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Facial self-perception: Its relation to
objective appearance and self-concept

JOHN B. PITTENGER and LINDA MUSUN BASKETT
University of Arkansas, Little Rock, Arkansas

The ability to judge objectively the physical attractiveness of one’s own face and the relation
of these judgments to self-concept were assessed. Thirty white female and 34 white male college
students rated the physical attractiveness of their own faces, once without viewing their faces
(memory condition) and once while viewing photographs of their faces and the faces of the other
same-sex subjects (photograph condition). Self-concept was assessed by administration of the
Tennessee Self Concept Scale. There was a significant positive correlation between subjects’
ratings of their own attractiveness and those they received from others. However, using the
mean rating by others as an objective measure of appearance, subjects were also found to over-
estimate significantly the attractiveness of their own faces in both the memory and photograph
conditions. Only a limited relationship between self-concept and self-perception was found.
Overestimation of attractiveness was significantly correlated with more positive physical self-
concepts only in the memory condition. None of the self-concept scores were significantly cor-
related with the attractiveness ratings by others.

A person’s facial attractiveness is known to be an im-
portant factor in how others react to that person in a
wide variety of situations. It is generally agreed that
observers have both a strong consensus about what con-
stitutes a physically attractive face and a clear stereo-
type of the characteristics and behaviors expected of
attractive individuals (Adams, 1977b; Berscheid, 1980;
Berscheid & Walster, 1974). These reactions by others
may shape our own social behavior and the concept of
self that we develop (Adams, 1977a, 1977b). If we
apply these standards and stereotypes to ourselves,
then how attractive we perceive ourselves to be should
be related to how positively we think of ourselves.

Although a body of research exists showing a relation
between body image and self-concept (e.g., Lemer,
Orlos, & Knapp, 1976; Rosen & Ross, 1968; Zion,
1965), relatively little work on facial self-perception and
self-concept is available. The most relevant study is
Korabik and Pitt’s (1980) analysis of the accuracy of
self-perception and its relation to self-concept. Using
mothers of orthodontic patients as their subjects, they
studied accuracy of self-perception and its relation to
self-concept. Self-perception was assessed by requiring
subjects to pick silhouette drawings most like their
own faces from a series of five drawings of female
faces graded in degree of protrusiveness of the lower
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face. Each subject’s objective appearance was assessed
by having orthodontists select, from the female series,
the drawing that best matched a photograph of that sub-
ject’s face. An accurate self-perception was defined
as one in which the profile selected by the person
matched the one selected by the orthodontists. Subjects
also selected the ideal face from the female series and
from a similar series of five male faces. Bill’s Index of
Adjustment served as the measure of self-concept. In
this scale, favorableness of self-concept is determined by
the difference between the real-self and ideal-self scales.

Several of Korabik and Pitt’s (1980) conclusions are
directly relevant to the present study. First, they inter-
preted their results as showing generally accurate self-
perception: 57% of their subjects picked the same draw-
ing that the orthodontists picked as most closely match-
ing their own faces, and, treating the five-face con-
tinuum as a numerical scale, the product-moment corre-
lation of the self and orthodontists’ choices was .39.
In other relevant work, Adams (1977a) found a median
correlation of .37 in a study comparing assessments by
subjects and independent observers of the subjects’
facial attractiveness, body type, and general appear-
ance. In the Lewit and Virolainen (1968) study, the
correlation between actual and self-perceived ortho-
dontic condition was found to be .46.

Although Korabik and Pitt (1980) found no signifi-
cant overall relation (r = —.05) between objective
appearance and self-concept, self-concept did appear to
be related to self-perception. They found lower self-
esteem to be associated with greater discrepancy be-
tween the profile selected by the subject as being like
herself and her ideal profile. This is similar to Cremer
and Hukill’s (1969) and Zion’s (1965) findings for
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self-concept and body image. They also found that the
direction of error in self-perception was related to
self-concept. Among those subjects making errors, that
is, not picking the same drawing that the orthodontists
picked, those with high self-concepts tended to see
themselves as closer to the ideal than they actually were.
On the other hand, those with low self-concepts tended
to rate their own faces as further from the ideal than
others saw them to be.

