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Review and Comparison of Researches on Policy
Evaluation Based on Micro Non-experimental Data
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Abstract: Social policy is an important means for governments to realize their function. Quantitative evaluation on the effect of policy
implementation can help the governments make decisions scientifically and reasonably. Based on non-experimental data, this paper
summarizes the evaluation methods for all kinds of the “counterfactual” policy effects deliberately constructed in current micro-policy
field, such as instrumental variable method, regression discontinuity method, difference-in-difference method and matching method,
elaborates the advantages, disadvantages and applicable conditions of each method, and makes brief review of the selection of each
model in the practice of policy evaluation.
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Te2 R BRSO AT R, 78 7 L4038 3 oK U K £ it
J& o AT AR SO R P AMEOUR B0 A 4
(R ST T A— 2R A, B34 45 v e v AR
T B, BG5S F A, I 0 SR 5 45 A
TPk FHEA T ] B80T

— BRIV BB K 5

RV ELS

B E B A P AL sk 2 4L REIR , REAS 76 1 1) K
22 1000 0 FL A g A R B , I A L e ) 1 R s
AMEZ RN T —THBOR K T 17 (reatment) , £
RS T 385 02 52 BUR T U AR A FR Oy 5250
A AR ZBOR T WA HEARC G4, Zhit—
T IR 1) STt 85N, — 1 AT B 1) 3% 8 3 2 % BT A A
AR IR STt T 1) 45 SR A0 et i b A, W 22 (ELAE
AR b SN ( treatment effect ) , 3 171 AT 4 R B 5
SRR o

EJCEPEMIE O T, & L8R & D, Y4
D, =18 A RAME B2 BUR R RZ,
WD, = 0 BN A AR R SZ BUR 2 D, H
— RN RFHE R R U E , AR Z 0] 2 B4
HMST A SO O SRy BB R S it 1) B4, 1 BB
TSIt Fe R B AT, AR @ A A SO P LA A

7, = Y.(1) -Y.(0)

Al TEMEEE S EAGERE, LT
R A BRI SE 30 %) 7 S0, B9
CIBUNMUEZI TR/ TE S IS g i €/ TS | =N R an
3 SIS HUR St LA e, B N AT R [R] B U £ [
—AMRAE Z A2 BUOR T B R 3. X F
SIS AN BIF 9 3 0 1 LI HL A A 4 37 BOR
T Fr 2 I 5 7T 0T AR 2 rp S A RIS A
TCI TN AR 42 37 BOR T W 9 2280, i it
FEEE AL 527 (counterfactual ) o [RIH, 41 fi]
P g« S =S s R BN PEA Y SCE , AR
ST A5 FRPEAS 7 2 AN ), A 5 1 R H A
“ RS TR

2. AN I UM B R

FEBUR S, AN AR A 38 2 AL Z2 IR 1) 75 =X
B UK T, 280 00T BOR Y S22 X
(1), D3P AR 2 0 A O 2 52 BOR T Fis) nl Bg
ARAFIEICRS , 2 1717 308 o0 3 % A5 Sy o TR 2 1 1
TR . R UL, MR B, IR
BERNGRHETZ 5K,

MRIFNAE B SRR IE BB ARG, B 5
JE AL A AR 2 5 PSR 8] 45 e 45
AR, i T BB B HE0 4 R i fin 52, a2 R A A
% (confounding factor) , QIR 5E A RE 42 il IR 2%
PR 0 25 SR i 1 5 e, i T 745 1) BSR4
g2 B 22 , B 9 64l 22 ( selection bias) o AN
AL ) TR A% PR 2R A A s e 0 O 22 7 A 1) 32
JE A ABAEBOR VRS 1) S B, FlRe 5 ik FEAS 1B
PEEF AN RLYE 2 4542 o 21 5 552 30 20 Y m] UL ) A
S A AR ] 3 I A2 B ) O A2 e A A DL
FCT IR i 22 o Heckman 25 (1997 ) 45 i, Al WL A2
HEANUC I 5|2 09 O 22 A FOULIN 22 5 5 ] 1) fig
FERIBZ

