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The project must count: Fostering positive
attitudes toward the conduct of research

DAVID R. GLASGOW, CYRIL J. SADOWSKI, and STEPHEN F. DAVIS
Austin Peay State University, Clarksville, Tennessee 37040

Recent years have witnessed increasing concern on the part of the psychological community
regarding the effects of research practices on subjects. Although considerable research has been
directed at the impact of debriefing on eliminating harmful effects, little attention has been
given to factors that influence subjects’ perceptions of the conduct of research. Subjects
(n = 406) in the present study read descriptions of six actual experiments which involved
deception and stress. Subject status (volunteer vs. nonvolunteer) and scientific value of the
research (widespread vs. limited use of results) dimensions were manipulated. Subjects rated
each described experiment as ethical or nonethical. Analyses of these ratings indicated that
potential subjects had a significant concern over the scientific value of the research, especially
in cases where stress or discomfort were involved. Experimenters interested in fostering
positive attitudes toward the conduct of research would be wise to take this factor into

consideration in dealing with subjects.

Since the publication of Ethical Principles in the Con-
duct of Research with Human Participants (APA, 1973),
psychologists have shown an increased sensitivity regard-
ing the effects of research practices on subjects. The
bulk of the research in this area has focused on the
ability of debriefing techniques to remove misconcep-
tions that participants could have about their behavior
and correct any undesirable consequences that could
result from research procedures (cf. Holmes, 1976a,
1976b). This emphasis on the safeguarding function of
debriefing is not surprising, since the guidelines were
established primarily for the protection of research
participants and stress this aspect of researchers’ re-
sponsibility. However, the guidelines also identify
another facet of professional responsibility—shaping
participants’ attitudes toward the conduct of research
itself.

The importance of this “public relations™ role was
recognized early in the debate over research practices.
Psychological research has been described rather un-
favorably in the popular press (Rubin, 1970), and the
blame for this, in part, rests with researchers themselves.
Steiner (1972) noted that the major abuse of human
subjects was not that they were sometimes deceived or
put through minor stresses, but that their time and
energy were often wasted in many useless research
endeavors. He contended: “If psychological research
has a bad name, it is probably not because we injure a
lot of subjects but because we involve subjects in trivial,
ill-conceived, or clumsily executed studies” (p. 768).

This charge takes on added significance when one
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considers that psychologists are regarded somewhat
reverentially due to their area of study (Schultz, 1969).
That such an attitude is brought to the laboratory seems
apparent from the results of a recent survey which indi-
cated that naive subjects view deceptive research prac-
tices more favorably than psychologists themselves
(Sullivan & Deiker, 1973). Indeed, Orne (1962) has
even demonstrated that subjects would willingly accept
the tedium of circling numbers for excessively long
periods of time under the pretext of advancing the
science.

The literature suggests that subjects’ positive regard
toward the conduct of research can be effectively main-
tained even when the participants have been deceived or
undergone stressful experiences. Perhaps the classic
example is Milgram’s follow-up on his obedience study
(Milgram, 1964). After the purpose of the experiment
was explained to the subjects, only 1.3% reported
negative feelings about their participation. Results of
various role-play simulations and empirical tests of de-
briefing strategies following participation -in actual
experiments indicate that negative impressions may be
eliminated and the perceived value of the project
enhanced when the subjects’ participation in the research
is made meaningful to them (Bersceid, Baron, Dermer, &
Libman, 1973; Ring, Wallston, & Corey, 1970; Ross,
Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975; Straits, Wuebben, & Majka,
1972).

In the present study college students read descrip-
tions of six actual experiments in which subjects were
deceived and, in some cases, put through extensive
stress. The meaningfulness of the subjects’ participation
was operationalized by indicating the extent to which
the results were incorporated as worthwhile data for the
scientific community. Also, the subjects in the experi-



472

ments were described as being either volunteers or
This dimension was included because
volunteers have been shown to have a more positive
attitude toward research than nonvolunteers (Gustav,
1962; Rosenthal, 1965), and the impact of the scientific
value of the endeavor might depend on the status of the

nonvolunteers.

subjects.

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 416 undergraduates enrolled in intro-
ductory psychology courses. In the fall of 1973, 225 students
participated in the study at David Lipscomb College, and 191
participated at Austin Peay State University in the fall of 1976.
Since 10 Lipscomb students did not complete the questionnaire,

the final sample size was 406.

