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Abstract

Toward the improvement of L2 (English as a second or foreign language) pronunciation
assessment in an English program for non-English major university students, this article aims to
investigate the effects of combining a listener-centered approach to L2 pronunciation evaluation
and student involvement in assessment. Starting with an overview of the literature on L2 speech
intelligibility and comprehensibility with more focus on the latter, it discusses the rationale for
using the criteria for L2 pronunciation assessment. It then outlines the theoretical framework of
dynamic assessment, which refers to an interactive and process-oriented assessment procedure
based on the concept of Vygotsky's Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Furthermore, it
discusses the methodological and diagnostic implications of using the dynamic approach to L2
pronunciation assessment and the subsequent training, or intervention, to improve learners’
comprehensibility in their L2 speech. A possible procedure for the application of the dynamic
approach in classroom, assessment —feedback and training — peer assessment, is proposed, but

further investigation is needed to put the model into practice in the classroom.

1. (FUBHIC

VAR, ESHEELRAEREE LToEE (12) ORTIH/ETIE, AFVAR, TAVIRE
D\WbWw b AN (Inner Circle, Kachru, 1985) O3EiEREEES (L1 §iE) OBBEEIWTF
DFEFEIZEIL LA REBELE T 20O TIEA L, BERELMEL LTo#EEE (English as
Lingua Franca % World Englishes) &\ 9 825, BHEBUEOPIFIC % 5 20 U/ EREH
) (foreign accents) ¥ TLIKRELRITNELLLWVWIDTIERVEW)IEZFIR—RILL
DOhbo WIETHHELRII 2 =r—Yarv& I Laf—0ORBECIT 205, FHit—D—
D LIFEHREFRLIIICRETEDLLICARLETIL—=20 79540, HEFICLE-TO
B LRT S, MEN) R T SICHETLERDLOERL TERLTVPHENTH 5,

PFEE R EREME LR WRPAENT OEFFERZETOREOREDS, MLy S, HFS
N T SICHEIEINTVED, BEZIHET 2 LEN S L56. TTIXHMHIAPLTI LN
IHEN LI ML L TB L LEXH S, S50, MERBR TR Z A BEEDOL L TORE -
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FHEDSE. LR TOFEFEOREELEET L2 TIE R, BERCTHEIEZHAEDE L
G BREIHGT L LD LA ENEL LELND 5,

FEICRS T L2 BHE O Z M A12i%, L2 6ed &322 W Ee = BR 0 BIgICIHB L L, £h
ZFRIZOWTEHTE B EEREL HEEZEDLI ENPVUETH L, PIZIFAE—F U FHENT
i TR ST, B FETHEE. FRASLGTEVERTORE. L - Xk EXE
M 280, FROER G EHEE T 281, 5 VIEHEFICHE L CEE LR NE %
BTRHANTIFY—, 3assr—Yarkesr)eds5EMK (wilingness to communicate)
b, BISESERMAIH 2. SHIT. BEDHHOAL L THEEHFELHITRFIT SN TS
0. AR, HHRPERN & D HACHEIL L 7B AS, F A BE LR R 2 FBINICINE T 5
(static) ZAE L VFFMi & VI FTHEFE T 0L 2R NICHAANL BN L7 7o —F
(dynamic assessment) SEH.LE#E D TW5S (eg, Lantolf & Poehner, 2004, 2011; Poehner &
Lantolf, 2005) .

KRIFFED AN 2 HI9IZ, KFEOHEFHEOFREIIBII D2 EEOREHEOUHFETHLH, 22T
BoWwE LI, AEHEA L HEEEHEEICAIL CREL, BELWAIIEE 702 A ITH AR
ATHEERRIGE DT 0L VI BINR T 70 —FOBAEFBL TWh, L2BEFOHM SR
RTEOESK, FEE - FHEOBEM, BETOERL T REEENLHE I, B
MROEE D H B DT, AL/ — P TRETHELZ SR L OORD 2 FIZOWTHHRE R B
5o

CL2FEREICB TS (B IR S ] i3 nily
L2 DFEBERIDIOEEZFVDO 7O ATHARGENT 70— F OEADEE L BEN

WHEHTIR T, L2550 [HREIARTE ] 122o0WT, MEFOZIFTEY Tt EikiEr Sh
5 intelligibility & comprehensibility (21 EH L. HWCTEIERM (dynamic assessment) O HiGG
MEH 2 ZI L 200 [HFINRT S]] OXEZFEIHAALZ LOZLBEEMESZHLT
%o

