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Modeling Consumers' Park Choice Behavior
: Review & Applications of Choice Theory and Model
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Dep’t of Landscape Architectiure, Seoul National Univ.

ABSTRACT

This paper intends to identify recreation destination choice process, in particular,
considering need/motive theory, recreation opportunity spectrum, information integra-
tion theory, and to review critically the status of development of the various modeling
approaches. Two attempts are then made to explain consumers’ choice behavior of
theme park and national park, respectively, applying conjoint model and discrete choice
experiment model. Three theme parks and three national parks were selected as study .
areas, resolution I designs were constructed, and data was collected by in-personal
interviews on the study areas. The results illustrated the part-worth utilities and the
relative importance of the attributes of theme park and national park. In addition,

further research directions were discussed.
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grh, 283 FHA FAY AF AR
Folu Aol Aeld 29le] oldle el
AY - Ay - T 93 "4H Ast =
RAoltt, Sele AH|AY &3 AAe Z
G- ANZE FGstA] B A F] 4T
d& A9 BA E37] gFolt, #u ofy
g 53 I FoE 1 FYe A9 &
H|zte] o] HEZ2 FRENE AT &
vz} Ae]e] o]afs} Ao},

HZ 9 Y9 ERTE Ho|, 131 &
v F4F Azl ZzEUATY A7t
ZZQ RREE FIHA #e - AR
ozl BEAg FIAE E&FHoE FLdof
a3 T 47t 8 g e ok e FEF
Bo] 29T - YoM E AHlA] gt A
&3 #AHo] F8sitt

E d7e 91A vy AggsS A9
3l e olEFH aE EAMEU] s At
oy 2ddg 7|HE HEY Aot 1d
Fo RIZIREQ FAFLH FIFHRED =
Y2de gdoz izl HHAPEL A
gatuz g,

I. Mejo|=xnt 2Eo] HE

LPFY &Y FIoJBLEAM MR
PFE Ags ok F, AEE oW A
A AN dA dEe ad deste vhEE
g dejtel] 3R ZolE =7A HE 3 A
o] 2AA #F FHE HEE s o
3 &8 A H3, &9 A7y T840
Alkad (Mg, Az, =3, AH 79 5)
H 2 AR F)RdHEd ALY &5
VA& ZEAND Aolgtn BE dH(ER Al
F, Az, a2z 3d)E Adgskd 43
SUte Zojth, B 7S] FEE Fe
e FAANT A AP dgE 7 %A
g, o] H2WdlE AMgEC] Al WEE

o tigid F Ra2e B¢t gon, %I A
ASA SHEA L3 Al Foz ulgF g
(socially desirable) W&o 2 wrg-3te 3}7]
HEo] Be EAHCl WA Ak(Mill &
Morrison, 1985).

gy o] o] & FYEAXIF thFd AA
o] o] opd Tt &FE FEANA F
Rojgke A, &H|AY &7 F7]& Holok
Bt U2 ApaE AFE F dve #379Y
Ao FH3AT, 53 54 Idd LEF
g &7 Uig o]&L AYr|Fd ¥
82 Avate JAEARZ A S ol
A% R 2AV dtE AAA Fesith

ool B0 At Ee] Zld-7hA] o]
& (expectancy-valence theory)ol 7]%3}
o FE=AY oZ FosAA, ‘o AlgE]
54 ZhoM 5F FEETA FAsterh
a2RE de Ay dYL FAWNT o F
23t g 2ol RuzEY (Driver et
al., 1978, 1987: Haas et al., 1980). ©I
E2 &% (activity), #7 (setting), ¥
(experience), H% (benefit)e ul 7IA 2
T8 FE137F A5 A¥EA BEYE 7R
2 ‘%A1 (urban)’ oA ‘YAA (primi-
tive) 744 ~HER EAL 7RKHvde F¥
713 ~2H EH (Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum; ROS)< A3t th, ROSH uw}
29, e Aol Jdate FHFEEE 4
dal7) st 1o 7bg B3dte FEEEH
#3S At P, HAd, AEX
2 ehs =AE 4F9 BRE FFstna o
t AE EAE 549 #73 &Fol 3o
& Aolm, & (solitude)olt 2FES B
staa} dhe AlES 9A1A 837 852 A
g3l Fogdrie oty =T e &
FAg AEIAgE Fpste 289 540
g2y a7t ddste FEEEE ME o
Aoz FF%Th a2y ROSOIA 7H83te
374, 8%, A AP Yz AdYE 4
dHoz welux 3 4 F& ATEL
4" A7E Holx €3 = (Heywood
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et al., 1991: Virden et al., 1989: Yuan
et al., 1989), ol& QI7te] B3 FYEHXA
£ Adste B3¢ JAEAAZ S AURA
deselsly] ez gddn.

