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Literature Review

According to Hsiao and Oxford (2002, p. 368), “Since the 1970s, considerable research
attention in second or foreign language (L2) learning has been devoted to studying individual
differences in language learners. One individual difference variable — L2 learning strategies, has
gained increasing popularity among researchers and teachers interested in understanding how
languages are learned.” They explain learning strategies as follows:

Weinstein and Mayer (1986) stated that learning strategies are “behaviors or thoughts
that a learner engages in during learning that are intended to influence the learner’s encoding
processes” (p. 315). According to Oxford, they are “operations employed by the learner to aid
the acquisition, storage, retrieval, and the use of information...: specific actions taken by the
learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and
more transferable to new situations” (Oxford, 1990, p.8).

Referring to Chamot et al. (1999), Hsiao and Oxford claimed learning strategies can be
taught to L2 learners. They also claimed, “Such instruction has proved to be most successful

when it is tied to the language tasks that students are normally expected to accomplish and when
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strategies are explicitly taught” (Hsiao & Oxford, p. 369).

Research on the good learner has led to research on strategic differences between
competent and less competent language learners.

Green and Oxford (1995, p. 261) related strategy use to gender as well as to L2
proficiency level and included analyéis of variation on the use of individual strategies on the
Strategy Inventory of Language Learning (SILL), (Oxford, 1990). They found greater use of
learning strategies among more successful learners and higher levels of strategy use by women
than by men.

Green and Oxford explored the relationships between the SILL, L2 proficiency, and
gender based on a sample of 374 students in Puerto Rico. They stated (p. 262), “Language
learning strategies are specific actions or techniques that students use, often intentionally, to
improve their progress in developing L2 skills.” They went on to say, “Language learning
strategies enable students to gain a large measure of responsibility for their own progress, and
there is considerable evidence that effective strategy use can be taught.”

Strategy use in L2 is related to proficiency or achievement. Early research on good
language learners (Naiman, Frohlich, & Todesco, 1975) suggested this link. More recently, many
quantitative studies have underscored the significant relationship between L2 learning strategies
and language proficiency (Cohen, 1998). Dreyer and Oxford (1996) showed that Part C and Part
D of SILL correlated with the TOEFL scores of their participants.

According to Green and Oxford, MacIntyre (as cited in Green and Oxford, 1995, p. 263)
highlighted the importance of affective factors and links the use of a given language learning
strategy with task demands, proficiency, aptitude, situation, attitude, motivation, previous
success, anxiety, self-confidence, sanctions against strategy use, goals, and criteria for success.

O’Malley (1987, p. 133) discussed the importance of teaching strategies as follows:

By implication, less competent learners should be able to improve their skills in a second

language through training on strategies evidenced among more successful language

learners. With successful training, less competent learners should be able to apply
strategieé to the acquisition of a variety of different language skills and transfer the
strategies to similar language tasks.

Few studies have examined what factors are seen in proficient learners’ strategies and
what distinguishes successful learners and not successful learners. My interest here is in the
prediction of what kind of learner strategy use will lead to great improvement in proficiency in an
EFL environment. I would like to consider learner strategies, especially ones toward classroom

tasks in learning that might better predict successful learners.
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Research Questions

1 What are some factors of EFL learner strategies possessed by a sample of Japanese EFL

learners?

2 What are the strategies that best explain achievement in language learning?

Method

Participants

A total of 80 EFL students (27 girls, 53 boys) of the second year at a private high school
participated in this research. Their academic standard is one of the nation’s highest. Our statistics
have shown that most students at this level have passed Japan’s most prestigious universities.
Their average TOEIC score for the September, 2004 test was approximately 577, which is very
high for this age group. My earlier research showed that most of the participants were
intrinsically motivated and enthusiastic about studying English because it could satisfy their
intellectual curiosity. Throughout the entire reading course of the school year 2004, the students
were encouraged to guess the meaning of new words from the context before they consulted a
dictionary and also they were encouraged to write their own ideas about a passage they read or
listened to approximately once a week. Unlike in a traditional Japanese high school English class,
they were always told to answer English questions in English. They were advised to listen to
English outside class using whatever was available. In their regular classes, they were given basic

information about word formation, especially regarding prefixes and suffixes.