Overall, Korabik and Pitt (1980) concluded that
facial self-perception is moderately accurate and may
serve as a moderating variable linking self-concept and
objective appearance. In their study, self-perception was
measured by a subject’s selection of which profile looked
most like herself. The standard for measuring discrep-
ancy between self-perception and perception by others
was the match between the profile a woman selected as
most like her own and the one selected by orthodontists
as most like her, Subjects were not asked to rate how at-
tractive they thought either profile to be. It is this type
of evaluative statement about one’s appearance that may
be most relevant to one’s overall self-esteem. It is possible
that people may not be accurate in matching their pro-
files and may perceive themselves as being different from
their ideal profiles and still view themselves as highly
attractive. In addition, mothers of orthodontic patients
might not be a representative sample of the general pop-
ulation. As a result of their children’s problems, these
women might be especially sensitive to some aspects of
facial appearance and make judgments different from
those made by people not concemed with orthodontic
treatment. Finally, potential sex differences in these
judgments would not have been found with Korabik
and Pitt’s methods.

The present study addressed the same questions
about facial self-perception and its relationship to
self-concept, but with considerable changes in the
methods. In this study, the subjects made two rat-
ings of their own facial attractiveness: once from mem-
ory, to assess the self-perception they used in every-
day life, and once while viewing their own photo-
graphs, to ascertain whether or not information on
their actual appearance would change their assessments.
The extent to which a person’s judgment of his or her
own facial attractiveness agreed with the judgment
made by others was also assessed. Although ortho-
dontists are experts in judging facial attractiveness, their
judgments may not be the same as the subjects’ peers.
Peer judgments seem to us the ones most relevant to
possible effects on the development of self-concept.
Thus, each participant’s facial self-perceptions were
compared with the ratings of his or her face made by
other participants in the study. The Tennessee Self
Concept Scale was used in place of Bill’s Index to assess
self-concept. This self-concept scale is based on the
number of positive self-descriptive statements and
provides subscales for different aspects of self-concept.

METHOD

Participants

Thirty-four white male and 30 white female students in intro-
ductory psychology classes participated in the study on a volun-
tary basis and were paid $10 to participate. Subjects with glasses,
beards, or mustaches obscuring parts of their faces were not ac-
cepted for participation. The male and female groups were tested
separately so that attractiveness judgments were made by partici-
pants of the same sex as the subject. This was done in order to
get an attractiveness rating that would be more appropriate for
comparison with one’s own. Opposite-sex judgments of a per-
son’s attractiveness might not be an appropriate objective
standard for one’s judgment of one’s own attractiveness.

Procedure

During initial recruitment, potential volunteers were told the
nature of the study and the payment they would receive. They
were informed that the purpose of the study was to examine
the relationship between people’s perception of their own faces
and the perception of their faces by others.

The study was conducted in three phases. During Phase I, a
Polaroid camera with a flash attachment was used to take
two color photographs, one of the front view and one of the
right profile, of the participant. In order to control for possible
differences in attractiveness ratings due to differences in facial
expressions, the participants were asked to maintain neutral
facial expressions, neither smiling nor frowning. The subjects
were then asked to rate the attractiveness of their own faces on a
7-point scale, without referring to the photograph. The scale
ranged from ‘“not very attractive” (1) through “neither es-
pecially attractive nor unattractive” (4) to ‘“very attractive”
(7). Each person was assigned an identification number, and that
number was used to record and collate all data collected from
that participant.

Between Phase I and Phase 11, the photographs were mounted
in a loose-leaf binder. Each pair of photographs was mounted on
one page of black mounting paper. Black paper was also used to
mask out the hair and clothing of the person.

Since personal knowledge of other participants might biasrat-
ings of facial attractiveness, ratings of of participants’ familiarity
with each other were collected in Phase II. The participants viewed
the photos of all the others in their group and rated their famil-
iarity with each on a 5-point scale. A rating of 1 meant “I don’t
know this person at all,” and a rating of 5 meant “I know him/
her fairly well and could describe what type of person he/she is.”

The purpose of Phase III was to obtain the attractiveness
ratings of the photos by each subject, including a rating of his
or her own photo, and self-concept measures on each partici-
pant. The photos were shuffled after each subject’s rating
to randomize for possible order effects. However, to con-
trol for possible comparison effects based on how many
other photos had appeared before his or her own, each sub-
ject saw his or her photo in the 11th position. Ratings were
made on the same 7-point scale used in Phase I. The sub-
jects were informed that their own photographs would be
included in the album and were instructed to attempt to be
as objective as possible when rating their faces, that is, to treat
their own faces just as they did those of others. Finally, the
Tennessee Self Concept Scale was administered.

