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HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 2

Abstract

Human brain plastically adapts to environmental demands. Here, we propose that naturally 

occuring plasticity in certain brain areas should be reflected by higher environmental influence 

and therefore lower heritability of the structure of those brain areas. Mesulam’s (1998) seminal 

overview proposed a hierarchy of plasticity, where higher-order multimodal areas should be 

more plastic than lower-order sensory areas. Using microstructural and functional gradients as 

proxies for Mesulam’s hierarchy, we seek to test whether these gradients predict heritability of 

brain structure. We test this model simultaneously across multiple measures of cortical structure 

and microstructure derived from structural magnet resonance imaging. We also account for 

multiple other explanations of heritability differences, such as signal-to-noise ratio and spatial 

autocorrelation. We estimated heritability of brain areas using 984 participants from the Human 

Connectome Project. Multi-level modelling of heritability differences demonstrated that 

heritability is explained by both signal quality, as well as by the primary microstructural 

gradient. Namely, sensory areas had higher heritability and limbic/heteromodal areas had lower 

heritability. Given the increasing availability of genetically informed imaging data, heritability 

could be a quick method assess brain plasticity.
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Highlights (up to 85 chars)

Cortical areas vary in heritability. This is seen across structural measures.

Heritability differences could be explained by plasticity, topography, or noise.
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HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 3

We build a comprehensive model testing many explanations across 5 measures. 

Heritability is explained by noise and 1st structural gradient reflecting plasticity.

Heritability could be a method to study brain plasticity.

Introduction

The human brain is plastic: over time, experience alters brain structure. This alteration 

can be detected at the level of cortical morphometry and white matter microstructure and 

connectivity. An extreme example is early-onset blindness which is associated with widely 

distributed changes in gray and white matter (Leporé et al., 2010). More every-day life examples 

include observations that people with different jobs, body size, or socio-economic status also 

vary in brain structure (Farah, 2017; Maguire et al., 2000; Vainik et al., 2018; Wu et al., 2020). 

Similarly, brain structure can change after cognitive training (Zatorre et al., 2012). However, 

theoretical proposals have outlined that brain areas could differ in their propensity for plasticity –

that is, they differ in how they respond to typical environmental influences.

Such differences can be understood in the theoretical framework of synaptic plasticity 

outlined by Mesulam (1998). The brain is organised according to a synaptic hierarchy that 

follows a sensory-fugal gradient. This gradient spans from sensory-motor and unimodal areas 

interacting with the external world towards heteromodal and paralimbic areas that are 

increasingly dissociated from the here and now. It has been argued that this hierarchical 

segregation allows for the formation of multimodal abstract representations that underpin higher-

order and self-generated cognition (Margulies et al., 2016; Murphy et al., 2018). Mesulam’s 

seminal model suggested furthermore that at the sensory synaptic level, plasticity is likely to be 

constrained, as “the accurate registration of new inputs necessitates a rapid return to a narrowly 
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tuned baseline (Mesulam, 1998, p. 1023)”. At the same time, durable neuronal changes “would 

be highly useful at more downstream levels, where synaptic plasticity, induced by life 

experiences, could play a critical role in the adaptive modification of response patterns” 

(Mesulam, 1998, p. 1023). Therefore, blindness-induced plasticity is possible under certain 

circumstances, but the perceptual areas are likely to be less plastic than higher-order areas when 

observing sighted humans. On the other hand, environmental influences on brain structure are 

more likely to be present for higher-order regions.

It is likely, that such naturally-occurring variability in plasticity of brain structures could 

be reflected by variability of the heritability estimates of these structures. Heritability 

characterises, how much of the variation in a phenotype can be attributed to genetic factors. 

Phenotypic variance that is not explained by genetic factors is assumed to be explained by 

environmental factors and measurement error. In its simplest form, heritability can be estimated 

by correlating phenotype scores between monozygotic twins. Contemporary approaches use twin

modelling for a more precise estimate (Visscher et al., 2008). Many studies have demonstrated 

differences in heritability coefficients of brain structures across multiple imaging measures, such 

as cortical thickness, surface area, functional connectivity, and myelination (T1w/T2w ratio) 

(Haak & Beckmann, 2019; Liu et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2018; Schmitt et al., 2008, 2019; Strike 

et al., 2019; Wright et al., 2002). Heritability estimates replicate across datasets (Guen et al., 

2019; Strike et al., 2019) and across different heritability estimation methods (Guen et al., 2019).

These observed differences in heritability of regional brain measures have been proposed 

to reflect differences in plasticity (Haak & Beckmann, 2019; see discussion in Strike et al., 

2019). The reason is that lower heritability likely marks greater environmental influence over the

expression of a phenotype (Harden, 2021). In the behavioural domain, one example of 
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environmental influence is lower socio-economic status. Lower socio-economic status can 

suppress the emergence of genetic potential for higher intelligence (Tucker-Drob & Bates, 2016) 

but supports the emergence of genetic potential for higher obesity (Silventoinen et al., 2019). In 

the brain, as per Mesulam (1998), the environmental suppression of heritability likely depends 

on the function of the brain area. 

Here, we seek to empirically test, whether the plasticity potential, as outlined by 

Mesulam’s proposed hierarchy, could be reflected in heritability differences between cortical 

areas. To quantify plasticity potential, we use the functional connectivity and microstructural 

gradients (Margulies et al., 2016; Paquola et al., 2019). These gradients come from data driven 

dimensionality reduction of the whole brain functional connectomes (Margulies et al., 2016; Vos

de Wael et al., 2020) and microstructural covariance patterns (Paquola et al., 2019). They both 

exhibit a general sensory-fugal organization (Mesulam, 1998) placing sensory/motor areas at one

end and transmodal and paralimbic systems at the other. However, the microstructural gradient 

describes decreasing laminar differentiation, more in line with Mesulam’s notion of synaptic 

distance from external input, whereas the functional gradient depicts a transition from locally-

connected sensory regions towards a default mode core with longer-rage connectivity (Valk et 

al., 2020).

Other indicators of variation in brain morphometry could include brain development and 

evolution. Hill et al. (2010) showed how postnatal brain development is non-uniform – the 

surface area of lateral temporal, parietal, and frontal cortex expands almost twice as much as 

other regions. Similar expansion profiles are also seen when comparing human to macaque brain,

suggesting recent human evolution of those areas. It is possible that areas showing greater 

expansion during development and evolution could be more sensitive to postnatal experience, 
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that is the demands of the environment (Buckner & Krienen, 2013; Hill et al., 2010). Cortical 

maps reflecting development and evolution have indeed both been related to the genetic 

correlation map of cortical surface area (Schmitt et al., 2019). We therefore use those brain maps

as additional predictors of heritability.

Variation in heritability estimates may also reflect measurement error. For example, 

smaller brain regions display lower heritability (Patel et al., 2018) because they are noisier, 

which reduces the ability to detect genetic effects. At the same time, heritability is unrelated to 

test-retest reliability of brain parcels (Haak & Beckmann, 2019; Strike et al., 2019), suggesting 

that noise pertains to aggregation of vertices and not to variations in signal-noise-ratio across the 

cortex.

Another explanation of heritability differences between regions is spatial autocorrelation. 

It is likely that brain parcels that are physically close together have similar features (Alexander-

Bloch et al., 2018; Burt et al., 2020), including heritability estimates. In geography, this is 

highlighted by Tobler’s first law – “everything is related to everything else, but near things are 

more related than distant things” (Tobler, 1970, p. 237). This law may account for descriptions of

heritability differences along the antero-posterior (Y) axis in the sagittal plane (Liu et al., 2019; 

Patel et al., 2018). Therefore, we account for spatial autocorrelation (Burt et al., 2020; Miller, 

2004).

In sum, we seek to test the link between heritability estimates and plasticity, as indicated 

by the sensory-fugal brain hierarchy. We focus on cortical brain structure including cortical 

thickness and surface area as most widely used measures of gray matter morphology (Winkler et 

al., 2018), intracortical T1w/T2w ratio, a proxy for intracortical myelin content (Glasser & 

Essen, 2011), as well as diffusion MRI based neurite imaging that is sensitive to the 
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microstructural context within a given voxel (NODDI; Fukutomi et al., 2018). Our primary 

indicators of plasticity are functional and microstructural gradients, as they are theoretically 

linked to Mesulam’s hierarchy of plasticity. However, we will consider several alternative 

explanations of heritability differences, such as evolution and developmental patterns, noise, 

antero-posterior axis, and spatial autocorrelation.

Methods

Data were provided by the Human Connectome Project, S1200 release, WU-Minn 

Consortium (Principal Investigators: David Van Essen and Kamil Ugurbil; 1U54MH091657) 

funded by the 16 NIH Institutes and Centers that support the NIH Blueprint for Neuroscience 

Research; and by the McDonnell Center for Systems Neuroscience at Washington University 

(David C. Van Essen et al., 2013). 

