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Abstract: Since the publication of Eelen’ s seminal work A Critique of Politeness, (im) politeness study is dominated by the
postmodern discursive analytical frameworks, proclaiming the death of classical pragmalinguistic approach. In recent years,
however, the limited explanatory power of postmodern paradigms requires scholars to recuperate paralinguistic politeness.

Drawing on Leech’ s widely celebrated politeness model, this paper reexamines his revised framework and pinpoints it in the

current politeness research trend, attempting to defend this revitalized pragmalinguistic approach.
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1. 5]

il

AR FEAE TR ] 2 SO A S, H Lakoff
(1973) 4t A LA =507 28 4 LA ST 2k 40 R4E
DA BFFEAE A By MBI 2 R A 8y B A7 (etic)
#L3% ( Brown & Levinson 1987;Gu 1990;Leech 1983) & #i %
R B AZFRE A H &0 )5 P =47 (emic ) $L3R ( Locher
& Watts 2005 ; Watts 2003 ) A58 H H4L5 (interactive polite-
ness ) (Arundale 2013 ; Haugh 2007 ; Kddar & Haugh 2013)
SR BRI AR Ay SR 3 BT B Y [RII, F
S HIARREIC AT LG PR A AR 1A 2 BIFTE R 245 BR TR
ANZER BN b (Grainger 2011) , B FHHEABR . JT4F
K AESCAL BRI ST, 18 I I8 @ 32 1) 24 A
HIE, FEIET M (universality ) 1935 B S ALSTE
(pragmalinguistic politeness ) 3 il 2 T #7 B9 4= )L ( Cohen
2017) . 16 AL S B 58 BOA5 3= WC2R 1Y [ 15 ( Culpeper,
Haugh & Kadar 2017) , {14 & 415 ( Brown 2017) FL%i HE
VEUATEAZE TR B 51) 35 0 S 3 — PR 5 ) [ B 482 7 2
YA M ( Terkourafi 2005) AKALAR 5 A B30 R A5
fYIB 2R (Locher 2015) 45 A UAR A it — PR, MM AL
ST A 1 % 3, Leech (1983, 2014) 14 i ) =0 AL 35
LM TR AL S ARE . ASCHLLL Leech 1Y
FLARWTFE MR, IR HALSOUL A B 2%, IF X6 LG 0B 24 P
FIALIBISE S, DRSS T S ALY & 2R

2. Leech BITLEA{K &

Leech "1 4L3 U LA Leech (1977,1983) W%,
JE A LA Leech (2003 ,2007,2014) Jft 3, i 40 4E3%,
S FFALSR B 52 19 28 b A A W ( communicative altruism )
SIS AL, GBI 1y ) S AT M, A
RERE R TR B e S DN DN TN S X S 2 7
Leech ALARAAR 28 B4 0 m0KS BE, LI 2) 8y Y Leech HY AL
RAMES

2.1 Leech AL 89 4% 5

Leech (1983 ,2014) 1A A #L 50 H A 3¢ Br A Ath 14 ( com-
municative altruism) , XFHFMUEAREST HENERR
U NPRCER W AR T 25 1 52 b b R, iz & iR 4T
s A B EE R =0T, AR — RIS
H WL EIRFRIAALE, e 5 # ik B 22br B m 4 T
P (Leech 1983:88) 7L 5 52 b Al 4 ) 5 1
', Leech (1983) 2 t #L A J5U ) LA b 45 41 J5U 0 5 52 P
A T ] S R AT N S RN R, A,
Leech (2014)3A\} Brown & Levinson ( 1987) #2& H 1 FR bz
AL S THARAL S AN S 5 & e R 4 52 s 1 45 468 11
TR, A BT R 5 S A B R SRS B AT R I R
AL (neg-politeness ) . LA 4L 55 ( pos-politeness ) B
HMIE R ELE S AN A BS54RS H AR — 2, E3hig
Wy B R PR H 1T



