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B B XERA RS &R Kiobel 18 W 4 % H k. A€ £ B & KX 5 A E R A KR
WANE L EAMROGOIEARRE)THRREAEEN.FRT XEEFERKLHFAR
FLREBERMEF®. ERARANRFLRABENEACHENE L L LK, 2 X B %R
ATS BN A W H B Boxd & G HERATENE T —TMFR. xERARS EREGE
ABREVFRFHEEIGWHEECERRRAET B H LA w8 ERED &2 NR
B RXEENEEANESERERMN 0.

KEWE: GPEARNE); LTREE; HREIR T 1T Kiobel %

2013 4F 4 H , 3 E B & 2 B st Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. Z& (°F 3 faj #& Kiobel )
P 3 28 ) e s DA 6 B e v 5 A 1 B0 B AR I A0 I Y S5 N T B OO BN AR AL ) (Alien Tort Stat-
ute, LR HAR ATS) FRYURIARA BHEAAD, THE 10 RE G Z 495 TR 22N B TAME A
(AN Z Uk S8 A 87 B ) 0 110 VR 5 B S P it 17 366 [ ik Bt oxo B g U 1/ o 3 o 6 6 T R ) A B . 5 [ v e xf
bR TR R A B DA R 2 A B R R TR ATTHE AR 52 ] [E] PR IR S R 0 & R Bl 1n) B R R L (]
A, A FRATTF 5% 5 [ s A 3 1 K SR B ARE TR A A

— . ATS SN B0 iR

ATS BI¢AME A AZ B K 25 ) (Alien Tort Claims Act) , e 9] 42 35 [# 1789 4F( w] ¥ 3 ) (Judiciary Act
of 1789y — 253K, £ 1873 4F 1911 4F J 1948 4EMYMETT . A 2 o€ 56 [ 1 ) 5F 28 #5565 1350 5,

ATS 2 SUAUHE — 43 B SR AUT Ry 38 I [ B 32 8 36 [ 45 45 1) 2% 2 o CHE ) |l Ty 325 e % Ak
E A E 32 9 RS RIA 2 A W) B AL (The district courts shall have original jurisdiction of any

civil action by an alien for a tort only,committed in violation of the law of nations or a treaty of the

DSee Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. ,133 S. Ct. 1659(2013).
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United States) OXf F3% 4 3CHT ¥ K (14 B AL, 5858 1y “ LR BRI 2 RE 3R 8 — 5] iR 3%
FE VA H BRI S 255 ARGt . i OCF — A0 R B N B 7 e 7 3 L 05 U ke — [ ik B R
i€ D 2y 2 W I A HRIAL.

1 Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain —Z& d7, 7 435 (Souter) I B RS 1 28 = WA R ATS N 8 ff B =& o6
T REAL L E X Tk B R E VR IA BRI AL I @, 7E Filartiga v. Pena-Trala %8 CF 3Cf
Fr Filartiga 50 i, % K & (Kaufman) 3 B85 19 2 808 Wik ATS IF 804 T 40 B CE BALH] , M
A SR g 8 42 5 ] B 32 2R DA B ORI AH DG (1 G AR 4R AL T A IR B © 0 IR AR R BB ATS il Z 40 &
VE R CRIE I DR — 38 43 - TR R )AL B S5 I 1k g 1) A8 A Il 4 B B RTE R AR & ] ATS,
7548 5| [ B ik w8 5 [ e 446 45 1) 2% 9P 0 R B AL AR I o g n] WL ATS A it BIRAR R T k4
REASCA KL 0] T 2 T S8 [k B ) R A A AT AR Y Y FLE

BARATS IR LGEW 26 EEEZY) . Hili TZ&MESRAE. SBERE ML
ATS Al g S gl J2 . EH) 20 fib22 80 44N, RIS 55 — i ML BE XS Filartiga 52 8 F) O 84 47 2
ATS Bttt ASGi . FEIZ S 56 [ 58 3 01 32 e DA by 4 4 % it (8 JH 6 TR 32 v 7 ] B v, TR OG5 B
AT DIARSE ATS X 24547 45 5 AL .

