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Abstract

Evidentiality plays a central role in academic discourse by signaling information source and reli-
ability. Previous studies have mainly examined it from pragmatic and rhetorical perspectives,
with less attention to its lexico-grammatical realization. Focusing on reporting verbs, this study
adopts a local grammar approach to examine evidential resources in two self-compiled corpora
of applied linguistics literature reviews: one written by Chinese scholars (CSLR) and the other by
native English-speaking scholars (NSLR). It compares the semantic distribution and local gram-
mar patterns of these resources. The findings show that CSLR uses more factive and neutral re-
sources but fewer critical ones, whereas NSLR draws on a wider range of cognitive and evaluative
resources. Both corpora share six evidential patterns, with “Reporter-Reporting Verb-Hinge-Re-
ported Information-Circumstance” as the dominant pattern. However, NSLR shows a stronger
preference for structurally complex patterns, while CSLR favors more condensed forms. Overall,
the two groups differ more than they converge in evidential resource use and pattern complexity.
These findings extend local grammar research on evidentiality and contribute to the study of ac-
ademic discourse and writing.
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1. 3]

ARG WO REAE T HR A = 54468, MfEE Wb nE BRIE. RINFISLY, %R
ERF R E E WS 2 — . & PEtE(evidentiality){E A SEEL_ BB THRERIRZ G EALE], B T EARBUER &4
W, BEEMWEMRERPBUEESTEE]. EEARERF, #HIE3)1 (reporting verbs) & LI 5 H5
B FERCFB, Hl SUERF SIBE S A URMAE R B 5 IR KNS, SRR Z R L3 3 A [F B
R H N ERREEIE SRR @ 77 2] [3].

Jay 1 (local grammar) 5 U 4 € 15 LINRE S 1AL - 1BE R SR Z RN R OR R [4], NARAGIE 5%k
RN - R AR A AR A . AT, ARSCRLE 8 E 53 (CSLR) 5 918 A R 5 7
(NSLR)MFH1E 5 % SCHRER R 1oL 9 2k Al, SR REEE T ig 12, DIRESN RN R, REHE W
2H A AR TE S W YR IR X AR S H R i B M . T4 R B AR IR R SR i VA T S R
PR ERE, FHAFEAREE TS F RIS BAE SR IR AR -

2. HEREGRA
2.1. B/EREE

Ja ¥ 12 (local grammar) 215 8L R TR 5 24 10 BB S 542, HEARPHIUE T I 2 Firth (1968)111 52 [R 15
T W (restricted language) [5]5 Harris (1968)f] 1 iF 75 BLi®(sublanguage theory) [6]. &AL S KA
FRE A 2 [ 6 N 2R, A NI RERL 5 2408 = 8 295 7 FC LAY . Gross (1993) B VCHE 38
EAMES, B AEVRRNE AR T 18 USRS R DI R 5 J7 TR R PR o 5 DU 5 18260 0 o H

Tk
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PR GBI SR, JRAEE AR e 1E S BR I Re A S X R, il 5k r Ak o & S i
THRESEIN[7]. SRt 5 28 s i b i AL 20, 48 s e B e BB SR R se iy =X, AT
R8BSR 24 250 Z 1 1 A [F]E 4 1 5 487 F R IE(Hunston, 2003) [8].

TAESR, R IE R SO R 2 2 M. o, PPN E L (evaluation) BF 7T N # . Hunston 5
Sinclair (2000)F9 % T A R FBIEEHESE, Bednarek (2006)LA 2 Hunston 5 Su (2019)i—5414L HH 55>
HARZR[9][10]. JRfiEykth B 2 B F1iiBEAT AT, BH61E K (request) [11]+ %577 BH(disclaiming) [ 12]+
124 (exemplification) [ 13] 5 5& X (definition) [ 1455 . Wb, RIHBIEIIEIZ D GE A0 55 17] 27 K 7 450 VE ATk,
S SN R T AR R TR P 1 SEI A S S A FHARFE 15] [16]0 S RbIRIRT, Jo 8By (5 SOt Eik 7t
[17] [18]45 Il B FE[ 19 AEE D et , E— B E TiERES 5 F o0 TR SR AR R/ e,

22. SRMEEFRERTFHSHEERR

& PV (evidentiality) 4 i 5 A\ B 05 2RI AR AL FIRAL,  HSEHL 3 BRI AN
AT BU20]. MEEEINFRE SRR, F AL RIS SRIEFR7S DI AE, SR MR 3550 i i S A
FIEEPERAIWT21]. AARIE R SR ARIE R W PSR S AT ReAE e . DR SR AR 38 08 £ B 5 4 1 B )
FORRIR S M ARSLIZ I SRIRIE R ). WA ARTE R S IV 8025 8 B Ta R 2 AR RNR iy o7 s
HARIENLAI[22].