Leech(1983,2014) 5k #R S AL AE L 165 = 1H
BT RS AR AL AR T 5 43 S O BR A8 Brofvs B i 4k 2%
W HALS CREXTARLER ) Ak 37 T 22 B il 58 i i FH 8 = AL
S (A XS ALIR) o BT R A T RS — S PR A B o

i RAT M RALSR N I TS A OGRS AT O BN R
A& X (Jaszezolt 2005) , HTAESUIE & AW 5 ik ok
ELHRHUUT 2 B LG 3 B, 2 k2 SO AT
R A% Aol A AR A DR SR B T RO AR AN
AR B F 55 (Leech 2014 xii ), 138 FE & LA
SE B AT A BN AL S AR 5, A BN R 3 5 15
BEAFF I, Wr & A 25 4 21 AR AL 3 22 3 (Leech 2014
73) o ALERAE R T A IR A L R R O IR T RE
SRR . AE PR S A HAAE BT HE T R GA N AL SR
A HE IR ALSH (mock politeness ) F1 32 5 2L 5 AY B2 AN FL 5K
(mock impoliteness) , 7F $& {1t A% 45 11 # 10 i B 19 W] 1T
K E T AR E AL AR S E2% ) et T
215 O H ME ), B R O 2K DR ) $E 42 ( Thomas
1983)

T TS Y 208 & SCEE MR HTTT B F 1B T A
HiE, Leech (1983,2014) M [l 55 1647 0 th &, B AL
SR/ — 8 #L 55 SR W ( General Strategy of Politeness ) :
“HFE LA R T BB R X BUR T H B Y
e LFRIALSL” (Leech 2007 181) o X — J& M| 7 it .
X5 T RN N A o 0 R R e e S
SANEE PO B E Y DN N A C A =W R
BTG S EAZ TR, B A5 W4 5 A X N ) B
HAT . FEEIRWAERL, A2 bR A] LLA SR 335 S — L
SR A HEN AR L ph o, 0O Se 9068 5 e < e 3
“JRAZ TR AR U 33 D 5 T AR AL A0 v D 2 T e A
PR FIEAT A RYFLI AR BE TS thiE SR A 3 OBOR B
LA FBORINGE (Leech 2014 37)

2.2 Leech #ALiWL#Y £ %

TS, BTSN TACRL A I U B s v, B
WK AL E SRS PRI S e S5 0, N ALS e S B2
PRI (Leech 1983:82) , SRTMTIX — & Wk AL A% It Ul
BPAAERNZ b W58 by AL A i 2 48 v, 5 85K
A i TR AL AR I BURAETE AR 2, ME DL R v S MR 1R 1) 52
Pra e, B IEJE MBI R |, ALAR i 2 B T ik
PR AT AR 1E 20 T AR, A 0 ke B
B ARG ARSI A S HE R AL X — iR
SC, PRI AL AN P i il 09 [R) 3L, BB D ) 5 s 3 i
DR SR e S AR T AR T 0 5 LA T 0 ) = 2 sl Sy
T AR SCRLS R v oM IR SR AL TR R B
TEJG BRI TE 1 A8 AL A 3 P 0 ] B AN 2 T4 R
HHAR T,

LU BT 5 B R S A S G R, BT
TR I A ) WAL S50 S5 U 5 7 2% AU 1 o D] i) 7y S
KA FHEEE A XHUE N 55 )24 ( Brown & Levinson 1987:4)

.

X BRI A A7 MR 09 58 ( Huang 2014:44) . J5 3] Leech
(2014:91) WA o DU 2 0 — LS S X — S
Jir D ey e B DR ok B S Pl S 2R3 28 1 A% A T
ATl — S F S B R TUAY . FEA VU ER Rl E3 fin
B SRR — AL SRS T i 7 B B R A
WA G2 AN B IE A BRI T R

