consists of and how to teach it are two pressing issues that need to be tackled.
To this end, an action research was embarked on to devise a pedagogical model of oral
English argumentation and an instructional approach for developing students’ competence in
oral argumentation. Specifically, the following questions are pursued: 1) What components or
stages does oral English argumentation contain, 2) what basic abilities and skills does oral
English argumentation entail, and 3) how can these components, abilities, and skills be taught

to high school students?

ACTION RESEARCH

In recent years action research has been popularly used in educational field as a tool for
professional development, such as solving pedagogical problems or improving teaching
outcomes. Many models of doing action research have been proffered over the years (e.g.,
Kemmis, 1990; McNiff & Whitehead, 2002; Whitehead, 1985). Disparate as they are in the
specific procedure to be taken, they all have certain steps in common, i.e., identifying an area
of focus, developing an action plan, implementing and monitoring the plan, and finally
evaluating and adjusting the plan. Whenever possible, the above steps should form a spiral
of cycle to be repeated by the researcher until the actions are in line with what he/she wishes
to happen (e.g., Mills, 2000; McNiff & Whitehead, 2002; Richards, 2003). It is by those steps

and in that sequence the present study unfolded.

THE STUDY
Participants

To devise a pedagogical model and approach that can be applied to teaching oral
argumentation to high school students in general, a group of twelve first-year senior high
school students (4 females and 8 males) were recruited from a Taipei municipal high school
on a voluntary basis in the spring semester of 2010. Among the participants, 2 had a final
English score from the previous semester that is above 90; 6 had a score between 80 and 89; 3
had a score between 70 and 79; and 1 had a score between 60 and 69. With regard to their
oral English proficiency, three could speak relatively fluent English, two could manage to
express themselves without serious problem, and 7 had to struggle to get their meaning across
from time to time. The participants’ English teacher, who was interested in learning about

oral argumentation, also took part in the project as an assistant and participant observer.
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Five-step Action Research Procedure

Adopting McNiff and Whitehead’s (2002) action research model for its simplicity and
conciseness, the present study proceeded in the following five steps: 1) Identify an area of
practice to be investigated, 2) imagine a solution, 3) implement the solution, 4) modify
solution in light of the mini-evaluation, and 5) evaluate the solution at the end of the

instruction. They are briefed as follows:

Step I: Identify an Area of Practice for Investigation

The area of practice to be investigated in this study is devising the content and method for
teaching English argumentation to high school students. Argumentation here is defined as a
verbal, social and rational activity in which individuals advance competing claims by putting
forward a constellation of propositions justifying or refuting the proposition expressed in the
claim (van Eemeren et al., 1996; Felton, 2004).

Step II: Imagine a Solution

To tackle this unprecedented and challenging task, a pedagogical' model that captures
the gist of the argumentation process and the skills entailed is called for. Figure 1 captures
the model of argumentation initially devised which consists of five components (i.e.,

99 6

“opinion” “justification,

29 ¢

challenge/refutation,” “defense,” and “concession’), four critical
thinking skills (i.e., distinguishing facts from opinions, distinguishing strong from weak
reasons, recognizing common fallacies, and using and testing evidence) and four discourse
strategies (expressing and soliciting opinions, introducing and challenging/refuting reasons,
refuting common fallacies, introducing and challenging/refuting evidence).

(Figure 1 here)

Following the construction of a pedagogical model of argumentation was the
conceptualization of an instructional approach. An explicit teaching approach was adopted
which aimed to tackle the components of argumentation and their related skills/strategies
directly and systematically. Five stages (see Figure 2) were devised in this teaching
approach, including, overview (i.e., giving students a holistic view of the argumentation
process and repertoires of skills involved in the process), component-by-component
instruction (i.e., expounding on the nature of each component and teaching the
skills/strategies relevant to the enactment of that component), modeling (i.e., providing good
samples of argumentative discussion with all components included), guided practice (i.e.,
students’ practicing argumentative discussion with the instructor’s assistance), and
independent practice (i.e., students’ practicing argumentative discussion on their own).

(Figure 2 here)

' What the study aims to conceive is a working model for instructional purposes, and not one that truthfully
captures or reflects real life argumentation to its dots. To this end, some simplifications or alternations are not
only necessary but also desired.

