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Abstract

Background  Storytelling is a widely used tool in the design field to understand users' experiences and
needs. However, research on the impact of using storytelling tools on the outcomes of ideation workshops
is limited. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to investigate the potential of storytelling, applied with
the who, when, where, why, what, and how(5W1H) method, as a tool to facilitate ideation in online co-
design workshops.

Methods A literature review confirmed that storytelling is effective in stimulating tacit knowledge,
such as personal experiences, and that when the 5W1H components are applied, they play an important
role in ‘structuring knowledge’, ‘analyzing problems’ and ‘constructing experiences’. Next, an empirical
study compared and analyzed the interaction patterns and ideas generated by groups with and without the
use of storytelling.

Results Initially, storytelling using 5W1H promoted the social exchange of information between
participants. During the ‘understanding’ phase, the exchange through questions and answers about
the content increased significantly, and during the ‘discovery’ phase, the exchange through the sharing
of information and knowledge also increased significantly. Second, storytelling with 5W1H stimulated
feedback interactions between participants. In both the understanding and discovery phases, the
frequency of continuous feedback interactions in one-to-many settings and interactions through
discussions in which participants shared personal experiences and information increased significantly.
Third, in terms of knowledge transfer, it was confirmed that storytelling with 5W1H facilitated the explicit
expression and externalization of personal tacit knowledge and promoted the co-evolution of ideas. The
literature review confirmed that storytelling effectively stimulates tacit knowledge, such as personal
experiences, and that the application of the 5W1H components is effective in roles such as ‘structuring
knowledge’, ‘analyzing problems’ and ‘constructing experiences’.

Conclusions  The use of storytelling with the application of 5W1H facilitated ideation in several aspects
of online co-design. Storytelling with 5W1H proves to have potential as an online co-design tool by
providing structured access to participants’ tacit knowledge, helping them to effectively organize their
personal experiences and facilitating interaction between participants, even in an online environment.
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1. 970l B W =X

2 E DY (storytelling)e ARSAFY] AR Y2E FHotstr] Qo tiAbel Gola] Wel] ZEHI Gl
EFoltH(Dahlstrém, 2019; Quesenbery & Brooks, 2010). oJoF7]¢} AJvpe] 0= A4S A=519
N2 AR %, 74, AHE ®2hs gashe ) 5314 o7] g&o]tiBourgeois-Bougrine, Latorre
& Mourey, 2018). 2E 2|2 FAT} H3F £4E 7HA o]op7|(story) 28 FA = L (Ryu, 2009)
‘olof7| 2 A 9] A (experiences as story) = A AL 5 H 71ste] theket AgolA 54T
ST 255617 935 $H(Forlizzi & Ford, 2000)0|th, AE €L o]f3t E4 HH%OH AR (co-
design) ¥AFoNAE bt 9] FAERH R x| BoS oopr| 2 BolUi 43 AE-S S
d ge5 7 9k
COVID-19 717t -&¢F 2RI Y342 vddo® A= HA AEL H3kE ZA =3t dAo||uE2
i HAES 22l WA 08 Aol B4 Ted] 224 AES BEAlste Aol oid IHAES
olafistal x4l wekst= Hl AHEE & A= ARSI “Aol(language) & olslisiof FTHNakki & Antikainen,
2008). &, dAolv s 282 FAAAE AHARI AAE FARE] R AR5 FAsH] s
ofo]r] o]} X ’51 ‘3—! AEE W 5 SR VES A0 8ot FoS R 4 Gl A g 0l
Z-8-2 A Ydfjof Ph(Galabo et al., 2020). 22l EFo) A& Fojzto] Fo] 50
”EHX—‘] o7 vn %11-'%0]‘4' dgq Sgognt AsPE 754 o] 1=7] wjE o (Zimmermann et, al., 2021) ©]&
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3. 1. CXIA SHof|r2] AER|AEY

AR AR e AR, Ak, o8 AR AR, B EE xFote A F2E 2 A7te]

Aol whet AN EE F5A0] 9tk(Peng & Matterns, 2016). 0|23t 54L& AFFES A53lo 7)o
S AsHe H JFE vk 28ug AEgdye ALAREE A JHE £E3517] 8] AHEE
TYARIeA 27] ofolt]olE T&5] 917 AF = S Y EE AFoA HEE 4] ot e
G Ytk &, ARDF S AASA Aol 23S 5ol Aot AATE HEHS AF(Peng &
Matterns, 201600 = ¢17] "ol FAA 2A¢ 2 & e £74E E&ste ZHAUANA 71
Ee A2 A olop|E E&ote d Aot 3 ojopr|7F A AR AR AZdshe BAY

F2E IASI= AL E5f AMAY AES datE WA o8 9 E 7] yjEo|th(Shank, 1990 as cited in
Peng & Matterns, 2016). L3¢ €J(Gruen et al., 2002)& o]oF7|(story)7} A A 9] A4 AFRHS 28k
Bt ofyet & AHEEol A7 AN B AL IS A8 & e Bty ot
OJHH olo7|= STt AAE SFote] 7|5t vheket AgelA B4 didT} ARUA I AE 75 5HA
gtt}(Forlizzi & Ford, 2000). thA] @3l A2 ojofr|gt & 4= Qlth(Hassenzahl, 2010). TS 419
oA AEHEHLS FAAQI ofo|to]& AA[GILL o] & AA|ot= AHES FEste o 543 AT
Fh(Sergeeva & Trifilova, 2018). o]oF7]= A7} 37He] TA UlollA A E L, o]= A4 AE = o]o| A1,
T E°|E(Du Toit, 2003)= A4 A& AHE 119 43283 375 §0 ol FolA&= Aolzta A3,
B3 AR AP YHS T Y dEH A& ASote v anpdolzta g2 A AthEl-den
& Sriratanaviriyakul, 2019). 17t A52-8-0] gt e R A AFGRFO] T A ARFS S o]or|E

—_

N

=

o)

B8 Agsly] glito]th(Kiser et al., 2010; Papadatos, 2006). TR 9]a&0l| A txfol = AE 2 EE
TE Bl AFSAIREH oopr|E S, AFEAE AL Q= 37 BAIAE o & olaE 4 9l

