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Summary : This paper is concerned with figuring out a scheme to facilitate
UML utilization through examining the factors which affect the intention to use
UML. For this, we conducted a survey of those factors among software engineers
in IT service companies. In order to examine the factors affecting the intention to
use UML, we developed a model by combining the Technology Acceptance Model
and the Innovation Attributes Theory, which have been proved to explain well
about the acceptance of new technologies and services. Statistical analysis shows
that the subjective norm which is one of social factors has significant influence

on the career consequences, and also on the compatibility when the result of
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UML utilization is demonstrable. The career consequences, the compatibility and
the ease of use are found to have significant influence ‘on the usefulness
perception of UML utilization, implying that the recognition that one’s future
career can be affected in the long term by UML utilization is important in
shaping how one perceives the usefulness along with the compatibility with one's
current task type and the ease of use. The usefulness and the compatibility are
evaluated to be the factors that have significant influences on the intention to use

UML.

Key Words @ UML(Unified Modeling Language), Technology Acceptance

Model, PCI(Perceived Characteristics of Innovation), oftware utilization
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e AAHoz 748 % EAgst=d AMgste dojolth UMLE 538 g A
BAZEE RdP3tE o] AFHoE AL U 34 7HES shte] B
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Method 0.8¢] BA o2 wRE oW o]F Jacobsono] UML 7Hdtel 317 F23hAA
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Y d3EoE UML #38 JFSAEE THEo] TRIHEA 1 AAEE e 7]
A3 2P S Hol e FoltHAA L, 2005).
UMLE 7H8 @713 B¢ 2ZEH o] 338 EotoA] wWE $E2
(de-facto)o] A& & UMLS g AxAZEZ2 el EM1 dA

g 2y doj2 /R AA T, HEUE 7]k s vz s 2dEy,

T
Y2
v

e

2

e

JL LR

- 116 -
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3154 Z2REA F AR F3HBooch et al, 1999 = &g gon AZtA
7NZE AHEEoEN HAES AMESIE ART Y HA YL olgT F UES
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CUMLE 2ZEdo] A A a7 383 Asts o
89 5 Ik AE So] AAYAN A2 Lol T Fu B3 4 ol EalA

€ 7% o, 71Es S2s 224 R AN DS AR T2
4 BAZL F230, ABASES FAY FEAY o) A A2 BH A

Rumbaugh 5 (Rumbaugh et al., 2005)2 UML) 4
3} Zo] AAlstar vk AR, UMLLS thdg A FgHAAM AA 2 MdS
sk, Z+ Jidel i HEg 21y 898 *]—%?:}9— M o u) 5% 311@-7% Ll
Aol WAZ. o]2 Al EAsE A diie] ¥ e ZHY F glon, Y
EYEY ¢ & 542 o vk F, UMLAA AMEE & tolo] o Hgk o]
7HAAL glo], AlAEE a7 e} ob7|EA 2 e H o~ HASE E4A UE
AEE AYddE Aolth, 41, UMLE AHEAF 87| AFE AX] °T§—7]77}
| &Aooy, AT MdT el M= E]'E- M Mo ALEE = Qe
g 29 ol EFFE AHEE R Y AFAe] Hojubth AlAl, UMLLS =
2aPAe], diolg Mol X, 4GLs, 23 &A], Helo] 5 thdd 7F doje} Z9E
o A& FEA Aol JHssteE TRl it

olAl UMLE AZEgo] Alx~dlo] olF|Hl g HASHY] 913 ALdAe] 85 <

—l> i

N

2N BL 2T E O] MLAE] AL ST, UML Yo ATUE o}
g3} thekst WU E 5] tEo] wASHA HUth £ ATl E UML &8&0] 7}
ST OGS 49 T A2ZES Y MEF o] 2HE D50], UML AHEQ %o g
& PAE oy 2989 F¥Ee B8 mud an
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2 d7e AZEY AT R AZEH] JhEA
o e FEo AT TR A2 EA FE , ¥

oA A7le @ Mu|2 F&o dis] dHEe] & AR AF5HE /eT {23
HA 5ol &d st =4 FE ¥R

Davis(Davis, 1986 ; Davis, 1989)& ¥2l3 3% o] 2(Theory of Reasoned Action
: TRA)(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)3 A& 39 o] E(Theory of Planned Behavior :
TPB)(Ajzen, 1991)& 7IWte2 ALEAES] HE7|E AHgol tE B R 35 9
Toll GEe FE thkdt 8919 gAg B3 A4d F849% A4 &eldolge
T AlgdETE Ao o Bl 9 ALl diE ATl ZAAA dFS T
= AL A n 7e48 28 (Technology Acceptance Model : TAM)o]2t= A}
2.8 o]2& AR HDavis, 1989 ; Davis et al, 1989).