AN TR SR DA TR 2% TR A A, A1
LIRS0 IE P DAk G S5 i e A A e ) AT, S fie e
IR R A TR, (50 AU 25 R A8 7t 5 P8
MR B D AR R B AN AT AT T
WIS 8 T 12 R R — [+

3. k%It =

LU ot IS G B R 2 € S M A N L <
AN AL BRSOV S AN T RE Y, HOBE OGP A Ak
S (average treatment effect, ATE) mf 5245 4 ) -
4L B RV (average treatment effect on the treated,
ATT) . Hrp ATE Fos SR P REDLE S — D HA
FRIE X AR 2 32 T 10 B 0T B AR A5 19 °F- 3 [l i
ATT LRl 0 B e FE 3 32 T WA S AR T 7 -
RESLT W BEARTH P2y [l 4, ATT 5 ATE [9]
BTSSR R ), — B LT 8 A A
1o fHSBCRXT A AR i A [F], 208 52 T
TR AR BEALIE I, HLBF 5838 5C 1 BOR A SR 1Y)
R, ATT 5 ATE S84y, ATE 5 ATT A1t
SITES AT R

T = E(7) = E[Y(1) - Y(0) ]

Tir = E(r1 D =1)

=E[Y(1)ID=1] -E[Y(0)I D =1]

A1, Bjorklund 25 (1987 ) i 82 i 1 34 BRIBUR R
Jf ( marginal treatment effect, MTE ) [ &, MTE Fg
Qb TS BN H 32 T T SRS S M A R A
FEAZBUOR T WU B-F- X [ i, o] WL, BF 50 4 EE AR 4
Sy EE RS & AT R TI A

K2 ATE Jrdd & IRIFFE R 4ok BT U, a8
TAR 2252 BRoR A A B S it 7 L 1 114, MTE ¢
AT FURZS AN S F SRS G, A 2 R
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T RTE M i, ATT B 0K SE PR 2 BUR T 1
AR B F- R4 40 A5 A S ST AL, 9 TR SR Y
HORERE AR TIPS B AR I BOR 3145 17
P T4, DT B 0 D 1B 3R 2 5 32 3 U H b o
e, FEBRrh ATT P A A 3 ik

—FERAEXREEHNREREZ"H
Tk

AR ES AR 7 A Ty R A 8], SOUL BR800 VAl
H 7 1 B] 43 R Bl AL 57 358 52 56 ( randomized controlled
trial ) . #E ZE % ( quasi-experiment ) DL Az DT i
(matching) 45777

1. AR 32 K5

IR S E I, BEAIL 32 45 52 36 02 e T A 1) —
MECRIPAL 7. Bl S IH 2 5 &
oA RBEHL I HEBR 2500 B Z 51, S 5256 20 % 42 48
Bt AT, B2, B2 45 SE A
H A SRR (1) fEL T h R B3], H 9256 58
A, WHEG  (2) ANBRE A TAMIE, ARei 2 HIAE B
SRSt T A PR SR AR 5 (3) 230 TR 5 20 58 2 A
SR 52 ), AH 52 B o AR e HF B SR 14t %
N EARRLN 5o 6T LA B R B AL A2 95 55 56
Segerp R AR D . R I, X — T AT Al A B 3K
AT B IPAG Ik U

2. FE%E

HESCI 7 R BOR MU A — S 5, 1 B A
OB TR AT WSR2 — A AR A
P 4 v S8 5 U7 ¥ A0 46 L HL A8 i (instrumental
variables, IV ) | X & 22 43 ( difference-in-differences,
DID) L) Bt & [a] ] ( regression discontinuity , RD ) 2§75
o HH IV J& iz Gl s i A AY 75725 RD 78 2000
SERA IR, H i 40 ; DID J2& H i
IRZ W, TR A

