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The Subjectively Weighted Linear Utility Model
using Bayesian Approach’

Ki Yoon Kim*- Kwan Sik Na*

Abstract

In this study, we develope a revised model as well as application of decision problem under

ambiguity based on the subjectively weighted linear utility medel. Bayes’ rule is used when

there are ambiguous probabilities on a decision problem and test information is available. A

procedure for assessing the ambiguity aversion function is also presented.

Decision problem of chemical corporation is used for an illustration of the application of the

subjectively weighted linear utility model using Bayesian approach. We present the optimal

decision using newly developed model. We also perform the sensitivity analysis to assure our-

selves about the conclusion we obtained on degree of ambiguity aversion and to characterize

parameter of subjectively weighted linear utility model

LA &

}go)20] AL AUHYL W BE A
A9l 7132 713t (expected value) Fei3}g]
. 1 ¥ &E¥cde FRF 7, B4R 7t

3, == APd BEolge dFlE FUT K
S(utility)olzshe  AdE =% e,
Bernoulli®} el % W& AMIAESH
Ao eAEel oaA AEsich ol 2719
NS LEAA, 87 Felo|Eol o) oA
2AE AR NGELeT olyHEA FF

e 498 2g
ARNAENG AR AU

a2
rﬁ.‘.
o



112 A7& - v

BELEMEEE

Al #AS sl Aridl b & FHE @
A& von Neumann®} Morgenstern[41] o]
v, % Savage[37]7} FHA J|HEL)|E
(subjective expected utility) o2 t]-5 WA
ZAc). x|t A Lo)EB-L o]HAA (transitivity)
Fe9] st AE AR Allaise] HA[1]s
Ade] gyl o HE Mg He
= vehd F goke & ARt Ellsberg
AA[7], FohAle Az} @uir]g 7HHe] A
2 2$EYE A5 T X (preference reversal)dd
AH(Lichtenstein®} Slovic)[29], ¥4& EA7}
TF(context)d A3 we} oi2A A
= FEFAE7(Tversky?} Kahneman, Kahn¥}
Sarin,) 52 A9sAE EZAH25][24].

£ =5 233 A% selAe A
2y 3 AFsiy Aok Ar|A 2IA
(ambiguity)ol3d A}Ae] W gEo] A3 &
# A& T (ignorance)2t, HEsHA U4
A e A @isk)¥ Ao FAA RS
Zahe AR, 23 EHAA, ERAUA o
3 BN me AR FEAARFTLE A9
g £ dFeAE ol &, oF Al i g
o o HEr} HE5se FHY HERS
g3 ¢ ge A¥ez Ao ok

Ellsberg[7]8] A7 o]¥Fo] olai’dt 23 A4
st Ae] oA AA A FA B ATFEo] Al
£53 9len, 53 23 #F} dTES
Einhorn-Hogarth 233} Kahn-Sarin 23,
WA FIEFAYELRYT] 7B FES Y
Atk o] F FHAH JFAYELEYL F
e i myPe A, BIA i 9
ANAAA B9E A AAsA w3 FE
2yoz Hy} waglch ol FIH JIHE
£23& #$4A7 Z22A, Hazen[17]0] &
¥ @ o)z W FEE v} sir} oo A

43l gAEAEoF B ol AFTAF
(artificial intellegence) A|XeleollA] E&hAA
+ Aelshe §43 7ol 2 £ UAEL B
ol AA gAEA A AHEE 7 U=S
FAS =HA X3, 44 A LEEA o
olA] AAl A gl B ool BET 9rh

g B =F9 975HE o543 3
AA, welx AHAE olgsld FHH riFAl
Pa4wys FAs s ot 24, o] T
A 23¥-E sFsAte] AEA Al A
SAAA At ok AlA, FEEA
o F@A /AP ELEY] 2o EA
< Fo3taat g
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A7

3go B3 Ao] AAA vlA= od kel
A3t =2l Ellsberg[7]¢
dox"7} FZxo|t} I RIAE 3 7i]le] 9
AAARE FYsted delA, EAFT A9
WA GE d2o] HAstAY A4le] ¢le], &
§ Fool dig Fale] o}F e Adza A
gt =3, Fo3 AR ol 257 A5
de gAHd GARRAS] FUH AAE
£-0]) & (subjective expected utility theory)<l
o] dAEA e AP E ke 94
S AA Yt o] o)F2 BIFA sleAe] it
ARRY B AT, 2A 71€3 Z¥(de-
gcriptive model)3 A 23 (normative
model) 2.2 ¥F= A, Zt7 EA1HQ] FH 2
HAH T 9ok o]F ddeeR Al 2H
s (23 1]3 3
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Raiffa, 1961
Roberts, 1963
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MacCrimmon, 1968