PR AL A 5 5 1 T 4E 3 i 5 i,
Z BRI S o T e KA A F) 55, /M A
LKA A B E B MUA B JFPREIESEH A S
25 A94EP" (Spencer-Oatey, Ng & Dong 2008) ., Fligfg4t
JE AN PR ) 28 B X5 ) 4 5 7% 1) — R die KA AR /MK
WA AU (A R AN PR RN AR . & & TR SE = 18
LB Iy AR S B TR 32 A AL A T ot 2
I B R JE A (Leech 2014) o SX LIRS 1 I H 1%
X5 A bR B o 4R B 8 B ALSR (T ) VoK 9 200
(Chen 2001) , {7 #IS AT A 22 PraidE

AR K5 0 BRE R B OC BRARALSRAT o, iR
FEW Y R FIIRR vl SR R A L 2 BR R R I
< LEEAEA S A Y 3 72 v 23 S AT i sk B i S PR T R
(Leech 1983:105) , 15 % WF 57 s s MG 1B A 2, 3T
AR, K AN AL S 461 3% Bl b R R TS TR AN U B0 2
K B N Z (Culpeper 1996,2011) , Leech $§ 1L
SUAAEALS AR ST, AT LA FR  — R L3 R et A A= okt
W — BN FL A SR o AL D 0] 5 Be SR D ) R s 1
Jer DU 2 ) 1 AR A U () i AL A AN AL AR AL
OMEEZLFIEITH.

e, (o SCAETERE S R 2R 5 1 B Y 3
PR SIS SR N A B AR T O N SRR,
ZAR T SRR F SO BYALSMW 5 013 7 W48 K
5 G2 B~ i N o o ) G 1 NE N < I o L
1Lk M T Brown & Levinson( 1987) 42 AR 7l it = M 4L
o TG T INALSR IG5 5 T RS 1 B T i
BEJIHEE  BLAR, B PS5 UE K & DUE SE ], 7 EHIE B
— LS SR B E AR Ty SCAR R R A . X AR P O Ak
FYFEMIE— 25158 T Leech LS BRIS A58 4%, [0l B T
HRJ 2 3 X F RO s S SO ) (Gu 19905 Mao
1994 ; Matsumoto 1988)

3. Leech fL3RIE it AU {L

Leech 15 N ME—— A RALSWF 58 4 B W, HOB A=
S 5 ALAA I ) 28 U FH A AR RS A 2 S0k
AT E Zh, B # F E AL Leech (1983, 2007,
2014) B “ L5 R " Brown & Levinson ( 1987) 3& T “ I
F7 (Goffman 1967 ) K BEPE AABGEE ) “ i FPE 2187 . Gu
(1990) 2 Zhou & Zhang(2018) ¥ “ IS HE L 55 S5 ) 7 LA K
Aijmer (1996) il Terkourafi (2001, 2005 ) #2 H /) 2k IA—
FESRALA AL Af . J5 35 WA 2B i Watts (2003) | Kadar &
Haugh (2013) P4 “ 34 (habitus ) ( Bourdieu 1990) A %



A A S ERIE” | Locher & Watts (2005) 19 “ 56 & T
YE” (relational work ) HEZ2  Arundale ( 2013) f% “32H.
231G W (Schegloff 2007 ) & B Y 1 ¥4 #ie " DL K&
Spencer-Oatey (2008, 2011) [ “ FHE4E BRI AL " S5 AC SR
ALBRIRL . AATLL Leech M1E I F ALSL W %, 530l
PAE R AL 25 SO A BEAE DA S, AL O AR A 7
R B FIAL A A B AT 1 R N BR DG £ m g A4~
J5 T Leech AL AR 21 16 55 JH: A 32 45 AL i LA L 43
Bt , DU S A