TAMAA XZHg {848 ‘280 SR &8A =] 21821 HFA
HE SUAE Aolgte AHERY FHA FE'E YA, ALE Lol “Ab
£A7F R A2 B2 28E SolA 41k AT F 1S Aolgte 7Y
AE"2 Ao (Davis et al, 1989)5t1 o, elx=et 5o x W) ARExlY A
AALEE 7P & dEste W42 Ba Yok & TAM2 AH7|sd] #4343&
gk oo 2N 7leTEd U AREY FHdEE AddE F&4% A"
fo|Ad oaf ARHT P et JRH MFE dF Add &4
A z+g fojAdo) &3] mMEE ZA(Venkatesh & Davis, 2000022 B @& A
Ao o3 gt JrIlE FGdA Ve & 459 Aol 45 v AT
(Davis et al., 1989 ; Gefen & Straub, 1997 ; Lederer et al., 2000 ; Szajna, 1996 ;
Taylor & Todd, 1995 ; Venkatesh, 1999 ; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).

Lee 5(2003)& A3 sk g4l 2000 Z¥t7bA] Davis(Davis, 1989)%}
Davis 5(1989)¢] TAM AT-E o]ojir& 4247019] =& 133 2003d7HA] 2
o A 698709 A Mg AT 223 1986 E 2003'd Atolel E%d 101
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Mo =& g detEM S 53 TAMO g8 J+8 Fyded, 1 A3 TAM
o] Tt IT7|&(HEZZ AN, e-mail, www, HLABA 2 5)3 o3k 43
ANz *r‘ﬁ} ) R A LAdE B A, £A FH, 27] F) $& =Y A
FEHASE g8ty TAMS] B34S A4t &<l vh glh

Legris 5(2003)x TAME #&3 80H 9 A+ F 208 & HA3S EAlg 234
TAMQ] T&4E O glglon, HEo] T AWt EE AL HAR
3 AhdT 55 EFst F o YA ST AS AAFh o] & AFelA
= TAM 230X AFaAads 234F2, 49, A2 5& A3t dial 85
4 BE AEFE FUH8k ITAR 2 719 A4S UML AHE9Zo digh J3al
s A3tz g
2. 540l E

Rogers(1995)& 41L& “ololt]o], A3, Bz} tiigo] edelyt A=el &
Sl o 2L AR AANHE AR Aottt il “FAalo] AlFAl A~
de] FAHYE Abolell Al7te] et o| AES T ADHE FAH o2 Ao
t}. Rogers7t #AlA1gF A1 &itol 22 HAlA 7]e9 EHL & 2 Ao dgte
X E 71Ed YA BasEe dHe B4 B4 gatez A3 Rogers
€ ol SAES AUA o, A, HFA, A¥UFsA, 2EvsAHg §
° < “AN2E Falo] 71&Y RAET drhd ¢ s g Y
2ANE ZF1 JAeAE T8V e AEE FAYHY, HFAHL “galo] &
I, A AHazte] 259} ¢ J&ré% AR =R o gEt ox]” AL “¥
A& o]t Ab&shed oAl °1£'=1 3t Q1R o] AL AL “Y
Aol AFE 7jEL 2 AREHARAE AR, & M2L vHol& AL} AF A

Ml)

n&i“‘

¥Fo2 AYY & A AEZ I, b5 e YA A} e Ay
A BeiRE BE" F FA9 AAE B AYSo o= AR Foz BIY 5
ez Pl gk