Luce¢} Narence, 1985
Nau, 1986

Fishburn, 1986
Gilboa, 1987

Segal, 1987

Hazen, 1987

Luce, 1988

(ag 1] 24 =2

238 JEL 0|89 JlBH Feld B

Al 3 (sure-thing principle)2, =t} 5 o4
gto] ofH Aelle] ois FUY ARE Bl
o, dAte Adse o] Aol HFojojo} ¥
tl= A4, Ellsberge o]9] ¢t ol & 31
7], 2719 #=H(Raiffa, Borch)E-& o]
3ol Axd Zolgtxn FAsIARITH[34](3],
A48 LE odF E(MacCrimmon, Slovie 3}
Tversky, MacCrimmon 3 Larsson)< E34]
ZAX" Zlo] old Ze= uha HcH31][41]
[(32]. @=bA, F84 JIHELRY ] Fe

02

of =

Slovic®} Tversky, 1974
MacCrimmon3} Larsson, 1979

AT ACHE

o

T elw, qAAAA] AdYPNE AHE
4 b doAY 7o), =53 A3t ambi-
guity situation)dl v AYEA e AR
a9 =k

713 23L& Elsberg[7]elA *& ffs}
o 4], Becker®} Brownson[2] S°] % EZ R
o] gleon, 80 d o) Zute] Gardenforde}
Sahlin[11][12] o] ti& WAA|FLL o]& %7]
EYPEL 7E] R ELRYe] B33 A%
stell Aol A EA ANE A FA R
g, F¥ Exo] old U3 A9 <l
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maji ALRgozxe & FEL2 iz XY
o}, 80 dd] Z4t o|Fol Einhorn-Hogath &
8J[5], Kahn-Sarin 23 [24]c] 43 =HA A
AAQ 23 g Z3FA = Ach Einhorn-
Hogath 23 AFtEe] #§&52 H7ish] 4
A A 2 =AFA}A (anchoring and adju-
stment process)& AXche 71 71&j)
sxjat o] 23L& okA Ellsberg I3 7%
F 3 (context effect)s AYs & F U =,
FAY 24ql 09 pE SAHA AA Al
A4 A7le de dARE AYz Aok 2F
w¥% Kahn-Sarin 232 EA3 A6 o
g As} 7IFEAE 2 g Fo3e Iedd
=g g3, FHH HELEHNA F=F
Act o] BYL, B3 A9] o FF M7}
FolAchd w3 A sl FAHI,
wEyg Ager ReE @A A 24
& k. 22y olF 23 =3 Y& 49
& Fe 7led Eyeolnz, JAAHL A%
A A E BAEe b deixde S A
Y gk

25 Ad @3} EA 2YEL WA Schm-
eidler[39]& € 4 93, ©]& Gilboa[13]%9]
WA AZled o)lEL v 7 g8 &%
t}. Luce®} Narens[30]+ o® AbA A7l 29
Aol wld Az, A5HA e}, ¥
spgsice) AzkA LAV @ F HE A
she ZHHE 23S Tden, ¥
Lucer} #ARYE AAslgcth AL ol
Z23t =2 3o Fishburn[9]L 234 3
HEat ohe} Allais®] JA7HA] 43k, ¥
Aoz F3id 2y AXH

Smeidler[39]+= von Neumann3} Morgenst-
ern?] YA FelPdE LT, 2AE B
oF tjalql f, goll AUAA f > g =, of +

(1=a)h > ag + (1-)h& W2 Foll A
> ol A4k Q4714 f, g, h & B9 I
Z(pairwise comonotone)o]m], TrxA =E A
l-&2) (monotonicity or dominance axiom)E
743l o] B3L Savaged] FAA W4
e 54 Fn2 Ellsberg 942% $43r)