3.1 AL SR Z

2 ML F K 22 LATH 27 B0 O HE Al e #) it 2%
PiAL B AL Y Leech 3 T Grice (1975) 1A 1E J5 0 A1
Austin(1975) B 5 54T 0BG SR e $2 1 ALAR
W) RS Ry B B ad AR b S W A 2 A AN R B
W EL O TE — e 35 & U2 0 E R IR TEFLS ., AH I
Z T ,Brown & Levinson (1987) A HAL& & XA A
A S PuE  EE & M ENE SIS B IRIEE T
e HE AR IR 2378 & X 1B THALA T AL B K
FRALAI LR 7K Leech — 23 & SUZ 1 I ALE WL, Gu
(1990) L1 f& Zhou & Zhang (2018) AN Leech X 5 &AL
BN SOk B 195 7 JEAE 9L A, PG 78 Leech
“ BRI B O BE TR 43S T D0E SCIR R < AL
W RS Wk Leech WAL, 48 3 b [ SC Ak b iy
ALSAE R T4 2 1B B T AR TT R, Aijmer (1996) Al
Terkourafi (2005 ) AN SCALTESRXELAPE R, 5 EIRAR 5 i
T AT R IR I — 2 1E &

J AL 2 SCA AL A T A g AL SR A BT | 5 i
FHIERTCK & A bR TEHRE S PR B8 b x5 TH AT i
H A Bh S TEA (Eelen 2001; Watts 2003 ; Haugh 2018) ,
F2 ks g A ST A R i Y R AL AL SRR, i3S PR
T ALI VPN RO T A2 SO 2y e ikt 2
A9 3B 7% 7 ( moral order) ( Spencer-Oatey & Kadar 2016
Spencer-Oatey & Xing 2019) , Leech INNIEGE= 2
GEITEAS 2 LAUERA RIS R 2 1 P03 3, AR DG PRAN
TNEUE, AN H T E R E O, A, Arundale
(2010) A ALSR AT & 5 5 5 shaAS B 7= 1, BEaE A
B E R IBAATE I P55, Wik EALSE . 7E Leech
(2014) &>k, J5 AL B TAESTE HALS, 5 < AL 3
V)" BT DG (4 18 FH o 5 AL A ) AU [, AR B 0 R ih 58
Arundale Jr$e i 0 AL BE & 8 T4t 2318 AL A R R
GRZSTE T M Leech #8581 4L 30 W2 15 I 5 LA
B — e 23 1h 2 S BRINAL SN 28 SCAE BRI B i BE vl L)
F e A AL A ] DU B2 A ALSR . S , Watts (2003)
B HERS IR T PR C R B 1 ALSL (Meier 1995) BLAEAE bR
A 2447 M (politic behavior) ., & & R A1 HZ F1&
BT RERI T HAT N, A SRS, e 2 W A AL
i XTI, Leech(2014) A [Al #2318 ALV R FH Watts
(2003 ) 4 3 fr 55 AL AR AL B PP I SR (H 215

AT R G ALSRAT R ) BRI PTG , PRI o b B

3.2 ALshey ;i

ALBR PR R A G e ORI A
SCHFAL S AE AN 8] )2 2 A M, Brown & Levinson
(1987) NN 5 ETEAC PRI 23 TR, 4K 40 55 W 25 (8] Ir
TR EE | TF R AR R A 43 A, e 9 RH 7 1) T 5 46 [l
SRS TEI/IN T TEAT AT W 25 T 145405 1 ) B3k 31 52 B
H . Brown(2017) 45 i, SR BAKRAL S 52 BLAR WG 7E A
7] SCARTE S N 45 5 (HALSI A 38 1 AR 7 32 s 27 Bk
TR TR AN AE T 40 00 A BE AR 01 85 T s
R 490 1] SR 17 T 450405 P R v A iR B R SR
AT T BRI [RIEEHD  Leech (1983, 2014) HLK5 4L
SR T R A PR AR AL AR AR R T
BV S 0] P D0 | 95 156 47 N A A2 B R At 08 64 4
TiEHEHELMLE R ANPRCHR, URIEGE, B, &
SR LALLM N AZ 1 T SCAR R 2, — kL 30 5 W BT 4 3k
HE & BT A NN B A%, BH
(1992) 4t i i U8 AL ST B I A4 B Leech BRI 7E i
D) 22 T ) e AT E D2 T Y 25 5 . Zhou & Zhang(2018)
DA A AL B e P AR S AE SOk )2 T, AR T 74 5 4k 4y
A AZ PRAM LI AN TE T rp A2 B NAE OOy 5
P S AR AL, R I ek AN AR B L
7t o Terkourafi(2015) 48 H AL 3 ELAT H 3 A IPAN P8 , PRt
P ALA )P BR 1 AE 52 Br b B AR TR B IDE s AT
A SOA R E S PR & TR T 5 T YT 3R
TEEAT S IR BT Leech 2 18 A 2Z PR3

