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Abstract

This research aims to know the nature of the relationship that links social capital through
the variable of Organizational Homophily as an independent variable and Dynamic Innovation
Capabilities as a dependent variable, Where the Organizational Homophily variable was
measured in three sub dimensions: (Individual Directions, Sharing Behavior, Perceived
Similarity), While the variable of Dynamic Innovation Capabilities, its scale was made up of
five sub-dimensions, namely: (New idea enhancement, perceived organizational support, Self-
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leadership, Risk Propensity), The research community was the University of Basra teaching,
where (250) questionnaires were distributed, The questionnaires were retrieved (233 form),
The forms were valid for analysis (226), Using a program SPSS.v.22, Amos.v.22 A set of
statistical operations were performed, The results confirm that there is an effect relationship
between the search variables, Where the research concluded a set of recommendations, Most
notably, senior management must be committed to strengthening the individual capacities of
teachers in a way that stimulates organizational creativity.

Key Word: Organizational Homophily, Dynamic Innovation Capabilities, Individual
Directions, Sharing Behavior, Perceived Similarity, New idea enhancement, perceived
organizational support, Self-leadership, Risk Propensity.
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(Sriboonlue et al., 2015: 11; Janssen et al., 2016: Zelay) @bl Ll (uld b Lalasin) sl
Al uld 3 (Sriboonlue et al., 2015: 12) slad o aciat Cagw ddlall Luball of Y) (798)
AEN) S sl cehad) bl aeall Guaall IS ety Lejdl) sl i, chaela) )

:AY) LS elldg (Lehay) cyall A sl

A€l a8 b Caeadial ((4-2) Jsaall b L) JLadll cldal) (el b dehad) cl sled o) L]
Qi ((gle o) 5 i)Y S iyt Slsall 5538) o Al dakiial Ggie e ety @yl
s G -Janssen et al., 2016; Zitkieng et al., 2018) (Breznik & Lahovnik, 2016: 169) au);
Sl dadaiall (gginn (Ao Gy (S0 (s5ina o daelay) chaill Aialinn o S5 Cagas Dllall Ayl
Al Ak e 385 b 05S0 ) gyapeal) oe oY1 Tan e
cedu laia (I lebisats Woleind (Ko dals 3say o s Y L) chall Al gl 2
oSa A Y1 U o(Neely & Hii, 2012: 48; Benaim, 2015: 19) sl Lo sa5 cullaally cclarsy



( (2020) ‘leﬁ (35 duadl 9 Wxall) al.,a:é})b 8yl ﬂz.o)

:New idea enhancement bauaadl JSidl ‘wiyii .1 .5 .2
gl 585 G e uba ) dpadanlly dnaddll HISEY) ik olad) padall (Sollly Sl AlEN) ey
Gl sl Gl Llell 5115 CoAY) Sl Cam (a aclal dpadsl) Edly AN 13 sladl Coslhnal
Lad (pygne (pygd e 238 #lll 13 ((Aurum & Gardiner, 2003: 60; Shewfelt, 2019: 18) <l
Lol cilalall Gy e satiadly SN &) e unll die dee g dgall g SISV Sl e 5y
ally Hlinuyl e daadanlly 40,8 508 ga S )gaally o ladll 583l @lls Ladla (gaal aniilly (gySall Sl