BEE BT FUAWHRN, 5 I ERT 7T O i — i 5 7 Ul S R I E R DU RE 7T (23] BEA I 7T 3 22 48
PN T HIETT s —o2& 5 AP 0 € 5 9338241 2 5 etk B AN R W P A D g S L AR [25] [26] -
AR AT A AR ST T B8 2 STE AR 3 B 5 48 BRI A 22 57 . RT3 (2009) KB, ASFRIBHETS
FARHARUEIRITIRTS « KIS I 338 LU R 5 B M 75 T A7 A 2 22 50 o ARG BE AR (2014) LR T P
T A A A R R B AR SO I B AR A IR 0L [27]. LW FERAL TR AR SRR AR, H
KL FREIHAF I DI REMERE NG, X T 5 JatE BB P RIE AL - iR = RS

2.3. WENASSEY

R IB B 17 (reporting verbs) & 7 AR TE i o S 5 4 B S L2 F SR, H T gl AL BT R I
BONRNES), FARIAEE X GG RS ARG . IRIE S A A DURIEAR RS BRIEHIThRE, BER
PRI IR A ANTRE LA R G 5 v {5 [ 7 R FE SR E

CAA BT B b T HAE 26 PR DR AN RIVE R B EAAR B FHRFE . #1230, Hyland (1999) AR
PN A 7 HRIE SR 73 KBRS, $a7R 1 AN IR S ARG Bl ] 78 27 R LI A R D RE 22 5[ 28] Liardét
55 Black (2019)5E TR EH 5 1 AR S T 57 I E OB A RS s RS0 Wtkd(2023)3 1
FARMATIE R 2387 1 DOE 22 ARE i b i iR 2l 1] (AR E 2l ) I8 oA KA DhRe, 48 iR 5l i
AT 5 AR IR N2, AR 0 iR A5 B S L 5P [29].

3. FsTit
3.1. IBRKIR

M AT LGIERE, 23 5 e B 2% B S S 5 BT SCCERZRIR 1 R ZE (Chinese Scholars
Literature Review Corpus, CSLR)FNZEIE A 15 24 3 N FE 5 271 FIE SCOCHk 548 15 KL A (Native Speakers
Literature Review Corpus, NSLR). CSLR &£} Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics (2021~2025 4F)
50 i F ARSI SCRRERIR T4y, AN 64,219 1] NSLR FERHU IR K T SSCI s ) b 15 &
FHATI(FE English for Specific Purposes, Computer Assisted Language Learning, International Journal of
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Applied Linguistics, Journal of Second Language Writing J System)ft] 50 ks CRRZEAR, FEZ N 101,222 1.
ERNSERTE UG, X SCAREAT N T, MIERER . A BE. TS TSNS . BRI
U AR SUREE RN (A1 B4 D7 T R R — 3, BA RO 2R HZ, CSLR
S bk BRI, NSLR U7 75 2 b [ B 8 5 22 0T o X —BURe 5 20 5 PR A& AR R i — 2
Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics 7& 5 PN SIS 5 AU E ARV SECHT,  feie e [ 2235 1)
FAREGIERIE . HIEARIE & BT RCR 70 AT 2 AN E B BRI, R R A 22 30 B0 58 Bh 148
e R AR PR R 25 22 S T REATT R I RE I, J5 2R 501t 20 M G — R AR HEAL SR (per 10,000 words).
3.2. FRERE

(1) 22 5ARWREE SORGRR o I RS B 3R 7 il A i 2 57 2

(2) HEYE SARPEE CERERE T F PR B AR I B R IR AR R ? A T R A ?
3.3. SrHTHESR
3.3.1. #RiEBhAS I

AHE TR Hyland (1999)4 H MBS 1R 73 FAELE, IF45 & R 80 TR 51 i 590 BHIR IR IR,
MAT R IEFE (process) 5 PN 1.3 (evaluation) B A4 FE GHE L R 3 Bl iRl E 478 SOHZE . 7EAT A FE4E S
b, #RIE A 53 At T HRGE B 1A (research acts) T 15 ik 18 21 1] (discourse acts) P HI#k3E 317 (cognition acts),
I 1.