HId e 28R A9dFS At WA
2 JataR AR e AHnE Zoste FEFH
o] £ (information integration theory:
IIT) & A&l HZexn Ao (Anderson,
1981). o] o]&& oW ddeldA de o
29 AAZAM7} opet o tide] A T
gl 9std ouE zZtethe(Lancaster,
1966) AMdolA Zwdich, 2 F4L a7t 7}
2 o e A &4 o3 EAAAA
U, &Hzats F3F ARH3ZQ AGHF &
AA AFES AHFEE, HY3Fe gt
AAA &Ao] obd Aztd &4 7]Z 3}
o] Fojxit}y, aM|Re wijte AZE 4%
B7LgE &, o] HAE Bt ZH gl
A A Aol W3 E FAstm, 7t
A2 Eee FeUM dudte) dae A
gate] Py, B 9 &4o] JI3le
g e Agoe ‘garAF e &7)6d
&9 £& Fole dAH AFE FHslo 9
AERRY S Dot & AF FEEFR
o] & (hierarchical information integra-
tion) o] A=A F, Mo Fg3}e= &

(constructs) 82 2833, Ztzel TAAE
=YH o2 Hrigk & o] HIAE T &
et tigt W3 & FAstn A3t Ao
th(Louviere, 1984: Louviere & Gaeth,
1987: Louviere & Timmermans, 1990a,
1992: Oppewal et al., 1994).

olg g AH|AY AYYPFE MHs}e o2
o HlFo & W, FF 5HA MHgHFPL
Figure 13 Zo] /idsld & it E8 3
iy o] ¥EEE o B3 Aol AR
B =99 ©esE fetd A=A
Figure 1¢] @29, Av|zte] FEFEHR A
gL AFeEYg A F713E 87
E38 7H QA &AL Ad9dEE g-&
neatEA dite] $AE viaHsiste Ak
AR RS AA "t g HE (B E ¥
Asta, M8 dzske dhs AEgsie] 3o
o2y FEAY HdS dddle Aoz
Bodtt, 23u ¢ 1 Adzske el
A& o] ofzt dAe AFzHoz <l
8 A9 gijle] MEYHI|E o] Mzl A
o] g dAdE AL ofYrh, A M IR
g9o 2 £8& FAIAY MAHPFE 1d
& Ao] oz ALY AH|zIe] WAH
AZE 18T Bado] H7|A Fusjzi,

AYgd5S 1337 f& At Megzd

qdE BLE AdE HEdE FAA < A3 (preferences) ¢ €3 % (participa-
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Figure 1. Consumers’ Recreation Destination Choice Process
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tion) & ol AL B Ao it
gt gAAzEdS FAHdzedz gdd
t}. Figure 104 437} th HeA AHE
conjoint2g <] FEHFY AAAsA R,
XMz} AlekEo] Ao et AA g5 F
A7t AAAE RN BAshs ANIAR
olt}, E A7 AAMNIARE o839 FU
22219 g8 &40 WA Az WA=
43g st 2HE ¢33 gk

2. Mejmgo| nak

703N 5E Adgold aEAALS F4A
oz Jidd Megmdo] FUMHYFS =¥
a7l g8 HEHzm ok ol =¥
19849 499 MontanaFolA AHE “FU4
Mg g # AFAL o o3 o &F 7
ZF5 A} (Stankey & McCool, 1985).

Aegrde A7 FANMEEY (revealed
preference model), FANZEH (stated
preference model), 233 o|AHHEAER
9 (discrete choice experiment model) &
FREY, o] FFHLE "AHAt A9
ote] th&A (multiattributes) & #H7h, &%
dto] 7} digte] A& E ¥Astxn, 1 F HU
LS 72 UigkE A & AgFEd 7
z3th, Z mdle EAdax she B4R, &
Z&go] EAF o] FHWH| glo &
o]7} ¥t (Timmermans & Golledge,
1990: Louviere & Timmermans, 1990b).

