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Abstract This study is a study on the different cognitive systems and different knowledge systems of members
participating in complex and diverse consulting projects, and it is a study on team collaboration that affects
the team performance of the project. The purpose of this study is to analyze the mediating effects of team
shared cognition, team transactive memory, team knowledge integration, and team efficacy in the cognitive
interaction process of a consulting project. This study established a research model and research hypothesis
based on previous studies. Data were collected from consultants who actually participated in the consulting
project. To empirically analyze the research hypothesis, demographic analysis, validity and reliability analysis,
structural model analysis for hypothesis verification, and mediating effect analysis using phantom variables
were performed. As a result of the study, in order to increase team performance, it is necessary to improve
team shared cognition and team transactive memory, which are cognitive systems, and team knowledge
integration, which is a knowledge system, must also be improved. Therefore, there is a need for a sense of
team efficacy that integrates disparate cognitive and knowledge systems, trusts each other's expertise, and
enables successful team work. In addition, future studies on sub-factors of cognitive processes are needed.

Key Words : Management consulting, Consulting project, Team collaboration, Team shared cognition,
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basic research hypothesis

H1. Team Collaboration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Shared Cognition.

H2. Team Collaboration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Transactive Memory.

H3. Team Collaboration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Knowledge Integration.
H4. Team Collaboration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Efficacy.

Hb. Team Collaboration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Performance.

He. Team Shared Cognition of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Transactive Memory.
H7. Team Transactive Memory of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Knowledge Integration.
HB8. Team Shared Cognition of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Efficacy.

HO. Team Transactive Memory of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Efficacy.

H10. Team Knowledge Integration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Efficacy.

H11. Team Efficacy of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Performance.

H12. Team Shared Cognition of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Performance.

H13. Team Transactive Memory of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Performance.
H14. Team Knowledge Integration of consultants participating in a consulting project will have a positive (+) effect on Team Performance.

H15.

Team Shared Cognition, Team Transactive Memory, Team efficacy, Team Knowledge Integration and of consultants participating in a consulting project will
be mediated in the relationship between team collaboration and team performance.
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Table 2. Operational definition of variables
Measgrement Operational definition Composition of survey questions Researcher
variable
Team participating in a consulting project shared goals, clear roles and responsibilities, balance of [2], [88],
Collaboration input of team members rewards, lead by example [89], [90]
articipating in a consulting project interest in members,
Tam participating 9 pro) relationships between members, [18], [31],
Shared Cognition cognitive system for understanding of team encouragement for new ideas, [501, [53]
bers ) X !
mem adding value to the development/acceptance of new methods
participating in a consulting project T S .
Team ) specialization, credibility in specialization, and work coordination [21, 18],
Transactive Memory Aknowtedge system for trust in the expertise of of consultants participating in consulting projects [33], [76]

team members and work coordination

participating in a consulting project
integration of knowledge of different knowledge
systems of team members

Team
Knowledge Integration

aggregation of team member expertise,
review of areas of expertise, [44]. [80],
clear work performance, [91], [92]
integration expertise for a project

participating in a consulting project

Team Comprehensive evaluation and belief in the team's
Efficacy ability as an integrated attribute of team members at
the team level

the effectiveness of the project team,

Team participating in a consulting project
Performance output factors of team members

the skills and abilities of the members, [18], [501,
belief in mission fulfilment, [55], [56]
performing difficult tasks

achievement of team members' goals, (. 2
adhere to schedule, adhere to budget, [17]' i1 é]

ensuring the quality of output
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Table 3. Summary of the composition of the questionnaire

