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Recognition of sentences from prose 

WILLIAM S. TERRY and HELEN M. MASON 
University of North Carolina, Charlotte, North Carolina 28223 

College students read 600-word passages and then were tested for recognition of verbatim 
sentences from the passages in comparison with paraphrased and distractor sentences. Verbatim 
sentences received higher recognition scores, even after a 2o-min delay or with instructions to 
remember meaning rather than exact wording (Experiments 1 and 2). In a forced-choice test, 
subjects chose the verbatim sentences over two alternative forms of paraphrases (Experiment 3). 
Sentences containing more important information in the passages were better recognized, but 
more false recognition of their paraphrases also occurred. 

Recent research has demonstrated substantial recogni­
tion memory for the exact wording of sentences from 
some materials. For example, college students showed 
significant verbatim memory for classroom material 
when tested after a lecture heard earlier (Goolkasian, 
Terry, & Park, 1979; Kintsch & Bates, 1977). These 
findings contrast with earlier reports of poor verbatim 
recognition memory for sentences (Bransford, Barclay, 
& Franks, 1972; Sachs, 1967, 1974). The differing 
results have been attributed to the use of nonlaboratory 
(and possibly more "natural") conditions in studies 
finding good sentence memory (Kintsch & Bates, 1977). 
Alternatively, the differences may be due to the use of 
unrelated sentences or brief prose paragraphs (Sachs, 
1967), as opposed to the use of longer, connected prose 
materials (Le., lectures; Kintsch & Bates, 1977). There 
is also the possibility that lectures or videotape presenta­
tions provide multiple modalities of information (Le., 
spoken words, and also body and facial gestures) that 
make the material more memorable (Bates, Masling, 
& Kintsch, 1978). 

Still other studies have shown varying amounts of 
verbatim memory, depending upon the depth of pro­
cessing of the material (Graesser & Mandler, 1975) or 
the degree of similarity of the original sentences to the 
paraphrases presented in testing (Goolkasian et aI., 
1979). 

In general, few studies have used written prose 
materials and found substantiiu verbatim memory. 
The purpose of the present research was to assess college 
students' recognition memory for verbatim sentences 
from lengthy prose passages. These studies incorporated 
various features from the studies reviewed above, but 
they differed in other aspects. The passages were written 
rather than presented in auditory mode. Connected 
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prose was used, rather than isolated or unrelated sen­
tences. And the passages were considerably longer than 
those used in many studies of this type. Although 
allowing subjects to read the passages at their own pace 
does provide less experimenter control over certain 
variables (e .g., exact presentation rate), the past 
emphasis on auditory presentation with experimenter­
controlled rate may have its own disadvantages. There 
may be individual differences in students' effective rates 
of attending to information. Also, subjects may process 
information differentially between auditory and visual 
presentation modes. Finally, since reading is a major 
source of information acquisition among college 
students, understanding their retention of written 
material may be of educational value. 

In the first two experiments, recognition ofverbatim 
sentences was tested as a function of retention interval 
and the instructions given the subjects. Target sentences 
were chosen that either were important to the central 
themes of the passages ("topic" sentences) or were less 
important ("detail" sentences). In Experiment 3, a 
different testing procedure was used to further assess 
the ability to discriminate verbatim sentences from 
paraphrased test items. The relative importance of the 
target sentences within the prose passage was also more 
explicitly varied. 

EXPERIMENTS 1 AND 2 

Method 
Subjects. A total of 33 college students enrolled in courses 

in general psychology were used. Participation was through a 
subject pool, which provided extra course credit. 

Materials. The two prose passages used were adapted from 
Meyer's (1975, pp.195-201) "Anti-S Proteins and Schizo­
phrenia" and "The Color of Parakeets" stories. These passages 
are reported to be comparable in reading level to Scientific 
American articles. Each passage is approximately 600 words in 
length, or two double-spaced typed pages. 