3. EELG &

D C 77 2% S 1) A 55 6 5040 R AT BOR IFAil iy
W, VERCr B AR 5, iR R 2
8 1 UL A2 i, 0 3 5 S 0 2H A 2 A5 R AT Y 1
A2, 8 45 R A [R] 58 4 B T 75 4
ZHORT ., 3XFE, WA Se g 40 AR AT DL
AN S HAAHRPE R B RS 55H
RS T ZH A ARE DS E , OIS 2 5 30 4 118 B> A AR 9 Ak
BN REET AT, ATT 0, F] AH 7 2 ok

TR AT 2T EAREE T8E , A R I8 1 B

44

BAARRRE . RO 2 5 BORPEASL U, # 4L
PRAECHE 2 A F 24 LLF LR : 00 B8 (cross-
section data) .2\ [n] 5% (longitudinal data) F1 5 &
T 5 (repeated cross-section data) , fKFEAESZEG %K
P HEATECR VEAG I, D250 R 96 B0 AR A 45 2 1
WA R . B A S AAR E FE T O R
P, ML 0T 3 D0 G T SR 45 L 1Y AT S8 E RIE B
PEo H T REPLAZ 15 52 30 70 S b tp 8 A0 38 3, AR SORE
AR I S5 Ty 1 B DG E A5 HC A 12k 1) S R K
(LD

= AE SE 06 B4R 3 17 0 0 UK LAY
ik

. TAZZ&k

FRUER T i 28 B 2 R A T — o Ak B 2R A 1)
B I i——1V k. Ehrich(1975,1977 ) iz i [i]
J 2 B30 0 48T KA A 98 [ PAA T BT T R I A1 1
RIS HEAT A5 B AT BB M . Ehelich TAR 3]
TR G IET AT 28 2 [a] i 0L ) B2 G 3%, I &
TP TV R figp ke JFG A A i T 228 e AR 35t T e 722 i )
)R, A 1 TR S R IS B S BUM
SO ONE AR B RS AR B AR S TV (B I 350 i
BT 23k B B2 4F i TV, B e th i) 3 26 TV 5
WA R RS i 2 1) LR A B OCIK, A E
Ehrlich (1987 ,1996 ) f#F 5% H IR , FLk 3 TV (% &
FARSC Y PR AU ) A A5 B TE A0 1) B i . Angrist
(1990) Fl Angrist 55 (1991) 43 5| ] IV BE5E T 2
TN 2 SRS R 52 ) FH 208 1 s A A B 52 0
TTSE 3 B 3 135 IV A7 PR SR 4 B 19 {1
Card 25 (1992a,1992b ) K27 A 1) H A= 5 H Az BA S
YE IV BIFGE T 308 SR 0F i 19 520, AT
HAFECE = HE T SR RS T K
#r. Bound Z5(1995)F8H T Angrist Z¢. (1991) W55
FRAEAE R 55 L HR B[R], AT TV 28058 ) et
PASC IV (e O 5 AT, IS, A 56 TV BF5E
Y FRIE [R] UK 32 2L AR rp AR Anfe] SR SR L i L AL AR
fii

AR PR — AR ] S i A O s B
AP EABRIGE: (1) THASE LR B, 1
HUORPPAR [, S 0l 2 A5 PR RS IR A
By TESLErR, JUH R 2 6] K d0s 0B R S it Hiy
HIRE AT LIARAGINS , WI935 22 fi 1T PR 722 6 1) i s 728
HEA T HAR R, (AR, XRS5 A, IF
ANREMARAS Bkl i, (2) QR0 T BUR 1)
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SRS, FUAT 244 Pt B SHE IR 9 5 T O A8 B
M2 Sy, THRAS R A GEHM ATT ATE, {HiX
SRR R, A B9 A1 A B e A FE
P, B35 20 0% B 55 % R 1 4T 8 55 5 (Heckman,
1997) .

