Modern Linguistics BVIE S %, 2020, 8(3), 310-321 Hans Xl
Published Online June 2020 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ml
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.83042

An Empirical Study on the Relationship
between Intercultural Sensitivity and
English Listening and Speaking
Competence of Beijing Undergraduates

Zhixian Huang, Xinyuan Mei, Guoxia Zu*

School of Foreign Languages, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing
Email: hzxzx2016 @foxmail.com, iconmxy@126.com, “zuguoxia@163.com

Received: Apr. 7", 2020; accepted: May 18", 2020; published: May 25", 2020

Abstract

Taking 78 Beijing undergraduates as subjects, this research investigates the relationship between
intercultural sensitivity and English speaking and listening competence by questionnaires and semi-
structural interviews. Results show that intercultural sensitivity significantly correlates with Eng-
lish speaking competence but it does not show any significant correlation with English listening
competence. Five aspects of intercultural sensitivity (interaction engagement, interaction confi-
dence, interaction enjoyment, interaction attentiveness and respect for cultural difference) influ-
ence the development of English speaking and listening competence to different degrees. The re-
search result not only helps students to better improve intercultural sensitivity and English com-
petence, but also sheds light on the cross-cultural teaching.
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1. 5|

AR, BEE EBRAS RS A ERINIR, R 22 B 0A 7B SR RIS AR . SR E IR
AN — PSB85 SRS PR R PR o A 10 A o RS 17 56 155 1% IR 3% 52 T FL B Wy
2SI R R BE TR B[], SRS SCABBURR S (intercultural sensitivity)J&@ 15 SCAGAZ b b () 175 Ik T 1), PRIk
AHIF T B SO RS BRA 38 S) 1A SCHR, DL 78 A bRt ML A A NI SO B, SR ) 5 T AR g
PIk, RO 1A SRR AR B S BURFE AR, DA A U FE 5 96T 7). FHBRE IR &

2. IREH
2.1, B EUR B

5 AR B X — R A i - 2% 3 Bennett (1981) 42 Hi [2], #5 SCALBIURKFE & FEAR Y T 1986 44k 7 [3].
BH)5, Bhawuk [4], Starosta [5]%2: &t —b5E % Ti%H8,

RN, BESGRE I EIE AR AT R, 5 SO s S RE T I = 1 .
PE AR S TR A PR KRR G B, MR H OS2 S, RSk HA R BREe ), 24
AN B, AR, U, #1, 53z, ARE6]. HR¥E Chen & Starosta )& it, #53C
T BUREE B AT, 235 83EBRS 5 FE (interaction engagement). 22 5\ A& (respect for cultural dif-

— e N e

attentiveness) [5]-
2.2 BXUHBRES EFS

FEEP, XS SCICRURZ BT FOke D, 2 RET MR R T, H 58S AZbrag 7 Ak
VERIES, B2 A R R EATAE AN . RS A F AT 5 SO AT bt 5 77 s JB A (0 = 25 [ 7], {3
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A SRR I ST AT s 8 0 st SO BEURRE 55 A 2J 4510 L3 AT g . 5k 248 (2015) il SRR SR 5T 1
I SO BBUR R S ST SR BRI I AR I FE A [8]; AT, Wt Foh i L RE I MRS R B AL, H
1T, 32 F B SCACBBUR B SR BEAE S SR B BRI L 5 IR T B RE 1 R R I SHIERT ST+ 20 5 o

23 BXUBRESZEFS

AT PSR, 2% 2 il 0 i U e 085 9% R 1 IR R A T — R AU TL X TS ¥ (2015)38 5 T /7 Jo B
Wr Sy FEFIWT Jy 7K A R 72, F8 th T J1 e R 50 J7KF B IR O, W B lEx W K=k T
B HE[9]. B AT HE (20108 ik i 7 R I 25 AR 1 THE A FEFE R e i HL 5 THE S 2 30 3 61U 2 [10]
kA% R (20063813 AT A it B AR AT R I I # BRSOl 2, FHERE IR FHER[11]. B 52
e AR T AT SR D SRS T b, AR AR S, BLFEAN A IR B BN 5] B 1% 15 2 5
M[12].