classification of survey items number of questions scale
Input(l) Team Collaboration 5 questions
Team Shared Cognition 5 questions
Cognitive interaction process Team Transactive Memory 6 questions Likert
P) Team Knowledge Integration 5 guestions 5-point scale
Team Efficacy 5 questions
Output(0) Team Performance 5 questions
Demographic characteristics 6 questions Nominal scale
Total 37 questions
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Jo OElo | = sas —p. 41 M H B2 &Y
AR B2 Likert 58 AL &850 745kt
B AZojAE A BAL o5le] 2xE Aus & 49 TEBES UM Sl e ALHES diY
Al 7| A T2 7 SPSS ver. 229F AMOS ver. 225 & 28 Y ZRAES] FAuto] wA|= WA 1A
a3leit} ¥lE BA AT BA0 gpsSver 22.0& 0] A ARAE TRAAS FASHL Al HE3RUAL ©F
& 51t 183 3R1A 9 QIEA(CFA: Confirmatory Hufk gXA5 dasdd 448 ZeHE0 g4y
Factor Analysis)e 93t 24mdlo] mdzst By Il tieh gF FAE ASEHsH] Aot 2AE +
A% e B4 W g B, prud gag s 9ol ZERlo R MRSl 20] 713 B4t Bl
3 7aAA, UH7H§1}—EJ\_4, 83 We WPhantom B S SHE 33270011, JlaH HEA] FolA £
Variable)S S8t 7P s 9014 AHL AMOS ver. & SHAI 36202 Aot 2969 SHAIS AT52H

208 Bg3tol BABHgI
0o 22 AFEA e thet Lek
1) Qo] Y| ATEALY E4E et 9

3 E‘r“’PE 452 el gl

B &Cﬂk‘—éﬁ(CFA)A ZAHgE EAy 2gnd

A4S &9 EPE*EQP A% BHI=EE Eﬁ}

&3}l Cronbach's ¢ AlG+E
%?l {ﬂE —‘jr”:% st

3) 2 AoA AQtet A= Ee] AAis Tk
3} A%} AR Sotel FERD BHS
sgsioict.

4 SRRSS} FEu0] AN gl
st w7l a3} A4S Y9) BootstrappingC 2 2]
A a3 7Han 9 F a%E oSyl v
w720 tisto] WiE WS E8sto] 1R
jﬂrgl Og/kg_O_ 747(-10 O:h:]—

5 & A= ﬁ%—ia LA Eo] Zofs= 44U |
Aol Tt AE A" ZEA A 0|A A 4
A8 Sk ]7% & oA "3aelAe gd

Hda549] o5 mrlazto]

*‘%ﬁ?% —P%Ei Skl %_’ Fee=®

Joe 28] gk 2E 87} A= o] Fof2|X|

m&

10

> o

=2
R ow
™

ek oo mx
c;kl?OO

5e)
-
AQ

[¢)

Al=2B4e Q5 BAZZ I SPSS ver.
229} AMOS ver. 222 AR&3}ITh

AR SEE ALHE 4 E4S
HES Y AY, 18 $F, %’i’é‘%‘ 7238, A4Y HE
Hof, A4g S g A4S A+ v‘i—%}i BATE
@ SPSS ver. 225 %%6} a
AT} Table 49} Zo] A

4.2 EfEet A A

421 ZHRE 24

Aat A9 7 7+9] 70l A AMOS
ver. 228 B9 914 QRIEM(CFAS A5t 2+ &
dego] ALY HA93I5H. 14 a1E
A(CFA) At &S 719] A 2 A4
e BAE HAShe ACE 53], gl QllEA
(CFA)Z LSS A RS 219] QIR ohkE S48
o uz 7MY B S5k Aol 5851
ARG-E] I ATH94.

zxndo] Ay AA B4 Axol goryT:=
Table 59+ At} AFE A BAFS AHEH, CMIN/
dfe] SHA= 1.941=2 7|1 21]5te] gho 2 FSo]
3, RMR=.031, RMSEA= .056, TLI= .938, CFI= .9449]
EA e 7I1EA ol oz EAEo] oot