(1) BNz zd

t}at 2 A 29 (multinomial logit model:
MNL)2 9 4% dAdsrde IS
(aggregate data) A8E o|&3t= FEEY
59 FAzALRd g wFgoz o

T59 o8, Thurstoned FEFLEF
Luce? ZfrEg&ol& 7]1%%t}(Ben-
Akiva & Lerman, 1985). dAXsa5d&
HAC P& Auzte] HA| PFFo] HAA o
otdl i3k E 8-S AAF AR JHF =),
AQau A7 AAZ A FE(FD ] F
&850 or 1), 21 4FY E98 &47% &
ujzte] Al A &Ao] EYWSsL "ok,
MNLEY& Luce(1959)9 ‘Hl#H&AU Sty
YAl (Independence from Irrelevant
Alternatives: IIA) & 7F33t=d (344,
1994), o] W&o #L uHE WA "Hrh
‘Red Bus - Blue Bus 7Igezx EIe
[NA/ME L 5 digte] AeEEr< Al 39 o
oke] FiEo] TAIRlC]l I dAsris Ao
o &, 29 A% By Hd"9gEe 34 C,

D, 3& E9 EAldid EHFothe o]
t}. Peterson 5(1983)3 Lin %(1988)9]
AZAZE o] [TAZMHe] vHaddAUAdS dF

s e, o ditezZA FAAH I
(nest) < WA A€ o]F 2z} FUY AHHo]
ZARo2 o Rt YzHE=RARY
(nested logit model) & #I<tatA T}

AN TR Ao EAeHA] B A2E
AEFo} Mulx, #EldEke] APAQA @AM
IAREE de Aol E/Fs3l(Louviere &
Timmermsns, 1990b: Timmermans &
Golledge, 1990: &73%, 1995), dAE 3ABF
Z, AA ddo] wt=A] AQle] WAH HET+
Z2E #ANEFA gD A (Stynes &
Peterson, 1984) 3} &v|z} 7H7)¢le] FLE o
S JHgE 7R Q8 B vEs i)
% @t} (Heijden & Timmermans, 1984).

(2) AANEEGY
conjoint24d 2 <&@ FAHNIREL 4

1) AAdsRdels £84 (decompositional) H2WE& A3k conjoint=Z@ $o 7493 (compositional) Rdo} A}, FHE
ge ek Wrlshe ol ofzt digte] AT £Eo) AP culzel Aol BIEE Hrlsld A8YTE FHV
Fishbein®] =218 80| &} Lawlers) 71tl-71x1 28] iRAQ ojoir}, zeiu} FHRDL ke ¥lwariehe oA
AL Tk @em PUF iy Agndo] ohleks Hwe WrE Wk AMT WEe FPA(199H)H

Timmermans & Golledge(1990) =,
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dAaA 3 FAEE 7HEA uItel diE &
H| 27} Z‘l%?}(‘co state) WAy H3E 54
A2 B, 9 NI &40 A
FEFetin & “ﬂ PN«] 8QujA = FE
Ao o3 Agdicte FAHs, FAE 4
dA oictdl g &HAY H3E oHHI
(rank) & HA+H7Hrate)d WHoR F
A3tk BE "gkE SAlY Hlusleq A5
Z33E full profileds} 5 thobs A4
v @A SHE trade matrix WHel Jou,
full profile ¥Wo] Aujzte] AA| Meg)F
€ dHHoE wigstunz dWtdo R o) 4H
o}, EZ T Y A H&T dSERAEE
Zte Aeg BudHa Yt (Green &
Sr ol & A —'—@a AT
A8E FRMASTEE, HEHREY, oAHR
Y & ol 83t HFEe L.7}7‘]i £
decompose) . 2M 7zt &4 JFH S
otety ALFTE FH I 1yu AAMS
Rde B Fo £ FFo] JIWe H
et A EAd ALstede SA7 ol
ARHRoY, 1 2 2ZA hybrid2d
(Green, 1984: Green & Srinivasan,
1990: ¥44, 1995) 7 HAH BEEF|E
(Louviere, 1984)c] A=At =g =)
AzRde A¥d oo HEFAIY A
Aol PFol EUX L AHizle] XIZE
At AvzY] A9y Fs JA3TFE o
&3t HPAom FEITE HHEE e
b, dEA] Ge dite] AEHRE d&
T Sl3, AdgEAgelr] Yid 2Zgo]l =&
9 ZHe] ot

inivasan, 1990).