Gilboa(1985)+ Smeidler®} ul$5:3 nl7}4k
g9 Fsid 2ye A AT, Luce
o} Narens[30] =3 oAt 4L AH&3}
A odskeh o oAl 29 YL A ASS
7b #gshd x§ 93, 2%A @l y§ ¢
£ Eute] &k o] By ] Feisid
23e olA|qt Ellsberg I 44312 gl
o},

Fishburn[9]& A HA3¥(skew sym-
metric bilinear)2] =glo 28 2AH diAql
4 ulasle 59, B3AC did dx=E
weds) A 3AR ANLSE B 2
¥& T3k o] 2¥L Ellsberg HAol

- F-gd B o), o]dA Tl AL A%

%%, von Neumannd} Morgenstern2] 34l
IR o Ex 2F 44 A4, 2iA
& A9t Fitvkes 2e] Utk

ol utal, Hazen® FHF 7IFAYELE
3 (subjectively weihgted linear utility)2 ¥
2iste FEd RYeEA, FHFH JHEL
o]Zo 93 AHWHA 4L JHAES TE%
2t olg}, 49 FelE w2e FFHA
AAAA AL oA gFI=tE A=
B3ojcH17]. o] 23 Chews} MacCrimm-
onoll &3] gk, ¥ stellxje] SJAREA
dE Ay ELRY ey wAsdce F
BA ANFAYELRYP QoA g Al
52 BRAR AREelH, = H4vls A%
o FEF7H) 09 #dF FEAT UIA,
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Zb ojAgrel WPHgE o EFAUIL A3}S
Fzte A £f(0)F dFse FFoldh o4
A eke] Axr) £(6)=p = o|AL
g o)A} (pure risk lottery) °ith A*E #HFt
A(AC®)Y x5 (indicator function)z}iL
s, o ESAF A3 f=, 09 FEAY
AAs B 5 Y AT pyeepeel] HEA
f=YpArE vepd 4 ook webA o] fo of
g 542 o33 2

© )\/\"4

Y n(A) ola) o

W = ¥ n(A) o)

(D

o714 n=00] g & FAARA 09 F
4 gE
=24F ullA ¢
2] ZlES ulp)

p=239 7tA¥s
olZle] FoA JIFAYELEFHY 7L F

Aot (F-5 ). o] A (1)e] 715 A¥E

4233 2L oo EAAd], wef o7} A

FEhd uw(f)=Xin(A)art HAA 7HELS

YR A, g7 oiEr o] XSS

S8 234 AdE ud & 5 slA "ok o)

a8 At p

AY 24 AFAYELE 2ye] AEH olo]

deole A, d¥-ie JAEAAES B35
AARTHE Fgo] duid AYI A F3
el 2354 392 (ambiguity averter)o]il
EA, A3 7} (intensity of preference):=
7 7ol E-&(the utility of the consequence)
of wlElgche Aot} oldl 7123 Hazen
[17]& A9 29 43§ (complement)dl B2l
F AL, A A9 B3 5 o 2
o] vieblirh.

P(A) =

n(A)o(a) (2)
7(A)p(a) Fr(B)o(f)

o371 n(A)=AtA A9l FHH HEFAA
a=u(p)
p=ulq)
p, @ € P2X A A¢} B} A3}
u=Pel] o3 UYL LI
p=239] 7HA¥s
ol FRAYE o ) /HEAFF o )T F
A= F3H ISP ELERYLS A Al
g R, ¥ =89 dAdAs el
2 Aol 234 LS ]8435t
FAgoen wyg TAF laa} ot

3. wlo] =gk 7]&,;_% o] &3
FRH NEFAPELRS

Hazen[17]0] #X3 FH2] 7lFAYELE
e NEAYILEYPS AN A22A
8 2yu AA| s9E Foluz, ¥ A
£ A ABS) o] &7’ ASe, ol & &
2 8l AFgES A= A%H gEFE
7i¥ Q) wlelx A E o] 43t RIHES F
£ F =2 2yE FAZ stax Yo
old iz tiate]l HiE AHEAL Add 7HA
F7F TR olw, AbAle] HMZ Egle]x AbA
ARy RE2F BRI AL MAEE, oE
A3 wd & § e vEHEEE E3E
Ao o]4 ok = &4 B} AL
AAAA R} A5y BE5A A o2 T}
sl AFALPFTE ol &3HAC)

A2 23&E FAC dolA, et A5
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BELERSEE