The recognition tests consisted of a set of 21 sentences for 
each passage. Seven sentences in each set were verbatim sen­
tences, which were identical reproductions of sentences from the 
prose passages. The originals were distributed throughout the 
passages, although none was the fust or last sentence of a 
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passage. From each of the verbatim items, a paraphrase sentence 
was constructed. The paraphrases variously involved both 
word substitution and changed word sequences from the original 
sentences. The paraphrasing is comparable to that described in 
Kintsch and Bates (1977) and Goolkasian et al. (1979). (para­
phrases can involve changes in meaning, as well as the intended 
changes in surface form of the sentences. The form of paraphras­
ing was explicitly manipulated in Experiment 3.) To minimize 
stylistic differences between the verbatim sentences and our 
constructed paraphrases, the two versions of a sentence were 
randomly assigned to be the original or the paraphrased item. 
Finally, from each verbatim sentence, a distractor was generated. 
The distractors contained information that was factually untrue 
with respect to what was given in the passage, although the 
wording was kept similar to the sentences from which they 
were derived. 

Of the 14 total verbatim sentences selected for testing, 
7 were topic sentences and 7 were details (there were 3 or 4 
from each passage). The topics were general statments on 
important points, usually introducing further information in 
subsequent sentences. The details amplified and elaborated on 
information in the passages, presenting specific instances or 
examples. To provide a somewhat more objective basis for 
determining the "importance" of individual sentences within 
the passages, Meyer's (1975) system of prose analysis was used. 
Within each passage, the topic sentences were all higher in the 
content structure (i.e., were of more central importance) than 
were the detail sentences. 

The set of test sentences for a given passage was divided 
across three pages in a booklet, with one version of each basic 
sentence (verbatim, paraphrase, or distractor) placed on each 
page. Thus, direct comparison of the three versions was pre­
vented. 

Procedure. The students were run in groups of 10-12 in a 
classroom. They were informed that verbatim memory for sen­
tences would be tested (except in Experiment 2). The students 
were told that, after reading the prose passages, they would be 
asked to rate sentences based on the two stories, using the 
following scale: (a) sure the sentence did not occur before 
(exactly as worded), (b) almost sure the sentence did not occur, 
(c) unsure if the sentence did or did not occur, (d) almost sure 
the sentence did occur, and (e) sure the sentence did occur. This 
scale appeared at the top of each page of test items. 

Each subject received a booklet containing (1) a cover page 
of instructions and an example of the procedure using the 
"Galileo" paragraph from Sachs (1967), (2) the two prose 
passages, and (3) the two sets of recognition test sentences. 
The passages and tests were presented in counterbalanced 
sequence. The students were asked to read the passages at a 
normal speed and not to go back and repeat already read sec­
tions. The subjects proceeded through reading and testing at 
their own pace. 

In Experiment 1 (n = 20), subjects read the two passages and 
completed the recognition test form for one passage. After this, 
they watched a 20-min mm on infant development and then 
completed a test form for the alternate passage. 

In Experiment 2 (n = 13), the instructions were changed to 
state that a true-false test would be given and only the recogni­
tion of correct information would be required during the test 
phase. The practice items were true-false questions, to emphasize 
the instructional manipulation. After reading the two passages, 
the verbatim sentence recognition instructions were given, and 
testing of both passages occurred immediately. 

Results 
The first analyses to be presented used the combined 

topic and detail sentences, with the latter breakdown 
being described subsequently. 

Test sentence ratings were converted to as-point 
scale, with 1 being assigned to "sure did not occur 
before" and 5 to "sure did occur." For each subject, a 
mean recognition score was derived for all the verbatim, 
paraphrase, and distractor items, averaging across 
sentences of each type within an experimental condi­
tion. (All statistically significant effects use p < .05.) 

The results of Experiment 1, in which verbatim 
memory was assessed either immediately or after a brief 
retention interval, are shown in Table 1. As can be seen, 
verbatim items received higher recognition scores than 
did paraphrase items, which in turn received higher 
scores than did distractors. However, recognition did not 
vary across retention interval, as immediate and delayed 
tests produced nearly identical scores. 

An analysis of variance of these results used the two 
between-groups factors, resulting from the counter­
balancing of story read first and story tested first, and 
the two within-subjects factors of test delay and test 
item type. The difference among test items was highly 
significant [F(2,32) = 61.39] . The only other significant 
effect was an interaction among the four factors 
[F(2,32) = 5.46]. This appeared to be due to a smaller 
(but still significant) verbatim-paraphrase difference on 
the parakeet story items than on the schizophrenia story 
items. (This story effect is not readily interpretable, 
since it could be due to the stories themselves or to our 
test items on the stories.) 