—_

|

b

(3) oY dg Ry

Aol A AZHAR] FAQIZEDo] 4]
Adgs AY FAst] 2FIEA geve
ZAE S8 s MNLEES =93
Aot wEA, oAt md e Ay A
B3S tgEvte HANA conjointEAH AH|A}
o] &g =351 MNLREES o]&3rle
AAM dAMzRdD FH3t)(Batsell &

Louviere, 1991: Louviere, 1988a, 1988b).
AHRLe] AHE Y FA 7] Astd A
R e} Zo] tigtE FAsE AF Y
A S 7% Ag4As ¢ 24 o 9
a3tk A7, PV oicks THE F dite
HES 25502 3te 2°PVY Hdd¢ 7494
de oA 9ot AgAA} Beive @4
ol o} AH|RY A AHFH | Hrh A
ettt gdAde] B HT e

I
Okl
[H0
10
x

I}
og!_l_
oln

. FHZ=z}t =
ol =&

1. conjoint2 @S FHBY MefsSo| &L

FATLE BAYY FEFEES

2% AL EAN, 7t LAFAe
Al ZA S A AT E S 3 H”"é%%& 5
FHE=HE AFd ol & Al7]olth o] E
A 7 e AL iH]ZM olsf,
M= 53] LHAF £ Xﬂ F9< A3t
€ A AR AR & 013%} ol A oltt,
047]*11_ conjoint24d-& 7<4 835la] AH]|z}e]
FAZY e 9L v 42 Betste
el %75.01 itk

iofy Ao Ho rr rr

(1) |+44

conjoint 29 T&& # 134234 Ad
g Xe $49& AFsta $4-EE 4
Aote Aotk 4 A5 A5k AME
27383 43d g4 30%E ez AQd
e A S A ARSHAES Zd FA
9L WEste o] FoEA aEEe &
7153=E St 2% =gt MR
A4 (accessibility), AAE74 (natur-
al environment), ©°|WE (event), A
(theme) o] 47} A& AR ZF £49
54% HAY] SEES AESIY & 4
o e F£E& e AFE 419
£33 MY FEL o838t 3*?% resolu-

%, O
rE—H

Hir
tlo m1°
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Table 1. Alternatives constructed by 3*? frac-
tional factorial design

- Natural
\ Accessibility . Event Theme
Altematived Environment

1 in suburb |natural festival-centred |future

2 in suburb |man-made | folk-centred exotic

3 in town natural facility-centred |exotic

4 in suburb |in-between | facility-centred |fantastic
5 in town in-between | folk-centred future

6 distant natural folk-centred fantastic
7 distant in-between | festival-centred | exotic

8 distant man-made | facility-centred |future

9

in town man-made | festival-centred |fantastic
10{Holdout} in town
11{Holdout} in suburb |natural
12(Holdout} in town
13(Holdout} in town

man-made | festival-centred |exotic
facility-centred |exotic
in-between | facility-centred |fantastic

in-between | festival-centred |exotic

tion M9 ¥EAAHeZ oMY =3 (A&
e a8la a8 JdEEgAE @
H3l7] 93l 4709l |5 (holdout) T=oY
& AFsgH(Table 1)2. Adsd, A<
T, ZUYEE HES 26182 Uiz AE
Hyol wHoz AFzevd 9%, FEIZ

T3d 439 F 139N Z20dd g T %
3ln Ae oA THE BEstn AR ¥
9 #9978 2439t 28la $HA
#A FATY HEIFE 2 FEAE
T Adog YR

2 23 2 2%

S92 £4%71E conjoint2de] FE7}
A&4+2d (part worth function model) <
ol g3t Zt FAFFY FEVIAE —%%"5‘}93
th. Table 28] #& dolle $7A AA, $&
T de BA wEIgv e AgA Jd
(segment: more visits) % & Agx Ad
(segment: less visits)o]? 7 &Ael] Foigh
REE7E 9 F84S etk HZAF 4 4
ojd medl| #x8 Ui (in suburb), AAH
73 & A9HL4=E (natural), ©|HE & —-’r?-xﬂ