2. B ke )2

RD & —Fh S5 ALl T Rl AL 52 455 55 B 1) o 52 59
Pio B FEERARE YRR S — G B AR (W E
KT FUER MR Z BUR 1105 [l 2, WA #2
BORT P, — M &, MRTEZ TS LT,
JCVE WL ) R A A7 T p S oL, T AE RD
ANTIlE FHE A AT DIAE R — AR 47 i 4 ) 41 ok
SRR A $e 32 T B B D0, 0 R 7R AR i i
SEIEOUT i S B A A 11 22 531 o] DAAR 4 b 2
T 100 R 25 SR AR o 2 ) 9 SR R o AR
ATE ATT BRSNS 57

RD i F 2l £ E G K=o Ml e R
Campbell T 1958 45 46 & ettt ok 1 1 —H %
AR Z R H . Hahn 25 (2001 ) A W 5 5] )5 )
BRI RS TH AT T ™ 4% B B R BISIE
WY, Jf 4t TARN AT . BILZ S, RD fE4
Urer BRI A TR AT o B HE IR, X — T
PR AR i T2 AR e 57 Bl 48 T 2
W2E# s RD #4720 B A 5838 Lh 30 DL, A3 i
SCAE(2010a) BIFSE T 38T B T 7 A ) A SRR L
SN, 25 5T T Ml DX A 22 B 5 ) 5 4 i SC
£ (2010b ) it FHIZ 7 1278 48 1 3T BBl X IX B 8
SRR A, 2 BRI TT L7 A 1 e S 800 AN EORT VR
PHEZE N B A5 JT iy fC (1) 5007 23 A1 a2 3k i P X3k iy 5
TR,

RD J&—F 2L T BE BL S 55 79 O 125, o ) o 52
B B A WG TR i . Lee (2008) A A 7E
BEALSC I AN AT A A G B0 T, W7 o 8] U5 BE A% 3k G S 4K
At P A PR TR, DT I 52 5 Bkt 2% s 22 (] 7 [
RKFE o RD J7 i i F ) 5 AR A2 B SR A W i BT
T A B RFAE AR ], 3 —fBise T DL ot Se i 53 A
RS . IR WL, RD B 5| I ANAE TEm
SEES P, I TE T I PR R W AT LA (5 A5 2R g

3.F £ 5

AR, DID TEBOR AL IR 2] 1) iz .
DID Ab 3 22 (1) B A AR : SRV AFAE AN AT I
WIPR 2= B2 ABAECE EATT R AN BT ) A2 1R ) .

AR U, IR U, = @ + 6, +
W, e A E E ROV, ASBEI [E] 2545 6, 2 A i
Ak B[R] B BRI A SR B8O, Xof T BT ST 5
ARTA] sy, AR SRR, DID i 552 36 4 A 42 1]
AR B DX I] B R ] 8 AR i 85007, o gl
ST, ARTR] , P A Ao 0 AT B8 R H S i fS
LRI, LREHERR @, .0, RFEIR 2 45 R
RN AR, SO0, AAHTE ) DID 55t
AP — 2l

IO F DID A BRSO A8 B AR 2D B2 ) T T
MRS N7 R R RO AR Al T+ 24

Y, =B, + BT, +B,A, + BT A, +¢&,

Hp, T, = 1 ZoREIMARG, RZ W FRRHE
M G54, = 1 FoRBOR S 1 X B, ) Z IR
IR T A, RSSO, FE AR B; Fn LR A X R AL
S HOR G SR R R Sh AR, Bt 1 BUR A Bl Y
ROVL, e HARE T SR B, Frn B BUR T B, 5
B gH SRR R 22 U AT dnfer BE R )42 3, T 240
B W) Jsz e 5 55 2 14 il ZH v AT A S Bl I ] 22 5l 1)
225 W] DID SPAL BUOR BN A — D BRI 2«
YAFAEECR T T, By = 0, X — it A 1L
B gl S AR B R N AR A . R 1A