 Materials

The investigation used a Japanese translation of the ESL/EFL version of Oxford’s SILL to
measure the students’ use of L2 learning strategies. (See Appendix.) It specifies that there are
six strategy factors, each of which is represented by a specific set of strategy items: (a) memory
strategies (items 1 to 9), (b) cognitive strategies (items 10 to 23), (c) compensation strategies
(items 24 to 29), (d) metacognitive strategies (items 30 to 38), (e) affective strategies (items 39
to 44), and (f) social strategies (items 45 to 50).

According to Brown, Robson, and Rosenkjar (2001), “the SILL is the most reliable of the
available strategy questionnaires,” though they admit there is criticism about the SILL's
theoretical background.

Using Cronbach alpha, the reliability of the SILL for this sample was found to be .886,
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which is a little lower than usual, but I think this is because of the relatively small variation in
proficiency or attitude toward learning English itself among the students who participated in this
research.

Theorists expect the use of L2 learning strategies to be associated with proficiency.
According to Hsiao and Oxford (2002), this association has been obtained in numerous SILL
investigations. For instance, in Green and Oxford’s (2000) study, 78% of the variance in subtest
scores on a standardized English proficiency test was explained by the SILL, indicating that the
SILL can provide a powerful predictor of success in language learning.

The participants sat for a nation-wide mock examination in October 2004, which is similar
to the typical university entrance examination and requires reading and listening comprehension
of long passages and English translation of Japanese sentences. This test was used to divide the

group into two levels, higher and lower, in terms of proficiency.

Procedure

In order to obtain data for this study, the Z scores of the nation wide mock examination
which the participants sat for in October, 2004 were gathered. The SILL was administered in
Japanese in January 2005 under the supervision of the participants’ English teacher. It took
approximately 30 minutes to administer it. Firstly, a principal component analysis (PCA) was
performed to describe the underlying characteristics of language learning strategies of this
sample. Secondly, by using the Z scores on the proficiency test as dependent variable and the
factor scores extracted in the PCA as independent variables, multiple regression analysis was
conducted to examine the correlation between the proficiency and the factors of learners’
strategies exemplified in the principal components. Also the correlation between proficiency and
the scores of some items on the SILL was computed to examine which items or parts were more
highly correlated with proficiency. Finally in an attempt to find the strategies that divide the
students into two groups, higher and lower, on the mock examination, a discriminant function

analysis was conducted.

Statistical analysis
As shown in Table 1, in the principal component analysis, 14 principal components were
extracted. Of the fourteen, the first three principal components were examined.

Table 1 shows that 14 principle components are extracted.
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Table 1: Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 8.872 17.745 17.745 8.872 17.745 17.745