Table 1. Process-based classification of reporting verbs

= 1. WIBEFNIR S FHEZ (Process)

Classification Function Examples

Research Acts Refer to finding, procedure, or experimental activities find, show, demonstrate, observe

Discourse Acts Refer to verbal expression state, report, discuss, describe

Cognition Acts Refer to mental process believe, suspect, think, feel
—— Factive Reporting Verbs ------- Writer Acceptance

author positive

Reporting Verbs - gy EEEENISIRTIRS Reporting Verbs -~~~ Giving No Clear Signal author neutral

author tentative

author critical

— Counter-factive Reporting Verbs ------- Writer Disagreement

Figure 1. Evaluation-based classification of reporting verbs

1. RIEFNIE 5 FKHEZL(Evaluation)

TEVEAN SEIAYERE b, Wl B 4 3 St (factive) s FEZE 54 (non-factive) Al [ S 52 14 (counter-factive)
=25, FMEHE SR AR B 5 E B AT 5452 A5 2 (40 acknowledge establish); JEFSEMEHIE

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.148844 804 HURIE = 5


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.148844

PR

A AN EEAL AR ICVEAN 23, TP A5 N 2 M(positive)s H1 A7 P (neutral). 23 M: (tentative) 1
I (critical) VY s e Z SRR TE 2 1] DU s AR 28 55 A DG UL s BT 58 285 10 1) ot 558 5 45 7 (U fails overlook
J exaggerate)o HAKFIILIE 1,

3.3.2. WEBASEERIITEEN

JREREE AP SO 5 SEBI R ELS DhRE AR P IMZ OISO S i ROE 3R B 5
FIF] AntConc 4.4.0 75 [ BAE R FP ARG R A IS 17 T,  HEELILZ 5] 1T (concordance lines). NARIE H bR LR
A T3 R S HER e, BT TR W] RE e R [l B A OB D RE 1R S e IR gt HARER A . ik i+
AL AR E SRR N RFAERE T G S, ARESEEM AT TER, £ REESAE T S 1)
Bt BAR U BAEIFHNL RS 7 BT RIE o G D) AR AIE I SR VE IR [30], AT IR HRGER . )
B, B WOEE BAEBE TR TARE, SHER A RIRIEZR SRR TR E(LE 2).

Table 2. Functional terminologies for the local grammar analysis of reporting evidentiality

® 2. MEXSHERENEIIEEDATE

DHARE xE X B S

IEH SRR TEAT ) AR SIE R 2 HT R BHAR AT 5 k)

(Reporter) B Many linguists have tried to properly explain pragmatic presupposition.

g SEHLARAE D B A% 0 1] I

(Reporting Verb) f5]: Benson and DeKeyser (2019) argue that little is known about how WCF treats a complex

linguistic structure.
RIEF R BAGERW SR 590 RIBGLIE AR
(Reported Information)f§]: It is important to note that the effect size of this correlation was small.

B/ IR e EAT R BRI ) i, 7KL RS RER

A:—Eiﬂ:

(rzi?cums tance) f]: Recent studies have examined anxiety and enjoyment levels among L2 English learners in
China.

A BEHSADREAR R IR B

(Hinge) f5]:  They propose that pragmatic presupposition has three roles in constructing a discourse.

TERGHREFTAES LB, KIESTTARERHEG R R LN, @RERNEEBIE,
LT N FMROE DS F P R R R R SO 3),

Table 3. Local grammatical patterns of reporting evidentiality

3. MEXSERRFIEERRR

I EER R Bl
B 1 RiEE - IRESHE - WEEL Several studies highlight the role of fidelity.
' - s - This study has revealed that the complexity variables generally
] - = =g=|
M2 REFE - RIESHE - - ROERR inereased over time.
M 3 I - RS - O - Li and Wei (2023) also found a small negative predictive effect
=1 [= R

among rural Chinese secondary students learners.

TSt 4 IRIEE - G SIE - BE - (S - Reviews gf MALL stgdies indicate that MIM applicgtions can serve

as effective pedagogical tools across various educational contexts.