2



Steps 111, IV, and V: Implement, Reflect and Modify the Solution

For any action research, the most critical phases ought to be implementation, reflection
and modification of the plan that was conceived to tackle the problem area. In this study,
prior to the course, a pretest was conducted, where the participants were paired for a dyadic
argumentative discussion. Then the oral English argumentation course unfolded. Followed
by the course was a posttest dyadic argumentation. Reflections and modifications of the
pedagogical model and teaching approach were done on a weekly basis during the course as

well as after the participants’ posttest performance.

Pretest

In the pretest, based on their positions and interest levels concerning five controversial
policies (i.e., “Smoking while walking should be legally prohibited in Taiwan,” “English
listening test should be included in the Specified Subject Test,” “First-year university students
should choose a college, instead of a department, to study in,” “homosexual marriage should
be legalized in Taiwan,” and ‘“capital punishment should be abolished in Taiwan”), the
participants were paired to have a 10-minute discussion on one of the policies. In the end,
three pairs argued on “legally prohibiting smoking while walking,” two pairs on “legalizing

homosexual marriage,” and one pair on “abolishing capital punishment” in the pretest.

Oral English argumentation course

The oral argumentation course consisted of ten weekly sessions which ranged from 90 to
100-minute each time. Table 1 enumerates the topics (critical thinking skills as “CTS” and
discourse strategies as “DS”) dealt in each session and the instructional phase to which the

topics belong. No more than two topics were covered each time given the length of the

session.
Table 1 Instructional Content and Approach
Adopted for the Argumentation Course
Session Topics Instructional Phase
1 a. Understanding the argumentation Overview
model
b. Recognizing examples of
argumentation
2 a. Revisiting the argumentation model Component-by-comg)onent
b. CTS—distinguishing  facts from | instruction: Position
opinions
3 a. DS—soliciting and expressing opinion | Component-by-component
b. CTS—distinguishing strong from weak | instruction:  Position &
reasons Justification
4 a. DS—introducing and challenging/ | Component-by-component
refuting reasons instruction: Justification &
b. CTS—recognizing common fallacies Challenge/Refutation

% The word “position” was referred to as “opinion” in the original pedagogical model of argumentation. The
term “opinion” was later changed to “position” to make the focus and nature of such an opinion more clear.
3



5 a. Quick review Component-by-component
b. CTS—recognizing common fallacies | instruction: Justification &
(cont.) Challenge/Refutation
6 a. DS—refuting common fallacies Component-by-component
b. CTS—using and testing evidence instruction: Justification &
Challenge/Refutation
7 a. CTS—using and testing evidence | Component-by-component
(cont.) instruction: Justification &
b. DS—introducing and challenging/ | Challenge/Refutation
refuting evidence
8 Group debate Guided practice
9 Debriefing on group debate Guided practice
10 Group/Pair debate Independent practice

To solicit the participants’ feedback on the content and activities adopted in each session,
they were asked to fill out a simple feedback sheet at the end of each class. The researcher
then spent another hour or so discussing with the English instructor of the participants who
was present during class observing the researcher’s instruction and students’ responses.

Given the grand scale of the task involved in the study (i.e., conceiving a workable
pedagogical model and instructional approach for teaching oral English argumentation to high
school students) and the limited time granted for tackling the task, much of the action taken in
each class were only reflected and evaluated by the researcher, along with the participants’
English teacher, for their effects and possible adjustments for future practice. Such
adjustments, however, were not implemented and re-tested for their effects due to time
constraint. Following are some major3 modifications of the pedagogical model and
approach initially devised as well as suggestions for instruction.

Week 1

Reflections and modifications. Participants did not perform well on the exercise where
they had to identify the dialogues that contain the major components of English
argumentation. To make the participants visualize how “both” arguers maneuver the
components, the researcher decided to add two arrows to the original process (see Figure 3) to
indicate that as equal participants, both parties, at a certain point of the argumentation process,
have to state their positions and justifications respectively. The second speaker may declare
his/her position and justification right after the first speaker announces his/her justification or
after he/she challenges/refutes the first speaker’s justification (after revision, this model could
better capture the interactive nature of the argumentation process than the original one, but
was still not without problems as the discussion in the final reflections and modifications
section shows).