Visual inspection of T1w images by X.W. excluded 26 participants with suspected 

intracranial arachnoid cyst. We further excluded single monozygotic twins, and people with 

missing data on control variables, leaving 984 individuals. This included 274 monozygotic twins,

and 629 dizygotic twins or siblings, altogether nested in 341 families (162 with 2 members, 142 

with 3 members, 33 with 4 members, 3 with 5 members, and 1 with 6 members), as well as 81 

single individuals. Age range was 22-37, mean = 28.81, SD = 3.66. Education year range was 11-

17, mean = 15, SD = 1.77. The sample included 528 females and 456 Males. 755 identified 

themselves as white, 122 as Black/African American, 6 as Asian /Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 

islander, and 44 used either other label or were unknown. 93 identified themselves to have 

Hispanic ethnicity, whereas 891 did not. Ethics statement: current analysis is secondary data 
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analysis of publicly available Human Connectome Project, all authors have been authorised to 

access the database.

Data preparation

Heritability of cortical brain structure has previously been studied across multiple 

structural MRI imaging measures, such as cortical thickness, surface area, and ratio of T1w/T2w 

images (Liu et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2018; Strike et al., 2019). We further include neurite 

orientation dispersion and density imaging (NODDI) to capture brain microstructure (Fukutomi 

et al., 2018). Altogether, computed the heritability estimates of five structural MRI measures: 1) 

cortical thickness and 2) cortical surface area, characterising respectively radial and tangential 

neuronal expansion during development (Winkler et al., 2018); 3) T1w/T2w ratio reflecting 

myelination (Glasser & Essen, 2011); 4) intra-cellular volume fraction (ICVF) reflecting 

neuronal density, and 5) orientation dispersion (OD) reflecting angular heterogeneity of neurites 

(Fukutomi et al., 2018).

T1w and T2w images were co-registered using rigid body transformations, non-linearly 

registered to MNI152 space and cortical surfaces were extracted using FreeSurfer 5.3.0-HCP 

(Dale et al., 1999; Fischl, 2012), with minor modifications to incorporate both T1w and T2w 

(Glasser & Essen, 2011). Cortical surfaces in individual participants were aligned using MSMAll

(E. C. Robinson et al., 2014, 2018) to the hemisphere-matched conte69 template (D. C. Van 

Essen et al., 2012). T1w images were divided by aligned T2w images to produce a single 

volumetric T1w/T2w image per subject (Glasser & Essen, 2011). Notably, this contrast nullifies 

inhomogeneities related to receiver coils and increases sensitivity to intracortical myelin. 

Cortical thickness, surface area and T1w/T2w intensity at the midsurface were estimated for each

subject.
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To measure the microstructural variations of each region, neurite imaging profiles (ICVF 

and OD) of cerebral cortices were adopted based on the HARDI dataset (Fukutomi et al., 2018). 

In brief, all neurite imaging profiles were first estimated voxel-by-voxel at individual-level by 

using Accelerated  Microstructure Imaging via Convex Optimization (Daducci et al., 2015) 

(intrinsic free diffusivity = 1.7 × 10−3 mm2/s), and then, the profiles on 32k fs_LR surface were 

extracted using individual midthickness surfaces from the HCP dataset. By adopting the HCP 

workbench (https://www.humanconnectome.org/software/connectome-workbench), we execute:

https://www.humanconnectome.org/software/workbench-command/-volume-to-surface-

mapping notably, we used the option -ribbon_constrained for ribbon-constrained mapping 

algorithm by inner and outer surfaces. 

As vertex-based estimates were likely noisy, we used the 7 network version of Schaefer-

200 parcellation (Schaefer et al., 2018) on the 32k fs_LR surface 

(https://github.com/ThomasYeoLab/CBIG/tree/master/stable_projects/brain_parcellation/

Schaefer2018_LocalGlobal/Parcellations/HCP/fslr32k/cifti), and for each measure, average 

values for each of the 200 regions were computed. We replicated our analysis on the 68 parcel 

Desikan–Killiany–Tourville (DKT) parcellation (Klein & Tourville, 2012), as this parcellation is 

commonly used and shared as default across large neuroimaging studies, such as ABCD and UK 

Biobank (Casey et al., 2018; Elliott et al., 2018).

Brain maps

For both parcellations, we generated brain maps, providing a number for each parcel. 

Parcel location was determined by midpoint xyz coordinates. Parcel size was characterised by 

number of vertices forming the parcel. As another estimate of noise, we used parcel signal-to-

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://github.com/ThomasYeoLab/CBIG/tree/master/stable_projects/brain_parcellation/Schaefer2018_LocalGlobal/Parcellations/HCP/fslr32k/cifti
https://github.com/ThomasYeoLab/CBIG/tree/master/stable_projects/brain_parcellation/Schaefer2018_LocalGlobal/Parcellations/HCP/fslr32k/cifti
https://www.humanconnectome.org/software/connectome-workbench
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 10

noise ratio (Fukutomi et al., 2018), which was estimated as parcel mean divided by parcel’s 

standard deviation. This statistic was estimated for each of the MRI measures separately across 

the same Human Connectome participants as used for heritability estimation. 

The principle microstructural and functional gradients were generated in a previous study

of 100 Human Connectome Project subjects (Paquola et al., 2019). Structural gradients were 

derived from T1w/T2w maps while functional gradients were based on resting state fMRI 

connectivity. In brief, we generated 14 equivolumetric surfaces within the cortical ribbon and 

sampled T1w/T2w intensities along 64,984 linked vertices from the outer to the inner surface. 

Microstructure profile covariance matrices were generated by averaging depth-wise intensity 

profiles within parcels and calculating pairwise product–moment correlations, controlling for the 

average whole-cortex intensity profile. Resting-state functional connectivity matrices were 

generated by averaging preprocessed timeseries within parcels, correlating parcel-wise timeseries

and converting them to z scores. Group-average microstructure profile covariance and resting-

state functional connectivity matrices were independently subjected to row-wise thresholding 

(90%) and transformed into cosine similarity matrices. Finally, diffusion map embedding was 

applied to each cosine similarity matrix to identify the principle axes of microstructural or 

functional differentiation. In line with previous work, we focused on the first two eigenvectors, 

based on identifying the inflection point in the scree plot. The first functional and structural 

gradients (G1FN and G1MPC) characterise the major gradient from sensation to cognition – from 

sensory-motor and unimodal areas to heteromodal and paralimbic areas. The second functional 

gradient (G2FN) ranges from somatosensory and auditory areas to visual areas, and the second 

structural gradient (G2MPC) ranges from somatosensory and ventral prefrontal areas to visual 

areas. 
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Additionally, we downloaded developmental and evolutionary surface expansion maps 

(Hill et al., 2010) from http://brainvis.wustl.edu/wiki/index.php/Sums:About and averaged 

values within cortical parcels. 

Analysis

Heritability of the parcel-wide features was estimated in R 3.6.3 (R Core Team, 2013) 

using SOLAR-Eclipse 8.4.2 (Kochunov et al., 2015) (http://www.nitrc.org/projects/se_linux   ;   

http://solar-eclipse-genetics.org/index.html) via the solarius package (Ziyatdinov et al., 2016) 

controlling for background variables: age, sex, race, ethnicity, and proxy brain volume. The 

categorical variables were recoded as dummies, with white or nonhispanic as reference category. 

The solarPolygenic() formula was parcel~age+sex+black+asian+other+ethnicity+proxy brain 

volume. Proxy brain volume was the sum of Freesurfer variables: CorticalWhiteMatterVol + 

CSF + SubCortGrayVol) (Karama et al., 2011).

Product moment correlations between brain maps across parcels was presented using 

ggcorrplot (Kassambara, 2019). Predictors of heritability were compared with linear mixed 

models with crossed random effects and spatial autocorrelation using glmmTMB 1.0.2.1 (Brooks

et al., 2017). Crossed random effects account for correlation of parcels across different MRI 

estimates. Because the same parcels are analysed with multiple structural imaging estimates, the 

current study has essentially a repeated measures design. In repeated measures, the subject and 

the measurement point are analysis factors, and they are crossed, because every subject is in 

every measurement point. In our current analysis, instead of participants there are individual 

brain parcels. Spatial autocorrelation accounts for similarity of parcels due to physical proximity.

We used a random intercept model without modelling random slopes, as we were mainly 
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interested in global effects across multiple measures and we tried to avoid making the model 

overtly complex. The formula for final model was:

Heritability ~ control variables + theoretical variables + exp( position + 0 | measure) + 

exp( position + 0 | parcel)

Control variables were number of vertices, signal-to-noise, and xyz coordinates. 