S0 S 0IXj= YER0) 23t O PINE IRNES SHOR YBQOIX|, YHEDE, YANSE, Sasuel Wwialy 19

Table 4. Demographic characteristics

division frequency % % of Accumulated
male 227 76.7 76.7
gender female 69 233 100.0
total 2% 100.0
under 30 years 5 1.7 1.7
30 years old or older - 39 years old or older 35 11.8 135
age 40 years old or older - 49 years old or older 85 28.7 422
50 years old or older - 59 years old or older 122 41.2 83.4
over 60 years 49 16.6 100.0
total 2% 100.0
college graduate 99 334 334
education level graduate degree 197 66.6 100.0
total 2% 100.0
under 2 years 27 9.1 9.1
more than 2 years to less than 5 years 62 20.9 30
consulting career more than 5 years to less than 7 years 55 18.6 48.6
more than 7 years to less than 10 years 83 28.1 76.7
over 10 years 69 233 100.0
total 2% 100.0
IT consulting field 30 10.1 10.1
etc 16 54 15.5
marketing field 104 35.1 50.7
consulting field production management field 25 8.4 59.1
human resource management field 40 135 72.6
finance field 81 274 100.0
total 2% 100.0
not qualify 66 22.3 22.3
Qualification qualified 230 77.7 100.0
total 2% 100.0
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Table 5. Measurement model fit test analysis result (final)
ltem P CMIN/DF RMR GFI AGFI NFI TLI CFI RMSEA
initial model 000 1941 031 856 829 892 938 944 066
final model 000 1539 020 97 901 952 979 983 043
baseline ) .05 (2 (5 >.9 .85 )9 )9 >.9 (.08
fit - good good good good good good good good




20 Mogslein H1AEM1E

Table 6. Summary of concentrated validity and reliability analysis

Latent variable Observation variable SE C.R. P-value AVE CR Cronbach'er
team collaboration 1 - - -
Team Collaboration team collaboration 4 .090 12.343 *Hx 730 .889 829
team collaboration 5 .084 12.841 *Hx
team shared cognition 2 - - -
Team Shared Cognition team shared cognition 3 068 15.38 HrE 817 930 872
team shared cognition 5 063 16.672 HrE
team transactive memory 1 055 16.519 *rE
. team transactive memory 2 - - -
Team Transactive Memory team transactive memory 5 039 23600 P 876 965 934
team transactive memory 6 039 23.848 Hrx
T Knowled team knowledge integration 3 - - -
ealr;legr]roa\{\{oi e team knowledge integration 4 069 14.301 *rE 778 913 .849
team knowledge integration 5 068 14.207 HrE
team efficacy 2 - - -
Team Efficacy team efficacy 4 065 16.981 *rE 811 928 874
team efficacy 5 064 15.25 *rE
team performance 2 - - -
team performance 3 .066 15.973 *rE
Team Performance team performance 4 066 16.3% P .837 953 906
team performance 5 056 20.255 *rE
(initial model) x2=813.268, df=419, p=.000, CMIN/DF=1.941, RMR=.031, GFI= 856,
measurement model fit AGFI=.829, RMSEA=.056, NFI= 892, CFl= 944, TLI= 938
(final model) x2=238.519, df=155, p=.000, CMIN/DF=1.539, RMR= .020, GFI= .927,
AGFI=.901, RMSEA= .043, NFI= 952, CFI= 983, TLI=.979
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Table 7. Discriminant validity test results

Measured variable Team Collaboration ez Shared ez IFESEEise ez Knowiedge Team Efficacy | Team Performance
Cognition Memory Integration
Team Collaboration 854
Team Shared Cognition J207 904
9 (.033) '
) 576 .528***
Team Transactive Memory (032 (.030) .936
T | | i .882
eam Knowledge Integration (.030) (.030) (020 83
676+ .626*** 507*** B44***
Te Effi ’
eam Efticacy (.032) (.031) (.028) (.031) 900
.668*** 6177 .520*** oIkl .690***
Team Perf 9
eam rerormance (.030) (.028) (.027) (.028) (.031) o1

() is the standard error of covariance.

*p( .05, ** p(.01, *** p(.001.

The diagonal value represents the square root of AVE, and the off-diagonal value represents the correlation coefficient value.
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T2 AR (SEM: Structural Equation Modeling)
9] XA AT (model fit) £4 A3}, CMIN(x2)pét< Al
9J5kal, CMIN/DF= 1.620, RMR= .023, GFI= .922,

b3 b5
1 31
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1 F . 1
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Fig. 4. Confirmed research model for basic hypothesis testing
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Table 8. Structural model fit test analysis result (final)

Item P CMIN/DF RMR GFI AGFI NFI TLI CFI RMSEA
initial model .000 1.941 .031 .856 .829 892 .938 944 .056
final model .000 1.539 .020 927 901 .952 .979 .983 .043

baseline ) .05 (2 (5 >.9 ) .85 >.9 >.9 >.9 (.08
fit - good good good good good good good good

