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Abstract - This research investigates the perception of formative
assessment of language instructors of non-English major students
at Danang University. The population of this study includes
lecturers of the English for Specific Purpose (ESP) Department, at 
the University Of Foreign Language Studies of Danang University.
The investigator uses questionnaire administered through Google
Docs. The study also investigates the relationship between
teachers’ year of experience and level of education, and their 
perception toward formative assessment. Generally, ESP lecturers
hold positive attitudes toward formative assessment and there are
correlative relationship between teachers’ years of experience and
levels of education and their perception of formative assessment.

 Tóm tắt - Nghiên cứu này nhằm khảo sát mức độ nhận thức về 
đánh giá hình thành của giảng viên dạy tiếng Anh chuyên ngành 
tại đại học Đà Nẵng. Đối tượng nghiên cứu bao gồm các giảng viên 
tại Khoa tiếng Anh chuyên ngành tại Đại học Ngoại Ngữ, Đại học 
Đà Nẵng. Nghiên cứu được thực hiện nhờ bản câu hỏi trắc nghiệm. 
Bản câu được gởi đến đối tượng khảo sát nhờ chương trình 
Google Docs. Bên cạnh đó, nghiên cứu còn khảo sát sự ảnh 
hưởng của bằng cấp chuyên môn và năm kinh nghiệm đối với nhận 
thức về đánh giá hình thành. Nhìn chung, giảng viên tại khoa tiếng 
Anh chuyên ngành có đánh giá tốt về đánh giá hình thành trong 
giảng dạy, và năm kinh nghiệm cùng với bằng cấp chuyên môn 
cũng có sự ảnh hưởng đến cách nhận thức của giảng viên đối với 
đánh giá hình thành. 

Key words - formative assessment; perception; ESP department;
level of education; year of experience 
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1. Introduction 
Assessment of not only language but also many other 

subjects in Vietnam has traditionally been viewed as 
summative, or the way to measure and summarize what 
students have acquired, which usually takes place at the 
end of a learning course (Brown, 2004). As opposed to 
summative assessment, formative assessment, the 
assessment for learning, has recently gained considerable 
recognition in educational field. Many studies have been 
conducted to assess the effectiveness of this form of 
assessment on teaching-learning quality (Leahy, Lylon, 
Thompson & Wiliam, 2005; Shepard, 2000). Most of the 
studies show that formative assessment results in positive 
effects on the learning outcomes. In their article, Black and 
Williams (1998b) acknowledged formative assessment as 
one of the best ways to raise students’ achievement in 
classroom. Formative assessment in Vietnam, 
unfortunately, has not been perceived as an effective 
method to raise teaching-learning standard. 

Most language educators in Vietnam, when being asked 
about assessment, often give their immediate responses 
involving testing and grading. Formative assessment, 
therefore,    seems to be an unpopular form of assessment 
in the Vietnamese education system. 

Weighing the great effect that formative assessment 
could lay on teaching and learning, this research aims to 
investigate the current implementation of formative 
assessment of language educators in Vietnam. To be more 
specific, the research will elicit information of teachers’ 
understanding of formative assessment, the frequency of 
formative assessment in classroom, activities performed 

while using formative assessment, and factors causing the 
differences in how teachers perceive the importance of 
formative assessment.  
1.1. Research Question 

1. What are ESP instructors’ perceptions of 
formative assessment in Vietnam? 

2.   What is the relationship between the 
instructors’ teaching experience and level of 
education, and their implementation of 
formative assessment? 

1.2. Objectives 
The main objective of this research is to investigate 

what ESP educators’ beliefs of formative assessment are 
and how they implement formative assessment in their 
practice. In doing so, this study will seek: 

•    To investigate the understanding of formative 
assessment of language educators at ESP 
Department. 

• To explore how language educators   value the 
importance of formative assessment in teaching 
and learning. 