RYE Krashen [MIRFTE, TG ) #5055 S 10 A Bk BAUR] 43 68 2 217 A AN [R] 1 8o 98 4
[13]e 85 A BUR FE 5T W 30 ST i (15 K 3G TP RL: Bk, 25 SO BUR FE R i) LR 7, BPAE
bR 5. BB 0 BRI 22 RN R ANAL bRt v B R W S B s i sema R R . 95 S04k
R, AMGRIEEIT IS H 2 —, R BSTEEYT UL T B AR . DR, RS SO U S
WESLRE A OCEK, BRI E AT RE, RRTI R FEATOEE S R A EE SR AR, Bk
FRURR FE BN RS S A BT . EACPFIINTERI TR 2 — o FLARBF STl R

1) b AR AR I SO A BBURKE 1 S A K P B i SO BBURREE LA PR IRk

2) 5 SCARIUREE R LA S5 0B T 1 RE IR R

3) 5 SCABIUREE R L A S5 9aE THERE TR R .

3. AR GE
3.1, #ik

AHEFEHIRT FER R ALK H AL & mA K 78 442224, B — @ B USSR &, BlinidEshse 2] | i
SRR TRPEACI. AMEORIESE, SREZEE. O HERRR. SRR L.

32. fiRIE

1) S SABUR B B R (1SS-15 B3R). SEal ¢ T8 SCABUR BEAN J6iE 11 e 7 i 78 R 38
& Chen & Starosta [f1 &% [14] [15], A ERZER T HE LTS HE . A8 5K Zhou & Wang
(2016)7E Chen & Starosta Jii & )3 At o R IR {L =R [16]. B LR ZERN T MANE EmIEE
R, BRILVE 15T, AELRS 5. ZRME 0 ACREEERE . 22 brf i BRSO 2 Tl R A
K7

2) Wruiae 7M. AW T ] U TS R IR ). FHER G FEAE AL
mpfa ., AERE G, B3 7EERNTZAN], BARE NGRS, MUk, FHir %
HECHT ETS @ KRB B anfkpH Rk, BAESESIR i [17], H OB vr o dn A FE
PRELEE THE R IR RSS M TEE R RI RIS B . RIARAI (18], R/ H R Tk
ACPRISEPREE SR, B 52 1 2 AR S BRI SCAE IRRE T -

3.3. HIEBES T
AT T 26 b RN RAUAERIAE 7=, IR EE 205 78 1. FEAE T 16 BiREN S,
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SR8 10 025 KT VAR AT Uik, AR spss 26.0 el SRR ARHIAR S M BT RIE S5 %
A5 HT  FF BORT I % 46 s (T B RS 4
4. EBMRGRE DR
4.1, B3 BURE B A EFRFER M S

VAR AR SRR T i AR A BN o BERIA N 75 480 B SO, 95 5L K
T

g 1B, WK 57715, IER A . RIF. . Al RARIIEEHE,
WS T KT RAEGRE 6,610, BEWITE AERORI MARESR.

Table 1. Total score of intercultural sensitivity

=1L BXUHRERS

FHME 57.71
LREDA 58.00
REL 61
btk R 2= 6.610
RAME 43
RRME 75

FERAET L, 04 2 fi, 78 ALsRRA A AR SO U MR T a5 2B 5
B> BRI > LG > BRI > LR G, RO, KBRS, R
57 1203 TS, W MEA RS SEOOLA R, TR T SR, AR
B, I BAERRE LR A

Table 2. Score in 5 dimensions of intercultural sensitivity
=2 BMUERE S BTFES

ZEBRE L P NP e )14 A2 b A A58 2 o L
SEH(E 10.55 11.99 12.03 11.37 11.77
EaIA 11.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
AEL 12 12 12 12 12
PR 2= 2219 2.029 1.886 2.369 1.713
H/ME 4 8 8 5 8
RRAE 15 15 15 15 15

4.2. XRMDH

ABFFLHE— BT T B SBUR I S0 HIGENT /). DB RGO R

Wi 1, B2, B3 AUABL, HORAEES SO BUREE S T . JEEIT ST JEE DR G BB
BRI IE S AT o

B 4 RS SCACBUREE 50T gt B RRST M HOn . Y BACRIEENT RS FHERSL X
EARRES SCAL U . I R HUT G 2, TR HAR B RBAAE L T2 LA R, [H
I, W ST i SO U X P A B 2 O & BEAN g, DAL v 00 79 2 A A S5 8 O AR A