AGFI= .896, NFI= .949, TLI, CFI=.980, RMSEA= .046 ~ &< 58%(R2= .580)= E-A=|q]ch.
7} 71230 Fitols REAYEE HojFqlth. CMIN
(x)p B2 00022 A E 7|29 .5ET 4] oo} 2El
Ao BA9lslgich RMR A #7} 023207 - 9F
%35}31, RMSEA A #7} .046E .8 ©]3}o]l, GFI, AGFI
A E7} .8 olAFo 2 YERFOH, NFI, TLI, CFI A/ ¥7} & @D

= 23 A 08 e o] 7|EXE WA
AOEN 8 7hst RAAE B 7|&E $597]
stoich BTt HEleng AP T ¢
QA =3l

; ‘~\\759 R2= 566
\ s
S Team
,aMacy
e e

H11.320

432 7|2 714HA e 2=

718 7] o3t SjEAIESel HE YT R bromas
Heedd "X, BENT, JA45e, dasd,
A7} 719] Qla} A B4 Ayl Fig. 5, Table 93+ 72 Fig. 5. Basic hypothesis test results

},

E A9 YA HSES] A E S AEY gy 714 H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H10, H11, H14
Aol HZRRAAE Ash= g2 54.8% (R2=.548) 9 AR £4 AT} p-valuex ( .05 M-S A=
o|lx, Yol EWEJ‘L’%% Aol A2 35.8% U

ol YANEUS ek 4y /M HBS % QA Pastel YW 3T
< 38. 2‘V(R2 382)014 HA, @5 UA, @EE mE Rolof o A& E4 2, FRASEEIHAD) =
J-J7-'rr dA453o] "HasdE AYctes A¥ge 159, CR 2 1.917, p-value: ) .052 7Hd2 7|Z
S6.64R= SCOZ UERITE, BB, BERAA, B Ak 5 A4 xeded] Jojsts © PHUE 0
Huf gA45do] dasde] gA4HE d¥sk=4d o 93-RUA= Hasd Tl B+ 9 HAA
Table 9. Summary of basic hypothesis test results
Standardized Non-standardized _ =
iEaRy il coefficients coefficients Sis gt B o
H1 Tam Shared Cognition < Team Collaboration 740 774 .082 9.439 el accept
H2 Team Transactive Memory < Team Collaboration 416 490 112 4.369 *rE accept
H3 Team Knowledge Integration < Team Collaboration 523 549 .088 6.277 *rx accept
H4 Team Efficacy < Team Collaboration 332 .350 109 3218 .001 accept
H5 Team Performance < Team Collaboration 232 230 .095 2426 015 accept
HE Team Transactive Memory < Tam Shared Cognition 221 249 101 2.467 014 accept
H7 Team Knowledge Integration < Team Transactive Memory 146 130 .062 2.090 .037 accept
H8 Team Efficacy= Tam Shared Cognition 159 161 .084 1.917 .055 reject
H9 Team Efficacy < Team Transactive Memory .086 .077 .053 1.443 149 reject
H10 Team Efficacy < Team Knowledge Integration 316 317 .070 4512 *rx accept
H11 Team Performance« Team Efficacy 320 .301 .071 4.247 *rE accept
H12 Team Performance < Tam Shared Cognition 113 107 .071 1.511 131 reject
H13 Team Performance« Team Transactive Memory 104 .087 .045 1.945 .052 reject
H14 Team Performance < Team Knowledge Integration 138 130 .062 2.089 .037 accept
Structural model fit CMIN=252.750, df=156, p=".000, CMIN/DF= 1.620, RMR=.023, GFl= 922, AGFI= 896, TLI=
uctural modet i 975, CFl= .980, NFI= .949, RMSEA= .046
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u)d Zojcy o] A= 24 A3t 4 H(ﬂiﬂhﬂ )
.077, C.R. 2 1.443, p-valuex ) .052 73 717

At &, ﬂ*éE‘ T 2AE Fojsle g TAAYE T
O FHEWF = Hasd T A FFE v]AX
g AoT HHE] i},

7Hd H129 E3RAAE @40 A 3%
n)d Aot} o] A= EA A3}, oiﬁﬂT(thﬂ )
113, C.R. & 1.511, p-value: ) .052 7 71

Ak &, A4y Z2AEC] Hojshe | TAUE

9] F3-fA= gAY ol FH9 JFe UleX
U= Aoz EAFEI,

7 H139 ©ARIFE gAY H(H+) 93¢
od Zojtt o] A& B4 A, ARANERIAM=
104, C.R. 2 1.945, p-valuex ) .052 73 717

At &, A4y T2AEC Hojsle | FHLE T

o dAHNFE AT A 9 FTFE vIRA
U= Ao E EAFI.