2. L2REEICH TS [BEIIhPT L]
2.1. L2 AE— %> JReHDOFHMixi RIEE & %5 (b 318 H Ol &

L2 B EH DI OV T L AR, FEICHRT AN L2 AE—F 7T AT ED &
IIEEINTVE2EERLTEBEV, L2 AY—F Y FiBIJIIEHTEHTHRR L HICE F
LERMEAH D 1HEHOT A N TREMRENEEZIT) T LIFBENTIE RV, KHEK
R B VT O ECHA %o T % 17> TV o #1213 TOEFL iBT"O A —* ¥ 75 X
FoOV—71Y v 7 (ETS TOEFL® iBT Speaking Rubrics) Tl. general description, delivery,
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language use, topic development ® 4 IHH O FERXIEA DX H ). AFROFETH 28 EF 2 &
delivery ®3H H @ #H B Ti&, W < (flow, fluidity) & BB & (clarity) 2SH EH#H & .,
pronunciation, intonation, pacing %% #F flli ¥ & & % - T \» % (Educational Testing Service,
2019) -

I SFEZICBWT, L2 ZNET S ICE3HEME S, EME S, i S (complexity,
accuracy, fluency DX F % & 5T CAF) DIEA, if% (lexis) % EDIBENREINTE
(Skehan, 1998; Ellis, 2003, 2009; Ellis and Barkhuizen, 2005; Skehan & Foster, 2012), CAF &k
FLEVSTZHEEICOWTIL, EEPERT - 00 RERBNICEET LI LV HRETDH
%o BlZIE, —EORHNTREEOLNLHEORRHEROS ML 2 bR %E (lexical
density) #EH$ 55D H S (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 2012) . iE#EEE
WE—EEDT 7 A MNTOEROGERZMLDOT, HBSITHEL 525 -20EEE S
%o

=), HEFICLoTOLMPYRTSIEREZYTEH L, WhWBHERHY (accentedness).
MEFICLsTOHMEL R T E (comprehensibility), M & FAEBBHEEN L ED »
(intelligibility) ® 3 22%L2 R HOFHEHE OREM R b DL LTHEIFS NS (Derwing &
Munro, 1997; Derwing, Rossiter, Munro, & Tomson, 2004; Munro & Derwing, 1995a, 2001;
Munro, Derwing, & Morton, 2006) .

AFRFEFIIBV TR LD, HRORZOFFETIT ) BEOFETH 5, €O T,
REBOBFGE (FBaEH) LitliE BEEBIXPYETHMOEEIEs I A A=) O LLHH
— (HAEGFE) Thrlfigsnszn, 22 TIE320MRENIHED D B, accentedness LA}
® intelligibility & comprehensibility 22V Tit U4, Accentedness < b ) —2 DR IL,
accentedness 2SH & T2 L o TOBR I N SIILT L OEEDS LV E W) IIEHEDRH 5
"5 Thb, Plz1E, Kang, Thomson and Moran (2018) Tix., TOEFL iBT 28 L T, 7 X
YAh, AFY A, F—=A 5 7% EHNM (Inner Circle) D% &4 (Outer Circle) B &
UK (Expanding Circle) OFFEASHET 2 3EEY A=V FRBREZER L. L2FEETH 5
ZEAEDT A N ORERPEDL LN To722 25, NHOFEE LN - IEAHOFEE., Wi
NOREERTHTA MDA AT AR LAEIROON o7z, 72720, BEEF 2 HA LT
72K OFEEZH Y (accent) 23H B D DD EHL XV HDOT, Wk - HHEL XV D L2 55
WK ZOWEDERNPZOFEF LR TIE L0 L) BERIZK S, WT I8 X, accentedness &
MEFILLEoTORMLL T SOMEABBROAEMITIVEZ T o &) & LML T RN
(Saito, Trofimovich, & Isaacs, 2017)