• To study how professional identities (teaching 
experience, level of education) influence their 
assessment practice. 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Formative Assessment  

There are two common ways of assessing in classroom, 
namely assessment of learning and assessment for 
learning.  
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“Assessment of learning (often described as 
summative assessment) aims to provide a well-
founded, clear and up-to-date picture of a 
student’s current capabilities or attitudes, 
progress over time or further growth needs and 
potential. Assessment for learning (often 
described as formative assessment) is focused on 
enhancing student development, and often 
involves relatively unstructured interactions 
between student and student or teacher and 
student rather than a planned formal assessment 
event.” (Crooks, 2002, p.241). 

Formative assessment is also known as classroom 
assessment or informal assessment. The term ‘formative 
assessment’ was first coined from an article written by 
Scriven in the American Educational Research Association 
in 1967 (Cizek, 2010). In the article, Scriven first coined 
the termed ‘formative evaluation’, from which formative 
assessment was expanded and developed to its current use 
nowadays.  

The main purpose of this form of assessment  mainly 
focuses on students’ ongoing development “during the 
process of forming their competencies and skills” (Brown, 
2004, p.6.). Besides, in the book of Classroom Assessment, 
Angelo and Cross (2006) regarded formative assessment as 
the assessment to enhance the quality of learning, which 
does not stand as an evidence to evaluate or grade students. 

Formative assessment is gaining its popularity in 
educational field. Many studies have been conducted to 
prove its effectiveness in learning and teaching. In an 
extensive research, Black and William (1998b) reviewed 
250 journal articles and book chapters to determine 
whether formative assessment raised learning 
achievement. This research showed positive results, which 
concluded that formative assessment could positively 
enhance learning in general and especially helpful for low-
achieving students. 

According to Heritage (2004), formative assessment is 
an ongoing process of evaluating students’ performance 
with an aim to adjust lessons for students to achieve the 
learning goals. He also noted that this form of assessment, 
if implemented properly, would result in better learning 
outcomes. Agreed with this notion, Dinh, L. (2008) 
proposes that formative assessment aims at improving 
teaching and learning standard, figuring out what needs 
improving in teaching and learning rather than grading 
students. 

Macmillan (2006) also expanded formative assessment 
to a different perspective, which asserted that formative 
assessment placed positive influences on students’ 
motivation and attitudes.  
2.2. Strategies of Formative Assessment 

Formative assessment differs from other forms of 
assessment as it is used to modify teaching to meet 
students’ needs and study’s goals (Black & Wiliam, 
1998b).  According to Heritage (2006, p.241), formative 
assessment can be sorted into three different types: 

• On-the-fly assessment takes place 

spontaneously in the course of a lesson. 
• Planned-for interaction is prepared before 

lessons as a strategy to elicit students’ 
understanding. 

• Curriculum-embedded assessments - where 
teacher wants to elicit feedback at certain 
points as part of ongoing classroom activity. 

In the article Inside the Black Box, Raising Standards 
Through Classroom Assessment Black and William 
(1998b) suggest using questioning and classroom 
discussion, through which formative assessment is 
initiated, to provide students with opportunities to develop 
their understanding. However, they maintain that teachers 
should ensure thoughtful and reflective questions instead 
of factual one be provided and give students adequate time 
to think and respond. To get everyone involved, they 
propose some strategies as below: 

• Inviting students to discuss their thoughts about 
a question in pairs or small groups, then a 
representative of each group will share their 
thoughts to the larger class.  

• Asking students to vote on all possible answers 
to a question. 

• Asking all students to write down their answers 
and selecting a few to read out loud to the class. 

Angelo and Cross (1993) propose several classroom 
assessment techniques involved in three different aspects 
of assessment, namely course-related knowledge and 
skills; learners’ attitudes, values and self-awareness; and 
learners’ reaction to instruction. They maintain that 
classroom assessment is a ‘systematic approach to 
formative evaluation’ (Angelo & Cross, 1993, p.25), which 
includes three phases: planning, implementing, and 
responding to the results. Each phase is divided into 
smaller specific tasks as follow: 