E WSolx *}7“9—1 WA 7RG F olARl
Asebd 23358 Jeplis 4 (2)= o3
Zbo] Hr}

7(6) p(up)
Iﬂn(e)tp(uo)d()

p(9)= (3)

£ 5 ARE Ze B34 dqAME
32s B3k AHA-E Ei, Bl Ao 542
7zt w, w o9 Eif] LAHES folrt. o]
o &2 3 g3tk =79, 6
9 F3H ¥EFEE ()2 ¥IIUY 97
A AR wAZMAFTE E oolw, RAXSL &/
o} ALE RFAo] Fhhsle YR A3sld
Ao eJAlAR o2 A approximation) 3}E
2, n(0) & B q pE Z+= WEREE J1A
g} o)A FAX xxmE FUIL, i= 10
o d:AA Evt #ASETH, n = 1 o3,
Ex} 2Astgdohd, x = 0 o]zt EAh ¥
B oxE BF 08 e wEF0] et
et wo]lx Aol o8 09 AF FoAH &
EEEE A 2L thsel EIGERYE o]
£3te] go A AF RIJEFEE FE F
sk 09 A4 FRA FEEEI B a, fE
e weHEEe|RR 2(0) = K& (1-0)"
oltl. ¢7|4 K& 685 TR ¥ 84|
th 67} Fo3 2AF A ofH [AAH o
T GEHSF X9 2AFFES ((x|0)2 et
Wi, ojzie} wiZyo] £XE WENT f(x(6)
= x(1-0)"] "} z=id 7} Foizl =4
slol A2l 82 ALFSEREE welEr} ot

n(0lx) = Kn(0)f(x|6) (4)

24 @b Foi7 2ASAME xmel o
¥ 2AY AYFEUEYS LKIOE ohee
2.

fn(xly"'vxn |9)

f(x; 10),.f(x, 16)
= ¢(1-0" (5)

A7 y=x,x0] T, BEA x,x.0] F
A AN A gell HF AFHFEEEE oS
3}zl

7' (0) = n(0 | x,%0)
= n(0)f.(xy % | 0)
= k6 (1-0)} & (1-60)"}
= kg (1-9)*" (6)

weld AMFE F3H FELEE 2T o =«
+y, §'=f+n-yE Z& WeEEolgh. A
AR FEEo] IR AL A7t of
Yeid 234 3ivje] A4S AEg, 7
e e AFFAR Hgse Aol ¥
Holc}, ol oA AAAI} abAA Aol
A|7ke) Wizl ois) 4B e Hy AR
Jepdcls A, u' = o7t "k a2 0
o W3 AFERIHEL o33 2l
P'(0) = Tﬁ%

_ _ n'(8e" )
[z (8)e™

o] A(7)ell o3 AH AR} U=AF AF
E3HES AT ¢ Jdon, v RE
Aol A7 AEAAY] HEE Hbdsle B35
A ] Be RS =28 29 o
=3 2tk

42 SAEE 553 Z3A Ferlo-
cal ambiguity function)¥ ©}& A(8)3} zo]
Aol #Hwui[18], a(u)= 2L EFAAC sl
A 2e5A Zyu|gde] vl g

(p(l(ll)l) _ d[loiii(lil(u))] (8)

a(lu) =
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Tkef a(u)7b RE u o WA Fold At
ARAE 23A 3ugeln, fold H3IA
F3o)a, 0ol B3 FHolth olF ¢
ARz REAd d¥ =g FEIEE
Hze AZFH od7E(Gardenfors & Sahlin,
Einhorn & Hogarth, Kahn & Sarin, Hogath
& Einhorn)[11][6]1[24](22]& A= R4, Ell-
sberg7} /AFE WAz} o] R34 A A
o} o)59 HFEA wEt FUEle Al
Agol HalsHgrh &, AAUIAEL oFF 3
L FEd AT 2IAAE F7IE e AY
o] 91, 7t &Fd dslrM Z3AE I
sale Aol glow, € FENA= 2o o
235AS IvsEie Aol ok wE 2
34 B3 gFo| ofF zd 53 At
olald, Badoa n3A s|v]e] AiFPS
Aol gt} alng o() e FelAst 2
o] AR sHAskE Zlo] gelFolrh

1714 a(u)7} <F(positive) ol=}i 7}A3}
2L p(u)7h 33 FelEZ, a(w)d] ALl 9
#4 ¢ (u)E golth olRALe(w)7t AT