Theoretical variables were structural and functional gradients, developmental, and evolutionary 

maps. Position refers to coordinates of the parcel in MNI space. Exp stands for exponential 

modelling of spatial autocorrelation, as used in other brain imaging analyses (Burt et al., 2020). 

We applied False Discovery Rate (FDR; Benjamini & Yekutieli, 2001) correction to highlight the

individual predictors in the final model. 

We tested step-by step, whether it made sense to add the spatial autocorrelation, random 

effects, control variables, and predictor variables. The improved model fit was assessed in terms 

of AIC, BIC change. Here, lower is better, with a meaningful difference of ~4 units (Burnham & 

Anderson, 2004). Once fixed effects, that is control and explanatory variables were introduced, 

improvement was assessed in terms of marginal R2, higher is better. Marginal R2 characterises 

the R2 of fixed effects (Nakagawa et al., 2017). Model fit statistics were extracted with the 

anova() function in R, and marginal R2 estimated with the performance::r2 function (Lüdecke et 

al., 2020). To get a sense, whether certain MRI measures are more important than others, we 

conducted leave-one-out cross-validation, leaving out one MRI measure and repeating the 

analysis. We also relied on several other useful packages, such as WriteXLS, broom, ggpmisc, 

vroom, patchwork, psych, data.table, synthpop, tidyverse, cowplot, magick (Aphalo & 

Slowikowski, 2020; Dowle et al., 2020; Hester & Wickham, 2020; Nowok et al., 2016; Ooms, 
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2020; Pedersen, 2020; Revelle, 2014; D. Robinson et al., 2020; Schwartz, 2020; Wickham & 

RStudio, 2017; Wilke & Wickham, 2016).

Data/code availability statement: individual-level data can be accessed from Human 

Connectome Project. We provide preprocessing scripts, analysis scripts, synthetic individual-

level data, and summary statistics at https://osf.io/dwjr5/.

Results

We found that brain parcels differ in heritability (Guen et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2019; Patel 

et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2002). Fig. 1a provides the average heritability estimates across the 

five studied MRI measures. At a glance, it seemed that primary areas tend to be more heritable 

than multimodal areas. The potential control and theoretical variables explaining heritability are 

shown in Fig. 1b. Visually, the heritability appeared to overlap with most other variables such as 

signal to noise, Y axis, developmental and evolutionary patterns, as well as with the hierarchical 

gradients. Numeric estimates of all variables, their per parcel means, and global means are 

presented in Tables S2-S4. 
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Fig. 1a. Average heritability of Schaefer-200 parcels across five measures. Top row displays 

lateral left and right views, and bottom row medial left and right views. Fig. 1b. Brain maps 

across Schaefer-200 parcels of analysed variables, using left-lateral view. We omitted X and Z 

axes as the visualisations are conceptually similar to Y-axis visualisation. Signal-to-noise is 

average signal to noise ratio across five measures. Abbreviations: G1FN – first functional 

gradient; G2FN – second functional gradient; G1MPC – first structural gradient; G2MPC – second 

structural gradient.

To quantify this impression, we estimated spatial correlations between parcels in terms of

heritability of different MRI measures, control variables, and theoretical variables (Fig. 2 and 3). 

Control variables were number of vertices, signal-to-noise, and coordinates. Theoretical variables

were structural and functional gradients, developmental, and evolutionary maps. The heritability 

estimates were fairly independent from each other, but they were all associated with various 

control variables, mostly signal-to-noise ratio, Y-axis (antero-posterior), and Z axis (left-right). In

addition, heritability estimates related to structural and functional gradients, and evolution and 

developmental patterns. These control and theoretical variables also related to each other. This 

relatedness suggests that there were multiple competing explanatory mechanisms and a single 

model was needed to obtain the most parsimonious explanation.
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Fig 2. Spatial correlations between brain maps of heritability across five measures, brain maps of

control variables, and brain maps of theoretical variables, using the Schaefer-200 parcellation. 

Abbreviations: Corr – correlation; CT – cortical thickness; Devo – developmental; Evo – 

evolutionary; G1FN – first functional gradient; G2FN – second functional gradient; G1MPC – first 

structural gradient; G2MPC – second structural gradient; ICVF – intra-cellular volume fraction; N 

vertices – number of vertices in a parcel; OD – orientation dispersion; SA – surface area; SNR – 

average signal to noise ratio across five measures; T1/T2 – T1w over T2w ratio (myelination); 

X,Y, Z – axis coordinates on the cortex.
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Fig. 3. Scatterplots between mean heritability of Schaefer-200 parcels and key control and 

theoretical variables. Abbreviations: G1FN – first functional gradient; G1MPC – first structural 

gradient.

To find the independent factors that influence heritability estimates, we fitted a multi-

level model accounting for crossed random effects for parcels across different MRI measures and
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parcel spatial autocorrelation. We performed a step-by-step model comparison to show that 

modelling spatial autocorrelation (M.auto) is better than the null model (M0), and that modelling 

crossed random effects further improves the model fit (M.cross.auto), in terms of lower AIC and 

BIC (Table 1). We tried other spatial autocorrelation modelling methods, such as Gaussian, but 

they were not as good (M.cross.auto.gau in Table 1). We then added control variables, which 

considerably improved the model in terms of BIC and AIC (M.ctl.cross.auto in Table 1). We also 

tried removing spatial autocorrelation. While this removal made the Y axis effect very clear 

(standardised estimate = 0.23, p < 0.001), the overall model fit and fixed effects’ R2 dropped 

considerably (M.ctl.mod vs M.ctl.cross.auto in Table 1), suggesting that modelling spatial 

autocorrelation is better than just having xyz coordinates as covariates. The final step added all 

discussed theoretical variables (M.ctl.theo.cross.auto in Table 1). As the model became more 

complex, BIC improved very little. However, the R2 and AIC still improved, suggesting that we 

are able to explain more heritability on top of control variables (delta marginal R2 = 0.06). 

Table 1. Summary of models tested. 

Model name Model content Df AIC BIC Marginal R2

M0 Null model 3 2838.9 2853.6

M.auto

M0+ exponential spatial 

autocorrelation 4 2728.1 2747.7

M.cross.auto M.auto+crossed random effects 6 2397.6 2427.0

M.cross.auto.gau

Like M.cross.auto, but with 

gaussian spatial autocorrelation 6 2417.4 2446.9

M.ctl.cross.auto M.cross.auto + control variables 11 2311.1 2365.1 0.35

M.ctl.cross

Like M.ctl.cross.auto, but without 

spatial autocorrelation 9 2668.0 2712.1 0.17
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M.ctl.theo.cross.auto M.ctl.cross.auto + predictors 17 2296.9 2380.3 0.41

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion. BIC = Bayes Information Criterion. The formula for 

final glmmTMB model (M.ctl.pred.cross.auto) was Heritability ~control variables + theoretical 

variables + exp( position + 0 | measure)+ exp( position + 0 | parc), and is summarised in Fig. 4. 

Marginal R2 characterises the R2 of fixed effects only (Nakagawa et al., 2017).

Fig. 4 summarises the effects of the final model. As suggested in the introduction, control

variables, such as higher number of vertices per parcel and better signal to noise ratio improved 

heritability estimates. The MNI coordinates had low effects, as they were likely accounted for by

spatial autocorrelation. Altogether, the control variables without spatial autocorrelation explained

17% and with spatial autocorrelation 35% of the variance, suggesting that control variables 

explain substantial part of heritability differences between parcels.

The hypothesised theoretical variables increased model R2 to 41%. The strongest effect 

was a negative relation between heritability and the first microstructural gradient ranging from 

sensation to cognition. This supports Mesulam’s theory that higher-order structures have lower 

heritability due to greater plasticity (Mesulam, 1998). There was a slight additional effect of the 

evolutionary brain map, supporting the notion that recently evolved areas may have lower 

heritabilities. Heritability was also linked with G1FN and G2MPC at uncorrected p-value thresholds,

but the associations became p > 0.05 once FDR correction was applied.
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Fig 4. Independent effects of variables explaining heritability, based on Schaefer-200. XYZ axes 

are presented, but their effect is zero, as we account for spatial autocorrelation structure. See 

Supplementary Fig. 4S for DKT replication. Abbreviations: G1FN – first functional gradient; 

G2FN – second functional gradient; G1MPC – first structural gradient; G2MPC – second structural 

gradient. Numeric values are presented in Table S5. 