(Figure 3 here)

Week 2

Reflections and modifications. When introducing the component of “position” in oral

3 Because of the restricted length of the report, reflections and modifications from weeks 3 and 6 are not
presented here, and those from other weeks are also simplified.
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English argumentation, future instructors can call students’ attention to some more cultural
differences between Chinese and English-speakers in their treatment of “position.” Peng and
Nesbitt (1999) noticed that Chinese often deal with contradiction through what might be a
compromise approach, showing tolerance of contradiction by finding a middle ground by
which truth can be found in each of two competing propositions. Thus, they posited that
Chinese might be less likely to take sides in a conflict. The implication of this cultural
difference for teaching oral English argumentation to local high school students is that
students have to side with one position, or in other words, fence-riding is not allowed in
English argumentation.
Week 3

Reflections and modifications. When tackling the predicate (main verb or adjective
predicate) of the claim, students seemed to rely on a gist rather than verbatim representation
of the claim predicate as a past study has found (Larson, Britt, & Kurby, 2009). If students
often rely on gist representations when making such judgments, it is then understandable that
they would have difficulty judging whether a reason logically supports a claim. To tackle
this problem, when learning to critically evaluate the justification (particularly its logical
relevance to the position), students need to be reminded of keeping in mind the claim as a
whole and not just a part of it. It also needs to be pointed out that the definitions of strong and
weak reasons may be deceivingly easy. Larson, Britt and Kurby found in their study that
without an argument tutorial, high school and even college students frequently failed to
distinguish acceptable arguments from structurally flawed arguments. While a short
15-minute tutorial may help students improve their rejection of unsupported opinion as
acceptable arguments, it would take immediate feedback given at multiple appropriately
spaced sessions for students to master the skill of detecting unwarranted arguments.
Compared with position, justification is no doubt a much more challenging component for
students to tackle in argumentation.
Weak 4

Reflections and modifications. The purpose of any exercise given out in an argumentation
course should be first and foremost on the cultivation of argumentation skills and not
enlargement of lexical or syntactical knowledge. The exercises, therefore, should aim to
build the participants’ pragmatic competence of using words or sentences within their
capacity to venture their argument. Guided by this pedagogical principle, the amount of new
words and the number of expressions contained in the class materials need to be trimmed, and
the exercises that are too restricting in forms (e.g., blank-filling questions) should be changed
to a more open-ended format where students can choose expressions they are most
comfortable in using to realize the pragmatic function called for in the exercises.
Week 5

Reflections and modifications. To reiterate the role of challenge/refutation, a Chinese

idiomatic expression “Grandpa contends he makes sense; Grandma argues she makes sense”
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(“NRAEE, EREABE”) was used to illustrate exchanges that only contain “positions”

and “justifications” from both arguers. The participants were then reminded that to do English
argumentation, it is imperative that they go beyond the “Grandpa/Grandma argues for his/her

own stance” stage and engage themselves in the “Grandpa contends Grandma is not making

sense, and Grandma argues Grandpa is not making sense” practice (“AFRZEFE, ERNKR

38”), and thus the gist and spirit of the component of challenging/refuting. The parallel-tracks

reasoning pattern, however commonplace in Chinese argumentation, falls short in English
argumentation which markedly rests on the clash of these two opposing stances. Woods and
Wang (2008) had a similar observation when they posited, “To Americans, particularly
American debaters, nothing seems more natural than being ready to disagree when it comes to
dealing with different opinions in the process of developing one’s argument. This, however, is
by no means true across cultures worldwide” (p. 37). When teaching Chinese oral English
argumentation, the instructor has to take a note of this cultural difference.

The large number of fallacies introduced in the course can be re-organized by using the
categorization introduced by Johnson and Blair (2006), which classified the standard fallacies
as failures of acceptability, failures of relevance, and failures of sufficiency. When teaching
the topic of fallacies, a presentation of the general account of each fallacy has to be quickly
followed by exposure to lots of actual examples (Blair, 2008), and students also have to
explain their allegations and argue whether and how the arguments can be saved or improved.
Week 7

Reflections and modifications. Peng and Nesbitt (1999) pointed out that the dialectical
approach Chinese are accustomed to may be accompanied by a tendency to accept too much
at face value. This tendency, the researcher contends, may contribute to Chinese people’s
reluctance to demand proof for the truth of an assertion. To help local students combat this
human and culturally-conditioned tendency, the instructor of a future argumentation course
has to root in students the habit of evidencing or seeking proof for any argument that lacks
acceptable premises or common presumptions.