A%

Rogers(199%5)= HASA0) 29 Fojdo] ojrjel Qe ¥4, 172#E, =A A
g3 A LS 233 o 7] HAPA rle HAe AEe 2AkE] st A
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IT Aol iz 7iele] 7k & Je T B3l A FZETE AN
Wataat glom, Rogers(1995)9] 57HA] AEAE 7122 7]sd A FA43 A9
2o} el 2HE w3} 0|5 Rogers® TAMNEE AASS oln]z], £9]
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(Perceived Characteristics of Innovating : PCI)o]&} H 3 it}

ol A& “YAl ALgo] ALFAAE] oA JHQIY olm Ay AAHE AT A
olgty ARG AE"Z HoFn Lo]H2 ¢ o] AHEE] oy AZEHe
AL, AL “Falo] @Al 7HA, ZAA AHgate] a7 dAEE THAIEA
gk AA'E, AAANARL “BEIVsAAH AAET TS Xt Al A
£ ZAFo] i3 FUY(tangibility)” 2.2, & GUAHRE TE AIFE0] o= X

FOoE #A F & glon, A i) gAtaFo] THe A E KA, AHRY A
AL “HAY ARl ApZH oA AR Ao 7 AAA el i A AE"E
FoEm, 7N “Z2A oA ThE Alo] Al&"E AMESE Ae B T S
AL"E L3t

PCl o] 22 7= 7|9+e] AR EA 2] AHE(Plouffe et al, 2001)3 22 AT
oA Ajzell ARgol] ik Bkl 45%7F PCI 8ol o8] A¥HE Aol THIFHUL
o, AR IT9 A Aeztel] ol 7HAA, AHAA AN, &l AP sl
IT AHE-2l =0l F-ofgt G o] lgol 459 vt 3l 2™(Karahanna et al., 1999)

o, Agarwal® Prasad(1997)¢] T E WWW AR§-9 2o digh 23 o2 N
PC/} @7EF2Z =AU

3. 2& AZESe =93 884d 23 HE

B A7 #EAdo] L 2ZEY AL @ AZEJ S ALRE G A
2¢ Z A2 o A £Ed BT AFERE BEI 2HEIZ Ak

Leonard-Barton(1987)& X Ego] Wi 2ol e FHUd & viAle &
ol it ATE B3, dHolvt GFY Sle TR, 2 HEE AR Wi 2



ZHojdES] AAZL A& W o ARREIA e RS 2R, Kozar(1939)=
Az’ i 71 Aiske Almvel] FME 110 7] 3B BE2EC] Y ¥
of ol® WhH& AMEEAE AAsEA G AH GFE A 2US A9
X AEHFE AN 2 AP AG5 Ado] AHEALY] 87F olFe] o
N2 7S AHEE JAPEAE sted F8% A2 Yehutth Johnsondt

Satzinger(2000)= A XA 262 A Gitol] ik A7olA Rogers®] FAl&4t
o] TWHA 15089 MIAAEL EA3 A Azt AAe] FE£3Ho FHEA
(receptiveness)©] ¥ AAd] 7} 2 J3Ho] e ALE YEhton I ggo

2 Z2 Yo A8 duie AE AX e BAA el R Ggde] 2
Ao 2 Jehon, E3 FaY Tt JIAHE AT FAT Ao YEhgth

Agarwal#} Prasad(2000)= COBOLZZ I w7t CEZIaHY A& AEste
T2 aYvE HAE F UAEE 159 58S FIAT7] A it AFolA A

97 o), 9148 B0, AT 5L N2del g 28 Lol g

o Hme} ome] NN FPPL AFehE, W HPeoz 24 I,

AR 1SRN, B, AT 2O ST 2L 9% 2a5Y JYYE AT

o A3 g oldT HPel Hxel §o98 IFYel Y Aoz Yehow,
A

st RolHE oo HFHoR

o
Hiv
o
¥0
rlr
Y
lo
b
i
Au)
30
v
ta
roL
0{1;
iy

el Maacos =4 A7)

b
4

A3 Aoz AbdZieR Y £dol, oo dPglles AR &
e

AR AMA 71eX 4ol forids AFAT
Riemenschneider$} Hardgrave(2001)&= AZE o] 7ldoxe] Al & o) ATE
91101 N Eo] AMEHA Al digh ATl A TAMe $Hojzhe AW

Aol g AFAA AHEE A =7]3 X] 9 (transitional support)Z F-AHSH 7id o

Amoroso®} Cheney(1991), Corbitt®} Norman(1991)¢] 7 Aol A} o] &A1A
719 AMES AWcte S8 AA 8oR fold fod FFHe] Qe Ao
Z et Riemenschneider 5(2002)& HIAbEHY ARE7 sho| A HPEE ARE 9
ol gL vAE 2 dE TN TFF AFEHE Yt s
o, I A% F-84, FRHETY, ALA, T 5o Agadiel 2R we) JFS