A A9l (festival-centred), 28l ‘FA
844 (fantastic) ¢! #F°] o ¥ 8%
£ Aoz Yyt FEE AL, FHIA
gloiA ‘mAlo] YA Sy By ‘mejd] ¢

2 3N rlr

Table 2. Mean parameters and the relative importance of attributes

General Market (N=261) Segment: more visits (N=110) | Segment: less visits (N=151)
Attributes & Levels Mean Importance Mean Importance Mean Importance
Parameter (%) Parameter (%) Parameter - (%)
in town .67 .42 -.07
Access- | .
ibility 1!} suburb 1.31 29.9 1.01 26.2 1.45 43.4
distant -.78 -1.22 -1.01
Natural | man-made -.86 -1.22 -. 33
Environ- | in-between -.53 38.3 -. 18 34.0 - 15 33.0
ment natural 1.82 1.67 1.54
festival-centred .56 1.01 .53
Event facility-centred -.15 18.7 -.34 22.2 -.41 16.6
folk-centred -.75 -. 88 - 15
fantastic .48 .67 .23
Theme | foreign -.23 13.0 -.34 17.6 - 17 7.1
future -.43 -.83 - 11
Constant 3.43 3.55 3.13

2) SRz 299 (Holdout Profiles) & =7t A
9] o ZEFA S BEEEY o &HT)

£8 Wrhle st BEANE 2Rsede

ol §¥A %m, &Y

3) AFAEY J1F0] He WEHFe 1030t} 1-5871 31%, 6-987F 11%, 183 108 o4l 58%E A#3 2

s wguh
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3 itk 9o £Fo] T 2 58S ZAe Ao
vebged, ol B F& 4R E Y
Uizl sk 2YdA (EEE 5L 483) 9
WAA &7t 243 o2 BTy, FAF
49 Mzl & X 7 $A9 A
F84L AARA % HIA o] 38T &4
o2 uvgtn, F&35e WEENZ (internal
validity) & Wdsh= A4 Kendalld tau
ezt 73322 A EA vEbgoh
AEASE 44 Bodle T8TE fo
A Aol7t gl AR vt HEAY0
A 2 A F2A g doFez
L2 $84E B93tan e, oe dEe
&4 dal AT $59 FEE 7K1 Y
A xRz J24de AR nHse A
o2 ogdr} ol BEEAZOZHE W R
o YAF At FLE AT oM &)
2ol A2 298 A4 F gl A-EA

o] WA AT YEAHC BE &
M7} olMES FAE AdHoz Fad &

Aoz 7ZtFslan ed, oy AH|zY A u
FES =017] sl E oMEY 783AL &
o} Ex1deo] AFAYS FAA s,

(2]

2. ojMMENEBES| (Aotd)RTH
Mgl &g

Baita A8 5 dmAld QA RS
AL THIFYLE dFEoz Hile AT
e 29 19 e F do 50 FE W
e (393, 1994), 1#9 (high involve-
ment) 9] S Z=ul wEbd IHITL A
Y52 B2 o &4 F3gies B3 9
AMER O] ARZ B, 71X e YA 3
HEgol8HID # A& 3 333 =d
P3te oMYA IRY S FH L] An]Ate]
THTY MY rd s F&3lax 35

(1) A747
S T M

. 2YEe S of
8953} $704 BAY /EATE

YT Med JFS A AR JyHE
13709 &A4E& 4789] +/43 A (constructs),
& ITHIYY AdA B4, H2A, °183F
54, #ed 542 aFstgnh AE#
(L, 1%, EF 5), AZ(EFE), T34
(AHZ, E3A), FEe& FHTEY AYF
549 890, =g@AzL, o &7ted aEsd
< FJ2A 8<ld, FH #FA Y /5, £
T, gHAIEE o]84d 54 82ld, agx
A& (AT 2¥7] 5), o &A1 (Al
2, okFFA, FAZ HH F), 4 - ¢

#eld 54 a9o® agsih Az
S, SEHAAE AT BE &4
2FFoR AHINHL, A7 AFA 4
A THITEA =&sted dele AteE
A (3A1ZF ol }/3-5A1ZH/6A1ZE ©]73) 9] 3¢F
o2, o]47tsd wEFEE AFA A T
Fdolt MiFA A ]88 F Y& nFFd
o2x4 (A/AYH /A7) o 3T,
a8n $EAAEe (39 - dR/Zx/HN 9
3FEo 2 MAsa.