Week 8 & 9

Reflections and modifications. Concerning the participants’ argumentation performance, a
number of problems were noted and suggestions were also made for tackling those problems.
First, for not jotting down the opponents’ claims during the argumentation, the participants
sometimes forgot and thus could not respond to the opponent’s arguments. To solve this
problem, students in future exercises can be required to jot down key words on the flow sheet
as a way to retain their memory of the opponents’ arguments. Second, many straw man
fallacies were committed, particularly during challenge/refutation, due to the fact that the

participants failed to fully comprehend the opponents’ justification. To prevent this from
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happening, a phase of “restating the opponent’s argument” can be added to the beginning of
the justification, challenge/refutation, and defense stages on the flow sheet (see Appendix).
Third, quite a few unsupported assertions were spotted in the participants’ justifications (e.g.,
for “eradicating star high schools,” the participants made such claims as “Students are labeled,
and so those who get into star schools are overly confident and do not want to study,” and
“Students in star schools don’t have much time left for doing other activities). To tackle
this problem, students, when constructing justification for their position, need to constantly
question themselves by asking, “How do I know that’s the case?” or “Is there a commonly
held belief about the truthfulness of the point?” Finally, while justifying their position, the
participants often engaged in abstract reasoning with only explanatory remarks but failed to
substantiate and concretize their claims with proofs like facts, statistics or examples. To deal
with this deficiency, similar to the solution to the previous problem, students have to
constantly pose to themselves questions like “Am I only explaining the reason at an abstract
level or am I illustrating it with concrete proofs?” and “Can I strengthen the claim with facts,
examples, statistics and/or testimonies?”” These inquiries, along with those mentioned earlier,
can make a checklist to be used by students in the preparation process for detecting any

possible flaws or weaknesses contained in their justification.

Posttest

A posttest was conducted in week 11 to assess the effects of this oral English
argumentation course. To ensure the same basis of comparison, the participants were
engaged in a 10-minute* dyadic argumentation for the same position on the same controversy
with the same partner as in the pretest. Like the pretest, all the dyadic argumentations were
videotaped and transcribed.

Final reflections and modifications

The course has helped the participants become more aware of the components of the
argumentation process. The pattern of most of the dyadic argumentations in the pretest was
the typical parallel-tracks type where the participants took turns in developing only their own
arguments, with only little questioning or refutation of the other’s arguments. This pattern,
however, was greatly rectified in the posttest with one or both participants often following
their opponent’s reason with a direct challenge or refutation. It was also noticed that while
the “parallel tracks” organization pattern of the pretest argumentations posed no problem to
the participants in introducing all the reasons for supporting their position, the back-and-forth

challenge/refutation-response exchanges in the posttest led the participants to a difficulty in

* When the posttest was in session, it immediately became clear to the researcher that the participants had a lot
more to respond to their partner’s arguments than they did in the pretest, and so if the argumentation was
terminated at 10 minutes, it would be curtailed to a much larger extent than it was in the pretest and possibly
cause much frustration in the participants. Thus, on the spot, the researcher decided to extend the time by
allowing the participants to cover most of the reasons they constructed for their position but only use the first 10
minutes for the pre- and posttest comparison.
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deciding when to terminate the argumentative discussion of one reason and move on to the
discussion of another reason. To better capture the dynamics of two parties building one’s
own case, refuting the other’s case, and rebuilding one’s own case in an argumentation
process, and to drive home the point that the challenge/refutation-defense loop for each reason
has to eventually come down to one party conceding to the other’s challenge/refutation or
defense of that reason, the argumentation process in this pedagogical model was revised again
by marking out the two arguers and sequencing the move they take regarding each
argumentation component in relation to their opponent’s moves (see Figure 4). In this
revised model, concession is the component that ends the argumentation on one reason and
begins the argumentation of another reason. To ensure students are capable of enacting the
act, the discourse strategy of agreeing also has to be added into the skill repertoire.

(Figure 4 here)

The increasing number of requests made by the participants for more hands-on practice
in the final one-third of the course and the less satisfactory performance in the posttest dyadic
argumentation all pointed to an inadequacy of and necessary adjustment to the five-phase
instructional approach originally proposed in this study. Provided the participants’ overall
positive responses about the level of helpfulness regarding the materials and activities
imparted respectively in the overview, component-by-component instruction, and guided
practice stage, the problem seems to lie more in the arrangement or sequence of these stages
than in the purpose or function of the stages. While the overview phase can still be placed at
the very beginning for an orientation, phases two to five can be repeated for each
argumentation component (see Figure 5). That is, after the overview phase, the instruction
will move on to the introduction, modeling, guided practice and independent practice, in that
order, of the first argumentation component, position. The same cycle will then be repeated
for justification, challenge/refutation, defense and concession. In this way, not only is there
less information to be covered in each stage, there is also a clearer focus on the skills and

strategies for the teacher to model and for students to practice.