EV\}O]LW} T ARE Ao g o] ARALY] AdE sthe oloprE AR ¢ o, §4l9
WA= 2R G o] FAARI ofolt]oj 5 A|Al6tal o]F AR ok= AHES FE
SttHQuesenbery & Brooks, 2010; Sergeeva & Trifilova, 2018). S-ARE Weto A AE 2| d S
AEEY ARE AlFoke olop|'7t ‘e FE= olo 'R AgtE]Y] gl AR BT ¢
FARCE HRAZ 7135 AFTLEN AR FAloA Fadt de-S stthal Fx3rHBeckma
Barry, 2009).
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3.2, 5W1H $HES st AED A
tatolvd= AR AEE oldlfslr] Al WS mpotejof st o] & flo] AR S ’Zﬂf%?‘&‘:}.
5 2R ERH A A “—‘1%*% FE2AOEZN AE AR o Hedt WS Algole T
1tHGausepohl et al., 2016). AE g2 A7 A A= Aol AA A2 5WIH +4 Ri‘d
‘“+7Hwho), 2Al(when), 01‘1]*1(Wher ), F-A&(what), H(why), ol GA(how) & AHgate] EAE 4= Yt
% 9)(Zhang et al., 2012)= SWIHE 53 2E2dy &8-& 24 Aot AA, A& E}XH
TANA= AA AEE thA] AotR 1 o JEotA oopr|@ 4= Atk &4, SWIHE 283 A5 9
2K shatet AFo] MR QatAET £ e gk $4S FESH, ofHt Hez A
o A olad = ek B 0|9t T2 qaATE AR Ao AFo] dig o g2 A
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S S A0 ulet Aol that 7)ol AT 4 glek AU, olobl A AR ARe Qs
TR 271018 B AT AL QREA BolF7] vl dole £4 o] PolA A Feetn
Zo] 7l ol FFTL AT ANE 4 2EF 5 LS Tt S A T olopl= W7k, A
oA, ERE, oNBA, oo et WEARA G oR AuE Basl BEohe o £4L % 4 oot
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Figure 1 The role of storytelling using 5W1H to promote facilitation

TuR B A7E NAHeld $U0R SWIHE $8% AEdd9 %S [Fgure 1147 Aesd
A, Fold TAE ZHozE TR ololdold A4S 15 TN Helt ARA oz 44T
dE SRR . SWINE 28 SRadYL ?ﬂl‘s“a}ﬁi A50RA 4w R

A5lo|L} AFAS A A HAER xuéﬂ_/,\_
zw Agolet 3 5 k. T YLET] 5 53 xvu st wgo}rw *H§$ ctol ol
30t A, SWIHE & 53 AT 4L B Fol 1 BAIE AAH 02 BAsa

o
= = -
SAOIE T A5 KA ol S A2AE 15 FATE WAL 5 92 Aol

3. 3. O}l I 2| E|0] MM 2] EOXt HSEE

AR o8- ot AR st Atat thE AFEY] sl Pk = AS Yu|eth(Turner, 1988).
AR E] OAbaE2 g Abgo]l Al W o g AR Y MAE §o o2 AFEY QAo 4 =
FoA Ao g JFe uxE J5H QA FA oK Chiu, 2002). o] IA A HAZ HolHL A% 4%
=124 dH3Kdialogue)E A& ol AT EE YHED ¢ FHE AFHY &F& 7He6HA
Stz AZE AZolrh(leigh, 2011). ESF ASA A2 482 HAET} FReF A4S FHotl FES Bl
2o ARl AL S FA6te] FAIHQ ofoltjolE E&ot= U 719 @ th(Park, 2024). o] ZHFollA A<l
HA g H o)L theket oAS Aot FAsk &S A7lstal FAREY ofelr]olet 7|AE A4
9 2Q5t= 5o A ‘fAel gis) 98-S strh(Mosely et al., 2021; Body, Terrey & Tergas, 2010;
Henriksen et al., 2020; Mattelmaiki, 2008; Trischler et al., 2019).

3.3. 1. 22100 At2|H Wt HFLAHIOIM §8
3 o] 9 o] E(Haythornthwaite, 2002)7F 2]t 22kl oA wdk AH Y7 o] A(types of exchange
communication) +3 ¥ o] & &3t E}/\Fdiﬂ (Hrastinski, 2008)9} 2449} "é*’/‘-‘ﬂ A-+(Rinekso
& Muslim, 202005 B o ® 221 @YolA st ARl A ek AfUA AL Al 714 328
TFEsk A, AR w2 PAd Xé—“?-% wgstil ol E 571 9 S T*‘:} FANEE AR
Aed GRS 0o Y-85 3okl IAS A FA O tidt olslE =k 4, Ay AL’
BY TGN Fasljof & BAAE Aok Heol= FES Roh FolAES HAAY] Bt 9F
golst & 9L gasty] 94 @it AL FoARE 119 484 A4y &4

e A rl

A, ‘A3 A
FEE uFTh FolAES AR EFolu 2A& S, A RS FHoto] AT 7 AlF
A 2 FHE AAHo|1 LA 0 F FrET o] 9o FAg FHo] gl BFE FA9 FH o=
efotaiet. o5 g o g 22kl FdolA WAste AHEA wek AFUAClAE Z47to] 7| aLeE Al
FPog FEEY o [Table 1A Y ZESSHAT
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Table 1 Online collaboration types of social exchange communication

AtE| wEt HRLIAHOIM S8 S5 e Moy
E1 - g0 25t AE 3 gHE SIS
e wet xH gl 5
. . 2 XA WSt
(Information exchange) E2 g= I a3
E3 « M27+0|Lt O}0|C|01E ESi5t HY5t7|
T1 o DA AU S 2| =5k FHIBQE XA
xed K| .
. = T2 o 20l CHEE o/ 74 L M| HIA|
(Task support) R Haythornthwaite(2002);
T3 « Z{Q) ol it o2 AP Hrastinski(2008);
51 o HEBER} Al Rinekso & Muslim(2020);
. . « RIOIRPZE ZEE X 2 RO HIZ (QIA
AFE|R X|94(Social supports) S2 ol ey ! i (24
OIZEIZ &
S3 - EHSHZ X271 S2H LY Al X[2)
) ZH|Q B0| YFALE I KD} DB
ZFH|QF 22 (Off-topic) OF et - | &AL 28 e 2

Ut EE ES

3. 3. 2. 2a010j|A EH0{X} D= ASXI2 QOl

QUL ATAGE T A B T o]43o] A 7kl ool A oA oR Ao dTE

=1 R84
F9& uj AlgA-go| o|Fo]Arkal & 4= QltK(Garrison, 1993 as cited in Song & Shin, 1999). & A=
AR 4228 §EE oA 2 ged 7Ete g wobstr] 9)ef [Table 214 E FESIITE ZE i1~i5%

FrojzE2] s}t el 2H(Fung, 2004)0]H, FE i6~i82 7|& Ad) Ao A Wol 81 = X4 1=
4 (Gunawardena et al., 1997; Hou et al., 2009)°]t}.