1 DID J7 ik pyBEAS I B
=1 DID AEMEREFEE
R BR TG Difference
TALET
Treatment B, + B, By + B + B +Bs AY, =B, +6;
Control S, B + B AY, =B,
Difference  / / AAY = AY, - AY, =B,

Heckman %(1985,1986 ) & F.42 H ffi F§ DID J5
PRk 2y 28 2L R B S92 it R L R AT PR AL 1SS xk
DID J5 {2 (4 BIF 5 R T BGAR 23t AN 55, LR Y
Card 55(1990,1994 ) X B8 [ BUR | fe A% L 5% il 32 0
TP 4 52 W 34T T 95T 5 Puhani (2000 ) X %
22 1991 AR5t 14 2R b SR R B X 2Rl 4R 2 28
fRIRE MR EAT T DA 5 Stewart (2004 ) X 3% [5 1999—
2001 45| A 5 1% T ) B X gl 1y 52 e 64T T
Pt ; Donohue 45 (2005 ) % 38 38 [ 5 0 22 K 1Y 5%
R ) A [ 4 A2 A i 5, DT LIRS ZE TR 4 fin
FERAE AL, VPG T 56 I S S8 TR i 1B %o B A
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AR, 45 R W] 56 (1 AT A S8R LR R
XAt 2R R AR AR 18 i 1 1 ; Chen 55 (2008 ) fif
F R [ 2000 S5 J6E 5500 % i SR AT R R I H Y
RS T PP

| Py 27 2 3 4 Sk T Bz ) DID J7 25 0 BUR
BONHEAT VA, R BT - A B2 55 (2005 ) it
AR % B 0 A RS A B K BT 7 A 1 5 W) R AT
TPl 5 AT 345 (2008 ) 0 R AR RE R Y 52
TN HEAT T VEAl 5 807 (2009 ) X 2002—2005 4
P ATl TR W A 8 SR RN AT T S AR 6
WFFE s XA e 55 (2009 ) PEAG T PU R IF &4 T 15 3K
b DX 28 T4 R v ] DX 8 5 AL S A T 5 e i A
5 (2009 ) fff Y 4 [ )2 A9 4l 2, 8 2k 5E
(2011) fili T L i 2 W a2 31 %) 2004 4RI 8 7R
b X ST 1 (BB B B R ) 5 AT T FE
ATELIEAE (2010) He T b 28w Bcdha , 0 IBEAL 73 8 B
A EREAT T SRS s 2 A (2010) A H
Bl b A ol 530, 68 [ A A ol 2 A ) S AT T
AL

DID 755 seviAs nl WL A 3R i A7 A, 101 H e iF
AN LI PR 2R AR 7 4 32 T TR TR SR A R
Wi , NTRIECRS 1 BCSR DA B0 4% F , 75 BOR AL Y
NS T 22 5 IS, DR B ™ H, iF
FEH AN A 1% 58 2 IR 2] DID J5 3% 1 )R
FRAE :

(1) B Hs 2R s %) . DID Jy vk LA A g
R IR DAy Al AN S A A AL Y RS , 3 i
BIFTE AR (R B[] 7 90 K Bl , 65 S e IBCSRE St i 1149 65
Yo AL, AHEL T Matching, DID J5 3% SR B 2 /Y
Bl

(2) RIS JROE ey, R ENEH] . DID ZRAR
SR AU B , B B SR 7R BUR R St I, 552 56 4 AN
P 20 i 25 R R BRI 9] 28 A0 B9 AR AT, X — IR
BB 75 &AM R8Oy, BIRZ IR o 1R T ey, B9
SN, PRI H S R 5, S5 56 4 AR ] 2SR A T
N IEE RAZEIEATAT , e R AZSE Y DID J5 2
AR GE R ZE