Materials and Procedure

A booklet with a cover sheet of instructions and descriptions
of six deception experiments was presented to the subjects. The
cover sheet explained that psychologists sometimes employ
deception so that the observed behavior might reflect what
would occur in a real-life situation. Since the general public is
more familiar with medical research, an allusion was made to the
use of ‘“‘sugar pill” groups as an analogy. It was stated that the
true nature of the study was usually explained to the subjects

following the experiment.

The cover sheet then added that recent years had seen
increased concern “in regard to whether some psychological
experiments in which subjects are deceived are actually ethical.”
It also said that “‘psychologists have largely discussed the matter,
and concluded that one ingredient that
seemed to be lacking was “judgments of those who might well,
given another setting, have been subjects in the various experi-
ments.” The students were informed that following would be
‘“several experiments, some real and some that might well have
been real,” and that after reading and considering each they
should rate it as ethical or nonethical. A final note enjoined,
“Remember, most of the actual experiments were performed on

(1)

both pro and con,

persons much like you.”

All questionnaires contained descriptions of six experiments

in the same order as follows:

(1) Asch’s (1956) study on conformity in judging line
lengths, (2) A study by Berkun, Bialek, Kern, and Yagi (1962)
in which soldiers were deceived to believe they were in highly
stressful situations, (3) Festinger and Carlsmith’s (1959) forced-
compliance cognitive dissonance study, (4) Milgram’s (1963)
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behavioral study of obedience, (5) Rosenthal and Jacobson’s
(1968) study of the self-fulfilling prophecy with school children,
and (6) Schacter’s (1959) study on affiliation under the stress
of impending electric shocks.

In describing each study, emotionally biasing words and
possibly unfamiliar terms were avoided. The descriptions of
each study were identical except for a phrase at the beginning
noting that the subjects were either volunteers or nonvolun-
teers and a note at the end describing the results as having
received wide or limited usage. By way of illustration, the
description of the Berkun et al. (1962) study is presented in
all phases:

“A team of army psychologists used servicemen who volun-
teered (were required) to take part in an experiment in tactical
exercises. The study actually sought to determine what effects
stress might have in preventing a soldier from carrying out
necessary activities. Soldiers were taken individually to an iso-
lated shack. They were shown that the only link to others out-
side the area was a radio. In reality, however, the psychologists
had hidden an intercom through which the subject’s well-being
could be monitored. Around 60 minutes after the experiment
began, a helicopter flew over the area to visually observe if the
subject seemed all right. The experiment lasted 75 minutes.

“Shortly after others had left, the subject was led to believe
one of three things: (1) he was in the path of a forest fire, (2) he
was in an area of high atomic radiation, or (3) he had uninten-
tionally blown up one of his comrades. Each situation required
the subject to contact headquarters by radio. His radio, however,
would receive but would not transmit. In order to repair it, he
had to follow a set of instructions in sequence.

“The psychologists found that stress from the supposed
danger did impair the subject’s performance in repairing the
radio. Subjects were afterward informed of the actual experi-
mental happenings and the reasons for them. No apparent use
has been made of the study, however, other than its being
printed in a small army periodical. (Results of this study were
published not only in army literature, but in university, govern-
ment, and industry circles as well. Knowledge gained from the
research has been highly beneficial in programs designed to help
servicemen and employees learn to cope with and minimize
stress.)”

Four forms of the questionnaire were devised. For each de-
scribed experiment, the scientific value and subject status dimen-
sions were varied orthogonally across the forms of the question-
naire. The combinations of specific conditions for the studies
presented in each form were randomly determined. The ques-
tionnaires were distributed in alternating order during a regular
class period in all cases. The few questions that occurred were
answered by addressing attention to the cover sheet and empha-
sizing applicable sections. No time limit was imposed for comple-

Table 1

Frequency of Ethical Judgments by Use of Results and Status of Subjects

Widespread Use Limited Use

Widespread Use Limited Use

Widespread Use Lirﬁited Use

Judgments NVSs VSs NVSs VSs Total NVSs VSs NVSs VSs Total NVSs VS8s NVSs VSs Total
Asch (1956) Rosenthal & Jacobson (1968) Schacter (1959)
Conformity in Line Judgment Task Self-Fulfilling Prophecy Affiliation Under Stress
Ethical 84 103 85 84 356 82 88 76 72 318 82 76 67 53 278
Nonethical 17 6 14 13 50 15 21 23 29 88 19 23 42 44 128
Total 101 109 99 97 406 97 109 99 101 406 101 99 109 97 406
Festinger & Carlsmith (1959) Berkun, Bialek, Kern, & Yagi (1962) Milgram (1963)
Forced Compliance Soldiers Under Stress Obedience to Authority
Ethical 82 78 39 44 243 62 54 29 35 180 48 54 35 34 171
Nonethical 27 19 62 55 163 37 47 68 74 226 49 45 74 67 235
Total 109 97 101 99 406 99 101 97 109 406 97 99 109 101 406