.Z':
= 27he QTS AL o AT el S Chau(1996)5] CASE
o=
Al &
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T 29o2 etk Hardgrave $(003)% EA8in a1 A=, 71&4

o BHA EAF A3 84 AT AR A o, AR 239 a7 Fol
Wgate] AbR-el o] A FEFHo] Q&S AFEATE 1 9 Tore T(2004) =
2z EYo] /EAtEe] AAE ZEZA2 7bo)=(Electronic Process Guides) &80
FEFE vAE 8 AT HEZALE T3 IRE F840] A A 29 AHET
e AR Q% A7E AWdte 7P Sag aloH, AXHE A, £o)A, 24
Ad Fol IAE -84 9 Fag APaAYS ¥3l v ik

SESELICE:

NEE AXEOY 9] 2 F&7d AT =& uiel Zo] £ dF9A
= UMLY A€ 78487 §o)]d& AME e AFAQ0 9 vXe 892
E{lstnAt ghoh g <af 1>oA 9k o] thekdt QIES olE 4Ny A
Fodoz HAsy UML AHEAES 2o 3 HEXA 234E EUZ A7)
A& HFs nax sk

)

<32 1> A7stdel e

ZANEY Ter
Z3 1291
[
FENY oy o
OIDIXI
ERxA |
p ]

_122_



L A4 - A ass 4989 7 744

Moore} Benbasat(191)= A#AA AL E #3714 AL T 7H5A8E X8
& Mdez AHogdon, 71& ATFAANE A8 x(Agarwal & Prasad, 1997 ;
Slyke et al, 2004)oll f2l3F FFHo] glom, F&49 HPQRJNoEE J&F& 7|
Ade RHol AFHUHVenkatesh & Davis, 2000). £ AFolM= A A 9
&4 297 BA AT BB, 7€ T AFEHA ot UML A
Aol gt ALAT 7HsAdol AFA AA N frefg dFHo] Y& Ao Ads
th &, UML AR&-9] 237 22 W & 745 44 dAaEH A1, 23
of & o]ejo] HEA FAZ R AAFTHH d3t= wHY
&o| Hgstthe HA A FAHA dFE 1A A2

Hae AgE,

HL: UML AHgol o 20 a4 94 A3 Q40 2449 d82 m4 3
olek.

Fishbein® Ajzen(1975)& R A Ad# &7l 73 4o Ba2xF 34,
ol A &Y AAE FHA olE L APtk FAAFHLE Jide] &
3 gL F8 AR | SAHJISZRY AL A GEE =7je A EX £
A€ BE2HE Ard YA 2AEAY 7|E AFA FBH 7Ee PC &
(Thompson et al., 1991), <] X3 3 A(Hartwick & Barki, 1994 ; Venkatesh &
Morris, 2000) 2 AHS] A" B4 F 89 A 59 2AWA J o] HAXF

Al2=gl g Qg FAAe 93-S v X (Johnson & Satzinger, 2000)3}+,
ABAEE AMR O T T {23 AoE AT H M Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). &
ATodM = 71E€9 7HE AANA AFHA FUot Al A F8g FE&FS v X
= AHEES UML AR&oll gk A3 4ol zpale] Ao T3 4L )
Aolgke ZEFER A Fod FFHo] A& Aoz AYI

FRAFHAA A HYY 82002 FEsE EAHUL T8 EE ‘_311}01“1
714 2 #EA A9 AAANA HEHeg vE 4F
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H2: UML AHgol 0@ 528 78 Qe 2803 as 940 3342 9%
w3 Rolth

o

2. &3 A 3 744

Z 71 2 (facilitating condition)o] & 1 ZZolY 7o) AFHX FH#E EA
PAE o} R3te AL oy B&H R APHe AL PElEg + s dd
zZoly #4-& oJu] 3 Triandis, 1980). Thompson 5(1991), Riemenschneider
9} Hardgrave(2001), Tore 5(2004)2] AFolA FIZ7A T84S W3l np glo
o, £ TN E O]Q‘r 2 dHe A7 ARES v o R u&8E, 2o