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.83042 313 WARIE & %


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.83042

W58 %

FH9(E = 57.71
TR = 6.61
NRE =78
40 50 60 70 80
BXLHELS
Figure 1. Total score of intercultural sensitivity
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Figure 2. Diagram of English listening competence
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Figure 3. Diagram of English speaking competence
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Figure 4. Scattered plots of intercultural sensitivity, English listening competence and English speaking
competence

4. BXHHRESZBERS. DERSZENERE
LR, BESCBUREZ S IEENT ). MBS MRE RN R, EHERFEE, HELE
NEERRACE . SRR A, W BRI R T -

Table 3. Correlation between intercultural sensitivity and scores of English speaking and listening

3 BXUHRESSSWAME. OERSHEXMLE

P SCALBBURR P 5 WT 1 et FIiE 41
. N B IR AH R 1 0.222 0.355™
SO B B 4
Sig. (W)2) 0.051 0.001
\ BEIRAEMAR SR 0.222 1 0.720"
T 71 5t
Sig. (W)2) 0.051 0.000
B IR AH R 0.355" 0.720" 1
FIiHE RSt
Sig. (WJ2) 0.001 0.000

TTE 0.01 ZAIWR), MFNERE,

%3 R, BCACBUR L SR 50T Gt R §5AHC, r=0.222, p=0.051>0.05, Ki&F]0.05 [
BEIKT, KA RAE G TH 5 EAAAE— 8 R IAE
5 SO BBURR FE AR KT 5 R RS AR DG s T S5 0T s (AR DG £, r = 0.355, p=0.001 < 0.01,

AF| T 0.01 B E KT
X R, R, B SCBURE ST R NTC B ASS,  T E RS ) S S SO U
SR HE 5 o

N T BRFIEEN . DRSS SO BUR L LA IR R, A0 AN 1 5 a0
71~ ERERSUREEAT T BRI o
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Table 4. Correlation between the five dimensions of intercultural sensitivity and scores of English speaking and listening
4 BYXHERELREFSRERH. OFERSGHEXSHCE

BN RN 2N R k5 g 2 bt tnd BE e i
R IR AH 0.240" 0.140 0.175 -0.002 0.190
T 1 & 4%
Sig. (WE) 0.034 0.221 0.126 0.986 0.095
R IR A S 0.420" 0.307™ 0.218 0.056 0.144
18 B4t
Sig. (WE) 0.000 0.006 0.056 0.626 0.209

I 0.01 ZAGUE), ARGHEREE. T7E 0.05 ZAIGWR), MM,

T4 BEREIR, R BRSO U R SRR 5T SR RS K R . HAZBRME L5 A1k
SUIAHSR RSB 0.24, T5F] 0.05 /KT FRRRE &M%

A2 BRAE 05 THRE RSO B2 A 55(r = 0.42, p = 0.000), 2 SN RS 5 B GUAIRE S AH % (r =
0.307, p = 0.006). fEHEMHE T, RELIRS S5EEEE] T 0.218 BRI REUKT, (HHEEBEEAKTFA
m, HA B AT,

4.3. ZuEFER

MBS MR, B HaT BATRENER, #E—Path RS BRENIKGE KR, JFRA—
SE TR DI RE[19] - A TR 22 TCIRlH BT AT 925, 30E— S5 RTE 1 188 SCACBIURR FE T R 7 5 9B T st
PR RGN R R e — J7 TS AT BGAIE, 53— 5 T B8 S HAA M 047 2% AN Rl % T2 e S 1
71 HERSHI TR, BIA3] . #UEER BRI,

4.31. FERHRSESE X CERELEFEASH

Table 5. Variables entered in regression analysis of speaking competence and 5 dimensions of 1S*

=5 WHME: - BXHUHRELRFRESTRNGRENTEMANEE ®

it BB bR AE Jii:
1 AR BHECGRAE: BRI F % <=0.050, ZERREM F R >=0.100).