T 5 Kol - B - HOE S - S Based on the above considerations, we propose a re-conceptualized
engagement framework.

Concentrating on the receptive skills of..., the results reveal that

A 6 155 - il - WIES I - 558 - MIE(ES  high-intensity CLIL programs lead to significant improvements in

listening and reading proficiency.

3.4. KB4
PATR DUEAATE 5 S U B R AR TE VR D BE AR A9 #R AT 3K
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#1: Benson and DeKeyser (2019) argue that little is known about how WCF treats a complex linguistic

structure.
RIEH WEFE 523 WEFR
Benson and DeKeyser  argue that little is known about how WCEF treats a complex linguistic structure.

ZSIHRIE . RIE SR B AREE B YA ThEER 2 f 8 Benson and DeKeyser (2019)78 249
187, argue NIZCRIE 5 18, that NEEEE 7 (Hinge), 2L 5 1 that M A) U H4 Bl 3E (5 /2 (Reported Information).
AHIEFE DA 5 700008 PR A TR EE rh s SR 3 1) IR 1 SR 24T R E R Y R R
4. BRI
4.1. REFR2E 2

Table 4. Overall distribution of RVs across CSLR and NSLR
5% 4. $RIBEENIATE CSLR F1 NSLR H i 2k %

Corpus Corpus Size Tokens of RVs (RF) Types of RVs NF
CSLR 64,219 1101 114 171.45
NSLR 101,222 1397 161 138.01

7£: RF =Raw Frequency; NF = Normalized Frequency (per 10,000 words).

H% 4 AT, PRAMERHEE R 2 A FHARIE SR, SREHRIE S S PE 3 2 N FH 1 5 2 SOk SRR Hh B (115
TG BT . NSLR H RGBS 1] SR A6 = T CSLR, AR ] 2 I0AH S 34(138.01 vs. 171.45). [F]R,
NSLR H FRE S 1] 17 #1405 T CSLR (161 vs. 114), ARIEFE1E 5 9 IR IETLE R LN FE 2 e,
4.2. REFAIE X KFH 53R

FETAT NILFE (Process) 5 VF .37y (Evaluation) /M FE - A5 X0 R ANE AL o 438 3130 (138 S
AT T X 8T, g5 5 s

Table 5. Distribution of semantic categories of reporting verbs in CSLR and NSLR
5. IREFNIAE N R CSLR F NSLR I 2457

CSLR NSLR

oy LL & pfE
R assmE HLh(%) RIS (%)
Process
Research Acts 111.49 65.04 76.39 55.33 52.58 <0.001
Discourse Acts 53.56 31.24 48.31 35.00 2.01 >0.05
Cognition Acts 6.38 3.72 13.34 9.66 19.23 <0.001
Evaluation
Factive 48.59 28.35 32.80 23.76 24.63 <0.001
Positive 12.15 7.09 13.63 9.88 0.61 >0.05
) Neutral 91.88 53.60 70.84 51.31 21.39 <0.001
Non-Factive

Tentative 15.57 9.08 12.25 8.87 3.00 >0.05
Critical 0.62 0.36 3.16 2.29 13.97 <0.001
Counter-Factive 2.65 5.34 5.34 3.87 7.21 <0.01
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7 ST, FEAT A REERE b, PSR RLEE Y DA 5047 A 3) i (Research Acts) A3, {H CSLR 3%
=7 NSLR (LL =52.58,p<0.001), ZH [E 235 % DURARBE TR A GIR X R, A BB FiAT A shia 38
Wik, CSLR A\ %n4RiE shia i AR 52K T NSLR (LL = 19.23, p <0.001), St i E2EHESEARE
A FFORAS NN SE I A0 1 WA T i) ek . FEVPAR 234 4ERE |, CSLR 23 “mydisitk. mdhoartk. kst
PE” WREAE. A, NSLR ZEEH M (Critical) 3iA(LL = 13.97, p < 0.001) 5% % 55 5214 517 (Counter-factive)
(LL=7.21,p<0.0OH{EH F3EEZ T CSLR.