O

[

¢

7hAd L “&22] Woll A T Algo] Al&FlE ARl A B T e ARE

Aol 3 4 3l o™ (Rogers, 1995), d#& 71&9 A8 (Jebeile & Reeve, 2003), 2t

A 91EjYl A =H(Oh et al, 2003) 5 FEANA FFHo] e RoZ HEFHJUh

19} Z2& A T2 AHo] AER ALYE AMEShe AE Bol JEgeEA 3

F A"l g $adm AR AAE 79 £olA UAald A 4TS
3

e Aoz AT o, oy AN HEH 22 JHde AN,

O

o)

o

Ha : UML AHEo] B @ 7bA) o] 5242 gol4 9140] 3HH 9% w2 A
oI},
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3. w84 Agad 44

AL “galo] Al x|, AR AHate] Q7o ABFLS pHER ) g
212]”(Rogers, 19959)2 849 Agaoz Foo] AFHE vl JrH(Hardgrave
et al,, 2003) ; Jebeile & Reeve, 2003 ; Oh et al, 2003 ; Tore et al., 2004). o]<} 2
AT Aol v]Fo] UMLe] dA} 7ol dupht A= gt 12 e] /&4
140 JaFHol & AR sty T3t 2 HHE AT

flo

HS: UML A9} A340) e 398 A4 584 2349 932 94 2
o)},

Venkatesh Davis(2000= A A0l Aud 843 ZAY 84 4 A2
=9 oW, # U F 3% F BFA S840 498 dFe] A2 AT
2 AFNNE THY AR o d4o] £84 A4 FelF FFYel 9
& Aos wodd g 2e HEe 4P

Ho: UML AFSo] tie 29194 9] 344 Q4 & 484 Q49 3849 932
w3 ]t

o

1 o)

-

)

78 95 & 3 career consequences)= HE Al2ElS AV|FHo 7 o] &31H o]
3 )

lo

deide] 2 A dge) AR

<t R

& % 713E FUAIIYE 9 ujo]ti(Thompson et al, 1991). Thompson
(19912 A a=aE347 PC &80 AHAA 43S nAes A5 v Ut £ 4
T = UML AH&o] vle] Aale] Ao $23 9432 v]d Aolghe ¢4 &
o ol vlE UML &89 F84 % ’51% gole AHE 7HAE Aolgta B3}
o o7 2L JHds ARt

ot

[

H7:UML 822 A3 AE a5 a7 344 J42 784 A4 384 4
&< n)d Hot,
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FO0A eI =@ FBY TE A4 J1E AT FRE PEe T
bAoA 84 2 ZEoAxd FAAHA FFES

(Hartwick & Barki, 1994 ; Johnson & Satzinger, 2000 ; Thompson et al., 1991 ;
Venkatesh & Davis, 2000 ; Venkatesh & Morris, 2000). ©l¢} & AT 23S uigt
o B ATIME FBY FHE #4844 A4e] FA® FPHol e A
date] o33 22 7HEE AR

Ol

HS: UML 8§ o3 384 7 Q4] 248 #8440 398 432
2 Rolt.

olm|Al = “YAl ARgo] ARBAAR el JjQ19] olu X} X ¢E e A
olgl= Q1A 9] A&"(Moore & Benbasat, 1991).2 A HAAE Al ALE
o] % (Carter & Belanger, 2004), AEA| A8 £¢ 2 &&(Venkatesh & Davis,
2000) 59 ATFolA EF A2" f-8A40d FAHAN &S vX= A2 Y

Stk B AT AR ele] UMLE Ao 9ls) 2o} AlsAl Ay Yoo
Aale) olul At A917k ek Aoleha =E A4S 4840 FHHA %S )

2 Aoz ddsty e 22 7Mde A4

H9: UML &-8&°] = 544 o|v]| Ao th g A2 784 A4l 3R HAILES
o d Aol

7Hd H3o A £X 2212 7€ AT ZAFd B3] §o]4d Hygagloz MAs
Rew, Tore 5(Tore et al, 2004) F&49 HYPQRJNOEXNE Fg 3 o]
A&E AFsA . UML ALE 84818 93 288 F, 2oy 0§ 2 @R e
A 2 ABH g2 Fxo] -84 A Fg FFHe] A& A

oz Wosle e 2e e Agd

HI0: UML AH8 $4318 18 A% A 891024 0270 hd 395 A4
F84 Q40 34 JF2 012 Rolu.
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ZeTEEFAAM AHEGEE A A8 US F8AAT &o)AdoH, o] F
849 daoeR fojAdo dgHo] nje At Aol TAMS &3 22
T AEFHAY. Gardner?t Amoroso(Gardner & Amoroso, 2004)E TAMS
283 80H e =& T A AFty FEAA) vl 52 Ao YERtoe