CONCLUSION

To explore ways of teaching oral English argumentation to average-level high school
students, this action research has devised, tested, and modified a five-component pedagogical
model and a five-phase instructional approach. This teaching model and approach may not be
perfect or success-guaranteed, but as they are resulted from an empirical process of
implementing, reflecting and testing, they stand a better chance for accomplishing the goals
they set out to obtain. EFL scholars and teaching professionals are certainly welcome to
experiment and modify the current model and approach or to invent their own. Only with
more jointed hands on the road down the path of argumentation instruction can we eventually

lead our students to the promise land.
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APPENDIX
Flow Sheet for Group Argumentation
Topic:

Position

Justification A1

Chall/Refut Al

Defense Al

Position

Justification N1

Chall/Refut N1

Defense N1

Justification A2

Chall/Refut A2

Defense A2

Justification N2

Chall/Refut N2

Defense N2

Justification A2

Chall/Refut A2

Defense A2

Justification N2

Chall/Refut N2

Defense N2

Notes:

1. “A” refers to the affirmative or the side that is for the proposition, and “N” refers to the
negative or the side that is against the proposition.
Shaded boxes are for the negative to take notes in.

3. In the revised flow sheet, “restatement of justification” is added to the top of the column
next to the “challenge/refutation” box, and “restatement of challenge/refutation” is added

to the top of the column next to the “defense” box.

10



T1

(uo1s.424 [D1J1UL) S2410)42d2.4 S]]1YS PUD SS2204d UOYDIUIWNSAD YS1SUT] D40 JO [opout [p21303vpad | | 2431y

UoISSU0)) N IBIET(|
QOUJPIAD S J0UIPIAD 3unsd) pue SuIs)
Sunnya1/3urdudqeyd 2p SurdNposu| HEHUOU / et SOIOB[[B} UOWIWOD FUIZIUS0IY
SOIOB[[B} UOWIIOD SUNNJOY ﬂ . %5.%8
Suoseal uonEIYSNL yeam woy uons urysm3unsi(q
Sunnyar/3uidud[eyd 2p Suronponu| suorurdo
suorurdo 3urssaxdxa pue 3uniorog ‘ wolj s108] chmch.:m.ﬁﬂ
:$9139)BaA)S ISINOISI(I uonisod :S[IS w:E:.:ﬁ. _mo_.arpo
$$330ad uoneyUIWNS.IY




4

uonPIUWNSAD YS13UF |D40 SU1Yova} 10f yovoiddp jpo1303vpad y 7 2n31.]

sonoead juspuadopug
donoead papimn

|

ordwes poo3

(1uautdojaaa(q sjj1ys 2411onpoid)

asvyd |pulg

oEEEEEEEEREE,

€ woJj SUIfOPON
( uawdojaaa(g sjpys 2413d203y]) J'Y
asvyd a]ppIN
I uononIsur
yuouodwod

-Kg-1usuodwo))

asvyd —

[ELET] \K/OM&Q\/O

oy




€T

(u018.124 pasiaa.L) sa410112da. S|J1ys puv ssa20.4d uoyvIUWNSID YS13us .10 Jo jopout [p21303vpad | ¢ 24n31,]

UOISSIIU0)) IsudI(q

| |

JOUIPIAD —| woneyngey eSuLEYD JOUIPIAD SUNsd) pue Juisn)

Sunnya1/3uIud|eyd 2 SuroNpoJu| SAI0R[[B} UOWIWOD SUIZIUS0INY
S9I0B[[BJ UOWIWOD SUNNJY ‘ SUOSBAI YBOM

SuUOseaI _ uonedynsnp wolj Suoss Surysmgunsi(q

Sunnyo1/3uIud|eyd 2 SuroNpPoJU| ﬂ suorurdo

suorurdo Surssaidxa pue SunidIog woJy s3oey urysmaunsicq

uonIso
$9133)L.1)S SIN0ISI(| — d S[IDS SunjuIy) [BINL)

$s330ad uonejudWNGIY




T

(uois.o4 puif) sad10342da. S|J1ys pun $s220.4d UODIUDWNSAD YS1SUT [P0 _JO [opoul [p21303vpad | f 24n31,]

JOUIPIAD
Sunnyo1/3uIud|eyd 2 SuroNposu|
S9I0B[[BJ UOWIWOD SUNNJY
SuOseal
Sunnyo1/3uIua|eyd 2 SuroNpoJu|
suorurdo 3urssaxdxa pue 3uniorog