TR WS

Table 6. Modal summary in regression analysis of listening competence and 5 dimensions of IS°
# 6. WHES - BXUSEERETEYIDFEREE "

R R R 75 HHE RIT A R B R s - KR
1 0.240° 0.058 0.045 4.085 1.665

A (R, REREL. PEAR: IR,

Table 7. Regression coefficients in regression analysis of listening competence and 5 dimensions of IS

T WHRS - BXUHRERLEFEEARE®

R REL PRI 2R 3L Mg
TR t BEN
B PRkl Beta KE VIF
(&) 19.729 2.261 8.727 0.000
R W 0.452 0.210 0.240 2.156 0.034 1.000 1.000

TR WS
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%5 o, RAZBMEOHN T EIABA, X5 KRBT R—5. hE 7 nra, S4B )
S S SRS bR O R FHRE R N y = 19.729 + 0.452% A e oo HIZE 6 BT, A2 BRAS O 0] fRENT JRR
451 5.8% 148 5 .

SEE MM T AEIAS TR, WTLE W, $EAEEME O nl DE— B 2R 4T SaET 7)fe
(EVV S N =

4.3.2. REOERSSEXHEREREFEASH

AT 5K 1 8 RGN 5 SO IR B R P 00 2 e Ve R 7R 58— DA DA AT, ORISR 71
BRI (FIE RSN 13 4), B SCIRBURE N 43 43 A s (L 8), XA SRR M. 1
TRBEMREFOBRE R, WEFHENE, FUGHATEIET.

Table 8. Diagnosis of outlier in regression analysis of speaking competence and 5 dimensions of 1S*
*8 RERIRISH®

MRS iRz Speaking SURIINTE FE
71 -3.766 13 21.73 -8.726

AR R HHERST.

Table 9. Variables entered in regression analysis of speaking competence and 5 dimensions of 1S*
F# 9. MBS - BXXWEEE B EFRVENS TN BRENTE *

it A B bR Ae e Jiik:
1 AR RGBT F % <=0.050, ZERREM FRBE >=0.100).
2 A2t 2 RGBT F % <=0.050, ZERREMN FRBEE >=0.100).
3 Z Sl R R BRI F % <=0.050, ZERREM F ISR >=0.100).

AR R HHERST.

Table 10. Modal summary in regression analysis of speaking competence and 5 dimensions of 1S
# 10, IBMS: - BSCWSURE AR FEYIMERHHE ¢

R R R7s HEE RIT R AP 5 - R
1 0.443° 0.196 0.185 2.260
2 0.525" 0.275 0.256 2.160
3 0.583° 0.340 0.313 2.076 1.362

), ZBRfEL, ZBRtEBUE, ZRARK.

G

SRR (HE), SRRSO, DT R, (HE), ZEREO, RRREEE. CHAR. (8
AR RS

%9 Won, ZBREC PRI 2 SN FUEREE N RE AR . R 10, % 11 T, ZZBRAE 00X
FHE G fRRE e, HOORAS BRI e, 22 N A& AR R 7% FHE RS BURTERH . B8
RIATRIRN: HIEMST = 15.752 + 0.660* T BRfE 0 — 0.399* A2 FrigitiifE + 0.324* 2 Fil [/ ZBR{E 0o
A2 Bt RN 22 S A [F) K AR Bk A& R TEAE T1HE RS 349% 11 7 22 %A (4 0 BB T R0 B[ 20] (R
i, 2015: 206).

EAFE R, AZhrtate BT FHE G BE REOCH7E, 1 B LE AR A2 B i FE 5 18 G
Z AR R . BATV X T LN T IR, —J7, AHERRERAREARBEEAE K. H—T71H,
b NS B R Ay E TR T, RS Bt FEBUIRAO I L T, A2 T4 0] J7 [T PR R B 4R 0,
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RAEPA R TS BUR I h, A2 5 . BECZ(2017: 96)FEA] A0 A4t v [ 5 S AL BB FE
RN BB Py Ty SO ZE N 2 1 A BR i B IR, SRR o A L, AR SRR SRR,
JEH RUEMAMAE BT, 5 TRILBIBAB A AFIEN REXTTIH T, CAAEF IS AR R
Frm " [21]o FEHEREXTURIATIZ N, 4565 SeUiRBATEIAE S0 S E A — € AR il e, Xt
P RAB I AE AN A S i SN 2K

Table 11. Regression coefficients in regression analysis of speaking competence and 5 dimensions of 1S*
11 OSSR - B UBURE LR FRIIZRE ®