) r\l N r{r ru

r\l N r{r ru

an

4.4 72N

4.4 g etEA
W7 A (mediated effect analysis)}> SPSS &
AZL2 I3} AMOS A Z 2 13)0] thZc}, SPSS BA|
23S &8st up/fast B4 Baron and
Kenny(1986)[98]2] 3‘;}741 S 85k Wiol 1,
AMOS BAZ=IHE B8t mi7jad 442 FEA
EdH(bootstrapy= &85l THHave] fo48S A4
otA ©rH99). FEAEZ Y (bootstrapping)< LT
ofjA] FAH9] FET HE TolHE o R AREFE
2 §olo] REOAE FYSI o HEARY

H 22322 slo] SIREE Aop] tiol A}

Table 10. Indirect effect analysis result

27 2GS YA J-Z ofA "t & BT B
£ HEEAHA EE HolHE v oE AR =
HaE FAoe WA94]o]th

£ =22 14Y Z2AEo] Fojst= | A EEC]
HATE =ol7] Hgt AR 74 2 FolA HEY
o] S} TR FERS Alo|9] T TAA
QIAA oA TEAAY R4, 9 EIF, |
45, 2Rse] S —4 s w7 a et A5t
1A} gk E5] Al HE A2 iRl Q
A4 Ao AE TEA| A HER11A], @ E IR, B4
A58 985S Boto] 9443 9% Pt
7] R 244 MY H<(phantom variable)S -85}
of Z}7+e] A &of thet WiZjavtE RAIskSIc ¥
e 7MY MEA HA-E 9 HaX]o] Pk
A QH=TH1001.

Th2- 0 2 AMOS ver 22.0 BAZZ 131 9] A
(bootstrap) & A-8&sto] wj/jarhEAS AdstA
o}, B4 Ay Table 107 2t} #A4E 4 }
ofst=© /€S B T 7H 1A A Aot
& ZEAAQ HEARIA, HRHE LS, HA4Ee 8

a9 ARl gt viad £4 23 1Hare
ARAG 445, p-value( .004) ( .052 W7/ &= 95%
Ao A SAHCRE Folgt Ao & Yehtt 74
H159] TAAT @7 7k QIA A 528 TEAA
A HFRIA, 9 EnE, HRAEE, "gasiel o
NET7F A Gatof| A vlX|= 7ol folsta, 1M R
Fof| A w|R| = FTFol FJ5HA et B2 uiZ axrt
Y= Ao g BAFI) AME m2AEo] Fofsl g
999 A 28T 7]'—4 AX A Jozrg mEA|
201 HE3ReIA, @R NF, HAAEY a5
ZA=0] gt viZf E = A== ok

O

fr

l‘;‘?:

L
=
T

EAE

‘1
L

Path Non—sta@ardwzed SE — Standf’ar.dued Results
coefficients coefficients
Team Collaboration — Team Performance partial mediation effect
direct effect 230 .105 .022 232
indirect effect 445 .092 .004 449
total effect 675 197 .026 .681
o ) CMIN= 265.182, df=160, p=.000, CMIN/DF= 1.657, RMR=.027, GFI= 920, AGFI= .894, TLI= .974, CFI= .978, NFI= 947,
indirect effects model fit RMSEA= 047