To get a sense of robustness of the results with respect to preprocessing choices, we 

repeated the main analysis pipeline using the DKT parcellation (supplementary Fig. S1-S4, Table

S1). The DKT parcellation follows sulco-gyral folding patterns, has fewer parcels (68) and parcel

sizes are more unequal. Expectedly, there is variability in heritability and in other analysed 

variables (Fig. S1, Tables S6-S8). As can be seen in Fig. S2-S3, the heritability of parcels is more

similar to each other across MRI measures, and heritability estimates have associations with 

control variables and several theoretical variables.
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Model fit procedure was very similar (Table S1). The final model similarly outlined the 

relatively strong effects of number of vertices and signal-to-noise on heritability (Fig. S4). This 

is expected, as DKT parcels sizes are more unequal. The first microstructural gradient had even 

stronger negative effect size estimate than in the Schaefer-200 parcellation (standardised 

estimate: -0.28 in DKT vs -0.13 in Schaefer-200). Other variables had no detectable effects on 

heritability.

Leave-one-measure out analysis showed that associations with larger effect size are less 

vulnerable to leaving out one MRI measure. The effects of control variables generally replicated 

across all leave-one-out iterations for both Schaefer-200 and DKT parcellations (Fig. S5 and S6, 

Tables S5 and S9). The effect of the first structural gradient needed the inclusion of cortical 

thickness, T1w/T2w and intra-cellular volume fraction to survive when using Schaefer-200 (Fig. 

S5), but was more robust when using DKT, as the effect was stronger (Fig. S6). The effect of 

evolutionary brain map only survived when orientation dispersion was excluded (Fig. S5). While

DKT estimates seemed more robust, DKT modelling did not converge when cortical thickness or

surface area were excluded. These results suggest that diverse MRI measures and parcellation 

schemes with more parcels may be needed to show heritability effects.

Discussion

We demonstrated that heritability could reflect brain plasticity, as indexed by the microstructural 

sensory-fugal gradient. This association held across multiple imaging measures of gray matter 

morphology and microstructure and two parcellation schemes, while accounting for several other

factors, such as signal-to-noise ratio of parcels and spatial proximity. Therefore, heritability 
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could be considered as a marker for naturally occurring propensity for experience-dependent 

change in cortical morphometry.

The heritability patterns ultimately characterise the individual’s response to the 

environment. As outlined in the introduction, all brain areas can display plasticity. However, our 

environment usually does not require their constant reconfiguration. In response to typical 

demands of the environment, some areas may be more plastic than others, particularly the ones 

processing higher-order information (Mesulam, 1998). In particular, Mesulam suggests that it is 

desirable to limit plasticity in unimodal sensory areas, where faithfully transcribing information 

from the sense organs is paramount, while allowing experience-dependent changes in brain areas

involved in cognition, emotion, planning and adaptive behaviour. This is also supported by 

recent findings that structure-function relationships in the brain are region-specific, with greater 

correspondence in primary sensory areas compared to association areas (Baum et al., 2020; 

Paquola et al., 2019; Preti & Van De Ville, 2019; Vázquez-Rodríguez et al., 2019). Put another 

way, it appears to be adaptive to favour predictable, less environmentally influenced 

transformations of input data in primary areas, but to allow the association cortices to be more 

flexible to the demands of the environment. 

We have shown that heritability could be a useful metric to measure the potential 

plasticity of the brain. While the structural heritability patterns of the brain of contemporary free-

living humans tend to be similar across datasets, this does not mean it would always have to be 

this way. Like plasticity, heritability is a function of the environment of the participants in the 

study (Visscher et al., 2008). For example, if some siblings were accidentally blind and others 

not, we could likely observe much higher plasticity and lower heritability in the sensory areas 

(Leporé et al., 2010). Luckily, this is not the case for most people. 
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Position on the sensory-fugal microstructural gradient was the best theoretical explainer 

of heritability differences. This microstructural gradient depicts a transition in myeloarchitecture 

across the cortex, from overall high intracortical myelin in sensory areas towards infragranular 

heavy microstructure profiles in paralimbic regions (Paquola et al., 2019). Intracortical myelin is 

thought to enhance stability by insulating fibres from making new synaptic connections 

(Braitenberg, 1962; Braitenberg & Schüz, 2014; Micheva et al., 2016), providing a plausible 

biological mechanism that links the sensory-fugal gradient to degree of plasticity. Furthermore, 

within the prefrontal cortex, intracortical myelin is inversely correlated with markers of 

plasticity, and this balance of stability/plasticity also aligns with changes in laminar 

differentiation (García-Cabezas et al., 2017). In line with these findings, our results further 

support the relationship between the cortical architecture, synaptic distance from external input 

and plasticity as proposed by Mesulam. 

Still, the microstructural gradient is not a direct measure of plasticity. In the future, we 

would like to relate the heritability map to other potential indicators of plasticity, such as aerobic 

glycosis (Goyal et al., 2014). Among other tested brain maps, the evolutionary brain map had a 

detectable effect when using the Schaefer-200 parcellation. Given it did not replicate across 

DKT, more research is needed to understand its robustness. We suggest considering other tested 

brain maps in future analyses alongside the first microstructural gradient. It may also be that all 

those brain maps offer different nuances of the same general phenomenon, and once the 

plasticity-related brain maps are found, some integration of them is necessary.

Besides reflecting plasticity, heritability also depends on the noisiness of the estimates. 

Here, we showed heritability is higher for larger parcels with higher signal-to-noise ratio. This 

suggests that heritability estimates are most easily compared when parcel sizes are uniform. 
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However, parcellations also have anatomical relevance, which may require non-uniform parcels. 

Nonetheless, even if parcels are more uniform, as they were in Schaefer-200 compared to DKT 

parcellation, variability in signal to noise ratio should still be taken into account.

Brain topography is another factor explaining variation in heritability. As parcels are not 

islands but relate to each other, neighbouring parcels also have similar heritability coefficients. 

For instance, the antero-posterior axis of brain heritability (Liu et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2018) is 

largely explained by spatial autocorrelation, already used for decades among geographers 

(Miller, 2004). While the spin test has also been proposed (Alexander-Bloch et al., 2018), that 

approach does not readily support multiple simultaneous predictors. Recently, spatial 

autocorrelation modelling has been specifically adapted for the brain – using the exponential 

function to model spatial autocorrelation (Burt et al., 2020), as done here.

Current analysis is limited to one sample – the Human Connectome Project composed of 

mostly healthy young adults. As previous comparisons of heritability across datasets and 

methods suggest that the heritability measures converge (Guen et al., 2019; Strike et al., 2019), 

we believe our results are robust. However, further analysis would allow an exploration of the 

generalizability of our findings to older cohorts or those affected by disease. Ideally, the 

noisiness of the parcel should be estimated from test-retest reliability data, as it would account 

for sources of measurement error beyond parcel size. Current signal-to-noise ratio may also 

partly capture brain plasticity, as plasticity could genuinely introduce more variance in the brain. 

Assessing methodological influences on our results, our main results held over two different 

parcellation schemes. However, more parcellations could be analysed to verify replication. 

Further, it would be interesting to conduct a search for parcel size / noise trade-off (e.g., Urchs et 

al., 2019) to determine the optimal parcel size for heritability analysis. Possibly, a richer set of 
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brain maps could emerge as predictors if more fine-grained parcellation is used. Similarly, it 

would be intriguing to widen the analysis to functional data (e.g., Arnatkevičiūtė et al., 2020) to 

see if the outlined structural principles hold.

Taken together, we have shown that the primary microstructural gradient explains part of 

the inter-regional heritability differences of brain morphology and microstructure. This 

association held across multiple structural imaging measures and two different parcellation 

schemes, while accounting for noisiness and spatial autocorrelation of the parcels. We also 

outlined the general principles of using multiple brain maps to explain a patterns of interest. As 

genetically informed brain imaging samples become larger and more available, heritability could 

become an important window into brain plasticity.

References

Alexander-Bloch, A. F., Shou, H., Liu, S., Satterthwaite, T. D., Glahn, D. C., Shinohara, R. T., 

Vandekar, S. N., & Raznahan, A. (2018). On testing for spatial correspondence between 

maps of human brain structure and function. NeuroImage, 178, 540–551. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.05.070

Aphalo, P. J., & Slowikowski, K. (2020). ggpmisc: Miscellaneous Extensions to “ggplot2” 

(0.3.6) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ggpmisc

Arnatkevičiūtė, A., Fulcher, B. D., Oldham, S., Tiego, J., Paquola, C., Gerring, Z., Aquino, K., 

Hawi, Z., Johnson, B., Ball, G., Klein, M., Deco, G., Franke, B., Bellgrove, M., & 

Fornito, A. (2020). Genetic influences on hub connectivity of the human connectome. 