BE A v S 53 7P DA ¥4 75 R AR ) A T A8 R AR LA BT 1Y 8l ) Bk R A e A A [ B AR AL S H 2 A 5K
HME AR ZVRTESE E B BB H L ATS S FE PR R F IR IS . w2 0T bR AR A
RA . FEXNER A — A E IR, ATS GBS R E PR vk vt AR = O 4 ] B2 7 T80 A 25 Bk (EL-
lis,2013:95) s ATS Z N M AALUFVA 30 3 48 85 1 A AR BREUR B 03T A0 T 19 24T DL KX 32 35 & i A
Bl F 1 90 Rl PN B 2 5 4T 41 B2 110 % J (Stephens. 2004:169) 3 IR A 2% F A 4 - ATS 13&E & —Fh ol £ X
(1) 2€ B (Parrish, 2013.211),

H1 T ATS B9 RLE 3 Tl RO i 2z 56 [ S0 505 i R 0 2 — BOME RO A L 72 ATS JRidp, & 05
XF TR BE AR E AR B A G R AR R AL R ER S R AR A 2002 —2013 4EXT Kiobel %2
10 18 K HT R R At bR 1) Y A v Bk

TEIZZE 545 Esther Kiobel 24 Jé H FEZA B 8 85  fif 22 B R A A /] 8 =K A s vl i
T 2002 4F [m) 21 29 B XM 7 ik e R AR AL Z R L AR TR 20 4 90 ARG i H 12 W AR A il TR S
i i ZOR AN B JE H A BUR R HE 2 R BEAT R MBS A RE AR AT i e 1 W Bk .

2006 4, — L BN AR ATS R0 R 5 X [ B 2 1 B0 L 2 3R 0 A 8 2 R Ak
AR S B DA 2 AR 20 5T I B 05 O OR B ik S R AT vE e PR B ] 1 Rt X Rl R 45 . 2010 4R, SR Ik
IR KL BE AR 0 A 58 dR A% O 1 1 A 1) 0T AN AE T 25 A0 S0 188 [ B 3 A TG A E X SR AR AT L I AE T
ATS 2 A BALSE [ 1k e A8 4% LA S m] STATAE VR A b5 19 19 20 B AR Z U AR R 5 AR 4 ATS By JL I o
A 5 IR AR I A AT S e 5 i S I PR ik — R R . | T AR 22 42 0 110 5 [ 2 i) ) s B A (1) i oK B 4
AN BAT B Rk R 22 2 w) TEAT 18 AR B I o 12 R 00 A P 2 05 B BT e DA O Dt 45 00 5 ) 1 SR =2 i Ak
filh, R4l ATS BRI RE 5 1 125 e AN RE U 6 SRR PR 948 AL

F T IR A5 3 R 92 B 7R AR 58 v O TR N TRAT 1 00 5 At 38 [0 B A7 AR AN — B0, 55 E O B
P55 R A A X ZE AR AT B (Symeonides, 2014:283) o BEIB I ® A BE I E R R IR F ik ARE &G B ATS Z
TR X — A TR T O B M ATS R RS H FRAFEEEG L ZNH 5K EHKA
KR NAUZALZE A7 X1, 56 I I0 fie 2 vk e o AR 8 19 R0k B 30 L 40 B 48 R DA 3 2 Wk O e L 3
WY H R RGP A R (Roberts) 2B #85 1) 2 508 WA “ HEBR UMK ) #EE 7 (Presumption A-
gainst Extraterritoriality) J5 0 3 38 F T4 58 s ATS I AN A UM E FH AR o 9 FEIIE o e v B B 5
VB Hh 217 ) e s DA 58 [ BB TR 12 e % 8 A A A AL

DSee U. S. C§1350(2000).
@ See Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain.542 U. S. 692(2004).
@ See Filartiga v. Pena-Irala,630 F. 2d 876(2d Cir. 1980).
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= HBRESNENEE S EBEERN X R

X T HEBR AN HE 27 AT G E PR IE IR — A B KA AR ST M 7 AR 32 A
W) 32 ] 8 i A AR U N A e RO HAHE R A RN R S T . R R R R N RO . R —
L B AR T IR S I R 5 e 8+ N 0 B R A TE SN E AT 2 b S S 1 E PR . 5 AR
2 1 B8R (Extraterritoriality) D i A AT RLAE JH ) 2 30 6] DL A9 >4 1w vE LG T . BEAR A0 I i
B — BN 22 B X WS — BB EE 5 I A2 B 3R AN L ikt 28 [ i rp
“HEBR SRR HE A Y BRI A . 3K — " HERE A Bl R R B A R ) R R o R ) A AN M
T [ i