Intelligibility & comprehensibility @ 2 D D)X, MAEENEF T — 7 & B THREWICE
T A ENUEEL Lk L2 EHEETI O EMIEE (CAF, lexis) LI3RZD, MEFITL-
TOLP YR T SRR ETIIHETH S, to T, TOFHOWNFTIE. FEERE LI
DOEBOWMIIEN L2 FiEOREE (HEF) 25D 5.
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KT, L2 A¥—F ¥ 7281 % intelligibility & comprehensibility DRE/IIZDWTE 512
FHLLEL, ZOMEOEMNLIFZENDOILHOMH 21T o

2.2. Intelligibility & comprehensibility

Intelligibility & comprehensibility (ZFPL L7282 TH 525, L2 BEFOMETIIXF SN TH
0. — IR S MR TH SN TS, HABETIRATE T HRELEERT L% L. #
FAITEYE. PRRME. PURTREME. MRS hR T IR LI EF I ELTEESOVT VS,

Munro and Derwing (1995a) 12 X4, intelligibility &1, [FEHED A v £ — I HH & Tl
B EOREIEREICHFE S N D] (p.76) T, MEFIHEZN o - HFEOHRPLHED S5l 2
179 FEDBTHRTH D, FIHOWZE (e.g, Fayer & Krasinski, 1987) Ti&., Vv #— MREEZ
JH W T B & F 12 intelligibility % 574l S ¥ 7261 3 & % 2%, Gass and Veronis (1984) < Munro
and Derwing (1995a) 132°% < OFAALIZB W T, intelligibility (3 X F253 R T A L,
MAEHEDOEBIN LI THEEZIT> T bo BARMIZIE, EBISRHEFOFR L7 2 & TI0H
WTHHW, IELSEFERDONF—T— FRBFEREZ D LRI TIL TS, ZDITH,
MEWS72ABRICHETAIEERZ A XZ20)HL72Y (Munro & Derwing, 1995b). [ & Fas#wn
PR b LIEHMi AT ) b H B,

—7. comprehensibility (3. M EFRENRLZIIEDICRFTZHMBTE 50, whid B &
DT E] WOV THETFIRC LB MR ZRHET 2 b0 T, MBKIZIEY) v h— PREE
FrHVC, BROFMEX12ORF T 2HE TOHMLRTS2EET %,
Comprehensibility OWfFEN% { T, 9 B (19 @ “easy to understand” 7*5 [1] @ “difficult
to understand” £ T) TIMliHEDIEET L2 HREHHAL T 5,

DlotBY, L25EOWANIEB VT, intelligibility IXAFFEH 3% BIW 2 81E &2 v C
GAT AT ONBEFRTH Y. —J5. comprehensibility & & T2 & o THOZIFIED I A5E- O
WL o TWDE W) EVHD D, intelligibility 12X, R 2 EZ A0 EW
comprehensibility % % DIZE TORREGICH W A IIEEERZ VWA, HEXFICE > TOH
LR TSR LIF T ZLIEE L DEFEFICL> THELRHETH L L b S, KIEHTEH
{2 comprehensibility IZ2WTHEY FiFb,

2.3. Comprehensibility & §Hili&

Comprehensibility (&, ZfiER 70V 74 G EBEDLTHBRIZIOWT A Y SHARETEL
WHE FOSMERHIB (ground judgement % listener judgement &9 §EAMlibNS) TH
EEIND, MLEFZHCTHHEFICL > TS 2N 2 WSS 5720, BWEF GEili
#Z) OFREOECEFMOMBEROFED FWEOHRE L > TVD, HlZIE, L2 HFHD
comprehensibility Af52 T LIZ LIS L &N 5 Gass and Veronis (1984) Tix., HAFE:- 75 ¥
TENGER S ORFETORE R, EEEE L T A EICH AR T, BN CIR (semantic
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context) OF MR & FAFER ENZT L2 HEHIE T H2RBER o Tk s, FH#ER
TEFE O D B 2R TV 5, FRIIUIRA S AT EFEEAS 1255 & v 9 Gass and
Veronis OFAAERIZBIRZ LR 2% L2 FEFHICHS 2 & Fofkh (FEH» 5 L2 566 % M
SENLBEBICWDL 0% &) 1X, comprehensibility DFHMICHEN R o/ e HEENTW
5o ZHUZ, Munro, Derwing, and Morton (2006) T3 EEEDOFERE 25> TWhb,