BioRxiv, 2020.06.21.163915. https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.21.163915

Ballouz, S., Pena, M. T., Knight, F. M., Adams, L. B., & Gillis, J. A. (2019). The transcriptional 

legacy of developmental stochasticity. BioRxiv, 2019.12.11.873265. 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2019.12.11.873265

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 25

Baum, G. L., Cui, Z., Roalf, D. R., Ciric, R., Betzel, R. F., Larsen, B., Cieslak, M., Cook, P. A., 

Xia, C. H., Moore, T. M., Ruparel, K., Oathes, D. J., Alexander-Bloch, A. F., Shinohara, 

R. T., Raznahan, A., Gur, R. E., Gur, R. C., Bassett, D. S., & Satterthwaite, T. D. (2020). 

Development of structure–function coupling in human brain networks during youth. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(1), 771–778. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1912034117

Benjamini, Y., & Yekutieli, D. (2001). The control of the false discovery rate in multiple testing 

under dependency. Annals of Statistics, 29(4), 1165–1188. 

https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1013699998

Braitenberg, V. (1962). A note on myeloarchitectonics. Journal of Comparative Neurology, 

118(2), 141–156. https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.901180202

Braitenberg, V., & Schüz, A. (2014). Cortex: Statistics and Geometry of Neuronal Connectivity. 

Springer Berlin.

Brooks, M. E., Kristensen, K., Benthem, K. J. van, Magnusson, A., Berg, C. W., Nielsen, A., 

Skaug, H. J., Mächler, M., & Bolker, B. M. (2017). GlmmTMB Balances Speed and 

Flexibility Among Packages for Zero-inflated Generalized Linear Mixed Modeling. The 

R Journal, 9(2), 378–400.

Buckner, R. L., & Krienen, F. M. (2013). The evolution of distributed association networks in the

human brain. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 17(12), 648–665. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2013.09.017

Burnham, K. P., & Anderson, D. R. (2004). Multimodel Inference: Understanding AIC and BIC 

in Model Selection. Sociological Methods & Research, 33(2), 261–304. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644

Burt, J. B., Helmer, M., Shinn, M., Anticevic, A., & Murray, J. D. (2020). Generative modeling 

of brain maps with spatial autocorrelation. NeuroImage, 220, 117038. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117038

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 26

Casey, B. J., Cannonier, T., Conley, M. I., Cohen, A. O., Barch, D. M., Heitzeg, M. M., Soules, 

M. E., Teslovich, T., Dellarco, D. V., Garavan, H., Orr, C. A., Wager, T. D., Banich, M. T.,

Speer, N. K., Sutherland, M. T., Riedel, M. C., Dick, A. S., Bjork, J. M., Thomas, K. M., 

… Dale, A. M. (2018). The Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) study: 

Imaging acquisition across 21 sites. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 32, 43–54. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2018.03.001

Daducci, A., Canales-Rodríguez, E. J., Zhang, H., Dyrby, T. B., Alexander, D. C., & Thiran, J.-P. 

(2015). Accelerated Microstructure Imaging via Convex Optimization (AMICO) from 

diffusion MRI data. NeuroImage, 105, 32–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.10.026

Dale, A. M., Fischl, B., & Sereno, M. I. (1999). Cortical Surface-Based Analysis. NeuroImage, 

9(2), 179–194. https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.1998.0395

Dowle, M., Srinivasan, A., Gorecki, J., Chirico, M., Stetsenko, P., Short, T., Lianoglou, S., 

Antonyan, E., Bonsch, M., Parsonage, H., Ritchie, S., Ren, K., Tan, X., Saporta, R., 

Seiskari, O., Dong, X., Lang, M., Iwasaki, W., Wenchel, S., … Eddelbuettel, D. (2020). 

data.table: Extension of “data.frame” (1.13.2) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=data.table

Elliott, L. T., Sharp, K., Alfaro-Almagro, F., Shi, S., Miller, K. L., Douaud, G., Marchini, J., & 

Smith, S. M. (2018). Genome-wide association studies of brain imaging phenotypes in 

UK Biobank. Nature, 562(7726), 210–216. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0571-7

Farah, M. J. (2017). The Neuroscience of Socioeconomic Status: Correlates, Causes, and 

Consequences. Neuron, 96(1), 56–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2017.08.034

Fischl, B. (2012). FreeSurfer. NeuroImage, 62(2), 774–781. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.01.021

Fukutomi, H., Glasser, M. F., Zhang, H., Autio, J. A., Coalson, T. S., Okada, T., Togashi, K., Van 

Essen, D. C., & Hayashi, T. (2018). Neurite imaging reveals microstructural variations in 

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 27

human cerebral cortical gray matter. NeuroImage, 182, 488–499. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.017

García-Cabezas, M. Á., Joyce, M. K. P., John, Y. J., Zikopoulos, B., & Barbas, H. (2017). Mirror 

trends of plasticity and stability indicators in primate prefrontal cortex. European Journal

of Neuroscience, 46(8), 2392–2405. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.13706

Glasser, M. F., & Essen, D. C. V. (2011). Mapping Human Cortical Areas In Vivo Based on 

Myelin Content as Revealed by T1- and T2-Weighted MRI. Journal of Neuroscience, 

31(32), 11597–11616. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2180-11.2011

Goyal, M. S., Hawrylycz, M., Miller, J. A., Snyder, A. Z., & Raichle, M. E. (2014). Aerobic 

Glycolysis in the Human Brain Is Associated with Development and Neotenous Gene 

Expression. Cell Metabolism, 19(1), 49–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmet.2013.11.020

Guen, Y. L., Karkar, S., Grigis, A., Philippe, C., Mangin, J.-F., & Frouin, V. (2019). Heritability 

of surface area and cortical thickness: A comparison between the Human Connectome 

Project and the UK Biobank dataset. https://hal-cea.archives-ouvertes.fr/cea-02016831

Haak, K. V., & Beckmann, C. F. (2019). Plasticity versus stability across the human cortical 

visual connectome. Nature Communications, 10(1), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-

019-11113-z

Harden, K. P. (2021). “Reports of My Death Were Greatly Exaggerated”: Behavior Genetics in 

the Postgenomic Era. Annual Review of Psychology, 72(1), null. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-052220-103822

Hester, J., & Wickham, H. (2020). vroom: Read and Write Rectangular Text Data Quickly (1.3.2)

[Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=vroom

Hill, J., Inder, T., Neil, J., Dierker, D., Harwell, J., & Essen, D. V. (2010). Similar patterns of 

cortical expansion during human development and evolution. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences, 107(29), 13135–13140. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1001229107

Karama, S., Colom, R., Johnson, W., Deary, I. J., Haier, R., Waber, D. P., Lepage, C., Ganjavi, 

H., Jung, R., & Evans, A. C. (2011). Cortical thickness correlates of specific cognitive 

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 28

performance accounted for by the general factor of intelligence in healthy children aged 6

to 18. NeuroImage, 55(4), 1443–1453. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.01.016

Kassambara, A. (2019). ggcorrplot: Visualization of a Correlation Matrix using “ggplot2” 

(0.1.3) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=ggcorrplot

Klein, A., & Tourville, J. (2012). 101 Labeled Brain Images and a Consistent Human Cortical 

Labeling Protocol. Frontiers in Neuroscience, 6. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2012.00171

Kochunov, P., Jahanshad, N., Marcus, D., Winkler, A., Sprooten, E., Nichols, T. E., Wright, S. N.,

Hong, L. E., Patel, B., Behrens, T., Jbabdi, S., Andersson, J., Lenglet, C., Yacoub, E., 

Moeller, S., Auerbach, E., Ugurbil, K., Sotiropoulos, S. N., Brouwer, R. M., … Van 

Essen, D. C. (2015). Heritability of fractional anisotropy in human white matter: A 

comparison of Human Connectome Project and ENIGMA-DTI data. NeuroImage, 111, 

300–311. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2015.02.050

Leporé, N., Voss, P., Lepore, F., Chou, Y.-Y., Fortin, M., Gougoux, F., Lee, A. D., Brun, C., 

Lassonde, M., Madsen, S. K., Toga, A. W., & Thompson, P. M. (2010). Brain Structure 

Changes Visualized in Early- and Late-Onset Blind Subjects. NeuroImage, 49(1), 134–

140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.07.048

Liu, S., Li, A., Zhu, M., Li, J., & Liu, B. (2019). Genetic influences on cortical myelination in 

the human brain. Genes, Brain and Behavior, 18(4), e12537. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/gbb.12537

Lüdecke, D., Makowski, D., Waggoner, P., & Patil, I. (2020). performance: Assessment of 

Regression Models Performance (0.4.7) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=performance

Maguire, E. A., Gadian, D. G., Johnsrude, I. S., Good, C. D., Ashburner, J., Frackowiak, R. S. J., 

& Frith, C. D. (2000). Navigation-related structural change in the hippocampi of taxi 

drivers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 97(8), 4398–4403. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.070039597

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 29

Margulies, D. S., Ghosh, S. S., Goulas, A., Falkiewicz, M., Huntenburg, J. M., Langs, G., 

Bezgin, G., Eickhoff, S. B., Castellanos, F. X., Petrides, M., Jefferies, E., & Smallwood, 

J. (2016). Situating the default-mode network along a principal gradient of macroscale 

cortical organization. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113(44), 12574–

12579. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1608282113

Mesulam, M. M. (1998). From sensation to cognition. Brain, 121(6), 1013–1052. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/121.6.1013

Micheva, K. D., Wolman, D., Mensh, B. D., Pax, E., Buchanan, J., Smith, S. J., & Bock, D. D. 