_ 7t1¢(“1)“1+ﬂ2(P(“2)“2

wo) x| ot 7L o) 4% FHY JFAYALRY 117

Q& guidch (u)7}h uell =} zRiske
Sol AARAAAE R3AHFPelc ¢(u)7}
¥ e Fe FaPpolmE, dEFH 2o
Aege2 vebd & sl

o(u)=e™*" (9
q714  g(u)E RIZA 39 5 (ambiguity
aversion function)ztaL g},
a(u)=—0¢ (0)/p(u)o] B2, § A& dsishd
a(u)= oS3 o] Hof.

e =g -y (10)

a(u)= )

254 FI3ea gu)dl o AGERAS
317 YA L3 e 2EI dAce
) 2At

U

A8 uE uwoll deiA dejEsid og3 2

o] AAk=lt}.

mei(w) +me(u,) (1)
ﬂ (ﬂlfp(u1)+ﬂzfp(u2))+(7151(P(111)+7151111(P' (U‘l)) - (751(P(111)111+7Tz(ﬂ(u2)112)751¢’ (111)
oy (n,@(u1)+n2(p(u2))z
1 me(@(w) Fwo’ (w) —we’ (W) e(w,) +a’ ¢*(w)

(m p(w)+m o))’

du/u>00]dof k2, B2} gro] ofo] =
o} ¥tk RE g, m>003, mtm=lolEmg,
chest ge 246l et

o(w)tuw ¢ (w)—uw ¢ (w)20 (13)
e(w) =(n—w) ¢ (w) (14)

o714, wLwdl Afde o(w) =2 (w-—uw) ¢

(w)e F4 ¢ (w7t vdll Fadrd o A9
gt =3, uw>usl A5, e(w)=(u—w)
o (m)e A —o (w)/ew)<l/(w—uw)d
f Ayt 974 —¢ (w)/e(w)=a(u)=
¢’ (u)e]cth

EE dArbe Adtl A’ Bol w, wyrs

unoll '—7{_%1‘:] g’%’% Ty, nZ""97tn°'ll -Ei*g tﬂ

(12)
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Akl oA, 234 HIAFT7t ZE ull
de o 2Ae BEUTE, FAASAA
—ﬁ-%To: Uy, u2""1un°] -%_7]'@'0“ E}-E‘— %7}ﬂ't}'°

# (W< u_lum (15)

A7NA, e EEYTY HAALX o)

234 3uy oxaAEAAel AL, olu)e
2E 7Fedt uoll dA <k e I, Aa
g7t "ok 222 23T ¢(u)d
3 e 24 &3 2ol
¢ (1)>0 (16)
¢ (W)<1/(u,—u,) a7

Q71A] Uie=0, Au=Upy — 0| BFIL F3L, B
34 39 A45EY 2 TGS =22
g ek

A BEA 39 Q e og g

p(u)=e™ (18)
' — Ce_c“
@' (c)= e (19)

2(16)ell ol c>00]oof 3k A|(17)o] 24,

c<1/(u—um)oleiel &tk u=u, A¥s,

<1/ (Up—Uma) =1/ Aucle}. whebd], g=e™
F Fof| QoA T3 2L Aol v

F5]ofo} gt}

0<c<1/Au (20)

4. AeldF

4.1 qAAA FA

Y 7134 S5 ES Az de
DAL, ApAbelx] Aitsle HAgnette =%
4 ¢Fel, 4 Tl uel g dwes
559 @eligel gde), Foizl AR slellA
it & 1FF AANES F37] 48
d AF7E 4 Folrh. 554 Kg #uir}A
£ 230041, 2,000910]c}. o]ufe] Hujo]e)-
FE°] 13091 /Kgelw, dutEe] 80%1/Kgel
t}. oo} we} o]3AleY rjEdTFLdANE, F
AT FAE AAE Al Fo| oy xpust
He dale] F U8q 2y F9 ¥xd ot
AR A B Yok & 1389 F
=) Al ngFe]l v, ZIEXEG ¢
thd dubEo] "} ol & Al dlsle ¥
=7} e 98¢ RAE g FEr
A9 AA #&& KA =Hel D Wl
olejo] 209 /Kg & Fd¥°] Hrl welA
o] A$o 7ML 24 AEHF Wrrel 104
/Kg& FAsE, 293 gejole]L 904 /Keg
o] Hc}h wE FxU HYF AR H7HA
£ A8, SAEe] FAdlds 9% 1)
AR kold, w47 Hufjololdl= Wy} ¢
o}, A7 9kl 109 /Kgel Fvisng
HE 203 Avele]E 1209 /Kge] Ak