Gass and Veronis (1984) OFAEEHH O— (FIRIVICIR & B & FORERAHY L2 3855 0 BRI
MBS L)) ICEEERS T, Yy IVOY AL X2 WKL THEZIT 5720 DIZ Kennedy and
Trofimovich (2008) 25% %, #H& LT, L2 %% M S BRAS B, H 05, BB D v &
TFINEL 2B ER - 72, B & FoOREERE comprehensibility FFAZ 1 ZAH B BEAR AT Sz
Mo lze WiFE% 4T - 72 Kennedy S 3 ZF DM %, FEGEEM 2 & L2 FeE i b 2 &£ 2% w
TEHEE LT, BBORVHETFIEIMERN LW & 2R R MEE TR L 2 VWENE D
5729, WHEICHERMN 2 h o7 LTHRVFMiz 2 o720 TR VWA LH#ERELTY
%o ZD X H1Z, comprehensibility DFHEIZEEE B EWMY 3 X, HMEMY I &% LY
ZTIED BN TEDLALTREENH D L V) ZLICHBET LILEND S,

Gass and Veronis (1984) @i % < &% L offge ik, B & F (listener) | % [FHAli&
(rater) ] W L1GE#H (T AV A, #F 5, A XY A% EOWHERFERE) Thoeh, EEIR
L2 §f#&E H rater & LT L2FEE R EET 5 FEOWMAEN A SN S, Hl2IE, Saito, et al
(2019) TiE, v ¥ FYAEMED 100 MO L2 FFEHICHAANDOEERFT 2 HAELTHH ), Lv
IMEEATo T Do L2FEE (B, ¥ 7 58%) MM L2 FHEOFRE 27 li§ 2 & 9 2k
NOIEAEZEZ DL L, HERERERMET LR THS, - L2FBFRLoIIa=r— 3
OB LR EEZDEE, SHBELICL2HBICLESoTOL2ETEObLI ) 2§ SI2H
L COMENLETH S,

KIETIE, HAETOREHREICBVT, HEFICL > TObR ) 2T S Ol & 5% 158K
RIIZHLAGAR, Bl 2 OFHEIZEDS W CTEFHEDE S O L2 FBE BT 5 MENOUGEIZH
DD D L) BAADOHTIZTOWTH L S,

3. HREREICHTS L2 REOFHE L EZXZICRITT
3.1. EYEFEM (Dynamic Assessment)

HETHETE I B 281D 5 W AYEFT (dynamic assessment) (¥, Vygotsky (1978)
D [FE DI (zone of proximal development; ZDP) OIS WTW5B, BIRYETE
BV TR AR L 1d. B 2EOKEOMETII R L, FHMIH & B mE OMEEH %
LT, AL ANVOFVERET HEETH Y, FFMICEICHEBENRMATHONS
FREOHERIC L o TERFFEORELZITHIBRELE LTIRZONTWS (eg., Lids, 1995; Dillon,
1997)
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FETOLADO—BE L TOBHHNFHIIOWTOEZ TR TEICDW T, Poehner (2008)
LEZE LODH DD, AN GEHRE LT, FHRRFERORERD X 5 —20FEHH O
IHBNERER, &5 KR TOIEIRE L, B H & PEAE % i < BB 4 v O3l E (K
Bl F 7213 BE) A5 [E0 7] (static) FE &340, FHliO R R F-ili#212. iz ¥
THERE, HHVEI Y2 —=FOFEE TS T L O A TER 2 RILEE 5 OHEIEHI
EE3ND, AL o TREBRORTIHFHEE (Fhl) 2328 (FEE) CHERHFER L
DEBN AT R RO FEEORIIOBM 2175720 FEEDFVOERELLVTLHI LD
BIEGO 1 2O TH 2 (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004) .

BIFHHIC OV T 3 H 5. BBINART A D EIZRL D, EELTE vz, GRlik R
DREFM (reliability) 2SRIESI N A Ve ZOMIZDOWT, BINFEMZHEET L2 7ETH 5
Lantolf and Poehner (2004) 1%, BiR9EFMiIC & o T reliability # BRI A EIIHFETH S
(detrimental) & ¥ THRRTW5 (p.67)0 F7z. HBEBLOBENLRMEL LT, kOOEE
THENOFEZEOMEEZILIR L, ROEEE TICMENH -2 2AZELMIITEST 2 L
I DIFHBEM D LN WDH D05, BINEHEOH&EZ RS DD, Hekin fE Rz EE e &
DING Y ARERZBLEDND %,