(3) R AR BT Ak B B 35 X654 ) A [ 5%

Wi, DID J5 AR e PR PR 2R 1 s X Ak 3 ] 2R 058
T AR 2 P LA R s, B 6, X T A A AR A
), AESEBR, S50 2H R0 il 21114 0] 5 PR Ay St
AN TR PRI 3R 8 2 i e A5 DT T A T ) B 5 A
FR 10 o B AR AN [ 14 B, S s DID (34 1 Fi Ak 25
GEEEIF I

BEXF LA B R, [ AhAE E AR DID it A
o B HAHE AT TR YR I A A
—J27% I DID HhoREE I 2R, DT E— 25 i H
P& A 3 —J2KE DID 5 Matching 25 oAt BSRIEA
Trkas A Bk, S o py bt i, . Bell 5§
(1999) % J& T AMA I &k 1) R 55 0S4 (18 A ] 52 0
Pt T 2B H PR AT i Heckman 45 (1997) 42
BT “ 41 DID” X — ¥ By i i1 ( conditional DID
estimator) , ¢ Matching 5 DID J5 456G 3 0
AMLBER KRR BP0 22, B AR E {5, HA
BRI, A1 DID {75 2235 2 b [F] S 35 507
BE o

4. It BTy ik

DEPC R — RS2 50 T s, & b T — S A R
FHECA T3 8 R FH S 36 07 ¥ DX 40 592 30 20 A4 i) 40 1)
Bdfi R A — B i A 52 56 1Y 7 5o DR IS 7 R R
JE RN R Z 5, BA R R RRE SO0 BUR
EUARA ) 0 B o 4 ) 3 10, AS AT UL R 3RO 5
M > A R 5 42 52 B T TR DR 3R, RN R A=
TERT LI AB 5 o R, R R — > S5 g 2 S AT
B o AT LUAR 45 AT W8I0 R A Ay R R 4 — 45 o 2H A
A B S 55

TESCUEIM T AR VR TR ZH s DE IE D7 125 i A
[A], Matching X W] 43 & P 48 & VT fig ( covariant
Matching, CVM) £ i [1] £5 43 VT i ( propensity score
matching, PSM) &%, HHr, CVM 3 e ZA W8 i, 2%
FECYEREIME” TR FE A% M, Rosenbuam
S5(1983) 4 i, a0 2R P A8 i B A A5 2% 4 2 ST R K
( conditional independence assumption, CIAD) .57, Jf
251145373 ( propensity score, PS) /24 P2 f A — 4

@ CIA 2 Lechner1999 442 H BOME &, X 4K~ unfoundedness ( Rosenbaum et al, 1983 ) 5§ selection on observables ( Heckman
et al,1985) , PERC 5 iR EEAHI4RATFIR N : Y(0),Y(1) L DI X&(F ¥(0),Y(1) L DI P(X) ,—F4r7l/& CVM H1 PSM F &
ST B AR FRFRRTE . CIA RS I g [ B 5 i T 350 2 B AL A A 5 2R A o A TR 2% PR R AR B M UL 381, 35 35 W VS B el A

I PR 2 5 A A 5 i 22 , 2 o R A
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PRAY, AR MBEEAS CIA o7, Sl D G P2 3
{5 8542 PS rh , PSM 1] Dl wi flk CVM [ 45 3%, i
Thiede , NI AES e i I 2

Rusenbaum %5 (1983 ) #2 Hi A9 F] F§ PSM 3 75 &
TRARIR B o | S A i 22 , TE 32 Z W0 JF 0 32 BIAR
RO BT SR 2 N TR 25 (& 5 (BUR
PEAK SRR, 1A BOR SON VA b a7 125
Perkins 55 (2000) 118 1 M5 LR AT 25205 B
(R0 T, Gilligan 45 (2007 ) % 75 35 FEHK Hb AR A 5
Jita 8 7 e B it RCHR BSR4 T T PEA, Sandra
(2009 ) 5% 12 [ A — J0URR A0l 5 5T H 8 2800 4
7oA. BN T Ak T IR iz PSM 5 ik
XAt 2 2 2R 0 RO AT VA . PR R A
(2010) iz ] PSM J5 B WIFFE 1 VPG e L X R it
HOR R AR A P A B 5200 fif e 1 g AR 52 05
AT AL F AR B, PRIA P B AR SR A AE 1
FRIEHET A O Y PR 6 In) &5 25 % (2010 ) iz
PSM J5 i, R HI S 44 30 NE R R AT A B A E
2009 A FYAAT BT IR IR AR , X BRI H A0 98 2E AR
BT T VPA