Je BARAL SR BEIE J0) 5 20 B B Y 00 A A 22, A A AL S
B SCAE LA JF IACAL SR 2 4 R A [l #k2 SCAk 1)
FELEARUALAR TC 2R A [l ik i B A i 32 AL 30 32 35 18 1
i SR SO TR S 2 B2, O B B 2 Y
M ( Watts 2003; Locher & Watts 2005; Arundale
2010) . P, 5 AR R 22 R IV R 20 B i, MBI 3t
36 ATEZE Br A ) 01 F PEH ( metapragmatic evaluation )
FIE G VTR (post hoc interview ) Z:IF 57 i , 76 BARTE SR
FE AL (van der Bom & Mills 2015) , #H H £ #LiE
FHALA o IR SR i a4 i 3 A7 B 1) 10 22 53 76 5 2 AL
SRS I (E R R, 5 1 LA R B AL i A
{H ( Terkourafi 2005 ; Leech 2014)

3.3 ALRAEA 6915 A

ZALABRIE 1 ) M AR B AR ML PR R
AAE PR SMEHC T BATRR TS § 2 L, S S
FRAEAE VA 290 H 0 52 19 55 18 L 3 R % ( Brown & Levinson
1987) v B il A 18 B M 28 B 1 D ( Lakoff 19735 Gu
1990; Leech 2007; Zhou & Zhang 2018) BV —2ZPRiEE T
A AL 215 (erkourafi 2015) o £ 5 TAALBLR NS FT
DA A2 iR ATEDURPETRTE |75 95 iR h A A A A Lol
BYURR , WS 5 2 ) O B M E R v A 5
TR DUBIRGERE IR0, il PR A 28 R LA

- 3.



RURNCA DR SR AL B T AN 6] Ak A i 5 i, o
AT B BB = A AR SR R T AE BRAn g s
Wik ( Brookins 2010) . 1MFIE T i 4347 R AC bR Uik
0 )5 BEAR 5 i 43 BT B8 ( Watts 2003; Locher & Watts
2005; Arundale 2010) i1 Fik 78 F & AR SR S 0T
SR LB Z A Dy s T AR T X T 52 PR 5 = T (Spen-
cer-Oatey 2011) , AP, KA BRI AN 5 1AL A 8
AR ATRE , SC PR = PR 40T SCAR R DA R, R S A
HHSMEH A RATE T E L,

PRI A L0 194 357 325 AN S A BT 28 LB 315
FEAE 0 B0 52 3 S, TR 7E T 3R 2 1 R R 0 fR R
Brown & Levinson( 1987) Ar & Hi i) T T 48 2185 H T %
FEULTE ANTEIA A PR B A 72 v i >R FH 09 T8 A P AL 3K
Leech 7E I HEA [ HF A RRURR P 4L 30 DK 35 38 1) 32 UL g
SPEGA ST, SR TR ALS B T (Leech 1983) , 42
FE T HES B R BT, Terkourafi (2005 ) 1Y 2R A —HE 42
A ALH S Kadar He TETAL SE AL 3L 58 70 R AL 24
O THE RIS M [FIE W 200 T 5 T8 e 8 I P
H ) B 35 1 ( Leech 2014) , Leech B4 M 8 L 55 E U] Ky
Vi AFRHE T R B e B A 2 RS, 55 7 )5 A
AL, A o 5 3 ok A Af 3 5 KL A5 M ) ke S ) R e B 55 1
AL, EAR T AL A SRR A TR D N 2
EE 6 H AR S ] RL0E B R T e 0 KUK (H
3R FLE ) — BN AT AT 2 e B R F5 7% 1 ( Culpeper,
O’ Driscoll & Hardaker 2019) I, Leech fA) o ) 5K AL
S X S R i DA ] P T FHARE A ) B R M B