[ 27 A s e AR IS X — o e T DAR T 5 TR B R A — T A [ i DA A R
T8 i B PR i s 55— HEBR UM 8O HE e A A T e [ 2 ) R R e SR T g i PR 2y 5 5 =
T FHAZHE A RE A5 15 o 50 1 D JO) DR — B0 5 55 O o AR [0 3 S A i T A0 O AN A5 5 [ 2 i TR R
B 5 58 L B A [ 8 A [ A0 T R 23 5 | B0R% Y IB03A T A0, T 3 4 [ 2 W] R HL O TG g ) B B AL)
7 T 1Y (Bradley, 1997 .514-516) o

1E Kiobel 2, 32 [ 5B d5e i ik Bt i) F LR Bl P88 s SE 1 s B A RIE E A8, i 82
2 VR B RS D) 2 K A At [ 52 (R i 6% 8 2ok 0 (6] s 25 7 2k FH R 38 ol 38 [ 24 3 N 452 52 TR 7 36 T 5
A e JHC Al 6 ¢ 1% i e T B vk AT A 5 1R 1 0 o HEBR IR AR HE 8 A R T DR UE 5] 3 ARG AS 2 DR R 1
e 56 [ A v A A S ORI S Fh 45

AR E IR 47 5 SO “ HERR U4y 7 it D) A D D00 5 3 i 2k 5 56 [ 90 4 22 ] 1)
Hf R SR OC BE A AR B SRR . T HL L ATS B i JFAE i 178 5 1 R $AAT 1 B B S 1 32 6 i 7 b, %
AL EEZE I W45 (Story) KIE B M A R BA B 530 B R 22 Bl Ry 4t 53 1 3 7 T 4 Ceustos
morum) D, i FH Z A XA b ATS 3K F W H 6 S T 38 B 40+ 2 4h, i Az R 5 25 B 4+ 2 6]
FEARAEAE L8 (1) S PRI R PR 2 DR HE B AN R0 A 3 P AR 28 T B X It SR TR AL

TE W7 HE BR R ANRICT HE E” J ) fE 75 75 LAE B 58 [ 3 S A vy 1 B 4 e K 2 AR A T3 3 45 il
J ] (Doctrine of Universal Jurisdiction) RE 754 F T ATS A9 0] @, A I J8 AT, 5 ik 45 4 [ ] 3= 22 2 )
B E PR O e S . w DRI 0 L R R 25 0 b oE . PLR [ PR 4% 29 BT B 1 4R J0 45 [ ) 45 11
ACHR ATAR E R BE AT DS 25 A0 SR AT O A A b AT O N B3z 3 O AR O AR SR AT O A A R AL
(Morris,2001:337) o % J W e e 38 FIAE T B A0 IR b 2 S 3 a4 J ot D) fefr 5 010 b iy 35 o 22 1) [
PR 25 BB IR I PR a5 i il 55 242 4 DA R SB[ 5 i A [) 1 ) ik v 3 T A TE PR A E 5 N
TE N (R R B AT O o B A R K A R TSR S N S8 5 4R 0% 4F JU HE (Donovan & Roberts, 2006 142)
L4k % A A s ] TR AL AR AL IR . B Bl G 3 A A S R 97 ks E AR 508 iz s
D0 iy 2 TR A R iR B (Kontorovich, 2004 : 184) » MR & I A1 26 1 LT 5 [ A RO — 28 [ 5K R S 1R A 400

AN Ry A RS ] T ATS, 6 B 1E 2 2 T3 0 A R e T xF ATS Z R v s A%
FEA o T I A [ R v 0 T 5 R ) N IR 7 AR T 0] Ml 1 T2 5K S A D U AT 5 . PR HEBR
WANE T4 2 A RLIE FF ATS(Colangelo.2013:1332) . 4 1 F 3 45 55 (1 98 47 $2 446 ) =5 Rk, BP il % 98
1755 38 [ AT 16 2R L #1007 Bl 3L A oA 2 X [ B Bk O 1 44, S5 [ A Bt BB N 32 25 (Hafetz, 2013:117), |
DU AT UL HEBR IR ANy e 8 75 W A ATS JRia AL TR JE RS — 2 W B e A o =4
TEA G 3k AL W 2 5 S HEBR SR AN O HE R i 3E 5 a0 R S AN TR T A R A R B S L 9 B ) AT DA HE
BRIEAN M i AR5 5E . AT 5 2 R ATS YR BEAUR , 3 [E 75 Be 2 4 S 8 F HEBR 8 o1
BT WIHEE o SR 5 380 2k 5 Al R DU e ST T A 5 i HE R ok — S 1 R

DSee Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. ,133 S. Ct. 1659(2013).