PSM VR ARSIy 1, AN BT AT R 36 1
SR YA R BN AS TR ) 2% ) M 23 0 A iR A T
B, HTAR b S 805 s B L. (A2, PSM WAy
JR PR, FEERIALUT LA :

(1) A3 %) AT 4R AR 5. PSM () o T 0 20 3 12
CIA Ft[m] S IBOE | 338 P MECE ARk PR © 5k
MR R, — B X — kg, ATE Fl ATT
Mo IR 1R . Heckman &5 (1997 ) i i3 {5 1546 55
FH] 21 5 n] 2SR B AN A2 I, AN BV ] PSM
(R 7 W R B SR A4 54T PE AT s Heckman (2008 ) 5 32
IR AT A G A7 A A UL 3] (1 2% PR & ), PSM
TIEAUARETH R R G815 22, BT 23717 R 8 1Y O
225 X RUTAE (2009 ) iz JH 52 45 R 2 READL S50 i 45
W H] PSM X 5 A 22 s P A i A o gk, RV 2 4%
JERY & H, PSM By A T 45 R i 22 40 1 50% 5
Kannika 4§ (2010) iz JH S Bt , xS 8075
PSM J5 (253 i — 20 Bk | PSM 1% 1w FH 75 253
B ] Z s RCE

(2) AR A T A 1 52 56 4 1A 4k 30 4 ) 24 4>
A VCHC 7 EEA AR Ay Ak 7 3 W] SCHE S 1 iy AR 4%

FGIE WX AR R T A RAS R &b
B AN 2 (] J5T 1, IR 4 e ] S 45 3 A E AN 23 %)
BLSR AR ) DR /IN T JIGS I 5 S 22, R Ak 8 380 2
AN B 1, A [ S 4% 388 IS 8 75 4L 26 52 6 20 4>
AR MERR 3 S 527, b RO TE R R . )
AL, IR VE G B T K WS, b K
LA T S0 A 7 3L ) S e AT — SR
fiE o 78 5 Jo P e oz e, 2 R ST 4 AR 1 Ak A
ZERARI, AT i) ATT A BEARR BUR Y F- 15
DIE{738

(3) Bdhi B ZORM K, Matching J7 AL 1L W
TR, S T ORE A A S AR BST, TER
A REZ MU AR D A R BRI R B ok
[, 2 5 PRAEREHR 21 5 52 50 41 A A SRR AIE d5c Ay 4
A 2H , WF 0 3 A T B & A AR B i L LA
TRAUESS R AAEEE

(4) ZER PR B Z R Pk, PSM Jy kit
SBAREIN ATE 8¢ ATT BFR g 32 3] 2 Fh K &R 1952
e, 405 43 BCAIL ) R A R A DG T A vk Y
S XIRUTAE (2009 ) iz HI 5245 2 B0 S 50 1) 45
AT, PSM 30t 15 22 0073 A7 AN FURK, X B A bs 2
AR LRI, Ay B 5 78 e [] S 43 S/ N i, PSML X
PARVCFC 5 125 (9 e PR L BURK

25 bk , Matching 14 W FH 26 250 F2 AR 9 109
BT, O HEH AR Y 095 & . WUR B A
RICE SRR AT Z MV E , T3k B REAS SO
g, 0 90358 FH HC Al 1) BRIP4 5%, i DID A1
FEA VEPERCIY S B TR A A Fu /A A 00 00 3] 1)
IRA R AFTE

M #R TR

AR SO B VAN 1 HE A [ BRAS T 57 5 B A, 48
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