Note— NV Ss = nonvolunteer subjects, V Ss = volunteer subjects
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Table 2
Partitioned Chi Squares: The Effects of the Independent Variables on Ethical Judgments
Source df Chi Square df Chi Square df Chi Square
Asch (1956) Rosenthal & Jacobson (1968) Schacter (1959)
Conformity in Line
Judgment Task Self-Fulfilling Prophecy Affiliation Under Stress
Total 3 6.99 3 5.66 3 21.79
Use of Results by Ethical Judgments 1 72 1 4.35%%* 1 20.23***
Status of Subjects by Ethical Judgments 1 3.70* 1 1.16 1 1.24
Use by Status by Ethical Judgments 1 2.57 1 : .15 1 .32
Festinger & Carlsmith (1959) Berkun et al. (1962) Milgram (1963)

Forced Compliance

Soldiers Under Stress Obedience to Authority

Total 3 56.53 3 31.63 3 15.87
Use of Results by Ethical Judgments 1 55.23%%* 1 29.82%** 1 15.30%**
Status of Subjects by Ethical Judgments 1 9 1 .66 1 57
Use by Status by Ethical Judgments 1 .39 1 1.15 1 .00

*p <.06 **p <05 **¥p <001
tion. The participants were not identified in any way on the DISCUSSION

questionnaires, and they were debriefed regarding the design and
purpose of the study.

RESULTS

The data from the two samples were first transformed
via the arc-sine transformation and analyzed by means of
an ANOVA technique developed by Abelson and his
colleagues (Langer & Abelson, 1972; Zanna, Lepper, &
Abelson, 1973). Since there were no significant inter-
actions between the samples and the independent varia-
bles, the data were combined. The frequencies are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1 presents the stimulus studies (left to right) in
descending order based on the judgments of how ethical
each was considered to be. The ordering of the studies
suggests that subjects consider undergoing psychological
stress substantially more unethical than merely being
deceived. While this is consistent with the findings of
Sullivan and Deiker (1973) that psychologists are more
concerned over ethical issues than are lay people, a more
realistic interpretation is that subjects probably consider
their own discomfort to be more important than an
investigator’s honesty.

The results of the partitioned chi-square analyses for
each study presented in Table 2 indicate that the
scientific value of the study had a significant effect on
the subjects’ ethical judgments. In all but the most
innocuous case, making the project seem like a worth-
while endeavor enhanced the subjects’ views regarding
the conduct of research. On the other hand, status of
the subjects had a marginal effect only within the Asch
(1956) study [x*(1) = 3.70, p < .06] . This reflects the
finding that the increased scientific value of the project
enhanced the ratings when the subjects were described as
volunteers [x2(1) = 3.82, p < .06] but not when they
were reported to be nonvolunteers [x2(1) = .27].

The present study suggests that, in instances where deception
is employed, positive attitudes toward the conduct of research
can be fostered when subjects are led to feel that they have
contributed to a worthwhile endeavor. From the ratings of
the studies, it also appears that such procedures would be par-
ticularly beneficial in cases where the subjects experience
psychological stress, as in the Berkun et al. (1962) and Milgram
(1963) studies.

Considering that attitudes formed in previous experiments
influence performance in and evaluation of later experiments
(Holmes, 1967), these findings imply that debriefing sessions
should be made highly informative to participants. Obviously,
since it cannot be known in advance whether a study will be
published, let alone receive widespread application, subjects
cannot be given the type of information used in the present
study to indicate scientific value. However, a recent study by
Ross et al. (1975) provides a technique that seems to meet
this end. These authors found that describing research
procedures in detail plus explaining the psychological processes
involved and their implication (process debriefing) eliminated
the negative aftereffects of false feedback, while merely explain-
ing about the use and need for deception (outcome debriefing)
was not particularly effective. Such process debriefing allows
subjects to see their role as being scientifically valuable and to
view themselves as more than human guinea pigs. Although
adopting this type of debriefing would increase the time per
subject in an experiment, it does appear to be cost effective
in the long run.