1. Each regression coefficient is a standardized regression coefficient.

2. The p-value of the direct effect is the CR (p) value of the non-standardized regression coefficient of Estimation. (***(.001)
3. The p-value of the indirect effect and the total effect is Bootstrap's p-value. (Two Tailed Significance)
4. Regression coefficient value of total effect = Regression coefficient value of direct effect + Regression coefficient value of indirect effect.
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4.4.2 WY W5 2E5H IS0 o1 4E
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HEL WiARIE BA617] YA g ARG
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Table 11. Summary of indirect effect hypothesis test results using phantom variables
Indirect effect path ; _
Theory (satthusiig rim EEls) Indirect effect p-value Results
H15a Team Collaboration — Team Knowledge Integration(P1) — Team Performance(P2) c*h 064 reject
H15b Team Collaboration — Team Efficacy(P3) — Team Performance(P4) d*i .003 accept
Team Collaboration — Team Transactive Memory(P5) — e )
Hi5c Team Knowledge Integration(P6) — Team Performance(P7) bfh 051 reject
Team Collaboration — Team Knowledge Integration(P8) — -
Hi5d team efficacy(P9) — Team Performance(P10) cgt 002 accept
Team Collaboration — Team Transactive Memory(P11) —
H15e Team Knowledge IntegrationP12) — Team Efficacy(P13) —~ b*f*g¥i .019 accept
Team Performance(P14)
Team Collaboration — Team Shared Cognition(P15) —
H15f Team Transactive Memory(P16) — Team Knowledge Integration(P17) — Team a*e*f*h .048 accept
Performance(P18)
Team Collaboration — Team Shared Cognition(P19) —
H15g Team Transactive Memory(P20) — Team Knowledge Integration(P21) — Team a*e*f*ghi .037 accept
Efficacy(P22) — Team Performance(P23)
A o= 20 g FAEAT 123 7HE HI5¢S Y skt 18 il Ay Aol A LRt EAIE siEsh]
3 Qo) @ WA BRRLT} BAASRS o) AU meAEo] Ahchol T9E B, 9§
SAHOZ UIIA g AOR BN, BAYS T AU 4T, Bge Y, S450] BEA A
287 FF BACNAN BEFA2 wi7isks A2 B 2QIR2]0 R EgWsE AAEAT o2 FPAA
MEQIch HAA SRS HasHE Sollok ol 93F Al AR FeAEshe TEAAQ | o] 2
A PHEEF, GANELE Bl GAB] AFL T G Aol o 52 ol JAlEHE BER
VA Ao BAHD BAREFE 9AASE § A, AL det ols) Aot AR e Aishn 74
A5de 5ol ATl FFS vA= AR EAEA A AFE 2= “EV*EJL QIR A A
o HFH o s HEYY BT F WACNA HEa+ 59l B HAHYES] AR} AEAAE TSt 9A4
X, HAENF, HAASHE d=or W) S FF H AHolA Y 5"?;‘7—‘1 £/42 = Eo] A
Sh ok, Gasde] Wit g A0k BAHY W s elel o F3el Woleh wedl gakde
o e Agsielt o R Rt ZeaEo)
T 110] FoAE HolM AZ e JAAAAY HE 24, 9 &5 dit &5 AR F4IL, 20
AAAARZ Qlste] | 99 7] B 59X, FE B i BATNE SHEUSE "“46} th. o]& B & A+
UX, § TN WA 251, DT TS 5O mPL Sty ATHEL At
A= E AolA U0 S 408 Hol A 2 dAfollAs ASEAE 9 37719 dw =
d 5] thet S Bkl o gastol Wi Hgste] Rl AEAE Bl 33259 AEAE 2
e slo] LeAEY YiE Folk AT Q0w gt BAU HEA 3655 AskL 20650 4
A 121 g A4S =ol7] Aside © 99 A SPSS ver. 229 AMOS ver. 22 Ezﬂu I8s
of that olslg 7uko Telo] ek ols) Aleel A sjel AL P AF AL At A
42 N 7Y 00 QRE AL ANY  RURHE P 1 MG SERUAE B
XG5 A8 TFZM|A(Cognitive Interaction Processys  sad g3 G t|X|A] = Aoz BT
N E THEEY AR HEAAS FESt F A 191, @R IRE 98T "l IS vIAl
oflA U] FAA S0 = Fol Ad o gt A ke Ao E BAESIT FEAENS 83
B B0 0] 2R A2E Fotol AU BAGIE FYL ST G WA BT
meAE0] T3S Folo} s Ao WA A, YRR, GAAEY, Basdol e e
3} 4% 23 BEAoR PRI} g Aow e
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5. 22 o Jef, BERRRAes 9% 42t 72 2
B QT o Mo elns Eao] nede sqe A LSRR A AR et v ase &
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