RN, b S R SRR S AR ) TR ¢ 2 4SRN 7 (safe strategy), LAOK 2L S
G138 5 VAR TE B AR NN T S HE IR PPN, BUOBEEE KR, I R, ARG S B £ e
WIS SR PEAN R, RIS AR R AR S RRIE R4, X5 Hyland (1999)06¢ T 315 ARG
ST VN IR AR E LI R WA &

4.3. EMIRERNIA
2 6L 7 CSLR AT NSLR P/ EAH 2R ri B2 f e (4 BT+ A 4B Bl

Table 6. Top ten reporting verbs in CSLR and NSLR
% 6. CSLR 5 NSLR 8 HiBsRiE a1

No. CSLR R ES NSLR 2 ES
Word RF % (process/evaluation) Word RF % (process/evaluation)

1 found 119 10.94 Research Act/Factive found 114 8.16 Research Act/Factive
2 examine 49 4.50 Research Act/Neutral show 102 7.3 Research Act/Factive
3 show 48 4.41 Research Act/Factive examine 76 5.44 Research Act/Neutral
4 conduct 46 4.23 Research Act/Neutral suggest 68 4.87 Discourse Act/Tentative
5 investigate 43 3.95 Research Act/Neutral explore 58 4.15 Research Act/Neutral
6 report 43 3.95 Discourse Act/Neutral argue 46 3.29 Discourse Act/Critical
7 reveal 39 3.58 Research Act/Factive ~ demonstrate 45 3.22 Research Act/Factive
8 suggest 39 3.58  Discourse Act/Tentative highlight 44 3.15 Discourse Act/Positive
9 focus 38 3.49 Research Act indicate 42 3.01 Research Act

10 propose 38 3.49 Discourse Act reveal 41 2.93 Research Act

TOTAL 502 TOTAL 636

T DRHR U P AR SE L A o

PiMERHEILZ found. show. examine. suggest 5 reveal HAMZ O iAW, HA found. show 5
reveal JEIF AT WK F LMD, examine B AT WA LMESA], suggest JE&IEIEAT AR ZEANES A
EARRVER S, PN TEREERT AL B 2R BN RAT Ashinl, W] [E 225 MR RS 2 E e 5 R )2
HT P40 1) - e S N N FIR A, ST T8 SRR AT 4518 A BLEHIE. NSLR Fi-HA7% argue (HEH
)5 highlight (B ) 55 D4R S2.3% B A 2031, 17 CSLR R A7 1 T B 7847 28 8 rb SL M 8 2l 1],
H—BEMIE T A E M N NRIRS SR 2 A B2 .

4.4. FEREER B9 576 FAG AR FHE
BT BB TOPANE R N SR R A R AR AT e v o A A R
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Table 7. Distribution of local grammar patterns in CSLR and NSLR
F% 7. CSLR 5 NSLR FEREER KBS0 5

CSLR NSLR

JREREIREIN - — LL i B
FIss SRS JRIR R
A1 RIEH - IRIEF W - IREFL 21 41.83 19 2987 113 ns
B2 WiEE - MBS - Fi8E - HEEE 33 65.74 21 33.02 620 :
;3 WiEH - REFH - REFLE - E5 142 282.87 129 202.83 754 0
B4 RIEE - IRESH - - REEE - B 191 380.48 302 47484  5.82 *
s 15 - IIEH - RIEFHE - REFEE 67 133.47 77 121.07 027  ns
B 6 1EH - MiEH - MEFH - 5% - RIERFL 48 95.62 88 13836 431 :

e BEPRRFREZEME, p<0.05, Tp<0.01, "p<0.001, ns KREFARE; FedEIECERA N ST,

B 7 AT, ASPRL S I T I ANERLEE, R b [ 22 3 5 AR 7 3 A SR SR IR R 38 245 1) 1Y)
RHESE F A —E e, Hor, B4 GRIES - OB S0 - 55 - OB R - BB MERE F 158
e A AR, NSLR PR ik o 40 A3, A6, AU 5. X 2 FiAY
30 1; CSLR MR A 4, A 3, A 5. WX 6. B 2 FIBA 1. WA R A 1y
A5 15 55 543 (Circumstance), A48 &7 58 BE L€ A48 BN 5 2R R .