.(Shewfelt, 2019: 18) saasiall Ll culaliad L layglail Maainly HlSaY)
o(Jealsill) otz ay JISEY) Mgl Biae Jalse 2gng (e 3D IS s34 jibas ) geasl) il
4l Mednick & Mednick J& (4 dasiadl Jalsall Jad ((Aurum & Gardiner, 2003: 63) (il casliall
:(Mednick, 1964: 220; Cox & Tsai, 2013: 507) b LS a5 legd 5V & SIS wlgl (1962)
fealeall Ganll 138 (55 ARise B3 (535 tealie I Gia ) i Al :Serendipity ddsal -
il GLES) ol Aiise dbjear AaiilV) sda G5 G LS ae coase o alail aud) Ll L)
.(Perna et al., 2013: 3; Liana Bobirnea, 2014: 24)
1y ¢ uilailly il angl daadie Jieas sy e b alally HISY) Lagg 3 :Similarity 4l -
Shae dale amy 548 YUy cJualsia U8 Lehal) Al Ledasys 4liall angl jlinatin) e do0jd 5,8 by
.(Mednick, 1962: 220; Cox & Tsai, 2013: 507) saxll slay Jslall slasy
perceived organizational support: & yal| etukaied| gsad! .2 .5 .2
130 ¢l gall s (35 Apaalh ped sb (05 Ul BI8Y) ot 8y i ped sa Lo 5 5l ol (10
(Malins & desidl claeluall elaally sdll dh¥) e Gl G5 O g W) acall g 5aY) )i
((Malins & Gulari, 2013: 33) dalaidl Jals 5,Siue i 313 b g5 dale s «Gulari, 2013: 33)
Qat ) a5 S Ayl LSl a0 g (Ally dabiall Lo Lan ) Liselly dnad ) disell ad (8 agans
acd llia Calagall yn (o)) (gy9all ey ¢(Hsiao et al., 2014: 404; Dogru, 2018: 386) delay) <yl
(Panuwatwanich et al., 2008: 408;Tran & Voyer, 2015: L,,_aLa LS a5 delady) dleall Jabye Caliad
:142; Oecd, 2017: 92, 30)
B agang KA dapde wans (aja] Slagleall pan Aaje & jseaial) acall -
Al @y @yl CalaSiudy Jall chlie aasil cYLaaY) aagy SSEY) adg b daalad) a8 —0
Al A5l U8 (n Aol lliey Lol 138 OIS 3 Loy e 33ne Jlse il Jla b adgiall peall -
LAk BalEY) (Sarg dad Gl ) s (e

cligaall dgalsa el Shlially cacall 13a e dawiul Gl oo @llyg JSEY) gl uin dlaye —

:Self-leadership wiladl dalwi .3 .5 .2
ki asgde (e oS Adie MaNZ U8 (e 1986 diw 8 il A a8 agghe Jsn ciluhal) sl e
e SN pKa ) Al sald ases dng (Aghababaei et al., 2013: 194) control theory 4.l
A il 38y Asshoy distye iyl Cipuaily alall A ailally GHall A Gule ce I s Ams
slily Haaaall alaill SIN ) e oepnll Aai3) sall) ((Stewart et al., 2011: 186) cilasall izl
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OB ¢l «(Sydanmaanlakka, 2004:1) dsebilly duaddll Calaal) oladl Lol iS5 sanie (S8 3yl
wlanll sy ) Akl Bl J31y Jall ol disea 2Sho05 Ao dhing jig (Glie asee Il i3
Gl b A Sl Sladliu) e degenay @llia 3 ((Long et al., 2015: 17) elaally S
sty ladlinll oda Jicig ((Long et al., 2015: 16) Jdaal)l Ly dapds o laill Gans didelss Jaall §)2ea
(Aghababaei et al., 2013: 194; Long et al., 2015: 17; Sesen et al., 2017: sb LS legud S
:947)
S sl 33k M i, :Behavior-Focused Strategies dgludl Ao 5i<ipal) ciban)iud) -
s6l<d)y cself-goal setting 4l Calaa¥) wass Jie cullld okl e oadsll ol 3ol Jagedis
self-observation  4uldll 44,y «self-punishment )il ddleay «Self-Reward 4l
.(Aghababaei et al., 2013: 195)
daadilpnadl o3 K19 :constructive thought Pattern Strategies oLl jusdil) ool cladiiu) -«
Jafids 33 Jadys canll oo o) sall o S g Jaally I aglay) BhI e
(Tat & Zeitel-Bank, «lil) e oY) anilly cdplud) Laadll jseally cLadhy Al g
.2013: 184; Long et al., 2015: 16)
:Risk Propensity 3 paligal Jub| .4 .5 .2
Clabiially clesanaly 3] gl o Audlidly JHEaY) s Allay agall JI 8 asd) deidl o
oo Cuaall duila JS) mual 13 ((Lawson, 2014: 16) Lhlaall s o clalll Lngin o) &l e Cyaall
g pall DY Apardarill o dunal) AlSeVly Aulilly Jasipe sISeY) o3 Blaliall axey Blaliall (p dailsall dingia
zokll 138 (e 13 ((Antoncic et al., 2018: 2) syiiall Ayl il lag LlaiaYly Jelaill slaxinllg
pae Alla Lagun Aleal) 038 (35S uadiiilly (sl ela) ansll o Cuanll Laseas plliall ol culs Gl
(Hatfield & Fernandes, 2009: 28; Lawson, 2014: 17) ddle sylalaall da)n 06 1M i)
Esidly dalsall (e deganal T 31 ) add e oy Cilias Bjlaall daddl dapd o2 Lo e sl
:(Wang et al., 2015: 29; Antoncic et al., 2018: 2) sk LS a4
Se o bl dalaial) el jall dud)je ganll (ailadll ki 3 :Demographic traits 4d)$ gaisl) clewd) .1
(Mishra & lall cpilagally Gl JLS c Syhlaall duall 5l i)y oS3l o slalaall dlasiad) Jhadl Josm
.Lalumiére, 2011: 871)
i G oS Ay sdl) sldls 5l 3 aged pailiad & duaddll cileddl () :Personality duaidl) .2
BlagVl i) Zpaddl cleall JBd) Juw e cdlles Cilpe 3 (alasl) Gl 8 oy
.(Mishra & Lalumiére, 2011: 871) doaill e ~tasyly ¢ gabalall [l ¢ jacally Al giaallg
:Dynamic adaptation commitment widad| dutuet bisidei @ yddl .5 .5 .2
Cally el sn (i Ausmn s aie FEY) ASE OS] San iy Clylga Dl a5l Corall (10
sy 4iS sa sl 1Y ((Frolenoka & Dukule, 2017: 8) duaidll g duedanlly 480 cilllaiall leg
(Van Dam, 2013: 124; duilially claloadld leg poailly aatll o caliti Jing ralag 52 a5l
e pally «asall e 5aall sags (Listwan & Kawka, 2006) ), sis 13 «Jundt et al., 2015: 54)
:(Gajda, 2015: 790) b Le bbb (Kas Ll el dolall al5) I jusll 5l el
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Lo ol edand) Ld Lty oyl RSl Ciligul) dngy U )y jae ) o (Motivation adll .
.(Van Dam, 2013: 125) casall 13} adgiall by saal) Jaall Oal oY) gl o € il
) el elaa¥) Jualsilly N L) 1Y dieada elaal Gla) Social eyl .
.(Van Dam, 2013: 126 asill Y dlisy (& o) uill 55 il 35aS (55 e ¢ oarssl