VU Eo k) MBS Z#RE L LT, KEORERETHEFIILoTOLRDRT EITON
THEHWFHIiZ LD XS IBHL ) 20 &E XL THI,

32, REBREANOBHFFHEDOEA DK

BFHIE 7V O—BIZ, [7 A b~ A -3 T A b (testintervention-posttest) 73d %
(Poehner & Lantolf, 2005) 7 A b EREZRITo/2H LI, 74— FNw 7 &2ATH ., KRIFEELR
HHAZHEAWICIRET S, 2 EOHEBEN LN AZBL T, FHEICRMB XA & B0 2 5053
ELIREELHZ, BBICLIVWHEETF AN 2T L0 FHAL U TH 5D,

=4 - 3EH (2013) TED B2 RIS ORI H TH 2 B EORETIZ, FHoRM LK
BIHEETO 77 ANV E LTRSS E B RS7 5 725A LT AEE TR Ny 2
WZOWTAE—F %247 i) 2L T2 GREOHE L NEOFMIZOWTIE, Flt2
BWahizw), 1 HOFE L 2 HHOGEORMMWEREIIN 3 » ATh s, EHDOHEIC
DWTIE, FETHA L T2 HFE (Grant, 2017) MBS 27 4 — FXNY ZHO 7 + — 4
126> T 3B (1=Little/No control, 2=Some control, 3=Good control) THE I HE % 1T\,
BRMICHY MO REFER ETOWTT PN ZAZRATHFHEHIEL TS, BETHDIE
ToI0HHETH %,

- Consonant Sounds (F%&) - Thought Groups (HEWDOT EEDH)
- Vowel Sounds (£+3) - Focus (fEriE
- Grammatical Endings (GERE) - Final Intonation (3{RKA ¥ bk —3 3 V)

— 118 —



RYPPFREFRERFEIIB T 2 HEFM I EICHT 5 —F %

- Word Stress (FE5RZ:) - Connected Speech (ifE / i 5E5EE)
- Rhythm (U X&) - Consonant Clusters (T-&#% / fiH

C DD LAWK 2 HMOPEIIFERBEORE T O 7 74 ) ¥ 7 D72dIAToTHEY, &F
AN HA SN VDT [T A M LEHBL TR0, B e L Tid Poehner & Lantolf
(2005) DFEMET 5 test-intervention-posttest D FNHZ BEA TV 5,

BAEOETF NV OME ML, 1 HHOEER. 74— KNy 7 %21 580 TEREHHEIZDOWT
DEBZEDHBEPAL L TnwD L W) T ETHbD, itk (word stress) DBEERIEAN 7
KA v+ A—3 3 YHHI (final intonation) (IRFAZRNEE ORIV DHB72H )M, )AL
(NFFE L RREFE ORI, BRO27-F ), ERGER oML, S EHZ2R2 T
74— Ny 72 LTH, EHNDOTRIZ L OFEF I o THMBAPHL V. B2 1HHD
fETu 7 7 A0V T [ (focus) | @A 27 A1 (Little/No control) 72 - 7258 &1, #lif
POBROF L F D LI T, EEFEL T, L) fHELH L BEBFEORFEDETHE ) O
THEELTERLIICLV) T INA R E2ZIT 24, ZORETEIMS2 THICHBETELRn X
I THbBo FEWE. —HOHEH GERE - LKA Y A=Y av) IZOWT1HHE 20 HOHE
TG 24T - 7205, #Et LABRESRO b Aholz (547 - 52, 2013)0 42T OFIE
HiZoWTHEZ LD TRAVA, TAETHALZEHE T, 11 HOFbIICES <
T A= RNy I HPFHEOIGEIIG - E D ELAREEZ D5 L TWDL EEFE0AL, FHMlie
WMADHFIIHEDORMDH S Z EATRENT VS,

—DODERWRUHBLE L L TR R FERZ MET L TWwbDid. comprehensibility {25:12K
X B e 52 pHEHEZREY, ZOHBIZOWTEEZICE Tz S €5 HETH L. 2
ETOREDORY Tk, i1 M HOSFFOREHEZEEEE MO T, FHEVEH
TREDT T MG L IR T B2 THo7ze ZRITIA T, UKD 2 [0 HOfkE THi 7z
WCEHBRFALEOREZMYD ANLZLIZL T, 2HHOESF CICETERHEORENTE S
£ R2L ) HELFHEZ¥HHICG 25, COHEETMTE2EEL 2 LK T TIC
FRHEH HIC D W TR AR R L L O L5 28T 122 2 TR D 5.