RESULTS

Distribution of Physical Attractiveness

Excluding self-ratings and ratings by friends (scores of
4 or 5 on the familiarity scale), mean attractiveness
scores of individual faces ranged from 1.84 to 5.26 on
the 7-point scale (i.e., between “moderately less attractive



than average” and “slightly more attractive than aver-
age”), with a mean of 3.64 over all 64 faces. The sample
thus included a reasonably wide range of levels of
attractiveness.

Accuracy of Self-Perception

We shall use the term “error” to refer to differences
between self-ratings and ratings by other subjects.
Although the judgments by others of a person’s facial
attractiveness do not constitute a completely objective
measure of appearance, they do represent the best
available estimate. Additionally, these judgments are the
most relevant for studies of self-concept development,
since they form the basis for the feedback a person
receives about his or her appearance. Participants’ ability
to judge accurately and objectively their own facial
attractiveness was assessed in two ways: by the magni-
tude of the difference between each person’s ratings and
those made by other participants and by the magnitude
of the correlation between ratings by each person and
those by others.

Accuracy of self-perception was assessed for both the
memory condition (in which subjects did not have access
to their own photographs) and the photograph condi-
tion. For each person, memory error was defined as the
value of that person’s own memory rating minus the
mean rating of his or her face by others. The photograph
error was the photograph rating minus the mean of
ratings by others. Positive error scores therefore repre-
sented overestimates in the self-perception of attractive-
ness, whereas negative error scores represented under-
estimates.

Testing the two types of errors together in a multi-
variate analysis of variance, we found that both memory
errors [F(2,62) = 132.33, p < .001] and photograph
errors [F(2,62) = 11.50, p < .01] were significantly
greater than zero. No effect of sex was found for either
error. Mean errors were +1.34 in the memory condition
and +0.52 in the photograph condition.

These results show that observers tend to overesti-
mate the attractiveness of their own faces. This tendency
is stronger in the memory condition; again using a
multivariate analysis of variance, we found that memory
ratings were significantly greater than photograph
ratings [F(1,62) = 26.21, p < .001]. The mean differ-
ence was +.82. As before, there was no effect of sex.
Thus, observers seem able to be more objective in the
photograph condition.

Accuracy can also be assessed by computing product-
moment correlation coefficients between the self-ratings
and those made by others. The correlations for both
self-ratings were significant [for memory ratings, r(64) =
47, p < .001; for photograph ratings, r(64) = 40,
p <.001].

Distribution of Self-Concept Scores

To check the representativeness of our sample of
participants, we compared the mean scores of the seven
Tennessee subscales and of the total scores of our sample
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with the means of Fitts’s (1964) sample of 626 people.
Since the means for our participants fell between —.58
and +.21 standard deviations of Fitts’s means, our
sample appears to have yielded normal self-concept
scores.

Relation of Self-Concept to Self-Perception

The relation of self-concept to self-perceived facial
attractiveness was assessed by computing product-
moment correlation coefficients between the ratings in
the memory and photograph conditions and the seven
Tennessee subscales. In the memory condition, the
greatest correlation was with the physical self-concept
scale [r(64) = .36, p < .01]. The next greatest was with
the total score scale [r(64) = .20, p < .05]. For the
photograph condition, the greatest correlation was again
with the physical scale. This correlation was not, how-
ever, significant [r(64) = .19, p > .05]. No other corre-
lations, for either condition, were significant.

Relation of Self-Concept to Error in Self-Perception

Correlations were computed between errors in the
memory and the photograph self-perception conditions
with scores on the Tennessee physical self-concept scale.
A significant correlation was found for memory errors
[r(64) = .22, p < .05] but not for photograph errors
[r(64) = .07, p > .05]. Thus, in the memory condition,
greater errors in self-perception—typically, errors of
overestimation of attractiveness— were accompanied by
more positive physical self-concepts. For neither type of
self-perception error were the correlations with Tennessee
total self-concept score significant at the .05 level.

Self-Concept and Objective Appearance

The correlation coefficients between mean attractive-
ness ratings by others and the Tennessee subscales and
the total score ranged between —.02 and +.17. None of
these was significant at the .05 level.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study provide at least partial answers to
four questions about the relationships among facial self-percep-
tion, perception by others, and self-concept. The first question
is whether or not other people’s perceptions of a person’s facial
attractiveness and their subsequent behavior toward that person
influence the development of his or her self-concept. If there
were such an influence, it would be reasonable to expect a cor-
relation between people’s self-concept scores and others’ ratings
of their facial attractiveness. This study, however, found no
significant correlations between others’ ratings of facial attrac-
tiveness and any of the self-concept scores. On the other hand,
significant correlations were found between the ratings made by
others and both measures of self-perception, as well as between
memory self-perception and physical self-concept. This at least
suggests that, if a correlation existed between self-concepts and
others’ perceptions, it would have been found. Also, in spite of
the differences in subjects and in methods of assessing appear-
ance and self-concepts, both the present study and that of
Korabik and Pitt (1980) failed to find a relationship.