OPORT I PR =7 R ET P
]yl iy 9 it ‘e 3 -1 -3
ol @iy eyl sy bl clpite slad Jisad an «blall Jdailly JASY) Clelya) el
olial zaall (3-1) Jsanll b eumse 58 LSy cplSaY) Cagpall clasinls ¢ jsay ) dulyal
gl Clyiia Sa (3-1) Jsaad

) [ ) e S Aay) ial)
&) 4adl)
HOMO SBB 4 St ¢l gLl ehaiil) 18 g sl
INSS 4 d el cilalasy)
PESS 5 BRI
NADD RPP 4 3 halaall Judl <) aal) Aaaliny
DAA 4 PR RN dae )
il
NI 4 suaall ISV 5 a5
SLL 5 Al 3aLd
0SS 4 ahaiill ac )
NII 4 syaall JISEY) 3y e

Laald) das) el

Data Screening and Preliminary Analysis for Variables uawll il pisbl wibibael| gaad .2 .3
:Research

Gl i cil€ Y Lad ¢ aciaall bl dada o adiay dilaill i) JlasV) gl sass )
s Kurtosis laaly Skewness jlaal Jlo duhall sda b slae¥l (g 38 13 oY o) Laada bayss de s
Landa laigi deioe anjgill gl g cbilull (68 Cua ((Almuzara et al., 2019: 21) adlad) adall ach
0.05 Lgiee AN siwe 2e + 1.96 e 15 ¥ Z-score— Skewness & Kurtosis ,ige dad cul< 13
.(Hair et al., 2010:71; Faruque, 2018: 221)

ot | HOMOPhily (gubusigud G| oot 1 .2 .3
OsSall dpaalanll  Ldgagell yuaia (bl Z-score— Skewness & Kurtosis jlidl =il muwagi (Sag
: b LS cdtems 13 o
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<(2020) Joll (35 suall 9 wizeal) sLasdYlg s,u;nab,u)

il Homophilyd) jaial ahl) au) sl gilid (3-2) Jgaad

Kurtosis Skewness ltems
Std. Statistic Std. Statistic
Error Error
0.01 0.016 0.021 0.037 IND1
0.01 0.012 0.021 0.025 IND2
0.01 0.012 0.021 0.041 IND3
0.01 0.015 0.021 0.027 IND4
0.01 0.013 0.021 0.016 SB1
0.01 0.0154 0.021 0.015 SB2
0.01 0.019 0.021 0.022 SB3
0.01 0.017 0.021 0.019 SB4
0.01 0.011 0.021 0.016 PES1
0.01 0.009 0.021 0.025 PES2
0.01 0.004 0.021 0.039 PES3
0.01 0.018 0.021 0.017 PES4
0.01 0.013 0.021 0.034 PES5