The students' ability to discriminate verbatim from 
paraphrase items was confirmed in a separate analysis of 
only these two test-item types. Again, the difference 
was significant [F{l,19) = 20.28]. The above analyses 
are by subjects. Analysis by items (the 14 verbatim 
sentences matched with their corresponding paraphrases 
and distractors) also showed a reliable difference in 
comparison across all three item types [F(2,26) = 54.5] 
and, importantly, between verbatim and paraphrase 
items alone [F(I,13) = 7.5]. 

The results of Experiment 2, in which the instruc­
tions to the subject were changed to emphasize retention 
of meaning rather than exact wording, are also shown in 
Table 1. The changed instructions had little effect on the 
large verbatim-paraphrase difference found in Experi­
ment 1, as subjects readily differentiated the two. 
Within-subjects analyses showed significant differences 

Table 1 
Mean Recognition Scores for Test Sentences 

in Experiments 1 and 2 

Exper­
iment 

Test Sentence Type 

2 

Immediate Test 
Delayed Test 

"Meaning" Instructions 

v 
3.49 
3.41 

3.67 

p 

3.09 
3.11 
3.20 

Note- V = verbatim, P = paraphrase, D = distractor. 

D 

2.07 
2.11 
1.97 



among the three item types [F(2,24) = 47.35] and 
between verbatim and paraphrase items alone [F(1 ,12) = 
11.5] . Analysis by items also showed significant differ­
ences, both across all three item types [F(2 ,26) = 51 .05] 
and between verbatim and paraphrase items [F(I ,13) = 
6.56]. There were no substantial differences as a func­
tion of the counterbalancing factors , which were there­
fore excluded from these analyses. 

The mean recognition scores for topic and detail 
sentences from both experiments are shown in Table 2. 
Since there were no differences across retention intervals 
in Experiment 1, the data are pooled across the delay 
conditions. Topic sentences generally received higher 
recognition scores, both in correct recognition of 
verbatim sentences and in false recognition of para­
phrases and distractors. In both experiments, the topic 
sentences generated a smaller verbatim-paraphrase 
difference than did the detail sentences. Data for the 
verbatim and paraphrase items in the two experiments 
were pooled into a single analysis. There was a signif­
icant topic-detail difference overall [F(I ,12) = 5.7] and 
a marginally significant interaction of this factor with 
that of the test-item types [F(1,12) = 4.12, P < .10] 
in the analysis by items. 

EXPERIMENT 3 

The purpose of Experiment 3 was to test the 
generality of the verbatim-paraphrase discrimination 
found in the first two studies. Therefore, different 
prose passages were used and a different method of 
recognition testing was employed. In addition, the form 
of the paraphrasing was more explicitly varied. It is 
possible that the results of the first experiments are 
attributable to gross differences between the verbatim 
and paraphrase items. Paraphrases that more closely 
approximate the wording (and meaning) of the original 
sentences should be less discriminable (Goolkasian et aI., 
1979). . 

The present study again assessed the "importance" of 
the target sentences in the prose structure on subsequent 
recognition. Information that is high in the "content 
structure" (Meyer, 1975) or "macrostructure" (Kintsch, 
1976) of the passage could be expected to be retained 
better. However, variations between sentences (as in 

Table 2 
Mean Recognition Scores for Topic and Detail Sentences 

in Experiments 1 and 2 

Exper-
Test Sentence Type 

iment Verbatim Paraphrase Distractor 

1 Topic 3.60 3.41 2.24 
Detail 3.33 2.78 1.94 

2 Topic 3.80 3.69 2.14 
Detail 3.49 2.70 1.77 

PROSE MEMORY 9 

Experiments 1 and 2) also involve differences in word­
ing, syntactic structure, position in the prose passage, 
and so on, which could be determining performance. 
One method that avoids such differences is to use a 
common target paragraph that is embedded in different 
prose passages, so as to have more or less importance 
within the overall passage. Britton, Meyer, Simpson, 
Holdredge, and Curry (1979) found substantially better 
free recall of a paragraph when it was high, rather than 
low, in the content structure of the text. In the present 
experiment, this procedure was used, now testing 
verbatim recognition memory. 

Method 
The subjects were 54 students enrolled in a general psy­

chology course. The experiment was conducted during a class 
period. 