W) A HESNIE PRI A 1 55 IR OK [ W] L P -+ 107 -

=. EEATS R EREEENEL MRS

7 A T TR 4008 1 3k 4 R U R 5 N T ATS Z R RFVFIA SR, EASRGIEE £ 4
W TERSFIRAE IR ATS — EHAUN “ BEK AR &7 A ATTIA D Sh B GER G AR ARV 56 i b2 Xt [ P
L —BRIR o 1 Brk B AR DA AT 3t A 6 D U 7 2 114 R < 40 9 <5 A i L HLBR 1 R A LR Y
(T8 3k I E TRl Sy 9 5[] P v 42 52 B9 A DL A1 » [ P ik 9 A A ] i A A e RS R PP E . A2
F AR AR NBUR AT T » [ B 32 v I AN A7 AEAT AR A R 330 38 A 6 S R0 ) LSS+ B AN A A 4 3 b A
FERUVE R —Fp 55 T ARLAE o A 22 35 A O o 06 3 ik A7 68 i U S 13 ) ATS iR 2 38 [ 5B i 3
(1 — b 2 B, 8 6 192 AT AN BE A Hh A ML (9 ] (Anderson. 2013:154) o 7E [ i 4 R 5 38 ik 7 4k
R Z WA RN B0 o U 5 ] 0 90 [ 28 /0 0 ] 40 0l A il 2 A I S DRV IR R 2 i [ A S
B R X L 1) BB 3 AN B B

il A b BEAR [ B 25 2 360 2 SEAR AT O 1 1 A0 7 1 AT SR A gk T S o R X 26
7 9 AN EE AT AR B AT 8 AN IR A B [ R 3 P 8 N AR X 38 52 X i 47 BT 2R R R
BT X BIROHT AR B I TR R G VR A RIS L.

T2 ATS YRiA - 58 [ 22 8005 B E A P DR v 2 2% 18l ot A5 8 Dt 73 T (R) . 72 Kiobel %o, A
R E A« B4 B IR TR 0 -5 R K 4 Y A0 TR A R A N 2R A R RN AL AT DG 98 A e 4 A B
#R I BT Y SR B BT e 0 R B A 1 A A S A AT T B AT [ S A R 4 . A TR HR A TR R LA
AE 1 5 [0l g (6] P i 95 38 19 e PR 3k JHL v ) 1 5 ) i 10 2 R g — 0 -5 A7 A AL O 119 B 20 4 % M) i
5 ATS BB H AR — 20 QoAb R0 26 R 5 0] A9 e A7 o8 T 52 210 05 3 50N« 3k B A B0 R 46 g 2% A7 7
VB 1 32 5 A LT R LD . R T TS RO R AR R R A 1 3 3 Al ) L K LU TR A
W I ATS (A HAR P8 70 32 5 N9 AR SEJBOA R] T 3 0 4 5 IR UOE T ATS Jrik . 7E
Sosa Z&H . A7 T AR E W B A 2% Lk T A B PR A AR B B AL AR AT O [ Bk AN 0K R T SR Y 3L
W T LR B 70 5k 2 AT S S A R 148 08 A R O T A R R R SRR AR R A% Tk e M) X 28 KAk
B 2 2 N2 A AN 2 0 25 Ml 0 30 AL L S0 o (R 47 B AR o sk SE R e M 1) R 5 R A AT OG L, BE
SR T 0 5 ke A I 80 35 A R A A R A T T 4 3 S 2 R ©

WA E KRR B AE Filartiga Z2rP IR U] 1 X RS 508 48 FEALI 1L N ATS 19 28 SOR A %
PASBURE 9 43 SCHEATAT R I RAT D e 1) D e 32 9 T P ABURETE . PR IMG » JE A A AT I IR A 5% ] 405K
PN A L TR B B S5+ 24325 ) PR e o 5 9 — 44 SN B ARRZ DRI - AT'S #RRE R T 6 1 B A A AL ©