L2 94 74 ¥ ZHETIE, 1980 FRBEPSLFFHEIC I L —= v T %2 fT- 72 L TE Tl %
ERBIETIATAVIOEANPMETAHIEEZRTHER/RRLEDVRENTVE D (eg.,
Berg, 1990). A ¥ —F ¥ 7 RREEHEII OV TOEFEMEO IV v, FEORKEIIBITS
Y7 FHEA ORI O —4k & LT, Saito, et al. (2019) 7 EDLATHIZEE D & 12, L2 B0
comprehensibility IZ KX 28 %2 RIZTEEZDPSBELTCETEEDRA v F 2K ) AL LE
Bd 5o

B2, THE TOIFIETIZ. comprehensibility D EFMIZ X, 0HiEF (segmentals) &
DBOEINEF (suprasegmentals) D HVKRELKEET L L VI HEEIHE SN TS (eg.
Saito, Trofimovich, & Isaacs, 2016) 2 ), RO FEDOFY L D, FHEERFLY XA LR EDOFY
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DIFH)DHETOBBOBEEIRDLE V) ZETH D, FLZHFM 4HE VI RS NIIEE
KM D2 ATy EFRR E AP EM & LA VWERF I LFER S 2 EOSHNERIZOWT
ET7HEENTELL NI LETIHHE TL2DITHENTIEIAW2D, LIZEITF 10 0EE
RAY PO B, VALRENL SESHINERELBE L TEEHEEZEBARELEZ TV,
FEBICCOE T 70 75 AR BEFEICI) ANDEICIE, EL) MBI WTHHTD - T
ZRTCBVEDP DD, BIZIE (ZEAEOFRBEPHAELESETH L7 7 AT, HaHl
TOMEF (CTEEH) THOhPIRTVE ) ICHEISHEEMAL 2D, ARBES VL Z
AICBHEHEEANTAHS A FEBIILTREZ LI T2 Lk, T0 L) 2FELXFCIC
. REMRBEE AN S L BRI U Koz AHERED 2SRCEIR 2B & FIC5 2720
T5HZERBETHYIL, T84 (consonant clusters) DIEEME 7 & %47 TH L LED
Hbo Ty UWHEOTHEHERE T, HRECHIFHEALETEED ML —Z v T2 0
ICHLAEDLE T e W) RENORHBRSOMES., ET7TREZEHARIVPMELTVwERES
PERPMRED X ITHIBET 200 L, EBRHICENT THRETTREFEIIESCH S,

4. BHVIZ

Fikd & B, comprehensibility iz & T2l o TOMB LR T EDESNT, FOHEEIL
HHFECld eV &y & SICEIREITE 7 2 FEEE TV ) B (reliability) 222 &8
WHETH LI L5, B X 272000 - FHIRD 2 M OFHFOEERLE THRED A 2T 2K
RS €L 2 EIERET LTV RV, Ll #ACL2 1HBOEEDDH & T, FHEIZ
T4 —FNy 2&L, e TEREERECELLTHETCA L VW) B TOHBENRMAL T2 1
T2MHOHEERIT) ZET, FHRENI FAXA- IO L2EEZT TR HSORE 2 BT
Z L0, FIKET Lz0HI2 b Mk L T comprehensibility 0] Eo 72 12 HALY
BMNL—= VT %4T) SEDPWEILLZDOTE RN LEZ TV,

ERHERE L L TORGEICBIT LAY —F V7| IR EOREEZEZ 2 256, £ 0%8H
R LI E DL Tloc— AD L255H L LTHBEZET LD, L1GHE L L2EHE R
Eolzy BV L2HEHEDADEMO LM THFEEZMHH T2 WREEI V. 20X A -
F A3 2T AIRBIRIEBEINRTOWREE LIIMP L I BEI S, BEHEL S 5 ITWH
EN72HOICL, FEHAO L2 HKERNOBEICHFGFTLE70 7T 0 EELENEETH D,
ZD7=DIZIE, S&IME T VICE T 5 EAEE 2 A ER, RE T — 5 THAEL TV BE
Bd 5o
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