2 6.820 13.640 31.385 6.820 13.640 31.385

3 3.960 7.921 39.306 3.960 7.921 39.306

4 2.918 5.835 45.141 2.918 5.835 45.141

5 2.338 4,675 49.816 2.338 4,675 49.816

6 2.186 4.373 54.189 2.186 4.373 54.189

7 1.905 3.809 57.998 1.905 3.809 57.998

8 1.761 3.522 61.519 1.761 3.522 61.519

9 1.445 2.891 64.410 1.445 2.891 64.410

10 1.389 2,779 67.189 1.389 2.779 67.189

1 1.289 2.577 69.766 1.289 2.577 69.766

12 1.124 2.247 72.013 1.124 2.247 72.013

13 1.027 2.054 74.067 1.027 2.054 74.067

14 1.021 2.042 76.109 1.021 2.042 76.109

15 .889 1.778 77.887

16 877 1.753 79.640

17 .795 1.590 81.230

18 .752 1.503 82.733

19 .683 1.366 84.099

20 .670 1.340 85.439

21 .626 1.252 86.691

22 617 1.234 87.925

23 .529 1.057 88.982

24 .485 .969 89.951

25 .467 .933 90.884

26 437 .874 91.758

27 414 .827 92.585

28 372 744 93.329

29 .344 .688 94.017

30 .323 .646 94.663

31 .308 615 95.278

32 .290 .580 95.858

33 271 .542 96.400

34 .254 .509 96.909

35 .246 492 97.401

36 .210 421 97.821

37 .189 379 98.200

38 .138 .276 98.476

39 122 244 98.720

40 .109 218 98.938

41 .093 .186 99.124

42 .084 .168 99.292

43 .067 134 99.425

44 ..066 132 99.557

45 .056 113 99.670

46 .048 .097 99.767

47 .039 .079 99.846
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Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

48 .030 .061 99.907

49 .029 .058 99.965

50 .018 .035 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

As can be seen in Table 2, Component 1 received good loadings of more than 0.500 from
items 14,15,16,17,25,26,28,30,36,39, and 41. This factor is the largest component of language
learning strategies for this sample. This is basically about their positive attitude in using the
English language in a meaningful way, which includes trying to find time to read English and
making a habit of writing English.

The second main component was about general cognitive strategy, such as reasoning and
analyzing, where learners try to fill the gap with the knowledge they have or by inference. This
factor received good loadings from items 1,3,22,23,24,27,29, and 31. This factor includes effective
communication strategies, such as trying to guess what the other person is going to say.

The third main component indicated analytical thinking for vocabulary learning and
planning for language learning in general. This factor received good loadings from items
6,19,21,33,34, and 42. However, the scores on each one of the three factors did not significantly
correlate with the mock examination scores.

Therefore 6 principal components, which had Eigenvalues of more than 2 were analyzed
as a follow-up analysis.

Table 2 shows six major components and loadings from 50 variables.

Table 2: Component Matrix(a)

SILL ITEM Component

NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 204 586 37 285 042 -.230
2 319 357 -.271 284 150 -149
3 215 505 -400 -217 120 206
4 327 404 -.452 118 .033 .099
5 013 456 -.585 -.099 217 013
6 284 -.439 491 -.036 190 011
7 440 -342 -003 124 344 .054
8 384 202 .006 338 427 267
9 .098 -195 -210 -.068 518 .000
10 409 446 -165 .058 303 438
1 317 422 138 -.202 130 -010
12 182 402 -357 -179 192 156
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SILL ITEM Component
NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6
13 301 489 355 151 . .85 -121
14 708 -291 -.002 21 .068 027
15 456 247 072 -116 -.426 119
16 617 -.494 -015 386 -.068 -150
17 549 -.685 -.005 A7 -016 .038
18 301 377 -189 160 014 .095
19 173 210 437 -193 .378 -213
20 342 252 367 .047 209 -290
21 -.026 310 572 207 -118 -073
22 .066 510 .099 322 - 112 -390
23 .038 528 304 231 -.181 -.391
24 .038 602 -204 354 113 216
25 639 -017 -173 -.047 -305 135
26 578 -.301 - 117 .062 247 .002
27 153 674 014 373 .055 .007
28 499 116 056 198 -075 -326
29 355 518 -163 -238 -235 167
30 609 161 -.269 -221 -.359 -.011
31 343 501 494 -154 -.008 -.040
32 467 433 .084 -390 -210 128
33 327 136 585 -115 -.082 307
34 143 -4.143E-06 472 371 -.064 539
35 760 -347 -.034 102 -257 105
36 657 -322 -.041 305 -.249 -119
37 234 358 398 076 -172 241
38 ' 495 -249 -.028 276 .088 221
39 659 .065 -.082 -013 -.003 -379
40 326 239 - -293 -197 047 -.393
41 509 102 -.052 -279 210 -262
42 020 -128 486 -242 315 -.036
43 510 -674 -.032 147 235 -110
44 506 -.203 -.091 -370 -.052 -216
45 474 -.332 .034 -.063 -152 41
46 466 .099 257 -.467 136 082
47 426 - 118 -075 -534 -.054 -154
48 392 029 383 -.429 239 216
49 654 -.094 -.235 115 126 -016
50 558 -.009 .010 -.004 -.356 092

Extraction Method : Principal Component Analysis
a 14 components extracted.