(& [ X A1 56 205 B IR G =00 DA « TP = ) 3k 3 T 2 17 25 3l ) 4 SR AT 4 A L [ Pk R
B A =l TR =5 U 1 0 38 T 40 1T LA SRA A A rh SR R s W S TR 2 E A SR A,
A F T 1927 A7 B E PRk Be A £ 465 58 AL AR A R 78 [ B i b AN A7 AR 48 1 1 20 A0 [ A [
SRR ARAT AT A R A B RN [ P ik AN EL B A 25 1 1 G0KE FL 35 HER i e 10 4 R ALY R 3 T B 4k
N7 FAT g o B A3 T ThT 25 [ 5K B R S ) O R % A Ml o I Pl s AN ) PR BE 2 3745 52 B — S R 1]
A AU 1 BIR A (FL 7 b 37 o A I A SR FH B I D e A e 36 9 DD O TR S8 4 F Y . AN
SEFE T, RS 5 A R RN 5 [ PR A 7T (Hafetz, 2013:124-125) . ER WAL B B AE T, [ B ik o O
A 5T R A R R (R 50 A HE R RS P A R RE 3K st T R A R 3 5 A R BOA T 1Y

G R O R Y IE YRR B C AP TR S A R b o R AR SR TR T — ik
We o I — BT 5 2% 52 02 T 0 SR 1 DU AR AT bl R SR AR S )™ i HLE BRSO TR R R

(DSee Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum Co. ,133 S. Ct. 1659(2013).

@ See Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain.542 U. S. 692(2004).

@ See Filartiga v. Pena-Irala,630 F. 2d 876(2d Cir. 1980).

@ Restatement of the Law(Third) : The Foreign Relations Law of the United States, Washington D. C. , The American Law Institu-
te,1986,255.
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oK B 2 e [ 5K A AL B3 A L A 1T S R P O R RE 2 0 A D 1 B 2 o AR AT N B BRI A R A .
Bt 1) PR A SR R R BRSO AT A BTy BAE G ERE .. HRZ T RERhI 45
VATl o BE- 3R VRN U2 P SURVEVES RENE SR LY EIIES B PR VI E i S s SV e S L A R SEDOR S
OO0 o B B ik 18 HLA52 7 5% [ 326 g X o s R 5 58 1 9 30 0l 8 AL IR 4, » 7 R TR 3 P 77 95 g 7
RN SN A Z X

FLU X FARAR A 1 52 5 N SR AR PF R B BRI & AR A R 330 7 AR L 7R DA TR 23 3k
FERCHE —EFRBE BB . Rk i RO REAE T AR ST AR AR L PR AR AR LSS BT 28 g p 4R 10 Rk
T T A ER A 2 S A A R G R AP A AR LS B A 4 1 4E 7. 22 TCBE IR L O] i A 5
AL 2 DI RE (O BRI 25 T ZE R ALY RIS DN RETE AR R S0 . 7EE PRk B £ R 1E
52 H FHBON WL ROBF IR O T » RS 38 ik  FE ACW H EAR A T B 2l Bk

I Je > BURAR Z2 [ 5 BOA WAl 2 W6 RS A A A A5 (B b B C 22 DA i 07 332 TR
B8 D D) 7R 2 ) A R R 2 [ ) SR 56 R D AR 2 [ A IS SR TR T TN A ) BT R SR (Do-
novan & Roberts,2006:154) o I UL » [ 235 38 A R R AR — Bl alofr i PS8  HC B4 17— R B EAE

M. ATS iFil B iE S R PR H

FE PRy B e 1970 45 B B 3E B IR AL 42 0 m) 587 I B 2 s » AR [ P i 45 L B BEALEE N 17—
T2 B bR v L [ PR 2ok 45 A AR BR AV S etk 5 40 i BB g B — A B R Q1T — 55, B2
— [ B A A A B B S ) DR 3B S T A S AR R I ] o 18 R U R A e ol T L T R S )
WY 5 ) — A 0 2 6 R U S T G ) — AR R AR AT A B R D,

54 58 4 Jam A R T N AR DR A A DU A [ i AR A L s P L R R — [k B
FE25 0] 2 30 N LA g b5 02 et BT Jas [ 2 TR AR i 8 R o BROAR RO R o o A A A O B LY
B S BRI B X H 3l T AN = i o 2 2 [ B w) R Bk R U 2 T R AR Y ] B Bk R i R ™ R A TR
flo EPRZERER R I b,

18 1980 4E Y Filartiga 58 Hf, S8 5 25 Be ok o o I TR B0t o 2 288 1) F 965 5 A 0 SR R 32 45, J 4 A3t
[l (&N (Hostis Humani Generis) , 35 [ 5 B 395 (0 5P AT R 20 B 5D, £ Sosa o, 35 EHE
B AN s ATS 250 5 B0 B I B 32 100 200 R A N SEAT A AT S B2 416 T R RO T X 00 2 e = B A /9 255
AN Ay SCY ]GRBT AN 10 ] B ik B 9 B S 0 B AN I A2 B IR %o G i S i 4 I TR I R . A R 5 K
PR IAKER - 58 [ 1 BE Xt ATS SAFAT (48 BEAUA & 7™ A% BR A A4S R AUOLBR 08 28 0y [ P i 5 [
PRt 2s B 22T B ™ E A 3R AT .