(2016). A large fraction of neocortical myelin ensheathes axons of local inhibitory 

neurons. ELife, 5, e15784. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.15784

Miller, H. J. (2004). Tobler’s First Law and Spatial Analysis. Annals of the Association of 

American Geographers, 94(2), 284–289. JSTOR.

Murphy, C., Jefferies, E., Rueschemeyer, S.-A., Sormaz, M., Wang, H., Margulies, D. S., & 

Smallwood, J. (2018). Distant from input: Evidence of regions within the default mode 

network supporting perceptually-decoupled and conceptually-guided cognition. 

NeuroImage, 171, 393–401. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.01.017

Nakagawa, S., Johnson, P. C. D., & Schielzeth, H. (2017). The coefficient of determination R 2 

and intra-class correlation coefficient from generalized linear mixed-effects models 

revisited and expanded. Journal of The Royal Society Interface, 14(134), 20170213. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2017.0213

Nowok, B., Raab, G. M., & Dibben, C. (2016). synthpop: Bespoke Creation of Synthetic Data in 

R. Journal of Statistical Software, 74(11). https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v074.i11

Ooms, J. (2020). magick: Advanced Graphics and Image-Processing in R (2.5.0) [Computer 

software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=magick

Paquola, C., Wael, R. V. D., Wagstyl, K., Bethlehem, R. A. I., Hong, S.-J., Seidlitz, J., Bullmore, 

E. T., Evans, A. C., Misic, B., Margulies, D. S., Smallwood, J., & Bernhardt, B. C. 

(2019). Microstructural and functional gradients are increasingly dissociated in 

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 30

transmodal cortices. PLOS Biology, 17(5), e3000284. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000284

Patel, S., Patel, R., Park, M. T. M., Masellis, M., Knight, J., & Chakravarty, M. M. (2018). 

Heritability estimates of cortical anatomy: The influence and reliability of different 

estimation strategies. NeuroImage, 178, 78–91. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.05.014

Pedersen, T. L. (2020). patchwork: The Composer of Plots (1.0.1) [Computer software]. 

https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=patchwork

Preti, M. G., & Van De Ville, D. (2019). Decoupling of brain function from structure reveals 

regional behavioral specialization in humans. Nature Communications, 10(1), 4747. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12765-7

R Core Team. (2013). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation 

for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. http://www.R-project.org/

Revelle, W. (2014). psych: Procedures for personality and psychological research. Northwestern 

University, Evanston. R Package Version, 1(1).

Robinson, D., Hayes  [aut, A., cre, Couch, S., Patil, I., Chiu, D., Gomez, M., Demeshev, B., 

Menne, D., Nutter, B., Johnston, L., Bolker, B., Briatte, F., Arnold, J., Gabry, J., Selzer, 

L., Simpson, G., Preussner, J., Hesselberth, J., … Wiernik, B. M. (2020). broom: Convert 

Statistical Objects into Tidy Tibbles (0.7.2) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=broom

Robinson, E. C., Garcia, K., Glasser, M. F., Chen, Z., Coalson, T. S., Makropoulos, A., Bozek, J.,

Wright, R., Schuh, A., Webster, M., Hutter, J., Price, A., Cordero Grande, L., Hughes, E., 

Tusor, N., Bayly, P. V., Van Essen, D. C., Smith, S. M., Edwards, A. D., … Rueckert, D. 

(2018). Multimodal surface matching with higher-order smoothness constraints. 

NeuroImage, 167, 453–465. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.10.037

Robinson, E. C., Jbabdi, S., Glasser, M. F., Andersson, J., Burgess, G. C., Harms, M. P., Smith, S.

M., Van Essen, D. C., & Jenkinson, M. (2014). MSM: A new flexible framework for 

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 31

Multimodal Surface Matching. NeuroImage, 100, 414–426. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2014.05.069

Schaefer, A., Kong, R., Gordon, E. M., Laumann, T. O., Zuo, X.-N., Holmes, A. J., Eickhoff, S. 

B., & Yeo, B. T. T. (2018). Local-Global Parcellation of the Human Cerebral Cortex from

Intrinsic Functional Connectivity MRI. Cerebral Cortex, 28(9), 3095–3114. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhx179

Schmitt, J. E., Lenroot, R. K., Wallace, G. L., Ordaz, S., Taylor, K. N., Kabani, N., Greenstein, 

D., Lerch, J. P., Kendler, K. S., Neale, M. C., & Giedd, J. N. (2008). Identification of 

Genetically Mediated Cortical Networks: A Multivariate Study of Pediatric Twins and 

Siblings. Cerebral Cortex (New York, NY), 18(8), 1737–1747. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhm211

Schmitt, J. E., Neale, M. C., Clasen, L. S., Liu, S., Seidlitz, J., Pritikin, J. N., Chu, A., Wallace, 

G. L., Lee, N. R., Giedd, J. N., & Raznahan, A. (2019). A Comprehensive Quantitative 

Genetic Analysis of Cerebral Surface Area in Youth. Journal of Neuroscience, 39(16), 

3028–3040. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2248-18.2019

Schwartz, M. (2020). WriteXLS: Cross-Platform Perl Based R Function to Create Excel 2003 

(XLS) and Excel 2007 (XLSX) Files (6.0.0) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=WriteXLS

Silventoinen, K., Jelenkovic, A., Latvala, A., Yokoyama, Y., Sund, R., Sugawara, M., Tanaka, M.,

Matsumoto, S., Aaltonen, S., Piirtola, M., Freitas, D. L., Maia, J. A., Öncel, S. Y., Aliev, 

F., Ji, F., Ning, F., Pang, Z., Rebato, E., Saudino, K. J., … Kaprio, J. (2019). Parental 

Education and Genetics of BMI from Infancy to Old Age: A Pooled Analysis of 29 Twin 

Cohorts. Obesity, 27(5), 855–865. https://doi.org/10.1002/oby.22451

Strike, L. T., Hansell, N. K., Couvy-Duchesne, B., Thompson, P. M., de Zubicaray, G. I., 

McMahon, K. L., & Wright, M. J. (2019). Genetic Complexity of Cortical Structure: 

Differences in Genetic and Environmental Factors Influencing Cortical Surface Area and 

Thickness. Cerebral Cortex, 29(3), 952–962. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhy002

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 32

Tobler, W. R. (1970). A Computer Movie Simulating Urban Growth in the Detroit Region. 

Economic Geography, 46(sup1), 234–240. https://doi.org/10.2307/143141

Tucker-Drob, E. M., & Bates, T. C. (2016). Large Cross-National Differences in Gene × 

Socioeconomic Status Interaction on Intelligence. Psychological Science, 27(2), 138–

149. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615612727

Urchs, S., Armoza, J., Moreau, C., Benhajali, Y., St-Aubin, J., Orban, P., & Bellec, P. (2019). 

MIST: A multi-resolution parcellation of functional brain networks. MNI Open Research, 

1, 3. https://doi.org/10.12688/mniopenres.12767.2

Vainik, U., Baker, T. E., Dadar, M., Zeighami, Y., Michaud, A., Zhang, Y., Alanis, J. C. G., Misic,

B., Collins, D. L., & Dagher, A. (2018). Neurobehavioral correlates of obesity are largely 

heritable. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(37), 9312–9317. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1718206115

Valk, S. L., Xu, T., Margulies, D. S., Masouleh, S. K., Paquola, C., Goulas, A., Kochunov, P., 

Smallwood, J., Yeo, B. T. T., Bernhardt, B. C., & Eickhoff, S. B. (2020). Shaping brain 

structure: Genetic and phylogenetic axes of macroscale organization of cortical thickness.

Science Advances, 6(39), eabb3417. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abb3417

Van Essen, D. C., Ugurbil, K., Auerbach, E., Barch, D., Behrens, T. E. J., Bucholz, R., Chang, A.,

Chen, L., Corbetta, M., Curtiss, S. W., Della Penna, S., Feinberg, D., Glasser, M. F., 

Harel, N., Heath, A. C., Larson-Prior, L., Marcus, D., Michalareas, G., Moeller, S., … 

Yacoub, E. (2012). The Human Connectome Project: A data acquisition perspective. 