"mvmwvwﬂhwm 98.INoISIq

[ I93eadS

IsudI(q

7 Ioyeadsg
NG EY( |

—

7 Ioeads

7291 1eads
uoIssAU0))

—

I Joxeads

uoneINY

Jeriiel1d! e}

1

[ Joyeads
uonwdIYNSNp

juonisog

uoneInyy
/A3udrey)

1

7 Ioyeadg
uonedynsnf

/uonisog

$s3%0.ad uoneywIWINGAY

90UdPIAD 3UNsS) pue JuIs)

SII0B[[BJ UOWIOD SUIZIUF0IIY
SUOSBAI YeoMm

woyJ Juons urysm3unsiq
suorurdo

woJy sjoey urysm3unsi(q

SIS SuD{uIy) [INLID




ST

(uo1s.124 [pulf) UOYDIUIWNSAD YS1SU D10 Sulyovd} 40f yovosddp [p21303vpad y ¢ 24n31,]

oonoelg
papnn
oonoeld
gurpopo
I[9POIN (uotoduon yuspuadopuy

uornejuaWwnNgIe Yoed I0j

pareadar oq [[Im 9245 Y ])

uononysuy jusuodwo))

MITAIIAQ







WEREHFTTHEFT S EFREL

FEAEFX DK A »
P Yy i % %% ¢ 98-2410-H-003-080-
e w7 ¥ LB Y BT HT L B2 .
o BB Y EFRS F‘V'Jigsﬁpi"(]]l)
£ i s —
rEE ?: Fl ( (Er "o
FEAE FREES st ‘;’S%ﬁ%i ¥ pjﬁ'ﬁ?%
e Gk (BGRme | sl e o
Ao i) L) | & 3% 7] 2
=S T S S
A%~ 0 ) o * )
e F i FriRdismEd |0 0 0% »
Figme ° "
1 0 0%
e :l_\:l oL 0 0 0%
I 0 0%
B = 0 0 0% “
5 0 :
B 1 0 0% g
f?ﬁ 0 0 0% 4 a
A4
L2 2
ggraig A4 |14 ; 3 100%
(RRB) |[ELiumg Ul B
2 izestim * ﬁ . 0 0% o
ﬂp;r'.};/,\: i 0 0%
%;"‘;:4 [ 3 4 2 ; ’ 0
W E Ezjr} gi/\ ~4‘ ke 0 : 0% B
® v~ 0 0 0
b4 0%
¢ :3_\—_1 ‘o 0 0 0% ?;‘_/j\
o (& 0 0%
o JEE (4 .
B o fa,;il = . 0 0% s
1=
A 0 0 0% o
TS T T E
Dk T ﬁ:: 8 0 0%
N 0 0%
(R [ ELieg ; %
% ;;ém = i 0 0% o
—= 0 0 0%




PEAEERYANFIY G e 02010 & BEA- LB A TRl
Hi A% FUERARL (TS 5 2 FAFY SRR K YA
(Rt g 22z &
5 hoyE B s d S
W £ R gL
T Ak EE R
IR L I S
W 2 B g ¥
EE G F A

}ljo)

’i X538 P

[l
1%
%‘\
2
=
F
¥
R
==
P

#R%EL S(7 FRredn)

/e

Re|grga epe A1 8

Vlgen

B ye s IR

R LI

3
1
4e
g |FiHE/ iy
i
p

OO O OO O o (o

PEASHAEZ 2 (BR) Ak







T
Ff

L

™ @

R AT R PR S R

(& 'Iﬂ:,\:%mr,kg\xl&;& . f:fﬁ\_ggééfgg\;i

+ @—ﬁ’%ﬁumm i@i
AEAHIFELAY FL T ABFRAH G MG RS T FEEE

L RPN FE R R PR E YRR

3l-

.¢$Eﬂ
BEETNE A (/ﬂ—;fbp@ » 12100 x 52 2)
[ =% 2 pe
mEES EERT
[1H & R 7]
m
2. P S % a4 &Y g IR
#we e gd Orgrz4 BER? i
.g;’f' c[]e @ Yz %3—:‘ B
'ﬁ:ﬁ D J}iﬁ D/r’?’xﬂ .jli
w1 (12100 3 5 2)
3.

B (B Acit N Eeri A2 R A& T F
500 % % *1)

Bp 2 R E R R FmmRSF Ly PRGBS AR T
GRS R AR R A S LA L
BRFEFERNR S RARG AAFEF O FRFRTL KT L FF AN LR
S M T E L R TR RE SRR FhERE