£ Kiobel ZE 1, B 8 AR L B 7R B B vl X ATS ZE00AT (i R o 35 5 45 R AL, (H A e 2808 2 Ay
2B X Kiobel 58847 4 4 LR B B0 AE T e O AR 58 [N R AT D 1 & A= e B Ab i HL iy JF R
LA T T TR ot e Xt A [ 45 7 B AT DA o T B EC A IR S N ST AT O . FEI S BT B
fdr 20 29 125 e A 56 70 WA AT (45 5 AN 25 IR B it 0 AT S ME SO Ol 3R sk EL S 36 I AT TR B2 BB &R
TR AMELE AR 26 EAEZ VR hAFTE S R 0 R 45 0 ATS AU IR 46 5 5 [ 07 31 01 4 AH O f) = 00 7 25 B A
EIERL, AT R AR bR WL SR b R B o ok A R 1 A A i BR ]

H.NESBRT

K ATS Jrin By M s 2 — R L Bed SR A FEAURY I s o B [ B AA 32 L3 FI52 3 8 A R4 R 1R
2 v, R EE BRI ATS &7 5K A& FEA R 0™ 5 ob i 5 W At s i Rk . R EIEBE X 5 AR 2
TR 27 1) 1] P AR A AT g HEAT A 8 0 A 0 B A 11 5% AT AN U 3 o B0 30 2 SR ik 22 0 BOH e ]

(DSee Barcelona Traction, Light and Power Co. (Belg. v. Spain),1970 1. C. J. 3,105(Feb. 5).
@ See Filartiga v. Pena-Irala, 630 F. 2d 876(2d Cir. 1980).
@ See Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain, 542 U. S. 692(2004).
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R B — 5] kK S5 E R S sZ wh % .

2 E IR B e 125 B AE Kiobel S a7 37 B A2 W S 36 ) ATS Vi 9564 il o 0 IR 2% & F AL
TR 4 1 1P 56 1 5 e 1 O < A0 1] A A1) 3 [0 B AL 0l 1) i g T Ry 3 0 36 [ DS B s = 507 % 5 ol A
AU RTCIB 17 (Anderson. 2013:149), FEMEIE Y Bauman v. Daimlaer AG Z& /7, 35 B BE I & i3 15 B & A
56k o 1 ] A 0 20 W RO AL G BT B B AABURAUR IR R OR T X T ARZ IR E KA
U 2 RO U R Y 1Y) 24 = T o o PR LA 55 = [ 19 1% 30 1 7 26 [ B U 79 AT B K AT (36 %, 2014:839)

ATLAUE, ATS A B g — DA E N5 B PRk B T — S ik A SR 45 K.l id Kiobel % F
Bauman 52 55 28 {1 10 1 24, 56 [ 6 5 i 55 V5 e % 722 7. 37 Bt oA o 1 A9 15 5 R 40 JFC Ak 240 [ FA VR
VAR R S W b G W) R GE AR T A B 37 3 TR i RT3 A AR G B R L S B — R S
[, o ] Py A ) 5 I o 0 TR R A 7 )

Kiobel Z&4F i 4F 3¢ (6 2 Be A2 ATS YRR 1 3l fie A7 52 Wi g 19 58 44 L0k 25 ik 47 3% AL A 3L A A
FAX YT Z b A A E s B . A BRI 2 1 [ Y NS 5 i ST O I S RIS Bl 36
[ v Be 7E Kiobel 28 v 3 30 H i1 205 55 58 M A2 » xof 3 11 12 e s 0 458 b o [ 80 8 ) 4 DR 47 19 4 S 4
P BRI . X 177 A T OO I AL I 3k 5 £ BT 9K A R AU () I S A 4 vk A R AN S
538 38 4 AN Z 18] Y 56 2R« — U T % 508 TR 5 A ¥R B B BrpL i TR 24 s 45 Dt U B B, X A
P BE 09 8 REAL T AR EE 5 O — 7 AU 0 25 A AT Sy i LR 25 19 5 e L R T R B B A AL, )
Gy Mg N B — F A BRI AL .
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