3.4 ALMBRATRX & A G

Leech WXT LA 5 AR ¢ 5 0 1 I 2 0F 983X — 87 2%
T (Locher 20155 fi] 4% 2018; 77 B 2019) £
ME| LR, Leech(1983) F. 3] 5 Brown & Levinson (1987)
— AL B VELE R PR R R, & By 1R 2 Pral iy
WSROI R, a) L S B AL i i 27 (Brown 2017
383), BB AN AL A 58 00 2458 K 1 S A0 o ) =X 2
(Leech 2014) N [AIAFLS LG 1 5 BRI, SO XA Eelen
(2001) 1 Mills (2003) JIr 18 T 09 2k 37 F AL 5 9 A AL 50 A5
Y AE A AR IR | — AL A SR (LRI | — A
ALAT SR | oS i DU AR s 1 i DU JT 26 ok ) o P D D 2
fRIES IR APRE L, Leech FrHa & 38 FH 5 U] [a] A0 5.
T2y, BAT RGerE A R RIS BRI K —4 5 i
B3 8 244 1R 3R ( Watts 2003 ; Spencer-Oatey 2008 ;
Locher 2015; Terkourafi 2015) . Leech 5 HAth 3= it A PriE
FHERE (1) DA TR A F LSRRI ST 4 S R . AN ALAR S
PRAEE R I EE A7 &3 PRERE | i ALSR U — BB s
BT E A BN, L)L Locher & Watts (2005) fU#
15 BRACHLA BRI LAAEARC A4 947 S JE 0 4L
SURAALIR R SE 2 IS, BTt 2 Uiy Je BARGE
FEH AR T RGEZIMEWNTELE (O Driscoll 2013) (1&
TERRIT (Haugh 2013 ) 584~ AFISCARAR 136 FHIE 5 E 1]

4 .

1 Leech ALSIEIIE I R EIES RER G AR R
HIVE AR

4. B

L FSCRXS AT AR B Leech M AZ BRI 3=
& LAos il SCHS A AT 9 BRAE  Hal, B AR
G IEAREAR S RV ALI R IE i — 2
SR NP () ALAR G T8 T S ALY, AR A
S B e i FIALSOE 17 R O #LSRBF Y 30 =07
I E—20 VA0 Leech BHEHIPLER & R TR

M Leech BIEFIEF AL A &R F , Z BT840
SRS om A S22 TR T8 R R R BT A R R AL SR
Ji DU) 55 0 A 75 AN ) SC AT B R e £y, BRI 2 SR
B SRR BRIS A A 1 B SR ( Shoemaker, Tankard & La-
sorsa 2004 ) , M B W = W )5 & P (heuristic value)
FNEHIANE . Leech ELAT FINPE B AL 350 o 0] B AT AR
S H R SO LA BRE  FE 28 2% (Pfister 2010) , 4
B (Zhou & Zhang 2018) , il B 7 SC Ak B iE 1
( Brookins 2010; Terkourafi & Lord 2018) , X /] LI4§ 5 —
TEHUF (Taguchi 2011) K S AF Jhy 3 1 #Y0F 5 ( Hop-
kinson 2017 ) , SR Sk, AN R 5 1B AL SR ATE 9% 1) 42 i
ZAE . AT S AL 3 Pk i R B R R W A 45
HH T H 0 AL A B A i A0 S AL A SR 11 N TE Bl
o AHIEIG Y Leech RE F B BH 1L 45 it 0] 5 v D0 LA
Lo 5RO ) () 2 5C 22 AHIF R RALSR s 5 &
P DU HE DU () 09 56 2R o A VR T AR S N2 38 B AR AR
D) AT AN 5 R AR 00 wp 5 DR IR L 3 D DS A
SRS 8 T I T A T RRAE AR T DU i ST Y
FLERAEN ( Pfister 2010) . K¢ ALA5 I N ALAE & 4 D J0) 1Y
WEN—E R E Lt bf# T Huang (2014 ) X 4L 50 JF ) B
WRTAMER R SE . BLAN, Leech o fE 7840 fift B R AR AL 5
S LA ] Y 26 2R (2R AT L FACF- 2014) T R AL
A B 2[R FIROH]  Be2E a5 F AR FLE Taylor
2015) . #Jia, Leech 505G WUy A2 B, 14 =07 28 B
(BB 4l 2015) FEDE & N Z ISR B2