Second, on the question of whether or not people apply
society’s general aesthetic standards to their own facial appear-
ance, the data suggest a strongly qualified affirmative. The sig-
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nificant correlations of both memory and photo self-perceptions
with the ratings by others suggest that similar criteria are used in
the two judgments. Adams (1977a), Korabik and Pitt (1980), and
Lewit and Virolainen (1968) have found similar correlations
between self-perception and others’ perceptions. However, it is
also clear that evaluations by oneself and by others are not
identical. This is shown by the relatively low proportion of
variance accounted for by the correlations and by the consistent
pattern of overestimation in the subjects’ self-ratings.

Third, it was found that people’s ratings of their own facial
attractiveness do have a significant relationship to their self-
concepts. However, this seems to be limited to how positively a
person feels about his or her body and physical appearance in
general. Unlike Korabik and Pitt (1980), we did not find any
significant relationships between measures of facial self-percep-
tion and general self-esteem.

Fourth, it has been suggested that self-concept could serve
as a mediating variable in the relation between self-perception
and objective appearance. Korabik and Pitt (1980) supported
this idea with several analyses showing relations between errors
in self-perception and level of self-esteem. Cremer and Hukill
(1969) and Zion (1965) have found a similar relationship in
their studies of body image and self-concept. Although parallel
results were found in the present study, our results suggest the
moderating influence is rather narrowly limited. A relation be-
tween self-concept and self-perception error was found only for
errors in memory ratings and only with the physical self-concept.
No relation was found for errors in the photo condition or for
total self-concept.

Finally, two general comments on this and related studies
should be made. First, although both Korabik and Pitt’s (1980)
study and our study asked much the same questions, there were
great differences in subject characteristics and in the methods of
assessing self-perception and self-concept. Whereas some effects
were robust enough to be significant in both studies, others
were not. Additionally, all the effects, even those that appear
in both studies, were relatively weak in terms of the percentage
of variance accounted for. It appears that firm conclusions
about the accuracy of self-perception and about its exact rela-
tion to self-concept can be drawn safely only from patterns that
emerge from a group of studies using a variety of measures of
self-perception and self-concept. Furthermore, even if future
studies reveal consistent patterns in the correlations among self-

perception, perception by others, and self-concept, the low
values of the correlations suggest that a full understanding of
their relations are likely to require attention to factors not
yet considered in research to date.

REFERENCES

Apawms, G. R. (1977a). Physical attractiveness, personality, and
social relations to peer pressure. Journal of Psychology, 96,
287-296.

Apawms, G. R. (1977b). Physical attractiveness research: Toward a
developmental social psychology of beauty. Human Develop-
ment, 20, 217-239.

BerscHEID, E. (1980). An overview of the psychological effects
of physical attractiveness. In G. W. Lucker, K. A. Ribbens, &
J. A. McNamara, Jr. (Eds.), Psychological aspects of facial
JSorm. Ann Arbor, MI: Center for Human Growth and Develop-
ment.

BeRscHEID, E., & WaLSTER, E. (1974). Physical attractiveness.
In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychol-
ogy (Vol. 7). New York: Academic Press.

CREMER, A. G., & HukiLL, M. A. (1969). Relationship between
weight-height ratios, other body measurements, and self-percep-
tion of body contours. Research Quarterly, 40, 30-38.

Firrs, W. H. (1964). Tennessee Self Concept Scale. Nashville, TN:
Counselor Recordings and Tests.

Korasik, K., & Pirr, E. J. (1980). Self concept, objective ap-
pearance, and profile self perception. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 10, 482-489.

LERNER, R. M., OrLros, J. B., & Knarp, J. R. (1976). Physical
attractiveness, physical effectiveness, and self concept in late
adolescents. Adolescence, 11, 313-326.

Lewir, D. W., & ViroLAINEN, K. (1968). Conformity and inde-
pendence in adolescents’ motivation for orthodontic treatment.
Child Development, 39, 1189-1200.

RoseN, G. M., & Ross, A. O. (1968). Relation of body image to
self concept. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
32, 100.

Zion, L. C. (1965). Body concept as it relates to self concept.
Research Quarterly, 36, 490-495.

(Manuscript received for publication January 20, 1984.)




<<
  /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