As a follow-up analysis, a multiple regression was conducted by using the factor scores of
the 6 principal components as independent variables and the mock exam score as a dependent
variable. As seen in Table 3, the result showed that the combination of the 6 did correlate with
the proficiency scores represented by the examination. The correlation coefficient was computed

to be at a significant level. This result indicaties those who tend to use the strategies that showed
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good loading on the 6 components are likely to get higher scores on the proficiency test.

Table 3: Model Summary Correlation between Principal Components 1-6 and proficiency

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .453(a) .205 135 21.64911

a Predictors: (Constant), REGR factor score 6 for analysis 1, REGR factor score 5 for analysis 1, REGR
factor score 4 for analysis 1, REGR factor score 3 for analysis 1, REGR factor score 2 for analysis 1, REGR
factor score 1 for analysis 1

b Dependent Variable: MOCKZ

c Statistically significant at .013

The correlation between Part C and Part D scores on the survey of the SILL and the
scores on the mock examination was also computed because the two parts include strategies I
often refer to in class. Table 4 shows that in this research Part C correlated with the same
dependent variable—mock examination results with a significant level at .027, although the
correlation between Part D and the mock examination was statistically insignificant. However,
the correlation between the 11 strategies I have been teaching and the result of the mock
examination was significant at 0.01level. The 11 strategies are as follows:

6 I use flashcards with the new word on one side and the definition or other information

on the other.

15 I watch TV shows or movies or listen to the radio in the new language.

21 I find the meaning of a word by dividing the word into parts which I understand.

22 1read without looking up every unfamiliar word.

23 I skim the reading passage first to get the main idea, then I go back and read it more

carefully.

24 1 try to understand what I have heard or read without translating it into my own

language.

27 When I do not understand all the words I read or hear, I guess the general meaning by

using any clue I can find, for example, clues from the context or situation.

28 1try to guess what the speaker is going to say next.

30 Itry to find out all I can about how to be a better language learner by reading books or

articles, or by talking with others about how to learn.

32 When someone is speaking the new language, I try to concentrate on what the person

is saying and put unrelated topics out of my mind.

40 Ttry to use the language without fearing making mistakes.
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Table 4: Correlation between Part C of the SILL and proficiency

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 573 .328 210 24.55483

a. Predictors: (Constant), VAR00029, VAR00026, VAR00024, VAR00028, VAR00025, VAR00027
b. Dependent Variable MOCK Z scores
Statistically significant at 0.027

Further in order to investigate the link between strategies use and success in learning
English at high school, a discriminant function analysis was followed to predict group
membership, high or low. Before using the SPSS DISCRIM, univariate outliers were checked using
the SPSS EXPLORE. No extreme values were found. The remaining data were then checked for
multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distance in the SPSS REGRESSION. None were found.
Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was tested using the Box M statistics in the SPSS
MANOVA. The Box M statistic was not significant, indicating that there was no serious problem in
this study with homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices.

Table 5,6, and 7 shows the Eigenvalues, Wilks’ Lambda, and classification results from
DISCRIM respectively. The classification was impressive because the prediction failed only in one

case.

Table 5: Eigenvalues

Function Eigenvaluee % of Variance Cumulative %  Canonical Correlation
1 4.882(a) 100.0 100.0 911

a First 1 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis.

Table 6: Wilks’ Lambda
Test of Function(s) Wilks' Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
1 170 85.050 50 .001

The p value being .001< .05, there is a significant difference between the two groups.