2z B FIALSR GE 1 R &, Leech il i BB 58 ) Y
I PR T X —E ) B A HLE AL SR BRI AN PR 4K
FIREERZS TS, WS (2007 20) 35 B 5 A FRE Y
— KB RELEF R LN ARIEFT NI, FiE
AL SR X AL A P B BROR A& BB R R I EEK . X
— 5 ) PR i R v A 32 LA v R A 4 T BRI AR B AR R
[ SCARIESE T 138 PR . XRS5 DGR AR BB (U5 B
TEZLAR PG 2253, T g JIn i %o 4 RS b S A | 9 4% S0 Ak
JCRMNHE &, FEERHABOR ML AL A B Y 2R
S, A AT B T X T AE PR A 3 22 4 %) 1 UL I 4% 22 B
IR N T2 RE %8 BY 32 B ( AI-Mediated Communication )
(Inbar & Meyer 2019; Lee, Lee & Ryu 2019) , iBHIES
AL SRS (R AIF 58 TEAR FEA% G A PR =X i BEAib |, 1 Y



SRR SE PR B R 3 ), TE AR RF LSS T R AT SR T
PRI, A ik 5 e S BARTE B 8] 0 o7 i
KER.

MALTAE TS 2R E | G P AW AR IR AE T L3
WESAR B AFAE N — G0 5 AL 30 LA S 3= 6 A o AL 5
SEHE &4 ( Haugh 20125 Watts 2003) , =& AN A
EROFSEAL AR A R AN TR PR ALY, BF SR
i B 43 PR AR A L AR PR 52 7 B0 2 T A5 AN AT, BRIk, 4
A B A ALSURE R AT A B TOF 5 7
A R0 AL ST i S AR R E < AL AT
FF LA A Bl 2 e Ak 22 A LAY, Sy B AN ) SC Ak 3
BRI A AL S L PR B AT RE A4 BCFL AN A 5 0B 1Y) R ¢
£ (Leech 2014 48) . FE A5 1a T F H 3 467 B +L AR
NG 3 B AL R FLSAR A X — i Bt AL SRS &
AT ZEREIAE B R ALSRAT A B i a5, B R 2
RARGALEA ISR HK, FiE LA B
FA TN &, 32 W 2 BT AL 1 25 S0 Ak TS SR R
METS IR T A TR AL AR R TR A X 0, B T
VA4 ARG R 240 4K A 1Y ( Terkourafi 2015) . Xt & & 4L
PPN i PR 152 1) — A S SR Kl 4L 30 B T B A Bk = AR 4
PERESR . &5, AT AT B UCSR/TB 24 00 v o€ Mg 1
W R FLSUBI 5T A 4 FAETE 1A 30 (HAE S BT ik 26
AT A DG I B AR X R R R O
22br H IR 55 B A FLAR 5 64T 0 5 A i B E s S
ik MAETFAFLI AL

SMZ L HPIALIBE ST 40 24, Leech 13 1 5 AL
ST 2 B A BTN, 7 f B BRI ) 29 MR RN )3 1Y
i b, — @ B BARSE T AT A B R R )
553X — i IE T RS F R AL R AR A W AT A
AR SRy i e SR AR 5 — 1 0 FL AR A S BB 1
AT HHE T,

Sk
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