Table 2 Types of participant feedback used to interact in online ideation
EHC] X} m| =t

112 ©5 2
A ¥ ASx2 9ol It LHe
YStE O i1 < e oA RE HS
o oY SH i2 < EelXte] oA 1210| HEHYECR Y
LT Gl i3 o LR QA0 HEHQ DZHE HASHH Ats &Y
d2HE « SILt9| OFOIC|O{7F R THZ HEH=|HAM HEHo 2 &
JHRIR7| S22E i4 < YeRe| 0174011 20' O 0| I SAJ0f HA|
« L3} LI 0| SHLto M2(HSF) Lol A Chefst ShelFH| 2 WEke 2 0[01X]=
2ol =
S LSEE i5 o« USPA} oA CH=7t D=4 KIAIGH SRS IHEH S Sy
« A9t 2R E Ch40] 00| of, 27 S a3t ZO|7F WAtSH= CHEto A 2
- BE Y28 IHO| SA0| 2 7Hsot0 STt 2280 28 7ts
AMTE  EEFAGI DR ES 06 - 2% 01yl of2 HOINZLER gel BY
SR A TSR0l Flgel M RS 2815|517 SI5) LT e Ay
- 2H9] Fo|, 43 E= =olok= 1ty
HOIR} Zho| 2 LRILY i7 « A2 2UR FY &0l AR S oL HEGI0 2 UXIE F25| ot oY
PeuA YT - BUR|| EIOIT} HAS Hefs| of7| Sio LT CHEHO| Bl
of0| e = XM i8 - &0{2 90| YHotALE B=5| 2
2575 - ZSSIE A AOIoIA B0l EE S K|o) Al
- EfE3 25 752 (fEals MEE Hot Y B

3. 4, X|&} Mgt % oto|Cjof SXist
FHAIE Fof JARIEE EE017] fleiA= ST vlEo] AREAeL TR oY 7k 11Uk A3 ARgo]
2 @35} (Sanders, 2002; Sanders & Stappers, 2008) £&35l8 = A4 ¢ At Aol 4ol
F g st} vpo]Z Eeh(Michael Polanyi, 1958)= A4 43-& A4 A4l (explicit knowledge)dt 54
A& (tacit knowledge) &= E-7(Kim, 2013)5t99tt. HAIA 2|42 A A F 0|1 EA 517} 7Hsgh A4 02 A
A9 9 T/ ¢ QAR G54 A4 00 AP} SEAE A Yo R 5T A4 07 A

oz
doj2 EFE] oJF I AEs}7] o2 EA4o] tk(Nonaka & Konno, 1998). BA 4 A 4]3} oH&-3
A2 2L ot MER A4S Faddh A4 1 A2a-gol SUsid o cheft v Ao
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7HA ARR1EE Q] Z2 Hetdt o] AR A4S wdkshy 4] 7]8hE EA46HA| Hrk(Nonaka et al.,
2000). olu FBot= FEH X204 FAH AL 0RO A% TRAAF ‘R4 9 R} 7‘491'3}‘31
Q19 RA AAE PAF R Hsto] Bl 2 B JAutdt FHotH 2L A4 9 V2= ¥
I4E oJnjgtth(Nonaka & Konno, 1998). ojuf ‘Z]A]€] 9]R3} o] ATEA x| A]o] PA|H o=
A S ‘4] 9] WASF R A o]5lH(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) A3 AFAEL o] & a3t A3t
75k eHKikoski & Kikoski, 2004; Virtanen, 2011).

181 ofelglo] AL tRol Y Eo] WHEH 0 7 Thekdt X4 FihE FMohs 3Ad ZRAAR HAYE 4
Qltk(Dorst & Cross, 2001; Maher et al., 1996). 43K co-evolution)= TIAFSl B oA 24 8-S
913t ofelt]ole} @ F ARro] AT AEHAA A ‘6}‘31 (Dorst, 2019) HF5]¢} E-2(Maher & Poon, 1996)2
ol ‘TAl ¥t oA ¥+ g nd’'2 Argsiyinh. £Al(problem) ¥t H&HQ1 oA (solution)
S WA= AlTbo] Aol wheh WHEAQ S Foff WA tAold = A 3 oA FtE
Zglo] FAstY Ao AE-E shaA, 7129 ZAE MaA st T2 o249 A Seldtth
T 30 fA oA ZF g ] Ade] wheh SR AT ZA4 8 ARF F7Hproblem
requirements space)> YA A A BeHol AL viEATT SHE FAs= AT AT
Z27A% Aosta, Pl 23 E7Hdesign solution space)S theFgt tixpel A ] EA 4%
A oJgtrH(Table 3 &%),

i
rEr

, of
i)

2,

Table 3 Types of co-evolutionary spaces and functions of co-evolution(Maher & Tang, 2003, p.52)

3L 3E 32t AE U Mol
ExEzt 2H 27 Atgtel E4(Features of problem CIARl £2M0M HRst £ 7|00 et 2i&
(Problem) requirements)

22X 27 Atetel #ES(Behaviors of problem  CIXIRI0| S&56H0f St S0 i El&
requirements)

C|XFQI a2 =27t 22 M9| EM(Features of solutions) XIS fIst E2 M9 EH0f LSt T&
(Solution) 2240 35 (Behaviors of solutions) S2M0| SRBHE WA T3t T

A wdo] B 2 shis ‘BA] 87 ARHproblem requirement)’ 9] Asto]thMaher & Tang, 2003).
gl 8t AR AlE T AAHO] 7FACF ok B4, s, A9 55 AYste d AHEHT
ARl BA & A2 ZRAATE AR uf AsHAY A HolA] ek U FA a4 AP
Agoll AEAR thg a7 AR S A8S v oA TS F7HAR1 BAl 87 ARRE 27
A 8 S o AAg 0} QT AFOR st A, B4 HARI £F AL Adete dgolA T
ojg]ol tiAst7|% gtet. o] 7t A AR A $1hE BA5HLL, Al ZEA| AoA SR TS
Zo|j= ATHS SHHTable 4 F2). “BA] 87 AFY 2 TRl a7 Ablo] Ao AFHE Yee B
oulgte}, oA 2L 8F AS F7FeHAU 71E 87 ARkE sl 4lstAU 78 2 A Aok 59 S5
ZFeth(Wiltschnig et al., 2013). & 3= @ ARG dFo] AR At d2H ZAog B8 M% it
olF TR} ol T AL’ Z |5t AR} qhr,