™, §olde F&Ad g FFHE AST =F 179 F 2¢o] Fo5hA &
2

o

Ehich B ATFAE UML 880 4ckn =7 4% #8400 344 9%
M Aoz Basel B 2 NS 4Pk

HI1: UML 289 $0]46] g 282 9148 §840] 294 g vd 2
oIk,

4. AHE o Agag 3t 7HAd

Al=golut AZE o] &gor mfd Aol HdE WAt FAdE
EdAY 9 9r] de= 948 & 71371 F7HThompson et al, 1991)E3H Luk3
AFESY AT AT Aladoly AZE O E FH3] &83taxt & ol A}
HEHE= o] 89 A7) 4% AL 22X UMLY &80 e zp4le] Z8e 2

=
-3
344 ANE T A UML A= E3 Eold Role

H12: UML &89 #7] 9o 2 AYaFaTo] g3 FHH A4 2 A2 r
TAAN dFL v E Aol

Halo] @Aje] 7HA], A gt a9t RS TR Hig AR g
T e AL (Rogers, 1995)2 FA 849 HgeNoF 7MdE HAIH o Al
251 ARl tigh 9oy} ALgefo] 2 H A &R ¢l(Carter & Belanger, 2004 ;
Chin & Gopal, 1995 ; Jebeile & Reeve, 2003 ; Slyke et al., 2002 ; Slyke et al.,
2004) 2% 9 vt gtk ofe} 2 A ZAFlo| u|So] UMLE L i A4 <l
A2 ARge ko) Fod FFHe] g AT HGsi gy 2L /M AAF
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HI3:UML 849 43401 o9 339 A4 A4l 334 932 04 2
o,

Mgl o2 WA oln) wol@ e} o] EFERFL BE ATAS
odal A7lesE A2 GEH olEoz Welsoifh ¥ AT w:e UML AH4
Jd g 1eFEERS FeetnA e 2e S A

Hi4: UML &89 g 8014 A4 A8 5 334 932 v Aot
H15: UML &8l g -84 J4& A2zl 383 9%S v E Aotk

=]
24 92 =9

I\

olN

L 3899 P4% 7Y

r.l

SZAEELE 7IE& AT7dA g3l AsE AERE TAEHAY AHEYEE
Ajzen®} Fishbein(1980), Venkatesh®} Davis(2000), Taylor$} Todd(1995)8] <ol
A& st o] g3ttt AAH f{-843L Davis(1989)2] dA-olA A
£ A7 AFPS=EE s, AFAETH AHAAAA, olv A 7t
%4588 Mooredt Benbasat(1991)¢] d72%E gAY} 1 o 232
7 AERFETRE Chau(1996)9+ Thompson 5(1991)¢) QTN FHH FHL
Venkatesh®} Davis(2000)9} Ajzen¥} Fishbein(1980)9] A7oliA JL3t9th 2+ &
S 2AHEFE <FE 2> AAH Yot

AF7Hde ASE AT AEL FU IT Al 7P EY FAAES gdes Jlom,
olE& tido2 UML &8 A3 7|24 AF-e AR 29 UML AH8-9l=
298 gzt AEL xRl AEXE wiEste Iy on
30055 viEsle] 359 dlolg] T AA B4 AMEE do|BE 127(42.3%) 7] ]t

o 3F 9

iy
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2. B89 7|«4d §A

g = 7 2 HE [ve®%)| 3 = T HE | 81&(%)
A2 A 3% | 275 |ATEC 3d gt 3 236
B} = a7 3 236 A 3d o]45d vt 6 26.77
¢ ET e/ EANY 68 | 5354 5 o100 vt 59 | 4646
7[et 21 | 1654 | 28439 10 o) 31 | 244
20tH 11 8.66 g4 112 | 8819
309 9% | 7717 o PM 1 0.79
H ol 401 17 | 1339 A4 AR 5 4 | 315
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