Table 7: Classification Results(a)

RANK Predicted Group Membership Total
1.00 2.00
1.00 38 1 39
Original Count 2.00 0 36 36
% 1.00 97.4 26 100.0
2.00 .0 100.0 100.0

a 98.7% of original grouped cases correctly classified.
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Table 7 indicates some items on the SILL are very powerful predictors for grouping the
levels of learners.

In the Discriminant Function Analysis, the items whose absolute values are great
contribute a great deal in dividing the two groups. Some items in the next table are important in
distinguishing the two groups. As Table 8 illustrates, the loadings for predictor variables on
discriminant function showed that items 17(taking notes in English), 23(trying to capture outline
when reading), 30(trying to increase opportunities to use English), and 31 (trying to learn from
my own mistakes) are important strategies that contribute to proficiency. These strategies are
about using English as often as possible and learning from mistakes, which is closely related to

what I taught explicitly in class.

Table 8: Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

SILLITEM __Function SILLITEM __Function
NUMBER 1 NUMBER 1
1 -.271 26 935
2 830 27 -577
3 247 28 -1.167
4 -.364 29 -.095
5 -479 30 2.318
6 049 31 1.169
7 898 32 -.058
8 -1.185 33 294
9 374 34 -1.361
10 -473 35 -490
1 -.358 36 202
12 278 37 912
13 -752 38 875
14 -.166 39 905
15 -.063 40 -1.300
16 042 41 -.260
17 921 42 052
18 802 43 .029
19 -507 44 -1.303
20 649 - 45 -1.214
21 -.071 46 534
22 128 47 -1.045
23 1.356 48 .306
24 433 49 853
25 1673 50 -440
Discussion

Although the correlation between each of the six factors extracted in the PCA and

62



Correlation between strategies use and English proficiency in the context of Japanese senior high school (Sawada)

proficiency was non-significant, the combination of the 3 main principal components have a
correlation with achievement with statistical significance. This implies as earlier studies have
shown that students classified as higher level learners in the mock examination use the
combination of various strategies to achieve language proficiency. Descriptive statistics show that
the items describing the strategies which I taught explicitly were used and most of them
contributed to the division of the two levels, high and low, as the DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION
ANALYSIS in this research showed. There was a significant correlation between strategies I
taught, which are basically about using and taking in a large amount of English, and the mock
examination result. It may sound a matter of course but regrettably instruction using English is
not often practiced in the current Japanese education system.

The teacher’s job is to encourage learners to use such strategies which are effective for
attainting proficiency. Part C of the SILL has a high correlation with the mock examination. Part
of the reason should be that I emphasize using strategies described in items 24 and 27. Twenty
four is ‘guess the meaning of new words from the context’ and 27 is ‘continue reading when they
see new words without consulting a dictionary.’

An important issue here is that systematic training of strategy use could enhance
motivation to study more and play a role as a springboard to make more efforts. Chamot,
Barnhardt, and Robbins (1996, p. 178) suggest that having access to appropriate strategies
should lead students to higher expectations of learning success, a crucial component of
motivation. Self-control over strategies should lead to enhancement of motivation in classroom
activity too. As Chamot, Barnhardt, and Robbins claim, this type of self-control may be enhanced
if strategy instruction is combined with metacognitive awareness of the relationship between

strategy use and achievement in learning.

Conclusion

The findings of this study support a few suggestions that have been made about language
learning strategy use. The data extracted by factor analysis indicate that the largest strategy
factor in English learning among the Japanese EFL students is basically their positive attitude in
using the English language in a meaningful way, which includes trying to find time to read English
and making a habit of writing English. The second factor is about general cognitive strategy, such
as reasoning, where learners try to fill the gap with the knowledge they have or by inference.
Factor 3 indicates the learners analytical thinking about vocabulary and figuring out a way to

learn English more efficiently. The discriminant function analysis that followed showed that some
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items that appeared in the first factor and a combined use of some items on the SILL can predict
learners’ success in a proficiency test. The strategy of using context in guessing the meaning of
words or sentences was most highly correlated with the achievement shown in the mock
examination.