A7 e 7o 489 FEE Ags
A fAsAA AL shedof ek o) F sA
= A9 2000009¥e] 22EE ¥ HEFATF
el AEsiAv, rte] AulE Flstdoltt
t} &At DA, Habe FRAHA o)F
F71A] djAgle] BF fAAe] givta wdds
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dl vk A R(3) oK, AAaEA A
2ol Wsle] A= AL g Bion
24BN A, gelAHd gelud & ¢
Atk

111 .
.[0 .[0 .[0 15(01) 7t(011) 7'[(012) Wy (k, 1) e-cug(hl) d01 dgu d012

EHAl 6. oAl wiAIZHez diALES WU}
sjof et WA ol AHAE AA HAUE
wo] A 2gA oA =&S AdA 4
At 9 B8-S 3ok

ulk, i) =

o714 n(6), n(6w), n(fp)e BT w=5 B
=15 ; =4, f=1 ; =2, f=134 W&} &
EE wEch o] A(22)e] H3le] 7z ALAA
Aol 548 ik F, FolAl A A
#al 3kl A ulk, D3} ulk, 2)E »addch
Al HoA HFHZ ILAAZZOYS
Mutale, o]& o]&43 AAAANE AwEd
o3 ok WA A A FoHE AR
8A dke AF(dDY EE&L 918703, H
7S A HE A$(d2)Y) ZEL 9.7270)
o} wEta ZrelAAE A= dchd HUAE
AHg3hs Z(d2)e] R}k A3Ees AAA]
o} oo, Zh)ZALE Al FEAYE
BAo] vghg wi(tl), A/HAE AHL3HA] Wk

& A EEL 11060017, A7HAIE A

& s A9(d2)e E4e 108960ch et
A Zbol AAE Adsedd FEAT B (1)
o] vigitha AR E AHESA e A(dD)e]
Ho} i eapdAeld. ZolNw At
¥E w3 (12)0] Y% W, WS
AHgEA e Ae(dl)e] EEe 83530]%,
2o ez AAE AHLIRAE A$(d2)
o) &4& 97270190k WA ZrelAd A
7} gEnl(t2)olzhd ArMNE s R
(d2)0] ¥} ulzAg o)A o),

oA & Alle AAAA AEAemA,

T 1 1 -
§ 5,5, m(8) n(8u) n(Br) e d6: db A0re

(22)

24 5a 194 AR AL Dol
AA o] BY FAE sokrich o]E 9l
NE 2@ GNAAEAAA B4R A% 7
& AAE o4t F, WIAA AW 4
A8 B4 Easdd wamshe Relch
ZO\AAL A B4-E 972901, Zrol AL
o E4e 9805I5ith webd zholAAE A
Pshe 7o) Asehe R Beh AR At
cEDLS

AERoZ, ¥ A oA AxNAHAY
234 APAR()7E Jolgon, old 7zl
ANE AMSHE Aol WS, Zelas
Aspr} FEAGol WS AeeAL,
SErlgold Agse Aol AA gAER
ok

43 ZAE=E4

oA Rl BN Al mye msustel
g oA WEseAE TS AT A=
2AE A gt B EYH ESE
pot colAgt o, p= ANFEEM FolAE A
Bolmg, Weltze E44 U §BYAS
% A4l 2behd, aeE b0 e
A, A% o] FANA ANAA Aol duE
lAlE B4 2uAel uat AR o
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BEREENEEE

=& wedsle, B3A HIAST co W3l
b E4 Aar} oj¥A dEiA=vE A
27 93 F=EA(sensitivity analysis)$
AAslodA], B3] EAE At AEA
A2 stdF o geiFd gAEAE g

A=E suat ot

WA 29 AR, & AAEA #14
o oM dASY LeE W Yk B
54 HuAsel Wl BE, BolAA A%
Al 2z gAee) B4 (& 13 2k

[(E 1] ZH0|ZAL MetA|e| ZEEMARY
A A4 A =
234 39 x 5 A o =
4T c
A7HA w24 H7HA A4
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