RAFEM R EL PRI 2 B LG
Y t B
B NGRS Beta B VIF
(% &) 16.822 1.253 13.428 0.000
' BN ERN 0.497 0.116 0.443 4277 0.000 1.000 1.000
(&) 18.910 1.404 13.466 0.000
2 BN EN 0.675 0.127 0.602 5.296 0.000 0.758 1.319
A2 b ot B2 -0.348 0.122 -0.323 -2.846 0.006 0.758 1.319
() 15.752 1.792 8.792 0.000
ZBRE L 0.660 0.123 0.589 5.388 0.000 0.757 1.322
’ A2 Bt B2 -0.399 0.119 -0.371 -3.355 0.001 0.738 1.354
P NG 0.324 0.121 0.261 2.678 0.009 0.955 1.047

AR R HHERST.

5. EMARGRE DR

AHTFHIL T 16 AHERBEAT 125 VTR (VR M 3R%) . Horh 8 4452 153 18 SO BUR 7
TP (57.7 90), 8 4452 Vi s SCAURIUR i AR TP 2090

5.1. B HBUREIRK

FETRH, U SR VE ) CERS SCLRURIE & T T R, U R S A

EZ T, A 12 4% (T5%)F0R B CAEE RN TR DB . H9% | 1SS &/ mbk
BRI SRR 2 A U SV T R BRI 2 M7 T, 07 A TR e 0y 235 1 e
BRfL: 11 N(68.7596)4e% B BN R BAIRE Lo K 15 AMHT 45 B — BN

R 0 R R BT S S A, — AR PR B0\ St bR e 25 Bt
= FU i 0 NSRRI SRS . R RAE RN . B I A it
o, SRR R A SN A B . IR, BUDST. BRI XA R
Al S AR AERRE LIS o = RAEPT T o e T SR A B0 T I
5.2, BSXLBUBE BT SEEIT AL

FEVYRH, S U R Y — VR HORTES SCALRBORE ) T/ DR 36 L ST 1 16 R AR

1) ZZRRfE L

fER BAHI T, BATRIUEIRE L SV, DR A — 2 e, BT, $2
RIS LA R0 A R TR B ST R B ke
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A RS KW F7 H AN 2 BARBLIE W 7 T, — RS b, TR X T g . RO E
ks, B HIVESKIES . INEZUIE R, TEARME ORI T, e RS SR

A BRSO FHEFRIE ARSI 1 BARBLAE DU AN 7 T . — R SO R A 2 S R AR B i . R LB
BFEEERE, HEPWEE I E L s, =R MERENEE. WSS, HEIEMW
B, PURRERAER . Bk, AZhRE00E, W RE S I M 7E s SO I R BET 71, R
FHERIBRE ST

2) ZSNEEK

EEBSNTH, BATEIN N ZER S E S HERSH . ZUE NN, ZRINFR DiERE
(R REM S BARIAE =7 . — R PRIE FHE S BRIRIEEA T, @ agbroh g, 3t s A EE
AEmE. POVREEE N ESR, Ao [y 5Ot iRk, Wik A 5B g ¥
SRR RS . XSk ZAEBIMTFALEE —8 AR N OHE FRESIAFE . BRI E AN
A A ZE SR, A TR AE B MR AR RN SR S B . SR EE N E RS BRI ES
s, AE— SRS ) 205 A s . EASVE RS, ESRAT IR ST [14] [15], 7 R NIRNE
PN 5 T8 B RE /)0 R B A Do . S R ARHIF 7R B 2 6 M9 A5 30 S m i e R o —
T, AT P FEAE B ST & LB RS ), FEARIE B IR A GG & SEhr it brig i, N THEEZ
TR

3) bt

L2 R PR, FRATRIAE S SRR 5 901 1 15 R [l A 2 v, = B o 5 o
B FE SRR R R VRS, A2 UiE At O A5 SRS N, AT
MR B A . B — 8 2 Ui 18 A PR ia i B 5 0BT i B R R A viERon “RIE
AEBRAL, RN T 7 RN, FRUiE R CRBGREA T, PO R R E A R
TEAC R 2 UL B MR BEHERA 7, X R IITEAS BRA I 5, S A R T Imasst -1 SCp 8 in] 1)
FRAR, AR TR B R IA PR . 33X — AU AT UG E] U5 43 BT 45 SRR He R

4) HAhEE

RN, B 5E. KWREEESW . DERSARA S . e EEkd, Wik
HFRRESEE R T e B RS SO RS IR, 6 R IR IR DA S A — e R
BHER .. AN, EEM GRS E L EE B T, st RS e e i gs
REEEHE . NUHRPATAL, RS 5RE. LR TR &I KA ERIE KT REE —EMER.