The prose passages used were the "Sources of Nuclear 
Energy" and the "Future Sources of Energy" stories from Meyer 
(1975, pp. 190-193). Each passage had a common target para­
graph embedded approximately halfway through the passage. 
This paragraph's information was high in the content structure 
of the nuclear energy passage (Le., it was a central theme) and 
low in the structure of the future sources passage (i.e., describing 
only one of several future sources). These passages were used 
because they have been found to produce reliable differences in 
the free recall of the target paragraph as a function of their 
location in the content structure (Britton et al., 1979). 

The test forms consisted of five multiple-choice questions 
derived from the target paragraph. Each question presented 
(1) the verbatim copy of one of the sentences, (2) an order 
paraphrase, in which the word sequence was changed from the 
original sentence by shifting the location of phrases or making 
active-passive voice changes, (3) a word paraphrase, in which 
synonyms were substituted in the original sentence, and (4) a 
distractor, which was worded similarly to the original sentence, 
except that specific facts or the truth value of the information 
was changed. The sequence of presentation of these four test­
item types was varied across the five questions. 

Subjects were instructed that verbatim memory would be 
assessed, although they were not told that only one paragraph 
would actually be tested. Each subject completed a practice 
example, read the prose passage, and then completed the test 
form . Half of the students read the passage in which the target 
was high in the content structure (Group High), and the remain­
ing students read the passage in which the target was low (Group 
Low). 

Results 
For each subject, the proportion of each test-item 

type chosen, across the five test questions, was com­
puted. The mean proportions of choice for each test­
item type are shown in Table 3. As can be seen, verbatim 
items were chosen more frequently than the two para­
phrase versions, and the latter were chosen more 
frequently than the distractors. This overall pattern is 
present within both the high low groups. However, the 
manipulation of the relative importance had an effect 
on the distribution of recognition errors: The high­
importance group made more choices of order-change 
paraphrases, whereas the low-importance group erred 
more in choosing word-change paraphrases and dis­
tractor items. 
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Table 3 
Mean Proportions Otoice of Each Test Sentence Type as a 

Function of the Target Material's Having Been High or 
Low in the Content Structure of the Prose Passage 

High 
Low 

Order Word 
Verbatim Paraphrase Paraphrase Distractor 

.615 

.555 
.281 
.179 

.089 

.185 
.015 
.081 

These data were first analyzed using a correlated 
t test, combining both groups of subjects, to show that 
the verbatim sentences were indeed chosen more fre­
quently than the next most frequent choice, the order 
paraphrases [t(53) = 7.78]. Thus, a robust verbatim­
paraphrase discrimination was present, replicating the 
findings of Experiments 1 and 2. 

A second analysis compared the false recognitions by 
Groups High and Low across the two paraphrase forms 
and the distractors. The overall difference across test­
item types was significant [F(2,104) = 21.18] , as was 
the Groups by Item Type interaction [F(2,l04) = 6.46] . 
Post hoc comparisons showed that Group High subjects 
more frequently chose order paraphrases than did 
Group Low subjects, whereas the latter group more 
frequently chose word paraphrases and distractors 
[ts(52) = 2.31,2.39, and 2.75, respectively] . 

The above analyses are by subjects. Comparable 
results were obtained in analysis by items. Overall, 
verbatim items were chosen more often than order 
paraphrases [t( 4) = 3.36] . There was also a significant 
interaction of the order/word paraphrase and distractor 
items with Groups High and Low [F(2,8) = 6.60]. 

The reliability of the present verbatim-paraphrase 
discrimination is strengthened by the results of a pilot 
study. Students (n = 33) read the schizophrenia passage 
of the first experiments but were tested using procedures 
like that of Experiment 3. The five target sentences 
selected for testing were different from those of the first 
experiments. The results, in terms of mean proportion 
selection of verbatim, order paraphrase, word para­
phrase, and distractor items were .63, .20, .13, and .04, 
respectively. 

DISCUSSION 

The major fmding of the present experiments is the accurate 
recognition of verbatim sentences from prose read previously. 
While such a finding could be due to memory processes, the 
results might instead be due to the particular materials and 
procedures used in any given study. For this reason, it is impor­
tant to note the replicability of the verbatim-paraphrase dis­
crimination across prose passages, test sentences, and methods 
of assessing recognition. The present results also showed that 
the superiority of verbatim over paraphrase items was main­
tained across a 20-min delay and occurred in the absence of 
explicit instructions for a verbatim memory test. 