NeuroImage, 62(4), 2222–2231. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.02.018

Van Essen, David C., Smith, S. M., Barch, D. M., Behrens, T. E. J., Yacoub, E., & Ugurbil, K. 

(2013). The WU-Minn Human Connectome Project: An Overview. NeuroImage, 80, 62–

79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.041

Vázquez-Rodríguez, B., Suárez, L. E., Markello, R. D., Shafiei, G., Paquola, C., Hagmann, P., 

Heuvel, M. P. van den, Bernhardt, B. C., Spreng, R. N., & Misic, B. (2019). Gradients of 

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 33

structure–function tethering across neocortex. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences, 116(42), 21219–21227. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1903403116

Visscher, P. M., Hill, W. G., & Wray, N. R. (2008). Heritability in the genomics era—Concepts 

and misconceptions. Nature Reviews Genetics, 9(4), 255–266. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg2322

Vos de Wael, R., Benkarim, O., Paquola, C., Lariviere, S., Royer, J., Tavakol, S., Xu, T., Hong, 

S.-J., Langs, G., Valk, S., Misic, B., Milham, M., Margulies, D., Smallwood, J., & 

Bernhardt, B. C. (2020). BrainSpace: A toolbox for the analysis of macroscale gradients 

in neuroimaging and connectomics datasets. Communications Biology, 3(1), 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-020-0794-7

Wickham, H., & RStudio. (2017). tidyverse: Easily Install and Load the “Tidyverse” (1.2.1) 

[Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=tidyverse

Wilke, C. O., & Wickham, H. (2016). cowplot: Streamlined Plot Theme and Plot Annotations for

“ggplot2” (0.7.0) [Computer software]. 

https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cowplot/index.html

Winkler, A. M., Greve, D. N., Bjuland, K. J., Nichols, T. E., Sabuncu, M. R., Håberg, A. K., 

Skranes, J., & Rimol, L. M. (2018). Joint Analysis of Cortical Area and Thickness as a 

Replacement for the Analysis of the Volume of the Cerebral Cortex. Cerebral Cortex, 

28(2), 738–749. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhx308

Wright, I. C., Sham, P., Murray, R. M., Weinberger, D. R., & Bullmore, E. T. (2002). Genetic 

Contributions to Regional Variability in Human Brain Structure: Methods and 

Preliminary Results. NeuroImage, 17(1), 256–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2002.1163

Wu, H., Yan, H., Yang, Y., Xu, M., Shi, Y., Zeng, W., Li, J., Zhang, J., Chang, C., & Wang, N. 

(2020). Occupational Neuroplasticity in the Human Brain: A Critical Review and Meta-

Analysis of Neuroimaging Studies. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 14. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2020.00215

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HERITABILITY AND PLASTICITY 34

Zatorre, R. J., Fields, R. D., & Johansen-Berg, H. (2012). Plasticity in gray and white: 

Neuroimaging changes in brain structure during learning. Nature Neuroscience, 15(4), 

528–536. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3045

Ziyatdinov, A., Brunel, H., Martinez-Perez, A., Buil, A., Perera, A., & Soria, J. M. (2016). 

solarius: An R interface to SOLAR for variance component analysis in pedigrees. 

Bioinformatics, 32(12), 1901–1902. https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btw080