5.3. BEXHHFEIN

N TR SO BURE, U8 T SC AR 1 T — R — A GUAMA
2 b R ASHESD, BIAEEECRT . PHEE. SCHYIESD, (RS BHEH KRS, Ry
SE (ANE 22 AR A e [ 22— R 2 S RURAE, I8 ER B AT I v RS SO SR D B ARG . =R S
HSLHE KT v R s Hrdins B dr. 595h, 30l b, fRE IR SO e ERAL L& R0 s X
G AL A

6. BL

AWFCIEIL 1SS-15 EFRXS 78 A4 AL Hti 24 MBS SO BUREZ BUIREEAT T Geit- b WAl 4
BRSSO BRI & T op EKF . RSO BURE AN 7 ERER UK S 08 s 5 > 2RI
K > TPhREVERE > Rt > SZhrfE 0. ViREERRUIAFRE O Rk EE S5 IHF . &
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bR 1A %

WAk, A FTIE FH R RN SR S BT AR 22 S DA i S 805 AT 0. 4SRRI, CBRE O 5 E
Wr 7R R R GUR A OE, HEERUHRE R E AR . R, 225 iA RS S B Dol AR X s 18 R St
B MR . B BUR M AR T 590 MNE. T RSGTERE LR

FEEMUTIREE R IX — R RAT Tt DR AhEOR. ZRlFRRRGR, JFER R 25—
ETEIIEOLT, 205 n] LARE St AT 85 SO AC By, ST 2R I 0L 2. [AIRS, 7R FHERAFIEE . 3L
AR SIS SO S T R — T, ZUiE R, BRI LA A i
HMFEZE R SCAS TGN, FER TR AERCRT 18 538 56 5 s i 2 A 1S SO BBURR R

AHFFERT T FRAC T SR A S S BUBR B BIOIR . DA RS SCA U B 5 DR T SRR I I R R — i 1Y)
JARE S AR, FAEMZAEOE, BRI AL bRES), (RSB vl ae 1 i s
FUMB AT AT FEE R, AERE GRS ST BTGB, DA a5 AR S SO A PR RE ) A SkeiB T 5t
CEAR

[l i) AT AN NBE 15T R RR ], ASCHIREAR R R, BRI M 7 pr AR,
A AR FCAEAR ORI B KA A B AT SO SEg Tt IbAh, ARBFFL BRI O BUR L S
YOI T W I BSHAR G IEAAE 2R, X — RIVTMARS I — P B BRI RIS I0 50HIE

E&WHE

bR “2019 SE KA G ANt RITE 7 o TH LR dbRlERea A B AU 5 i
Wr i B JIAH G VERIE 9T T H 4m'5: S201910022084

SE 3
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1) FE5REANFEACKI NSRS, AN E OSSR SZhE O Pt bR
Z 5N RIIX AT, WL TS B 2 WIREE D5 T A BT Rk RER A 2 — T B Ext RN T
I AZ FfA 21 ?

2) TN NLUTREAT LS 5 bRt SZhrfE O CHEFINFR, LR+,
WA L7 TR 1710 55 06 SN B s Wi 5 IS K ? iRy, R LRI — R R .

3) AR XS HME AN B SN FCE TS, e A B SR BN P ATRATEOL? s 5 A PRI O X
Wi AT AT A5 ? uttang?

4) HFEWHE OIS SE SO, S B SR A DR A P BAR AL R
SETTINE? LA R M A S e ? fhAa?

5) fEAEAZPRE R R R A BRI ? AR E R IR TR R E R A BN ? X
AL I AT A4 S e ?

6) NNZE RN TERIEHH AR RM? Attt ale?

7) BINE O ERYNERS S ZhRE O PR SRR ZE RN R R
R MR ? Xk, SEH AW ?

8) W AR Z AN AZR IR T 2R e i 2 AR AR S S ST P AE PS5 L S2BfE 0 2CBR
LR AP BRI ZE TN AR Y A b B B SO SR A S BT BB ? 2R, R
MR T3 Ve ?
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