The limitation of this study is a relatively small sample size. Also the data were gathered
only in one school where the motivation is rather high because of the entrance examinations that
all of them will take in the near future. The results obtained in this research are not necessarily
true of other Japanese EFL contexts. And the study should be followed by a long term,
introspective method to further understand the construct of language learning strategy and reach
a more useful classroom intervention.

Considering the characteristics that each group of learners have, the teacher must think
of strategies to enhance language learning and study the nature of learners’ strategies that lead
to unabated motivation to keep making an effort. The strategies which enhance learners’
motivation should be empirically studied over time.

One strategy does not always work for everyone. Researchers on strategies should also
take individual differences in learning styles or perceptual preferences or motivation orientation
into consideration. To make strategy study more relevant to the classroom, further study should

also consider the combination of strategies that works best for each individual learner.
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APPENDIX

THE STRATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING (SILL)

Part A

1 HLLFALEBEON#E, T TICHo TWAHMEBEMITEZ LS L LTS,

2 REZRETIAD. HLVEBIXEOFIIVA, ZOXEITLEX LI LLTY
%,

3 RELTRETAADIC. BEXYEZHLEILL, ZOREORBFLZOEEOSN AT
(LOHRTEDOHFEIIN L CTICRFED) 2RI LI ELTwa,

4 HERHEZLLEEIZIE, ZOEEMEDLAL TV ZEBOKR. BitOXRE —#IZEZ S
Lol Twa,

5 HEXEZLLEXIZZ, ZOEEIEOVIL, 77/ 2FBELTELZEIICLT
Wb,

6 BEITEXLEXIE. BEI-FOKRIOERMEN, ThEFHALTEASLHIZLT
Y-

7 HEFEZLLEIE. BEBfEBrLANLEZLS, (FIZIE FRETT 7RV b
HI372) . ZOBOEREHTELED F50) |

8 HEXIHELYICEETS,
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9 HEZEZIDZLE, ZTOHENSTFAMRHERO OB ITHTW Iz L, & EDFER
ZFALTER %,

Part B

10 HLVHEEICHE 2L 3id, ZORBEFTELHICHLTRAZYD ., F720F 2,

11 WEEAETLEPBHT L L SHMRBETAATA TR —H—OFE, 4V =Y
av, EBLAYERBLHICLTWVAS,

12 EBOREEHET 5o

13 HMoTWAEELVAWALRHE, TR, MAGDE, 5VIAETHES) & LTWa,

14 BLEATEETEERAS—FF5LI12L TV,

15 HEOMECT LY - 5UAEMERAEY. BT ICL T 5,

16 BB CTHEEOFHEE LTV 2,

17 BBETATENo720, HER, F, LE—PFEEOZYTEEIIIL TV,

18 HBEOALLZHOE X, TTEoLHEBL, AHELERTIRAZHT, b —F
TR CTEIHEE L ICL TV 5,

19 HLVEEICHE o728 310, ZOBECESMARTE. Bifor. BRBOEE
BOBARTEET S &1L T b,

20 EFEOHRICROAS [HRAM] MHRIVE] ZEFEFTROTLI) L LTV,

21 HISBVETEIL, WL OPDOBAICHEL, ZOS T L OEERD b SEOERE HEET
55912 TwD (Bl :lovely& ) HEEER [F] L [BIF%EA5ER] 0L HIIHITE
AT 5)

2 EEEHALY, MO THE R0, —B-E0BBLY b, KELERODE
D] TLOBBABESEL L)L TS,

23 BERHEALY. MU TEEIE. (6T L) BEAFEET2L512L T4,

Part C

24 HORVEREICHE o6, TCIHELFIMTZOREOERYEHET L LI ICLTY
%,

25 EFETHELTVIHEHFIIELLED], RAPBEPLATIZVEEEIV L AF v —%ffoT
HFPICEBZEAHLHIIL TV,

26 FEFETIIa=f—YardheIICEYLEN REASBELATIRVE &1, HEE
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