These results may not seem surprising when compared with 
other fmdings of verbatim memory for statements from class­
room lectures after 5-day delays (Kintsch & Bates, 1977). 
However, the present results do contrast with reports of forget­
ting across delays of seconds and minutes (e.g., Sachs, 1967, 
1974 ). 

The studies that have or have not found memory for the 
exact wording of prose differ procedurally in a number of 
ways. Such differences could explain the discrepant [mdings. 
For example, Bates et al. (1978) suggested that coherent dis­
course (as opposed to a series of unrelated sentences) may 
enhance the ability to reconstruct how a sentence should have 
been worded at a particular point in the prose. Thus, recogni­
tion of verbatim items may reflect not simply retention of the 
actual sentence structure, but also the presence of a reconstruc­
tive process that occurs during retrieval (testing). This view 
suggests that reconstruction would be less viable if the prose 
consisted of unrelated statements. 

Alternatively, different task requirements may promote 
different processing strategies. Thus, studies using brief retention 
intervals may encourage only surface processing of the sentences 
(so-called "maintenance rehearsal") across the short delay until 
the time of the test (Craik & Lockhart, 1972). When longer 
retention intervals are expected, the information may be more 
deeply processed (so-called "elaborative rehearsal"), leading to 
better retention over longer delays. 

Previous studies of the relative importance of the to-be­
remembered sentences have shown mixed results (Goolkasian 
et aI., 1979; Kintsch & Bates, 1977). In the present case, sen­
tences that were higher in the content structure of the passages 
were more accurately recognized than sentences lower in the 
prose structure. However, the paraphrases (Experiments 1 and 2) 
and order paraphrases (Experiment 3) of the higher sentences 
elicited more false recognition. Thus, although the more impor­
tant information in the prose may be retained better, retention 
may not be in a form conducive to verbatim testing. Possibly 
some abstraction of the more important sentences does occur 
(Bransford et al., 1972), as this material forms the basis of the 
passage's organization in memory. 

REFERENCES 

BATES, E., MASLlNG, M., & KINTSCH, W. Recognition memory 
for aspects of dialogue. Journal of Experimental Psychology: 
Human Learning and Memory, 1978, 4, 187-197. 

BRANSFORD, J., BARCLAY, J. R., & FRANKS, J. J. Sentence 
memory: A constructive versus interpretive approach. Cognitive 
Psychology, 1972,3,193-209. 

BRITTON, B. K., MEYER, B. J. F., SIMPSON, R., HOLDREDGE, 
T. S., & CURRY, C. Effects of the organization of text on 
memory: Tests of two implications of a selective attention 
hypothesis. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human 
Learning and Memory, 1979,5,496-506. 

CRAIK, F. I. M., & LoCKHART, R. S. Levels of processing: A 
framework for memory research. Journal of Verbal Learning 
and Verbal Behavior, 1972,11,671-684. 

GOOLKASIAN, P., TERRY, W. S., & PARK, D. C. Memory for 
lectures: Effect of delay and distractor type. Journal of Educa­
tional Psychology, 1979,71,465-470. 

GRAESSER, A., & MANDLER, G. Recognition memory for the 
meaning and surface structure of sentences. Journal of Experi­
mental Psychology: Human Learning and Memory, 1975, I, 
238-248. 

KINTSCH, W. Memory for prose. In C. N. Cofer (Ed.), The 
structure of human memory. San Francisco: Freeman, 1976. 

KINTSCH, W., & BATES, E. Recognition memory for statements 
from a classroom lecture. Journal of Experimental Psychology: 
Human Learning and Memory, 1977, 3, 150-159. 

MEYER, B. J. F. The organization Of prose and its effect on 
memory. Amsterdam: North Holland, 1975. 

SACHS, J. S. Recognition memory for syntactic and semantic 
aspects of connected discourse. Perception & Psychophysics, 
1967,1,437-442. 

SACHS, J. S. Memory in reading and listening to discourse. 
Memory & Cognition, 1974,1,95-100. 

(Received for publication October 1,1981.) 



<<
  /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