474 A Z+2to| SHREMA - e A
A e wig pEE dPEAE HAEY
PR dikE FASET. YA 5L 8
241 oieke, HIAL 9N (3) g, o) &
A B4 1274 (22x3Y) dijksE, aElm #E
A 5L 8 (2% distE 2+ FAsid e,
ol %9 conjointE2dd FLF whyol)
Z} tigtell tishe] 3557 b (et ¥
obat, AWAh & ez 94 HEe HAH
Z(rate) 2 A3 E 2FsAh. 40 FAA
212k & gAYt Hote AEHFE T4
HEZE 3tm ZF $48 7Ny Egdes
2dd IANA $AFEY E3E OLSH
o2 FAsA

A MEME @ g9 ) FEAE 890
2 Feka, oA ST At AEd
AE FEOR Fe ok FARY, 2
AY F& oz, ZF 89 F£FL 3EA}
7} 71 2, 5, 89 3¢Fo|t}, 342 RE
AAg o3 978 tikE FASIT 970

MR r gt o

flo ofm
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gate] 58 4302 @ 2RRANd g8 §7b5® mEUel Y24, FauRA
=R

11709 Adee 78I 4 AdgIde 3 iAo o] B, o] &AF] #

‘n ZE AYsA AN AE JRdE  dd 540 %9 9% NE $49¢

(base alternative)S ¥3A#H MNLEZY-S ot 4 gtk Y HZA 8949 o] o] &I
dedltete Aol dWtAolt), ZF dETedA AEFHE FAHCE FoT v, 22T
T3 g oz st F 3 oitute A & folaA g A3yt FEHY 27149

T2 3gm, 7 Aduete] HeEE (dgi olgo] /1 AEHA Y3 EGAZt] AFE

e ¥ ‘ﬁv—i 3% MNLEZY-S WLSHH Fgo] ¥ Aoz Yehtae o, &%
o8 2H3std zF TAA ] REIIXNE A} AL =2AZEY #4ke]l AN dBAe] fle
At (Louviere, 1988: Aldrich & Nelson, Aoz yeiyith wef B dA3dnst et
1984). o FYPFLY ZE vggo] T Ut

=
et 2#E, 3o dEze] AALEA o T4 we oS W SHTE 2T 5
L2
o]

A w2 4 9 3dol 4Yg Aol e
(2 2% 2 2% £ 71249 71He Andal 2 927t 9
Table 39 #Zo| 7 FHAY S2Uel & AAF o AL leldE 35

@ 292 ANANY. & A 4t = gow, ol JF& neiekA RaA
o Azzry Actdmol AQH B4, of @ IUFAY £2% NE 23 3

Table 3. Mean parameters and t-test for the subdesigns and the ‘overall design

The Result of the Subdesigns The Result of the ‘Overall Designs
. Mean Mean
Attributes & Levels Parameter(S.E.) t Constructs Parameter(S.E.) t
mountain landscape 1.52(.63) 2.41* Resource
valley 1.08(.67) 1.62 .
cultural resource .25(.33) .76 —relatfad. -56(.20 2.81
forest .56(.45) 1.24 charcteristics
Time 3-5 hours -.18( 42) -1.14 Accessbility
more than 6 hours -1.01(.76) -1.33 .
Transportation express bus -.98(.34) -2, 88" -relatfed' -280.07) 3.84
train 112035 | -3.20° charcteristics
another attractions 1.45(.54) 2.69* Uso
crowding -.05( 34) -.15
lodings condo 58(22) | 2.64" related -34015) 2.2
private residing .67(.28) 2.39* characteristics
maintenance .15(.24) .63 Management
control of use .67(.32) -2.10* -related .10(.12) .83
guiding & interpretation .60(.54) 1.11 characteristics

*

significant at =05

4

SAE} (R 9] FoHL ZE A 2o Baw ETEJ}*‘ Zil*PoM t-test® e 6}5’&5} S EIH7L st
T A 40 A FEAES] FEIR A 4B 8 9 A5 AA
XS 48 2dd) o3 YAEF AEA Aol pearson s 7—*13 h474] g 243 %7}5}5\‘213} E‘%H AREe o+
g Aoz 44 448 & et ol Fike B 71 ddiF oz w7 "11—r°l‘3} HAAZ HESTAFS AA BEL
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