As a final word, researchers’ views of ethical standards as
being for the protection of the subject while ignoring the public
relations aspects of such procedures is indeed noteworthy.
Perhaps this reflects our genuine, if somewhat abstract, interest
in people, or perhaps we have just tried to avoid appearing self-
serving in public. In either case, others recognize that adherence
to ethical standards benefits long-term self-interest (Baier, 1977).
The present study suggests that adopting this perspective could
also prove advantageous for psychologists.

REFERENCES

AMERICAN PsYCHOLOGICAL AsSOCIATION. Ethical principles in the

conduct of research with human participants. Washington, D.C:
Author. 1973.



474 GLASGOW, SADOWSKI, AND DAVIS

Ascu. S. E. Studies of independence and conformity: 1. A
minority of one against a unanimous majority. Psychological
Monographs. 1956. 709, Whole No. 416).

Baier, K. Self-interest and morality. In K. J. Struhl & P. R.
Struhl (Eds.), Ethics in perspective. New York: Random House,
1975.

BERkUN, M.. BiaLek, H.. Kern, R., & Yaci, K. Experimental
studies of psychological stress in man. Psychological
Monographs. 1962, 76(15, Whole No. 534).

Bersceip. E.. BaroN, R. S., DERMER, M., & LiBMaN, M. Anti-
cipating informed consent: An experimental approach.
American Psychologist, 1973, 28, 913-925.

FESTINGER. L.. & CarLsmiTH, J. M. Cognitive consequences of
forced compliance. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
1659. 58. 203-210.

GusTav, A. Students’ attitudes toward compulsory participation
in experiments. Journal of Psychology, 1962, 53, 119-125.

Hormes. D. S. Amount of experience as a determinant of
performance in later experiments. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology. 1967, 7, 403-407.

Hormes. D. S. Debriefing after psychological experiments: 1.
Effectiveness of  postdeception  dehoaxing.  American
Psychologist. 1976, 31, 858-867. (a)

HoiMEs. D. S. Debriefing after psychological experiments: II.
Effectiveness of postdeception desensitization. American
Psychologist. 1976, 31, 868-875. (b)

LANGER. E. J.. & ABELsoN, R. P. The semantics of asking a favor:
How to succeed in getting help without really dying. Journal of
Personaliry and Social Psychology, 1972, 24, 26-32.

MILGRAM, S. Behavioral study of obedience. Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology. 1963, 67, 371-378.

MiLGRAM, S. Issues in the study of obedience: A reply to
Baumrind. American Psychologist, 1964, 19, 848-852.

OrRNE. M. T. On the social psychology of the psychological
experiment: With particular reference to demand characteristics
and their implications. American Psychologist, 1962, 17,
776-783.

RinG, K., WaLLsToN, K., & Corey, M. Mode of debriefing as a
factor affecting subjective reaction to a Milgram-type obedience
experiment: An ethical inquiry. Representative Research in
Social Psychology, 1970, 1, 67-88.

RosenTHAL, R. The volunteer subject. Human Relations, 1965,
18, 398-406.

RoseNTHAL, R.. & JacoBsoN, L. Pygmalion in the classroom.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1968.

Ross, L., LEpPER, M. R., & HuBBARD, M. Perseverance in self-
perception and social perception: Biased attribution processes
in the debriefing paradigm. Journal of Personality and Social
Psvchology, 1975, 32, 880-892.

RuBin, Z. Jokers wild in the lab. Psychology Today, December
1970, 18. 20. 22-24. 79.

ScHACTER, S. The psychology of affiliation.
Stantord University Press, 1959.

Scuurtz. D. P. The human subject in psychological research.
Psychological Bulletin, 1969, 72, 214-228.

SteiNER. 1. D. The evils of research: Or what my mother didn’t
tell me about the sins of academia. American Psychologist,
1972, 27, 766-768.

Straits, B. C., WueBBEN, P. L., & Maika, T. J. Influences on
subjects’ perceptions of experimental research. Sociometry.
1972, 35. 499-518,

SuLLivaN, D. S., & DEIker, T. E. Subject-experimenter percep-
tions of ethical issues in human research. American Psychologist,
1973, 28, 587-591.

ZaNNA, M. P., LepPER, M. R.. & ABELsoN, R. P. Attentional
mechanisms in children’s devaluation of a forbidden toy. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973, 28, 355-359.

Stanford, Calif:

(Received for publication August 12, 1977.)




<<
  /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