Table 4 Types of co—evolution problem requirements(Wiltschnig et al., 2013, p.525)

=11 Ic e
27 A o5 RM1 M22 27 Ag 7t
(Requirement Mentions) RM2 JIE QT AKS BIA = X
RM3 27 AN ER
RM4 27 A A2l
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4, 22t ICXIY 13 & A

4.1, 48 27
2ol SRl 91349 ofeldleld AMGIA SWIHE BEF AEd %S N Qhold E89
WOz SISk 9la) A3A7E A e : z
5l ek, o] e wlelAkel A 2 el
viet AR EYSEE. ol 71 Akl Aol AWl ofeltlo] £Eel JFE 01F & Ak 4L
#A5H7] $IsAI ek, S0 FolAg Qo] Bol B 4el59l0.2 TAsr,

A rlo

Table 5 Demographic information of the experiment participants

= e Qleis~(H) HIE(%)
Gy 41 69.5
g4
At 18 30.5
oty 2004 35 59.3
304 24 40.7
AP ZRALE cheat 2ok WA AF BoIEL 2 9zl Folsh] Aol v]e) AL Wed 5 U
A BAR FAS At 94 FAL DR A8 HokS 2d] BelsA'2 Agstct
2etel FTAY PG TRAAE ARolA] AP TRAAE o s THSAL, O 924 N
Shi 2 A AL, @ 2F A9 AGH ohf B A%, @ ofelxBd o), @ olsshl, 6 LA,
3 2

=5 Eol7] flsl 24 AHEHE 223 HdEoA s e
SHTh WA, ‘olsfstr]’ SAlolA = Rl S wtt ot FdS NEHor AR A &
HAER A4S olF HUE AT W8S TRt ojuYE tho]oj 1w =95 F3f otold o]
O 0] EX KR
T =
A o d ks ==tk & =% BHRIAEY A3 & HAER &3 ofolrolE
HAEH EE2S F o9y E tholol 7S WAL, A FRE 12 et ofolr ol & A skl

ASA, A E 2F otolr ol 13] § 'itsto] ofolrfo] 7t= FEj= A 2|sto] WS rh(Table 6 ).
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Table 6 Process of the online co-design workshop
T& =M Azt
AP QLY HHE 1) Miro2t Zoom 2|47t 2 ARS8 AP HH I

S401Y BYE & 200M - 21 2 32 715 IS By

a3 @z

2291 21HQ BAE 0/2 MIRO - HC 31 % EIWy F2 15

W0 9E B8 81

2) ZOIXRRI A3& FH AR SX|
TN YIE R Ol X AEf X2 Se _
AHEH OfLY 108 e
L IHEHE O3 = A
2100)
ofojAaEz0[ZH 58 A T
k)
)
<2 '
R ERIAEY
Ol3Hot7| A 308 O{I|L|E| Cto|o{ 134
ofo|C|of RUEL| FH
= Al 108 _
Wl ERRIAEY
At 2A 355
OI{L{E| CtO] {27
ofo|C|0] RUERIFE
OFOIC0f7tE g5t | 158 TEETT
HEE Or0|T|0f LTAIF|7]
eSS L C S{EN 2 RHMEH
ST 51| se Z|ZE 0ot0|T|0] 7t HEHZ Ag5}|

ototy

Eancid

TAZ|HOE o TIRHAH 191, HAZ(E|O|H 2~3(F0] 2lel0f w2t A

S 9I2)

Aol AgE 2% AUL 71E dA&oNA H Bol g

SOlERE v]2(Miro)2 AL, Aol S L AEHS
o]

skt HA ol e A¥A, A3 Bz, V& B,

s38le] X219 Z(Zoom)T Lakel

& FolapsolA Agste] ue Agstes
AR TEste] FolE U] Yol

Folelgith, BE 49 47 U5 8L FoiREY] FolE dof #Y @ et

S e R SWIH Wi Es &83ste] dAel =75 &4

HAAA Fofare] AR

RS WAt 8 Hiist J@H o) Tt FEjet et SF 2 == [Figure 219 2ol
TA5H9THGalabo et al., 2020; Ramos-Pedersen, 2020; Wilkerson et al., 2020).
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Figure 2 Templates for online experimental co-design workshops

E3F ofolEo]d EFolA Y BAAAET Iy DAl= o HE50 AR PEiE fAE 2AE
HAES st vAE 152 Advs 2 AaaA s, A8 1852 B8-S SWIH 74
L29HE o] ZAsHiT. ‘olsfstr]” dAlCA = SWERZF-olt oA -dA - Fa&-dE, AT
DA NAE SWIHCF7F-o ol M- A -+ A&- -0l GADZ AAstHt 74 849 A= st
FAAHQ W Fdol gt A EREEOR dd 4 Y= S FolAT) o H A B
SWIH 74 84 shdo] Bz &= F71sHAth(Figure 3 F2).

N
=

r

SiE et =@ty| A2 SET: -7H-0iC|oj4-21- 2t E-oH- 01| SR Foloty| AE2|HY SET: &7H-0{CIoflf-Qix|- LA S-f

- Who Where When What Why How. — Who Where When What Why
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Figure 3 Guide to the components of 5W1H storytelling

o] ofod|o] Aol A
J2 g @< webstad. AAl
% 2791 v &g 18

SWIH BE 5 04 ARUAIAS A gshs 725 A4
2 2QSHAE AP 93 FoIAE T ARUACIA L 4
dole % A4 REoz A4 15(6DE Agse] 2Rxdon e
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27919 Hlo|HE E&si3inh 29E A A4 2 AAME g fgog Z2EF 24 (Protocol analysis)
AAPsget. L2EZ B4 Aol IHAQ] A WO RA P59 A7t HRE 7|Eote] BAsH=
Aolth(Jiang & Yen, 2009). ZR2EEZ B4 oA 7HA] dAZ AYs AFAT o9t T2 dAZ
APstct. @ A DA(Hole 3, @ TREZ(HSIE) HAL, @ HA @s) 24 2, @ 29 A A
02 I2EZ QIY, @ JAIZFH Z2EF BASoqd B4 SoE At ghdA4de el Sl
A A5 At T L A8 2 vdE IF 2R 309 olskn=27)0|B& Hggte] gt

=
SERILE MYSHA] g 24 A4 v el M-8 EY U A%(Mann-whitney U test)& A5t

SWIHE 243 AE2dd 2§, H]Zi% IFOF FH5le] ofoldo]Holl A WhAieh Zholzte] Akl wek
ARUA A Foll ol Tttt 9 %3_—% o] 22 wjAo| A Helg [Table 11& &-&3}9th.
‘o5’ et WA G BE AE 159 El, B2, B3 43 ¥ TS} 9T o2 v PET
Aite oIk 2k WA ‘olsfslr]” @A A= El % (LHa%ﬂ e AR 9 g} 72 $3 & Yol digt
oA R AR AADA A F-LJH] gt o] 7} A THTable 7 1‘1) El #9 v44 159 Hdt 9= 23.46019
4 159 B 9= 31,548 FAE IFA E1 +30] o Wol AN, A2 FFE(p) Fh>
0.0830 24 BAFLE Fou|dt Zol7} Q= A& & 5= A I:}(p< 05). T2 #39 H&E 1F B+ e9=
2356019 ¢ 19| Fa £90% 31,448 28 IBNA T2 30l o Lol LA #&H 425 (p)
2 0.0302 2 A FAF2E Folu|gt zto] 7t 9l AL = U E}( €.05).

tho g WA A= B2 FRRE L A4 wgholA Fojn]gt xlo]7t Yretyith(Table 8 HX).
HIAE 05 27919 B4 £9E 21.7609 AE 152 33.24%2 F& Jwﬂﬂu E2 40| ¢ %ol
A BEE FoSE(p) 2 0.0030 24 AR Fou|gt ZJo]7l Qe AL & S AP0,
o]t AWEL SWIHE S43t 2R D o] AR Aol QoA 23t 60 b v 5 onleict,

Table 7 Mann-whitney U test results: finding session

A2 H wgt g =4 =2lgt Mann-

I'-I)

=
AR 23 = N ) (SD) Whitney U 2p)
HIX2 27 23.46 633.50 *
E1 255.5 2.019
g 27 31.54 851.50 (0.043)
. HI% S 27 23.56 636.00 258,000 2.167*
g 27 31.44 849.00 : (0.030)
* pC.05, ¥ p.01, **p.001
Table 8 Mann-whitney U test results: solution session
AbBIN gt - 7 29| a9lst Mann-
A=A 23 T N ) (SD) Whitney U 2p)
HIX2 27 21.76 587.50 -
E2 209.5 2.996
e 27 33.24 897.50 (0.003)

*: p(05, * e p(07, ***p(.007

4.2.1.2. ofoldo Holl A ML ol v =u e A g
B ARUACIA 47 F FRasol] S5 EL, B2, B3 390 hsh Folzt 9= 22§ 9.91(Table
28299 WA NS BIsteh, FAZOE ‘oI5 s WA BANA SWIHE BEF A5 DY

23
NES
28, 1|24 1 9] ol S Salshaint.

||

O

() ARTE G Fojz}t v =) 4528 @2l ‘ol3slr]’ A
24 43 Bl f3olM= H4059 4 i&% a9l i3, 169 RIEL7t Egton BAFoRE folstqict
(Table 9 =), WA i39] H|AE IF2] 4 £9= 25.0001H A& 15 30.002F F& 1A
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oo |ol

Lok

o] o HAFoH, #=H FoSE(p) FL 0.022 SAZE Goulgt Zol7t AATHp.05).

269 HAE IF9 B <9 21.850H AE IF2 33.152 A& IFNA 2 45z-go] ¢
PSS, 228 (p) 3 0.0000.2 FAH 2 R-ofm|gh Zo] 7k ATHpL.00D). E3 F-3olAl= 48
FEE Q9 29 WiEaE W1 169 YIES7) woton, BAYCRE folstqlrt. i29] H|H&
&9 31,8009 AL IF2 23.2022 H[AHE IF0lA Aaatgo] o T, Fol3E()
148 BAH o7 goulgh xo|7F YATHPC.05). i62] H]ZE 159 B 49= 24.090]0 2
12 HE 35NN Aol o AP eH, §o8E(p) g2 0.039F FAHLR Fojulet
tHp<.09). ol A4 159 9U-SH2)0] FEX Folat 7 E23 JH FRG6)7F 7kt
SWIHE &85 ~Edgo] ofold|o]d Ao atgol 344 J&S n|Hch

(S 1=
ot o ot mu S

HU_HFIOQEENEIOJN
o,
N:T

Mo
wO

0.

o

i
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%0,
32

P
o

Table 9 Mann-whitney U test results: finding session

EHoixt mEH ag N g =9 =28 Mann- 20)
Asxtg Qo = () (SD) Whitney U P
HIME 27 25.00 675.00 ) 293
i3 297 2.3223
g X8 27 30.00 810.00 (0.02)
" HINE 27 21.85 590.00 s 3501
|
X8 27 33.15 895.00 (0.000)
HIMg 27 31.80 858.50 4o
2 2485 2.452
o =g 27 23.20 626.50 (0.014)
HINE 27 24.09 650.50 ) 060"
i6 272.5 2.069
X8 27 30.91 834.50 (0.039)

* p€.05, **: p(.01, **p(.001

() AR 534 Fofz} m e e ahg a9l WAsH ] B
B4 A7 Kl B2 §39 4344 a9 A4 vdg 0§ W 2ol 7} o5t Ak Table 10 &) HA
El 9 i4 8902 HAE 159 Wles7t w9ton SAHCR Gt vAE 189 3+ «e
31.09018 A& 1§ 23.918 H|AE DAFAA Fa2go l % AR, fo2E(p) W2 0.012
oln|gk 2o 7k 9IdtH(p.05). i7 A% H AL I8 vig4y} gpon EAHOR §oJ5t9

H A8 50 Hat %Ah 29.500]" HEI1FE 255002 Hl A8 DgolA d3agel d ‘Q%“G}Mi,
FOAZE() 2 0.042 KT 2ol 7} YIATHPC.05). WHe]l B2 §3 9] 4348 891 3& A8 1F7°

=57 29T %741312 Frolatsiet. i39] 8128 1] Bt A 23,0200 A4 12 31982
2.8 2504 AaAgol o AR, 5018 (p) 2L 0.008 §2InIg Aol 7+ LSITHp(oL),

ol AT kgt 2ol YT 4 Ytk WA BA BAL olA ofo]t]o|S AL THAA
4% &34 otolt]o]B E2et AonE FoldEel A AF ¥ A4S FAHEDFUA sht
ofoltiol WAAA 7He HTAE3)0] APt} 1HEE AEe|DY H§ 15 Folxt ¢ AR
e FILORED T otol o8 B4 IRt 1] OAS AT FLAGo] FadH
Aol SWIHE B85 AEeldelo] ool vlFick % 4 gk,

Table 10 Mann-whitney U test results: solution session
ZO{X} m =8

BF 29| a9l Mann~

=
SR QO T2 N (M) (SD) Whitney U Zp)
HIHE 27 31.09 839.50 _ *
i4 267.5 2587
” Mg 27 23.91 645.50 (0.01)
HIHE 27 29.50 796.50 _ N
i7 3105 2.058
g 27 25.50 688.50 (0.04)
HIME 27 23.02 621.50 _ ok
E2 i3 2435 2.669
g 27 31.98 863.50 (0.008)

*: p€.05, **: p(.01, **p{.001
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4.2.2. X4 Mg
42.2.1. 4%A 140 BAI3}

Holgol 484 AN ARE FANYEAE BolF
59k @ % ofoltlo] 7|4 Hlwakick. A, ofoltlole] B B4 47} Hrke 2
AAA A&ALGT AAsAT o FelArt Belo Az *
A140] BAst s g AdkD stk S, § ofolelo] 1971 drte %%}01%}%01 o)
ofoltlolE ASHrt shAsheT). ¥, % ololto] 47t A3 7 otoltele] Hat 24t 47 Hekwl
ol Sol 22 oolclolol o Be A2 el Sol ol A Ak A,

sEedy g 9 HAg 189 v 2t ot gk WA ololte] B 34 Sk 4§ 18
‘ol8ls7]” 661, WAS 864k WA g TEL lstal 204, W]’ 2874k EA, ofoltle]
B4 A8 IFANE Olstsl 10270, WA 717 £2 5] F 1737 otoleloist £Ewgint,
5 B0 TR ST 2487, WA 151} 5 asle] 3 3990 ololelols} EaEIsc
U % ofoltlo] A4t AEWY WAE TFol © wekow, ooltle] B 24 4 Axedy
28 5o o Bl

AEede 48, vAE 159 Ao] 4SS 919 4P HEPo] 309 olsHn=27)0] B2 ]
44 M09 W HIEY U d5E AHARE, 24 A Table 1113 0o] £zel0e 48 ool 11
olastol ok WA BACNH £EH F oboltiol A4k BAHOR §OISHATHP001). BT
SholClole B 3 S SIS WA A B AR ool G2 18 T Aol
£A5 02 $olshdrHpC.o0D).

o2 FUHW 2§ 15 £2 % ololtlo] A4k HlAE L) M3 AhHOR HUAT, ofoltlold
Egﬂ :'-X]- )\_‘:-_ E!_,}-O]-q_ ] 0—1 _r]_f_E Z]-H o]— H]Z—LQ. _j__,_J,]. Iﬂ-,ﬂ ,g_ _’j_.,_o] 5W1H :[l./v] QA %-_Q_o]-
w4 o] ofolt]oZ AW W] otolr]o] 3 Aol 24 Alzro] Aol7] wolch, olefdt Ak
H19] R4 1% A A S AR G WSS B olol ek 2 ek

rir
N
AN
o
b
C)
!
&w

l ofolciolo] B 24}
ofolt]oj7t A He] 2

oo
oA AAdstAal FEH

o
>
19

g

[

it

Table 11 Mann-whitney U test results
Mann-

= =
=1 = N M Sb Whitney U Zp)
& 010[{0] Ee 27 38.52 1040.00 6700 -5.192%
N TS ng 27 16.48 445.00 ' (.000)
0|slst7|
ofolciof & HIxg 27 16.78 453.00 2500 ~5.009%
M Hg 27 38.22 1032.00 ' (.000)
= otolciol Hme 27 38.24 1032.50 2450 -5.089%
] THa Hg 27 16.76 452.50 ' (.000)
EraaX|
ofolCiof & e 27 1433 387.00 0.00 ~6.151%
@ 23X 4 Hg 27 40.67 1098.00 ' (.000)

*pC.05, **: p.01, **p 001

4222, 9428 A4 9193 B}

A49) oyt Aele gRA A4S o AgEd 3457 44 EAsH: 3ol tHNonaka
et al., 2000). HEH Sl o2 ofoldold AMANA FeldEol 249 S olofr|et o2 B
AZe ofolol& m& ekt Folet, Lol Trixtel YA otoldolHolAl E&H ofolrlol 2]
£4(quality)e 71510l A AFS FAHOE TATH: SWIH AL Wfeh Axelggo] ol JFS
A EAE St oS 5 AEHDY 2§, 112§ 15 ofoltlolg ‘olafsts] o WAt
AR FHstel 15 2 ofoltlo] S4o] B B H50] Aol B vlwsrk. ofolto] 44 BrHE A4t
o1 W tiArel AR A A 5 o4 AR/ Pl 62108 FHTte] YAKolA EEH BE
otelt]ol [Table 12) 291 71202 Bohstott. 2 w9 BA4o] uhet ofo]rlo] 44o] thznz
SAME 37 a0le heA Agatstt,
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HA ‘olafsly]” SAH & ofolrjol= @ A5(0sgood, 1964)2] oJn] EA ¥ (semantic differential
technique)& &8st ou] £AHL & 9] Q& FTe] diu] FEAF 2ol s SH st
Holth(Lee, Lee & Choi, 2019). o] AL o8] FHAT 22 diiE o9 A4lsta Brtst=A&
Z5h= B X (attitude scale)& 7HFS 4= 9l o FGARE ARgote] &4 diAdel] digh FHHA AL
H7ketth(Yang, 2007). ©1& v & 2 AFolAe © FAA vs BAF, @ ‘T4 vs TAZ, @ ‘Aot
A vs B B4 5 Brlskdh AA, otolto] Ygo] HA A olgh= AL dolE HA x5}
olg]e MAH Aot -G ety on|A] T &AM 7|52 R Aottt Wit R YA
=g Ao 7|A ARl X4 2 ofo|t]olE oJu|otH kit HAS HA TR 4 gle ACR oYt
ol AdoE HAF —’F e ATHRL A4 07 Ty YA oldE 4 Sl Aol &4, ofolt]ol7}
FAA QA obH ‘FAAH QX E Bl A ofol] o]l Ygo] ojofr] A QAAY w7t AA,
oltA], BlE, olBA T FAY LR AYH ACE Aot vhH T = et FAG AK, HH 5
ofo|tjo] Wgo] HeslA| ofil B me|AA RasHA A ACR Hogt. AlA, ofo|t]o]o] A7}
Fot FA, & WA oUW ‘AR, 71, AR T AY BAAANE B o] & v o & i) 53
HE 2 A oF 29| ofn| F ¢ 77k Zof A3 EAISHE S 5ttt

N.

\:l

g0 2 WA oA E&5 ofolt]ol= B E9} Y(Moreau & Dahl, 2005)2] ofo|t]o] A& Hr} ARz
FES FEoknh 4 FEL WIAGEEA, 944, F) I HRAHAE LA, A4, R eR
FAE e, s otolt] o Wgof Agtslrty FHEE HeE 74 YAE AER Frletqitt.

Table 12 Evaluation criteria for the quality of ideas

CHA 22 "t ol
A vs HAIH(tacit, latent vs explicit)
OlsHst7| FMH vs | X (abstract vs specific)
RIOFEAME vs EFXFSME(LEvs Atel, 7|, H2 5)
=34 HSH=1 vs SEXQU(RYSH =7
(originality) (commonplace=1 vs original=7)
ey g UAROI=1 vs ZEFI
novelty (uniqueness) (ordinary=1 vs unique=7)
ey S0 931 =1 vs MMt =7
. (freshness) (routine=1 vs fresh=7)
Erac ! = = -
484 2027 gE=1vs £E27t U=
(usefulness) (useless=1 vs useful=7)
e gty Bt E=1 vsEIL QE=T7
appropriateness (effectiveness) (ineffective=1 vs effective=7)
R84 TERIZE Rl =1 vs ZLRI7EUE =7
(worthwhileness) (worthless=1 vs worthwhile=7)

<]

JPN o]N ol

15 227} ofolto] 44 7k A7 Ay g ool utet Holst LA SHelahy] 91 HiL
452 ANSAT 71454 23 ekl (Kline, 2005)0] Belgt 7124 A 3 vl A% 10 vjito]
FEoto] A4 LESh GAske] WESE Ao bt tebd B4 94 SYRE -AFS
Axstel Ak 71 ‘ofolte] 4" 9] Ho|S Hlwstgich. ‘olshalAl BANAL FAFA SAANA
AEDY A ofio] w2 Fut 1k A% Aol FAHOE FoI8 202 UehAThp(.001, Table 13)
YUY BAE BAY YU 22ALY 8 ARl 42 A L 4$ Ao PAR0 2
FOISHATHp(.05, Table 14). Belstd ~Eede 48 Here] ofoltlojrt v g Wuuct Argoz
FAR g3, B A4 okt
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Table 13 Independent t-test results: the quality of ideas(finding session)
ofojcio] £4 M SD

7} 29l = N @D @EmzY tp
HIx 27 3.20 0.40 ~5.309%
FA /T 38 27 3.81 0.43 (.000)

Levene’s F=.279, p=.600

*pC.05, ¥ p.01, **p.001

Table 14 Independent t-test results: the quality of ideas(solution session)

ofo|cio] 24 M SD
m7} 20l T \ @) @ZBRp t)
HI R 27 3.82 55 2.215*
§.J—‘-|'*c'>' 72,‘-8— 27 3'49 _56 (.031)

Levene’s F=.279, p=.600

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

4.2. 3. OLO|C|0] BEIE £
A B4 90 A g 98 2724 AxeDdgo] ofolulolHolq FASHE WA LA Selstel,

o1 SUSI] 1 oS 2t ool ol A FASFL H2 Yt ofol ol sk T
WA YatES wek Bgow Hesigck. B2 Holx wal B Aoy waks Agshy
6377M(H 8 18 36370, 1128 18 274D 0w o] YlolelS Feste] A Aastelrt.

23,1 2A a4 A 59
A A 2EdY A8 179 BA 87 AR §3E T NEe09)e 2D HAE OFe
S5(447)Et 26 o] Wttt AR, A8 159 B T4 363MF e FoRtEe] Agd EA

T AR & ZF 99/MATh R EEE RM2RB(IE &7 AR di4 B )] S071E 14%5 AR5k
AA 78 oA 7P T Rle7t #4th 302 RMIRBMEER 87 AR F7h0] 43712 12%5
AABE I, RM3GA (2T AP B2 2702 1%, RMARF (T AFE AL 4712 1%S i}xlﬁ}ﬂﬂ
7P EE RlEs E@‘E} A, HAE 159 2 S 274 FolAEd T AE ¥ 4470
AFstadeth o] F RM2RE(71E & AR S4B $4)0] 23712 8%F AFAJohy ®l& WA 47} 7P
ol o' RMH—’r AEL 87 ARF 7ol 15712 5%F AR, RM3F-3 (8 AR B/
SR 2%E, RMAGF(RF A A2 1712 1% n|vhe 23RSt ol g3t 2HE B ZAql
AAfolA 2EHY S FEtA FAREY EA a7 ARY T RIETt goldttes As &
O““E‘r(Talble 15 &%),

A & ARY o] 3 s e ARy HE, "AE TIF BF otoldlo]do] AFEH A W3ATt
MEE a7 AFRMDE Atstar o] ofejt]ol5 FA|3t6l7] f]5f 7]E otolt| ol & +ATAY 2L
A RM2)E F71ste THA7]E R RML 93 RM2 §30] AZ e7t= Aol dubaolgirt. &
IF9 Aol AE AFAAE otoldo] BRRM3) FRBETE ofo]tfo] A|&J(RM4) #7 W=7t 4

U8 TFoA s §he] - Bt

4.2
=]
B
5

|

Rl

fo

=

Table 15 Frequency of occurrence by type of ‘Problem requirements’(unit: number of times)

= RM1 RM2 RM3 RM4 e
HIHE 15 23 5 1 44
HE 43 50 2 4 99

S Ae sk Sla A A5 Atk ELYT] 309 olsHn=27)] B HlRS 4
UAEE A0t 4% 23 RMIGIES 874K 37D 297 RM201E 874K 34

o BgAe
el i-E
E1 54 §90] felekrTable 168), W4 RM1 §9014 2Eeld9e 483 189 37 29:

518 Archives of Design Research 2025. 05. vol 38. no 2



31.44, WA 250 Bet 2= 23,5608 AL IFAA WNET o gol TR, Fo2E(p)
w2 0.0482 FAH R fFojulet Aozt AUTHPC.05). a2 & RM2 #3014 2E=dPE 284
59| Bat 29= 32.43, HAE IF9] Bt &9% 22.57% 87 AFNA HETE o go] Wy
e () @2 0.016°2% SAH R Foful 2ol 7k A9 THp(.05).

gl

Table 16 Mann-whitney U test results: type of ‘Problem requirements’

SX 274 @ o B7 29 29/3t Mann-
3 T N ) (D) Whitney U Zp)
HI XS 27 31.44 849.00 -1.977*
RM1 258.000 i
xg 27 2356 636.00 (048)
e 27 3243 875.50 it
RM2 231.500 2.412
Mg 27 22.57 609.50 (.016)

* p€.05, **: p(.01, **p(.001

4.2.3.2. ofojrjo] FAs} of|u| &=
2219l AR YA ofoldlol oA SWIHE S4et 2B 24 A ofo]o] FH s} WA o] RE
BAst o gl 28t Az BA 2P bRl 8 ISl F e FHE=
F7ro A el Arsagoltt, o] AA Al Wgly} obet A7te] 529 ulal R&A oz dralsof
Fth(Maher & Poon, 1996). T3t & Z7+e gag o Z+ 27e] B4 9 Eo] 7]ukst A g zHgo]
A sforat stk Maher & Tang, 2003). 012 vFEho 2 24| Z7HP)T Al sd ZXHS)S £71H A|7to]
A= l E}E} A5 Ag 9 wrAsks @ARS [Table 17)9) 2 Zg A2stgith T ZofA 7t2 32 A7HR),
&% 370 @< gtk

“W SWIHE 283t 2829 v|&4 118 A, B, C, D, ElAE 343} o] A=71 ¥hAishA] gotet, e
DFL BA F7HP)F ARl 2 FHOS o7 TS glo] ‘A 87 AFRMY O] e} ERsH=
HART S £F o] AT SFof vt Ao g TSt S Blh [Table 1719 25

IRZEL B FolAFo] BA 0T AFS B L A FP) AT Tl YHHOE
EAFGL, $4E9) B4 olF A ofoltlolo] AP £FH EE IYE SRA JHS A)A
=]

agstol AR 0 2 et

ahelo] SWIHE 243 AW 48 THAE Folds 2 oisb} 1024 wluol e 1 HE Alole
BE I8G, L] K, DA B8 a9, (Table 1719] 95 TAL5S R “BA] 87 AFHRMY 0]
AR AR T BA BRI TR A TS ool WAL, A7k A& A o] gl
298 23} ol L=z Betele] LARATHAL,

Table 17 Graph of the co—evolutionary interactions

HIXE 35 g s

s—— — _— _ s— — —_

3 Po—
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I

2|

#a
=

I

2 dte 278 ZYA YAaFolA otoldlold AA F 5WIH HHES gt 2EHg 9
HA o] d g Felsty] sl Aoty o A4 At Qoke oh&3t Aot
AR, FA Fz2g SHAA Al AFUA|AE AUt F+x3HE A4 22 SWIHE &8st
2EFER o] 1) ALY FE w¥ ARUA ol A3t 2) ol | Ew 5 2hg-g £15h= AL sttt
“111 D AR AR wg ARUAolAe] f3d Hofl ZREF BA § 11§ 1 AolE A AFsklth
‘o5’ dAlE ‘AR eIl ‘Wi Tt FE L GHED) FFT FIA Y s 29
‘&?3011 st oA © ARt AF(T2) F39 A RiEs7t wokon FAZOR folst9t. @ sk
SAAE ‘AELZ s e ‘AR 9 24 w3HE2) KF WA NESTF 2% FALOR
folstict.
o 2) Ald AR g ARYA oA ARug 44 El, B2, B3E Folat mj=w A4gzhg 99l
IZREF B4 & OF 2 AolE TA ASAch @ olsst] DA dEE-g a9 A e
g 1FY WA WiESTE BE =9t B3 5WIH 548 shde & EI%IE‘ A, vAE 15
AS A3, gl Fst FE 2 GERHED F39 B(Udtkr A AT, i6 AAER FA|
f 4 )3t ‘Aol ofoltjolE AL AY(E3) 73 16 AQAEE 4 A JE 3§ 4
14082 fofulstgict. @ "TAst| gAY 4aa8 ad A ves S¢S A8 1F
WFHE2Y, “AYzto|i} ofolt]ojE HstY AW(E3) FIo] ottt I8 J&, v|HE IF
A7 SWIH B4 wrast 259 A8 159 AR 9 24 wIKE2) 439 3Lt
JIAE) ajlo] BAH R FoJulstitt.
A, A A SHA Al AHE FAR R FA5k= 5W1 %;%@
WA} 2) HEA A29 9HIE £l E} ﬂd A otolt]ol Hat S
£ 5ol A4EH A2l PAstE = A skt 1oHo}71 A
H= ofolt| o] Jjg= AA|RE 3 EZ]' e HAE IFE Wy .
JF9] FoAA7t AE S FAH SR AAstEE ofo|rfojrt 24 A|7ko] AojA F ofolto] L=
AR Fat 22 71 S-S oot tha 0 & ofelglo]doflA E&H ofelt| o5 MRt £4 e
%P Zﬂ A Alo] FA| K o F QR = A& Feletyrt. ¢ BH%M DA A E FAR A =%eH
sk7) @A A= B AT S TAH LR fo5tgirt.
A, O}OMC% 33 SHoA A B4 U A ALE HOP SEF2A 5WIHE Sget 224
ofoldo] oA FXEE T 7= A& It ‘&4 84 ARy 438 THEses AR
A& TFo] oF 24 &=8kom RMIMER @A} F7hR3 3 RM2(71E 8FAR o4 e ) &
FAHLE folstnt. HIAE DFolAE 3RS BAYsHA] okgkar 22 7k WellAl 75 3
steich A8 IFelAe gt 23] 1070 wiRkel 17] 155 AlQjsta 5 104 F57F g A
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