Lald) das) e jlaal)
(o gasell Lulite il pandall aysil) ) i mbal culS LS Gl Jaal) A mase sa WS
1Y) ol JSE ke e SS) muagll (K
i) Adsasgll il asdall aisil (3-1) Jal

Histogram

&0

50

40

30

Frequency

20

Homophily

) 3 | e bt i 2 2 .3
lig dejse ilS Lol bl 4Sulis Gulial Items aues () (3-2) Jsaad) 3 moage 52 LSy
1 WS ¢ S muagll (Karg cdilgiall 3g0a (paa Skewness & Kurtosis jLis) i il Cus cbanha

13



C (2020) Jgbi

(35 suall 9 wxall)

aLaidYlg 8ylaYl dlxe )

Ao )aN) ) AiSualipn el alal) g sl il (3-2) Jsaad

Kurtosis Skewness ltems
Std. Statistic Std. Statistic
Error Error
0.01 0.015 0.021 0.031 SL1
0.01 0.006 0.021 0.041 SL2
0.01 0.011 0.021 0.021 SL3
0.01 0.009 0.021 0.017 SL4
0.01 0.019 0.021 0.018 SL5
0.01 0.017 0.021 0.015 RP1
0.01 0.015 0.021 0.029 RP2
0.01 0.016 0.021 0.04 RP3
0.01 0.012 0.021 0.019 RP4
0.01 0.019 0.021 0.024 DAl
0.01 0.018 0.021 0.041 DA2
0.01 0.018 0.021 0.039 DA3
0.01 0.013 0.021 0.013 DA4
0.01 0.012 0.021 0.024 NI1
0.01 0.007 0.021 0.035 NI2
0.01 0.008 0.021 0.024 NI3
0.01 0.005 0.021 -1.526 NI4
0.01 0.002 0.021 0.028 0Os1
0.01 0.005 0.021 0.031 0S2
0.01 0.017 0.021 0.026 0S3
0.01 0.018 0.021 0.015 0S4

14
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A AN Rl Al il andal) o sl (3-2) JSi)

Histogram

80

B0

Frequency

]y | i, (S 2ot | (e bl S| .3 .3

Gaay el (bl cenlially Sl Gaall e @il (mpl gaSall aladl dilailly Glidll (g9 pall (e
slae¥) & &dlal) ol & ((Thompson, 2004: 21) Gl cyiia (e aiie < Lo jall 2ladlly Alind olaw
(Bifactor Models) (saSgill Jalaill cans 3 coa€aill alall Jidaill JISEI (0 <& 032, Bifactor Jilas e
sfirag duhall Clyaie Ge ate JS Aoyl b)) cuils () aaly GalSale e b IS L laal) )
dealsill o Blaall @bl Gupsi Glal Lagead 4aSall #3lal) Joail e Bifactor Model )z 3gail)
: b LS5 ¢(Cucina & Byle, 2017: 27) oSl Lo sas glal

: aalil) Homophily.) skl S et guid| ek bid| Jusdteid| .1 .3 .3

13) elaul sae o @il Gajad (oadatil) (Ligasel) juaial A5l AuSHll e Gl esw diaill 1
Deadl ) gl aay (@) alil) (Ll claladyly (Sl @slull) Lol 2l I e (53
t b WS ey g (Kasg duhll ool
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( (2020) djl.g‘ (35 duadl 9 Wxall) .)L,a:&))[g DJL)}" d.l.z.o)
a5l Homophilyld) jsial Guldll g 3sadl (3-3) J<al
™
e4 IND1
72 . 2
: e3 IND2 |
71 £8 INDD
(e IND3 }s =
o 1 IND4
Model specification ~ - s
Chi-square= 1I;£4gg 55 o8 SB1 IS .
Retio= 2.219 4 SB2 | A
P-value= .000 o
HOMO 42
Rmsea= .046 . < SRR Z
GFI= .972 FaKadn
CFl= .987 '
IFI= .987 - =
. A3 :
TLI= .980 PG PES2); P
s (e PES3S = PESS
2 (e10/|PES4 s 5t
9 PES5

Ao b ala) EDy ailasill Homophilydl sl (33560 13) ebida) i s S cal (3-3) J<all e

Gl aaes G) (373 ) doandl (e et WS bl @ilajie maens iy General Variable ale i as

5 LSy g C.R. 20 pues il X P < .05 (ohna @ad Digins Gl & aiaiill Homophilyd)
FG (373) dsall (b s

:hilll Homophilyld jaie (ulie cladi (3-3) Jgaad

Estimate S.E. C.R. P
IND4 0.633 0.054 11.737 Fhk
IND3 0.569 0.054 | 10.452 rxk
IND2 0.548 0.042 | 12.963 rxk
IND1 0.355 0.032 | 11.064 rxk
SB4 0.358 0.034 10.44 *xk
SB3 0.619 0.045 | 13.686 rxk
SB2 0.452 0.034 | 13.176 kK
SB1 0.306 0.024 | 12.724 *xk
PES5 1.151 0.073 15.683 Fhk
PES4 0.791 0.055 14.448 Fhk
PES3 0.783 0.056 | 13.873 *xk
PES2 0.372 0.048 7.701 kK

o i) 3| i b o et G| (et | S| .2 .3 .3
daall (A 3ald) Lacjd aled Lsed o OsSall Lela) chadll Al il AL LSH Gua
ol LS ol s sl e g 21 5 e(Bnnd) HISEY) e el ASalinny Al cylalaall
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Ao laly) Cadl) Aualio yitiad Guldl) 7 dgadl (3-4) Jsil

Model specification
Chi-square= 355.774

DF= 168
Retio= 2.118
P-value= .000
Rmsea= .044
GFI=.945
CFl=.982
IFI=.982
TLI=.978

C'_abqﬂ\ ASialud )3:3.«3 L*;;:S):d\ Jalsal) Gilayda Gl e o )@.i:az\ ool () J}J;J\ (e s(SA)fIA 21) elzall
Ly Al giaal e (Y1 aal) e LS CLR. sk syelay e sa9 P < .05 (Sgima Lgina (S Ugita Lelay)
N1 (3-4) ol b asa sa
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C (2020) Jgbi

(35 suall 9 wxall)

aLaidYlg 8ylaYl dlxe )

Je ) Rl ASsalipd e (ulia ol (3-4) el

Estimate S.E. C.R. P
RP4 0.153 0.012 | 12.862 Fxk
RP3 0.155 0.013 | 11.953 xk
RP2 0.149 0.012 | 12.112 xk
RP1 0.175 0.013 | 13.501 xk
DA4 0.224 0.016 | 14.387 xk
DA3 0.242 0.018 | 13.555 xk
DA?2 0.14 0.012 11.272 Fkk
DA1 0.146 0.013 | 11.082 xk
NI4 0.228 0.018 | 12.583 xk
NI3 0.213 0.016 | 13.174 xk
NI2 0.246 0.018 | 13.763 Fxk
NI1 0.168 0.016 | 10.466 Fxk
0S4 0.222 0.02 11.287 Fxk
0S3 0.181 0.019 9.765 Fxk
0Ss2 0.366 0.025 | 14.488 Fxk
0s1 0.243 0.017 14.177 Fkk
SL5 0.195 0.015 | 12.738 xk
SL4 0.245 0.017 14.29 Fkk
SL3 0.317 0.022 | 14.553 xk
SL2 0.168 0.015 | 11.595 Fxk
SL1 0.218 0.015 14.135 *kk

il | ke i s 4 .3

bl 3l oot calasill Homophilyd) cysial due jdll sla¥) il Ale joas claajd O @l
SOLE olad) ¢y Ailan) Y @ld Aglasd il ABdle sagi s Ha' s b Lo e clunjill sda asi dhaela)
alagly Lpdll clalad¥) o Llas) Ao @)l dulay) 8l A8e a5+ Hb' (dasagy) cufjadl) Aualina slalg

Laliya slagly 4:Laal @l Gm dilas) AV cld dglag) 8l &Me aagi @ He' Cdslad) cadl) Al
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i) Homophily.) il due ) cluadll JLis) (3-5) gsai

CFI=.983
IFI=.983
TLI=.981

&
o o
o) S

I

80
ED={oStlw_ .. o D
E)={052}e_=
@->{os3le=
@57} _ € e
€[ NI &5 oL C
0 s @ : {022
s\ S
. €23
&N} & , @ s @ )
€1 @ 5o " SB1 [-—£2)
€7 s & 81 ‘- 88 N ° €2
£10) 3 SBB 66 4
L 75 ={SB3 |=-€2)
(€9-»{Dad}f @ 5 ; B
C1o-m{RP1 L . . o —
7 . Model Specification @ =
P e 2/ chi-square= 759.767 e &
ﬂ il DF= 518 68 _Z <
Dw{7i) Ratio= 1.467 (Pess eI~ @
£ J P-value= .000 B3 PESH=—£3)
si1}
e{si] 87 @ RMSEA=.031 S 4
€13 GFI= 916 PEST=—<4)
€1
€3

w
[
4]

¢ salasll Homophilyll juid due il il jdll puea i SY) il (3-5) JSal 8 anse o0 LS
Z‘.;'IL} LASJ P < .05 :\:1_9.\:.4 Sy dic S\Jjﬁ.‘o C.R. :\.‘95 il colial (3—5) dJJ;J\ ‘f C..»AJA EY) LAS}

bl Homophilyd) «yial 4o al) ciluadll SLAd) clpati (3-5) Jeaad)
Estimate | S.E.| C.R. P
NADD | <--- | PESS 0.147 | 0.049 | 3.006 | 0.003
NADD | <---| SBB 0.679 | 0.116 | 5.878 rxk
NADD | <--- | INDD 0.215] 0.089 | 2.416 | 0.016

Ao o ik ADle s AMOS galin b Clicaydll LAY JAlas) dilail) il & mage 2 LS
O S CR dad cilS Gum dpelayl chadl) 4Kl oladl aslatil)  Ldgagell Lo jdl) cilyriall maead dfliaa)
0.5 e BB a5 gina P-valu o aaes il Gun cluajdll pues Jod Ao yi50 0 1.96
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il o G 1) i i i | - G| gl | el |

i ) 1 .4
adtll Glewd) Gl e bt Gl o o) npill et b gasell g5 (e e laa¥) Lyl (Ko ]
3 oLl 35yl Cun e ALl o) 3 e Apadanl) elgall L) el L) dleliiall LY LSl )
Lelan) Jalg) elisY ol JE e il LY Gualidl Gl e alaall ol adaml) AT lake
bl glal) olat) Cogllaall il 3t 4 Sl Llall 5130 (Ko Le gt ¢ SLisasal)
ADle Julat Cila i 4iyed Lo sag cpAY) Cilgagiy il il bl slaily dulady) sl &k .2
e Laa) Loy TaladU Lo laay) el sladl dinse Lol Ale I bl iy daclafy) 5,080l Llus)
LAY e Baaa IS slat) A 5ol alenll 8yl s
5 Jeall By & ClBle (5S35 S Akl DNA Ll o Lela) IS5 dielaaV) dulgyl) danda .3
Lo 85 mupaill Zpad sl cilgasily ASaY) daw hiid 30 8 S 0 oslly Y1 yunad 1A cleasls
C I Balg an olail L ls ) il dumge € illg Dol V) il il dsiy

b gud] .2 .4
A Glasbeall pand @lpal€ DL iy ALawY) Gub oo bl Ll clag Al w2l e ol
Oe Aesene G Aub) clag dgd) deasill g A clabmay) e sluy dubll il Gl e
: b WSy sl
G Gl e Gl e (elan) gsll) ihranll sl Al b lgalaal 35 Wl 5y e L]
hisasel)s Jicidl elaa¥) sally il aadl e aadh dinh 3 (LY ) g o (Se
Laws 38 ol ) Goes ) o b JS) agh i agdll 130 cdielanY) Gl Gauss slal (ke
Oan cilidd) wibatil o Bladly celaY) aagll el daesSa Glaala Jie Lpedd dungal dan) i
Y] daSon agg0a
2l Aaalin 35 olad) (ki) Ldsasgll) duclaaVl il Lol e Jeal) Lo S50 .2
oS O Ke Gy lged SIS 058l Lgalaial (3Uai g Wlad) $l0Y) o 13 ddial) Chai sa ducla)
claalad) eyl Aelay ) ) Al & Lol g bl Jea) il
B sl cakill o pwnill daaddll 5l e e Ciblall uaie b il 2l Ll L3
A i) lgagll aklal) (SHIY) AUkl (e 33 da o il gyl g 13 cAiAl) Ao LaiaY)
oo e adpla G dgaaiall gl uld e dsgally Canlgll il s Guay
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