LL k54 R BN, B3 (LL=7.54,p <0.01)f# 3L 2 (LL = 6.20, p < 0.05)>4 CSLR =40 J=) 3 i
R, MR 4 (LL=5.82, p<0.05)F1HIR 6 (LL =4.31, p<0.05)y NSLR HmE#if s, A= 1 A=t
5 HILH IR 2 T IIA B2 (p>0.05). HHICAT UL, SR ZH 2% JL A0 R K R B2 PR, L IDhRe s A&
i RFATEE S

X o 22 5 32 BAKEILAE B 2 B 23 (Hinge) 5 15 5% il 23 (Circumstance) B & 7 30 . NSLR 2 % H [FlH
TR DRE R R AR A 4. B 6), 1T 2 RS Horh— R ks i A A 2, B 3).
DI 4 ], HARHESE/E NSLR ik £ 474.84/ 75, WM TF CSLR (1) 380.48/ /71 1% =i &
DA that MA) 51 RGBS B, FEAEI )G DAES 05 CEO &R RS L G S . il

(1) ...found that grade 11 learners scored higher than grade 10 learners ... (Laufer, 1998). (4% & NSLR)
(2) ...suggested that investment can explain language learners’ social learning histories... (Norton Peirce, 1995). (4% A

NSLR)

TEARLE R T, BERE R AR E A fE S A DyRe, 558 R o3 W — AR s it 98 SRR SO F TE B, A 4RaE
255 HAE PR FE AT BT N B 0 R 06 R o X — KRR 915 5 R 5 4 o 1 iy R B M S E 4R mT I P Y
EAERTEAR—E[28],

FHEEZ T, CSLR A 3 (RiE - 0l S - IiE(E 5 - 1550 (p<0.01). A Ul H LA 1] 4
TH(NP) B I S AT MBSO R I, TERR RAERE s  Ra g amd N 2, -

(1) ...conducted a mixed-methods study among Chinese EFL university learners. (3% B CSLR)
(2) ...examined the relationship between WTC and language anxiety. (% B CSLR)

ST that WEJGEHY, BESRRLAAEAVEAL EEDukeds, ook fh T UE s A B o X — )
HRTPOEFAF JOE SRR BN T LA R & DUE SRS R Tl 44 ] PR T AR
Je AN E FTT i N 2, KA RE X o [ 2 S OB G5 A K R 7 A I AR RN (31
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185 52 R 53 IR B 23 AT [ RE AR AN R RS S H S5k . AU 5 (T8 - R - IE S - IEE L)
FEPIMERE P ERA R, M 6 (55 - IEFH - Rl S5 - 84 - #EE E)7E NSLR
FIAREEAL A1 2.(138.36 X/ T3 1A]) & F =i T CSLR (95.62 YR/J3iAl, p < 0.05). 15T B AEW NG SR E S R
PRALIT ], Hb fUER R T 5t NSLR 2235 01X — SRWS 1) S8 s A ff A, 150 B JFC B8 A e oo R B s oA (s
B, MR THBE % B

PIAL R A 1 (RERE - OB S - REE A RKATLEEZR . XRFANREHE
TR, BT SR R AN B R A AR B8 B2 IR R AT 45 ), IX P RE S A ARBIE RS 5 H3 45 B
TP 5 SR M ) B AR R A R [32]

RARTT S, P SR A S P RIE 28 5 18 R i imik Bt BB R FVE & 22 Uik R e s 2544
(e . SRR, ASFMEE BEARTE B AUE e A 2 000 2 22 57 o NSLR 238 5040 i) {5 P [ B, 5
SRR R AR, M CSLR 223 W TE 2 K H DhRe o AR AL 450 . 1X — 22 S R
BEALEEAR S ML K, S RHEERIE. FRESIESR OER B INES R3], HRBH
S H A S TSRS 2 UG AN [R5 [33].

5. 858

AT 5 LA A [ 2 B 5 2 SCBRZR IR R R (CSLR) I 15 AN e 18 5 3 8L FH 1 5 2 SCRR SR IR 1 )R
(NSLR)NBFFUR B, 4545 Hyland $RIEZ) 1A 7 RAEIE 5 R ABIEIL A Jrids, XFPISRIE R E 2 5 48 B
AT SO AT B - TRIER AT T X 5. S5 REIR, WA FAERIE SR ] b B B i — 2
P, BUBETAT Aahin) . Stk S R BN, JFIR R NMCESS SRR R . SR, SRR
FEE R FIRMASTT X LRI R 2R . hEE 2 R MRA M P55, 8 g9
NBEARER RS TR A 28 W SE AT T P BAT PR R IR 3] b S S SE BRI, AREL ) B 5
PR AR St B 4.
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