.CC-BY 4.0 International licenseavailable under a
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted bioRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. It is made 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted November 4, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419doi: bioRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.11.03.366419
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	ㄴ㘠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄴ㜠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄴ㠠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄴ㤠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵ〠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵㄠ〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵ㈠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵ㌠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵ㐠〠潢樊㰼 呩瑬攨﻿ㄵ㔠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲〰⸹㤳‱㐴⸶″ㄴ⸱〷‱㔸⸴崊⽁㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ呹灥⽁捴楯渊⽕剉⡭慩汴漺畫甮癡楮楫䁧浡楬⹣潭⤾㸊⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄵ㘠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㔷‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㔶‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄵ㠠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㔹‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㔸‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄶ〠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㘱‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㘰‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄶ㈠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㘳‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㘲‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄶ㐠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㘵‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㘴‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄶ㘠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㘷‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㘶‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄶ㠠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㘹‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㘸‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄷ〠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㜱‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㜰‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄷ㈠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㜳‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㜲‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄷ㐠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㜵‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㜴‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄷ㘠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㜷‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㜶‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄷ㠠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㜹‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㜸‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ〠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㠱‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㠰‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ㈠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㠳‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㠲‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ㐠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㠵‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㠴‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ㘠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㠷‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㠶‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬷ㄮ㤹㌠㌴㜮㐠㌵㘮〰㜠㌷㕝ਯ䄼㰯匯啒䤊⽔祰支䅣瑩潮ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯杩瑨畢⹣潭⽔桯浡獙敯䱡戯䍂䥇⽴牥支浡獴敲⽳瑡扬敟灲潪散瑳⽢牡楮彰慲捥汬慴楯港卣桡敦敲㈰ㄸ彌潣慬䝬潢慬⽐慲捥汬慴楯湳⽈䍐⽦獬爳㉫⽣楦瑩⤾㸊⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄸ㤠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬷㔮㤹㌠㌷㔠㔴〮〵㜠㐰㈮㙝ਯ䄼㰯匯啒䤊⽔祰支䅣瑩潮ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯杩瑨畢⹣潭⽔桯浡獙敯䱡戯䍂䥇⽴牥支浡獴敲⽳瑡扬敟灲潪散瑳⽢牡楮彰慲捥汬慴楯港卣桡敦敲㈰ㄸ彌潣慬䝬潢慬⽐慲捥汬慴楯湳⽈䍐⽦獬爳㉫⽣楦瑩⤾㸊⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹ〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㌲⸲㤳‵㐰⸶‴㘶⸶〷‵㘸⸲崊⽁㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ呹灥⽁捴楯渊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽷睷⹨畭慮捯湮散瑯浥⹯牧⽳潦瑷慲支捯湮散瑯浥⵷潲止敮捨⤾㸊⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹㄠ〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㤲‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㤱‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹ㌠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㤴‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㤳‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹ㔠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰猺⼯摯椮潲术㄰⸱㄰ㄯ㈰㈰⸱ㄮ〳⸳㘶㐱㤩㸾敮摯扪਱㤶‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄲ㠮〰㠠㜷㠠㈸〮㜸㐠㜸㡝ਯ䄠‱㤵‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹ㜠〠潢樊㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽣牥慴楶散潭浯湳⹯牧⽬楣敮獥猯批⼴⸰⼩㸾敮摯扪਱㤸‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛㈷㘮㔴㠠㜶㈠㌹〮ㄴ㠠㜷㉝ਯ䄠‱㤷‰⁒ ⽓畢瑹灥⽌楮款㹥湤潢樊ㄹ㤠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬳㌰⸹㐳‵㐰⸶‵ㄳ⸹㔷‵㘸⸲崊⽁㰼⽓⽕剉ਯ呹灥⽁捴楯渊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯睷眮湩瑲挮潲术灲潪散瑳⽳敟汩湵砩㸾ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〰‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽁湮潴ਯ䉯牤敲⁛〠〠そਯ剥捴⁛ㄸ㐮㌴㌠㘷㠮㘠㐴〮〵㜠㜰㘮㉝ਯ䄼㰯匯啒䤊⽔祰支䅣瑩潮ਯ啒䤨桴瑰㨯⽢牡楮癩献睵獴氮敤甯睩歩⽩湤數⹰桰⽓畭猺䅢潵琩㸾ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈰㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈰ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈰㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈰㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈰㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈰㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈰㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈰㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ〹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈱〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈰㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲㄱ‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈱㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈱ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲㄳ‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈱㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈱㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲㄵ‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈱㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈱㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲㄷ‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈱㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈱㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲㄹ‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈲〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈱㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㈱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈲㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈲ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㈳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈲㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈲㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㈵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈲㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈲㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㈷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈲㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈲㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㈹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈳〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈲㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㌱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈳㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈳ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㌳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈳㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈳㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㌵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈳㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈳㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㌷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈳㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈳㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㌹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈴〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈳㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㐱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈴㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈴ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㐳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈴㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈴㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㐵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈴㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈴㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㐷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈴㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈴㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㐹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈵〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈴㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㔱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈵㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈵ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㔳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈵㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈵㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㔵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈵㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈵㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㔷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈵㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈵㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㔹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈶〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈵㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㘱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈶㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈶ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㘳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈶㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈶㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㘵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈶㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈶㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㘷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈶㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈶㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㘹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈷〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈶㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㜱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈷㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈷ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㜳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈷㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈷㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㜵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈷㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈷㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㜷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈷㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈷㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㜹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈸〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈷㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㠱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈸㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈸ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㠳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈸㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈸㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㠵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈸㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈸㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㠷‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈸㠠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈸㜠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㠹‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈹〠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈸㤠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㤱‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈹㈠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈹ㄠ〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㤳‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴灳㨯⽤潩⹯牧⼱〮ㄱ〱⼲〲〮ㄱ⸰㌮㌶㘴ㄹ⤾㹥湤潢樊㈹㐠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬱㈸⸰〸‷㜸′㠰⸷㠴‷㠸崊⽁†㈹㌠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ㤵‰⁯扪਼㰯匯啒䤊⽕剉⡨瑴瀺⼯捲敡瑩癥捯浭潮献潲术汩捥湳敳⽢礯㐮〯⤾㹥湤潢樊㈹㘠〠潢樊㰼⽔祰支䅮湯琊⽂潲摥爠嬰‰‰崊⽒散琠嬲㜶⸵㐸‷㘲″㤰⸱㐸‷㜲崊⽁†㈹㔠〠删ਯ卵扴祰支䱩湫㸾敮摯扪ਲ਼〰‰⁯扪਼㰯呹灥⽍整慤慴愊⽓畢瑹灥⽘䵌⽌敮杴栠ㄲ㤷㸾獴牥慭਼㽸灡捫整⁢敧楮㴧뼧⁩搽❗㕍き灃敨楈穲敓穎呣穫挹搧㼾਼㽡摯扥⵸慰ⵦ楬瑥牳⁥獣㴢䍒䱆∿㸊㱸㩸浰浥瑡⁸浬湳㩸㴧慤潢攺湳㩭整愯✠砺硭灴欽❘䵐⁴潯汫楴′⸹⸱ⴱ㌬⁦牡浥睯牫‱⸶✾਼牤昺剄䘠硭汮猺牤昽❨瑴瀺⼯睷眮眳⹯牧⼱㤹㤯〲⼲㈭牤昭獹湴慸⵮猣✠硭汮猺楘㴧桴瑰㨯⽮献慤潢攮捯洯楘⼱⸰⼧㸊㱲摦㩄敳捲楰瑩潮⁲摦㩡扯畴㴢∠硭汮猺灤昽❨瑴瀺⼯湳⹡摯扥⹣潭⽰摦⼱⸳⼧⁰摦㩐牯摵捥爽❇偌⁇桯獴獣物灴‱〮〰⸰✯㸊㱲摦㩄敳捲楰瑩潮⁲摦㩡扯畴㴢∠硭汮猺硭瀽❨瑴瀺⼯湳⹡摯扥⹣潭⽸慰⼱⸰⼧㸼硭瀺䵯摩晹䑡瑥㸲〲㌭㄰ⴲ㑔ㄴ㨳ㄺ㈸娼⽸浰㩍潤楦祄慴放਼硭瀺䍲敡瑥䑡瑥㸲〲㌭㄰ⴲ㑔ㄴ㨳ㄺ㈸娼⽸浰㩃牥慴敄慴放਼硭瀺䍲敡瑯牔潯氾坲楴敲㰯硭瀺䍲敡瑯牔潯氾㰯牤昺䑥獣物灴楯渾਼牤昺䑥獣物灴楯渠牤昺慢潵琽∢⁸浬湳㩸慰䵍㴧桴瑰㨯⽮献慤潢攮捯洯硡瀯ㄮ〯浭⼧⁸慰䵍㩄潣畭敮瑉䐽❵畩携㤱㌶扥㑡ⵡ愹㘭ㄱ昹ⴰ〰〭ぢ㈹挱㉦搷ㅤ✯㸊㱲摦㩄敳捲楰瑩潮⁲摦㩡扯畴㴢∠硭汮猺摣㴧桴瑰㨯⽰畲氮潲术摣⽥汥浥湴猯ㄮㄯ✠摣㩦潲浡琽❡灰汩捡瑩潮⽰摦✾㱤挺瑩瑬放㱲摦㩁汴㸼牤昺汩⁸浬㩬慮朽❸ⵤ敦慵汴✾䡥物瑡扩汩瑹⁯映捯牴楣慬⁭潲灨潬潧礠牥晬散瑳⁡⁳敮獯特ⵦ畧慬⁰污獴楣楴礠杲慤楥湴㰯牤昺汩㸼⽲摦㩁汴㸼⽤挺瑩瑬放㱤挺捲敡瑯爾㱲摦㩓敱㸼牤昺汩㹵歵㰯牤昺汩㸼⽲摦㩓敱㸼⽤挺捲敡瑯爾㰯牤昺䑥獣物灴楯渾਼⽲摦㩒䑆㸊㰯砺硭灭整愾ਠ††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††† ††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††††਼㽸灡捫整⁥湤㴧眧㼾੥湤獴牥慭੥湤潢樊硲敦ਰ″〱ਰ〰〰〰〰〠㘵㔳㔠映ਰ〰〰㘶㠴㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜰㈸㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠶〲㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠹㜰㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤳㜴㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〲㈴㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄱ〹㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘲㠶㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜸㌶㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㘷〱㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜰ㄹ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㈱ㄲ㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㈱㔷㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜰㈱㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜰㐵ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜴〵㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜴〷㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜴ㄳㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜴㌰ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜸ㄴㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜸ㄶ㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜸㈰㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㜸㌷㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠲〱㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠲〳㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠲〸㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠲㈵㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠵㤵㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠵㤷㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠶ㄹ㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠹㘱㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠹㘴〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㠹㠷㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤳㘶㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤳㘸㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤳㤳㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤸ㄸ㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤸㈰㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤸㈶㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〰㤸㐳㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〲ㄷ㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〲ㄹ㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〲㐲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〶㜴㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〶㜶㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〶㠲㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱〶㤹㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄱ〲㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄱ〴㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄱ㈸㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄳ㤶㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〱ㄳ㤹〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘰㈶㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘰㌰㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘰㌵㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘰㔲㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘳㔶㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘳㔸㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘳㘲㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘳㠲㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘵㤰㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〳㘵㤳〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌵㘴㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌵㘸ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌵㜲㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌵㤲〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌷㐷ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰〸㌷㐹㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㜹㈳㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㜹㈷〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㜹㌱㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㜹㐸㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠲㤵㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠲㤸〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠳〳㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠳㈰㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠶㜹㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠶㠱㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠶㠷㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠷〶㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠹㤲㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄲ㠹㤴㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘲㜸㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘲㠲ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘳〳㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘶㐱㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘶㐳㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘶㐹㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㘶㘶㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜰㌰㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜰㌲㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜰㌷㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜰㔴㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜴㈳㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜴㈵㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜴㌰ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜴㐷ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜸㈹㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜸㌱㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㜸㔳㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠲㄰㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠲ㄳ〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠲ㄹ㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠲㌷㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠵㠷ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠵㠹㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠵㤵〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠶ㄲ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠹㜷㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠹㜹㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㠹㠵㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤰〲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤴㈲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤴㈴㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤴㌰㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤴㐷㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤸㐰㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤸㐳ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤸㐸㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄳ㤸㘶ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〲㜰ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〲㜲㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〲㜸〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〲㤵㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〶㠲㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〶㠴㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〶㤰ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ〷〷㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄱ〱㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄱ〳㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄱ〹㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄱ㈶㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄵㄱ㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄵㄳ㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄵㄹ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄵ㌶㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄹ㈰㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄹ㈲㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄹ㈸㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴㄹ㐵㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㈱〵〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㈱〷㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㈱㜷㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔱㐴㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㜱〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㜳㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㜵㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㜷㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㜹㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㠲〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㠴㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㠶㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㠸㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㤰㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㤳〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳〸㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳ㄶ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㈷〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㌴㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㐵㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㔲㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㘳㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㜱㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㠲〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔳㠹㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴〰㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴〷㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴ㄸ㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㈶ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㌶㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㐴㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㔵㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㘲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㜳㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㠱ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㤱㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔴㤹㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㄰〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵ㄷ㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㈸㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㌵㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㐶㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㔴㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㘵〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㜲㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㠳㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔵㤰㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶〱㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶㈸㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶㔵㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶㜴㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶㠱㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔶㤲㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷〰㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷ㄱ〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷ㄸ㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㈹㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㌶㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㐷㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㘴㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㠲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔷㤰㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸〰㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸〸㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸ㄹ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㈶㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㌷㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㐵㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㔵㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㘳㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㜴ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㠱㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔸㤲㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹〰〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㄰㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹ㄸ㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㈹ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㌶㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㐷㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㔵〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㘵㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㜳㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㠳㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔹㤱㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰〲㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰〹㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㈰㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㈸㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㌸㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㐶㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㔷ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㘴㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㜵㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㠳〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘰㤳㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱〱㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱ㄲㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱ㄹ㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㌰㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㌸〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㐸㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㔶㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㘶㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㜴㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㠵㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘱㤲㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲〳㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲ㄱ㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㈱㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㈹㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㐰ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㐷㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㔸㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㘶〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㜶㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㠴㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘲㤵ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳〲㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳ㄳ㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㈱〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㌱㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㌹㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㐹㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㔷㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㘸㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㜵㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㠶㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘳㤴㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴〴㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴ㄲ㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㈳ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㌰㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㐱㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㐹〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㔹㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㘷㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㜸ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㠵㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘴㤶㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵〴〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵ㄴ㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㈲㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㌲㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㐰㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㔱㌠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㔸㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㘹㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㜷㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㠷㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘵㤵㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶〶ㄠ〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶ㄳ㠠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶㈴㔠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶㌲〠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶㐲㜠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶㔰㐠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲〸㤠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㌳㘠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㔲㘳㈠〰〰〠渠ਰ〰ㄴ㘶㘱ㄠ〰〰〠渠ੴ牡楬敲਼㰯卩穥″〱㸾ੳ瑡牴硲敦ਲ㈱ਥ╅但�

