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Recall evidence for a frequency ordered lexicon
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Students were asked to recall high-frequency words from the lexicon by listing the 60 most
frequent words (Form 10/10; 83 students) or 60 of the 600 most frequent words (Form 10/100;
83 students). The frequencies for recalled words were significantly correlated with the Kucera
and Francis (967) objective count indicating that the lexicon contains frequency information
and that the objective count is as useful for recall studies as it is for recognition studies. Differ
ences in performance between Forms 10/10 and 10/100 strongly support the notion that the lexi
con is frequency , rather than randomly, ordered. Finally, failure to find significant correlations
with number of meanings supports the notion that number of meanings and word frequency are
independent properties exerting independent influences on performance. Future research is sug
gested.

" Lexicon" is the name given to the internal represen
tation of the words in an individual's language . It may
contain information on a word 's phonological code, mor
phological structure, grammatical category(ies), mean
ing(s), and frequency (Foss & Hakes, 1978). We examine
several issues concerned with the organization of word
frequency information in the lexicon .

Evidence on the organization, as well as presence, of
frequency information in the lexicon comes primarily
from studies employing the lexical decision task . In this
task, an individual is presented with a string of letters and
must decide , as quickly as possible, whether or not the
string is a word. The general finding is that high-frequency
words are recognized faster than are low-frequency words
(e.g . , Forster & Chambers, 1973; Rice & Robinson,
1975; Rubenstein, Garfield, & Millikan , 1970), support
ing the position that the lexicon is ordered from high to
low frequency (Glanzer & Ehrenreich, 1979; Rubenstein
et aI., 1970).

One potential problem with the evidence cited for a fre
quency ordered lexicon is that the lexical decision task
is a recognition task, but the lexicon is used in recall (e.g .,
speech production) as well as in recognition (e.g ., speech
comprehension) . Recall and recognition, however, differ
in a number of important ways. For example, retrieval
operations appear to be independent (e.g., Flexser & Tulv
ing, 1978) and different (e.g . , Anderson & Bower, 1974;
Foos & Clark, 1983) for the two tasks. It may, then, be
a mistake to posit a frequency ordered lexicon solely on
the basis of evidence from a recognition task. The ob-
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tained evidence may bea function of the task used rather
than a reflection of a frequency ordered lexicon.

The present study provides evidence from a recall task.
Individuals were asked to recall the most frequent words
in their experience with the English language. A correla
tion between performance on this task and an objective
frequen cy count (i.e ., Kucera & Francis, 1967) would
provide further support for a frequency ordered lexicon.
Such a correlation, however, could also be taken as sup
port for a randomly ordered lexicon (Landauer, 1975).
In a randomly ordered lexicon, frequent words would be
easier to find because they have many more representa
tions than infrequent words. To separate these two possi
ble organizational schemes, two forms of the present task
were used .

On Form 10110 of the present task, individuals were
asked to recall the 10 most frequent words, followed by
the 10 next most frequent words, and so on for a total
of 60 words. If the lexicon is either frequency or randomly
ordered, then individuals should be fairly successful on
this form of the task. On Form 101100, individuals were
asked to recall 10 of the 100 most frequent words, fol
lowed by 10 of the next 100 most frequent words , and
so on for a total of 60 word s. Again, if the lexicon is fre
quency ordered , individuals should be successful on this
form of the task. If the lexicon is randomly ordered,
however, then performance on this form should be quite
difficult. Ten of the 100 most frequent words could be
recalled by selecting the first 10 words encountered in
the search . They are likely to be very high-frequency
words . In recalling 10 of the next 100 most frequent
words, however, one would be less successful by simply
selecting the next 10 words encountered. Those words are
likely to be among the first 100 most frequent words. To
perform well on Form 1011 00. one must be able to select
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frequent words and also reject those which are too fre
quent. This should be particularly difficult as one pro
ceeds through the form (e.g ., the fifth or sixth set of "100
next most frequent words"). If the lexicon is randomly
ordered, then individuals receiving Form 10/100 may be
unable to comply with the instructions. Their responses
would turn out to be essentially the same as those of in
dividuals who received Form 10/10.

Some recent work by Jastrzembski (1981) strongly sug
gests that the number of meanings that a word has is as
important as the word's frequency for performance on a
number of tasks , and that number of meanings and fre
quency are independent properties exerting independent
influences on performance. The present study assesses this
independence by correlating performance with number of
meanings as well as objective frequency. If the two are
independent, then in the present study, in which in
dividuals are asked to respond on the basis of frequency,
a correlation with objective frequency should occur and
a correlation with number of meanings should not.

In sum, the present study examines the recall of high
frequency words from the lexicon. Correlations between
performance on Forms 10/10 and 10/100 and an objec
tive frequency count (i.e ., Kucera & Francis, 1967) are
used to assess the hypothesi s of a frequency ordered lex
icon (Glanzer & Ehrenreich, 1979; Rubenstein et aI. ,
1970). Correlations with number of meanings are used
to assess the independence of word frequency and of num
ber of meanings (Jastrzembski, 1981).

METHOD

Participants
Participants were 166 undergraduate students ranging in age from 18

to 29 years who were randomly divided into two groups . Students volun
tarily participated at the end of regular classes at Florida International
University and Indiana University of Pennsylvania.

Materials
Students received one of two forms. Form 10/10 asked individuals

to list the 10 most frequent words on the first page, the 10 next most
frequent words on the second page, and so on for a total of six pages
(60 words) . Form 10/100 asked individuals to list 10 of the 100 most
frequent words on the first page, 10 of the next 100 on the second page,
and so on for a total of six pages (60 words). Each of these forms was
given to 83 participants . On the last page , students estimated the num
ber of books , textbooks, and newspapers that they read and the number
of hours that they spend watching television for given time periods.

Procedure
Students were run in groups ranging in size from 7 to 30 individuals.

They were told that some words occurred more frequently than others
and that the experimenter was interested in finding out what the most
frequent words were. After receiving a form, they were told to use their
total experience , written and spoken, with words in filling out the form.
Previous work (Shapiro , 1969) shows no major differences between es
timates based on written versus spoken language. All subjects were given
as much time as they needed to complete the forms .

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

For each form, all words were ranked according to how
many participants listed them among their 60 words.

Words that were listed by only one participant were ex
cluded from all analyses . Table 1 shows the words and
numbers oflisting participants. Form 10/10 produced 120
different words that occurred two or more times;
Form 10/100 produced 98 such words. A total of 75
words were common to the two forms. Because there were
several ties in the ranks, Pearson, rather than Spearman,
correlations were computed (Hays, 1963). The rank order
of the 75 common words on Form 10/10 was significantly
correlated with their rank order on Form 10/100 [r(73)
= .74, P < .01].

For correlations between performance on Forms 10/10
and 10/100 and objective frequency , we used the Kucera
and Francis (1967) count. The ranking of words from
Form 10/10 (based-on the frequencies given in column 2
of Table 1) was significantly correlated with the objec
tive ranking from the Kucera and Francis count [r(1 i8)
= .39, P < .01]. The ranking of words from
Form 10/100 (based on the frequencies given in column 3
of Table 1) was also significantly correlated with the ob
jective ranking [r(96) = .52, P < .01]. Finally , across
both forms , the total ranking of words (based on the fre
quencies given in column 4 of Table 1) was significantly
correlated with the objective ranking [r(141) = .44, P <
.01] . These results support the notion ofa frequency or
dered lexicon. By themselves , these correlations do not,
however , rule out the possibility of a randomly ordered
lexicon.

To determine whether the lexicon is frequency or ran
domly ordered, one must examine performance on
Form 10/100. If the lexicon is randomly ordered, then
the instructions of Form 10/100 should have been very
difficult, if not impossible , to follow. That is, one would
encounter many high-frequency words while searching the
lexicon but would be unable to determine whether those
words belonged among the 100 most frequent words, 100
next most frequent words, and so on. Performance on
Form 10/100 would then be very much like performance
on Form 10/10. If, however, the lexicon is frequency or
dered, then performance on the two forms should differ .
Individuals receiving From 10/100 would be able to

Table 1
Form 10110, Form 10/100, Total Recalled Frequencies, and
Kucera and Francis' Frequencies and Ranks for 143 Words

Form Recall Kucera & Francis

Word 10110 10/100 Total Frequency Rank

the 60* 54 114 69,971 1
to 57 48 105 26,149 4
a 46 51 97 23,237 5
you 51 44 95 3,286 32
I 56 37 93 5,173 19
and 50 42 92 28,852 3
is 50 34 84 10,099 8
no 41 37 78 2,201 48
it 43 28 71 8,756 12
yes 35 36 71 144 107
what 30 34 64 1,908 52
he 38 23 61 9,543 10
go 33 27 60 626 74
me 34 25 59 1,181 60
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Table 1 (continued) Table 1 (continued)

Form Recall Kucera & Francis Form Recall Kucera & Francis
Word 10/10 101100 Total Frequency Rank Word 10/10 101100 Total Frequency Rank

she 36 22 58 2,859 36 down 15 0 15 895 63
are 34 23 57 4,393 23 want 8 7 15 329 85
why 27 30 57 404 80 money 0 15 15 265 88
this 28 24 52 5,146 20 read 6 9 15 173 101
love 20 31 51 232 92 can't 8 7 15 169 102
of 19 29 48 36,411 2 him 6 8 14 2,619 41
how 24 23 47 834 65 up 14 0 14 1,895 53
that 25 21 46 10,595 7 friends 0 14 14 162 103
was 30 16 46 9,816 9 hi 7 7 14 6 138
when 24 21 45 2,331 44 be 12 0 12 6,377 16
where 25 19 44 938 62 walk 12 0 12 100 115
we 22 21 43 2,653 40 room 0 11 II 383 83
work 23 19 42 760 68 hello 0 11 11 10 137
they 23 18 41 3,618 29 from 10 0 10 4,369 25
study 18 23 41 246 89 sexy 10 0 10 2 140.5
food 16 25 41 147 106 out 9 0 9 2,096 50
in 25 14 39 21 ,341 6 now 0 9 9 1,314 59
but 22 16 38 4,388 24 bed 0 9 9 127 III
an 18 20 38 3,747 28 test 9 0 9 119 112.5
home 17 20 37 547 76 smoke 9 0 9 41 128.5
on 22 14 36 6,742 15 their 8 0 8 2,670 39
do 17 19 36 1,363 57 going 0 8 8 399 81.5
class 22 14 36 207 98 really 8 0 8 275 86
drink 20 15 35 82 118 run 8 0 8 212 97
for 21 13 34 9,489 11 friend 8 0 8 133 110
can 20 14 34 1,772 55 please 0 8 8 62 122
not 23 10 33 4,609 22 shoes 8 0 8 44 126
book 15 18 33 193 100 by 7 0 7 5,305 18
car 15 17 32 274 87 house 7 0 7 591 75
sleep 13 19 32 65 121 went 7 0 7 507 77
good 16 15 31 807 66 play 7 0 7 200 99
eat 17 14 31 61 123 hair 0 7 7 148 105
hate 19 11 30 42 127 mail 0 7 7 47 125
clothes 13 16 29 89 116 shopping 0 7 7 27 132
am 18 10 28 228 93 fuck 0 7 7 4 139
who 13 15 28 2,252 45 TV 7 0 7 0 143
time 7 21 28 1,599 56 had 6 0 6 5,133 21
there 10 17 27 2,724 37 which 6 0 6 3,562 30
because 18 9 27 883 64 has 6 0 6 2,439 43
see 17 10 27 772 67 us 6 0 6 672 71
school 14 13 27 492 78 president 6 0 6 382 84
at 17 9 26 5,378 17 job 0 6 6 238 91
come 17 9 26 630 73 music 6 0 6 216 95.5
girl 16 10 26 220 94 bad 0 6 6 142 108
will 15 8 23 2,244 46 brothers 0 6 6 41 128.5
if 11 11 22 2,199 49 pen 6 0 6 18 135
so 7 15 22 1,984 51 shower 0 6 6 15 136
don't 13 9 22 489 79 all 5 0 5 3,001 35
boy 10 12 22 242 90 parties 5 0 5 59 124
maybe 9 13 22 134 109 never 4 0 4 698 69
have 21 0 21 3,941 27 day 4 0 4 686 70
them 6 15 21 1,789 54 great 0 4 4 665 72
shit 21 0 21 2 140.5 talk 0 4 4 154 104
wee 20 0 20 3,284 33 window 0 4 4 119 112.5
with 11 8 19 7,289 13 sun 4 0 4 112 114
nice 8 11 19 75 119.5 sex 0 4 4 84 117
or 12 6 18 4,207 26 damn 0 4 4 34 130.5
her 7 11 18 3,037 34 honey 4 0 4 25 133
my 17 0 17 1,319 58 okay 4 0 4 20 134
look 10 7 17 399 81.5 showers 0 4 4 3 142
party 0 17 17 216 95.5 more 3 0 3 2,216 47
dog 16 0 16 75 119.5 his 2 0 2 6,997 14
beer 16 0 16 34 130.5 would 2 0 2 2,714 38
one 15 0 15 3,292 31 been 2 0 2 2,472 42
did 15 0 15 1,044 61 *Number of participants listing word.
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choose high-frequency words and reject others as being
too frequent (i.e., too high in the ordered lexicon). In sum,
the responses of participants who received Form 10/100
should differ from those of participants who received
Form 10/10, if the lexicon is frequency ordered. Three
lines of evidence show that performance on these two
forms did differ.

The first line of evidence is the number of words listed
by only one participant. If a group of participants are
selecting from 600 (on Form 10/1(0) rather than 60 (on
Form 10/10) top words, one would expect to fmd a greater
number of words listed by only one participant and fewer
words listed by more than one participant. This is the case,
as the number of words listed by only one participant on
Form 10/100 was 2,321 and the number on Form 10/10
was 1,868 . As previously stated, the number of words
listed by more than one participant was 98 on
Form 10/100 and 120 on Form 10/10. These distributions
of once-occurring and more than once-occurring words
on the two forms were significantly different [x 2(l ) =
9.14, P < .01].

The second line of evidence involves comparing the ob
jective (i.e . , Kucera & Francis) ranks for the 45 words
of Form 10/10 and the 23 words of Form 10/100 which
were not common to the two forms . The mean objective
rank for these Form 10/100 words should be lower be
cause they would have been selected from an individual's
top 600 rather than 60 words. As predicted, the mean rank
for these Form 10/100 words (107.52) was significantly
lower than the mean rank for these Form 10/10 words
(79.81) [t(66) = 3.03, P < .01].

The third line of evidence is the proportion of words
common to the two forms for each of their six pages. On
page 1, Form 10/10 asks for the 10 most frequent words
while Form 10/100 asks for 10 of the 100 most frequent
words. On this page, one might expect a fair proportion
of the words listed to be common to the two forms. On
page 2, Form 10/10 asks for the 10 next most frequent
words, and From 10/100 asks for 10 of the 100 next most
frequent words . If participants were able to follow the
instructions of Form 10/100, one would expect to find
a smaller proportion of common words on this page . In
fact, if participants were able to follow the instructions
of both forms perfectly, one would expect to find com
mon words only on the first page of each form . At the
very least, the proportion of words common to the two
forms should decline as one continues from the first
through the sixth page. This is exactly the case as the
proportions of common wordsfor pages 1 through 6 were
.62, .47 , .06, .11, .10, and .03, respectively. Together
these three lines of evidence argue strongly against a ran
domly ordered lexicon and support the hypothesis of a
frequency ordered lexicon .

To assess the independence of the properties, word fre
quency and number of meanings, the frequencies for
words on Forms 10/10 and 10/100 were correlated with
numbers of meanings for those words. Number of mean
ings were determined by consulting The American

Heritage Dictionary ofthe English Language (1976). The
correlations between number of meanings and the frequen
cies from Form 10/10 (column 2 of Table 1),
Form 10/100 (column 3 of Table 1), and total frequency
(column 4 of Table 1) were not significant [r(1l8) =
-.18, r(96) = -.15, and r(l41) = - .07, respectively] .
Because all correlations with objective frequencies were
significant and none with number of meanings reached
significance , the present results support Jastrzembski ' s
(1981) position that word frequency and number of mean
ings are independent properties exerting independent in
fluence.

In sum, the present study provides evidence from a
recall task concerning the organization of the lexicon. The
vast majority of previous studies have used recognition
tasks that are in many ways different from recall tasks .
It is, thus, reassuring to find that the same kind of results
can be obtained from a recall task. Individuals appear to
have had little difficulty in naming high-frequency words
on either of the forms used. Furthermore, differences in
performance between Forms 10/10 and 10/100 make the
hypothesis of a randomly ordered lexicon (Landauer,
1975) extremely unlikely. Only some form of frequency
ordered lexicon (e.g., Glanzer & Ehrenreich, 1979;
Rubenstein et al., 1970) can easily accommodate the
present and past findings.

REFERENCES

ANDERSON, J. R., '" BOWER, G. H. (1974). A propositional theory of
recognition memory. Memory & Cognition, 2, 406-412.

FLEXSER, A. J., '" TULVtNG, E. (1978). Retrieval independence in recog
nition and recall. Psychological Review, 85, 153-171.

Foos, P. W., '" CLARK, M. C. (1983). Learning from text: Effects of
input order and expected test. Human Learning, 2, 177-185.

FORSTER, K. I., '" CHAMBERS, S. (1973). Lexical access and naming
time. Journal of Verbal Learning & Verbal Behavior, 12,627-635.

Foss, D. J., '" HAKES, D. T. (1978). Psycholinguistics . Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

GLANZER, M., '" EHRENREICH, S. L. (1979). Structure and search of
the internal lexicon. Journal ofVerbal Learning & Verbal Behavior,
18, 381-398.

HAYS, W. L. (1963). Statistics. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.
JASTRZEMBSKI, J. E. (1981). Multiple meanings, numberof relatedmean

ings, frequency of occurrence, and the lexicon. Cognitive Psychol
ogy, 13, 278-305.

KUCERA'" FRANCIS, W. N. (1967). Computational analysis 0/present
day American English . Providence, RI: Brown University Press.

LANDAUER, T. K. (1975). Memory without organization: Properties
of a model with random storage and undirected retrieval. Cognitive
Psychology, 7, 495-531.

RICE, G. A., '" ROBINSON, D. O. (1975). The role of bigram frequency
in the perception of words and nonwords. Memory & Cognition, 3,
513-518.

RUBENSTEIN, H., GARFIELD, L. , '" MILLIKAN, J. A. (1970). Homo
graphic entries in the internal lexicon. Journal of Verbal Learning
& Verbal Behavior , 9, 487-494.

SHAPIRO, B. 1. (1969). The subjectiveestimation of relative word fre
quency. Journal ofVerbal Learning & Verbal Behavior, 8, 248-251.

The American heritage dictionary of the English language. (1976).
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

(Manuscript received for publication March 18, 1985.)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