“Phase I: Planning  
• Choose the focus class 
• Focus on an assessable goal or question 
• Plan a classroom assessment project focused 

on that goal or question   
Phase II: Implementation 

• Teach the target lesson related to that goal or 
question 

• Assess student learning: collect feedback 
data 

• Analyze student feedback 
Phase III: Responding 

• Interpreting the results and formulating an 
appropriate response to improve learning 

• Communicate results  

• Evaluate this project's effect on teaching and 
learning.” (Angelo & Cross, 1993, 
p.34) 
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3. Research Design 
This is an exploratory non-experimental research, 

which employed a quantitative approach to describe the 
current perception of non-English major language 
educators   at Da Nang University.  
3.1. Population and Sampling 

The target population of this research included all 
academic staff of the ESP Department, consisting of 49 
lecturers. Of all 49 faculty members in the survey, 28 
responded, achieving 57.1 % rate of returns.  

The participants include 6 bachelors, 18 masters, 3 post 
graduates, and 1 doctor. With regard to teaching 
experience, there are 4 participants whose years of 
experience are less than 4, 8 from 4 to 10 years of 
experience, 11 from 11 to 20 years of experience, and 5 
with more than 20 years of experience. 

 

Highest Degree Number 
N = 28 

Rate 
 

Bachelor 6 21,4% 

Post Graduate 3 10,7% 

Master 18 64,2% 

Doctor 1 3,5% 

Table 1. Distribution of Highest Degree in ESP Department 

Years of 
Experience 

Number 
N = 28 

Rate 
 

Less than 4 4 14,2% 

4 to 10 8 28,6% 

11 to 20 11 39,2% 

More than 20 5 17,8% 

Table 2. Distribution of Years of Experience in ESP Department 
3.2. Instrument 

The researcher used questionnaires to evaluate 
language instructors’ perception of formative assessment. 
The questionnaire    was administered through Google 
Docs which is an online survey software program. 

The questionnaire includes two parts. The first part is 
used to elicit background information of lecturers (gender, 
age, teaching experience, level of education). The second 
part is comprised of sixteen Likert-type statements scored 
on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 = of no value, 2= of little value, 3 
= no strong view, 4 = valuable, 5 = very valuable), which 
addresses instructors’ beliefs of formative assessment. The 
questionnaire was adopted and adapted from the Report on 
Teachers’ Perception of Formative Assessment by Neesom 
(2000).  
3.3. Data Analysis 

Research question 1 was analyzed through descriptive 
statistics such as means, and standard deviation. These data 
reflected the reported levels of perception of formative 

assessment of lecturers at ESP department.   
Research question 2 was analyzed though inferential 

statistics, utilizing Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and 
Pearson Correlation Coefficient. These analyses described 
the differences between influences the years of experience 
and level of education on perception of formative 
assessment.  

4. Results 
The questionnaire result of 16 statements indicates how 

instructors value each strategies of formative assessment. 
M running from 3.53 to 4.14 indicates participant hold 
positive attitude toward formative assessment on average 
with not much disagreement (SD from .49 to .90).  Level 3 
means the participants have no strong view toward the 
statement, while level 4 refers to a more positive attitude 
of ‘valuable,’ and level 5 ‘very valuable.’  

Strategies M SD 

1. Telling your students what 
you hope they will learn and 
sometimes why they are 
learning it. 

3.60 .79 

2. Setting up tasks designed to 
enable students to ‘get on’ by 
themselves. 

3.64 .49 

3. Getting students to 
collaborate in groups on a 
joint outcome. 

3.53 .70 

4. Getting students to help each 
others. 

3.53 .70 

5. Choosing and showing 
students’ examples of 
students’ work for learning 
purposes. 

3.67 .55 

6. Getting a student to show 
you how s/he has gone about 
something so you can 
diagnose error. 

3.60 .73 

7. Getting a student to suggest 
ways something can be 
improved 

3.60 .57 

8. Providing formats and 
structures for writing or 
recording findings 

3.68 .86 

9. Analyzed completed work or 
work out why a student has 
or has not achieved. 

3.85 .70 

10. Expressing approval when 
achievement is satisfactory. 

3.68 .90 
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11. Telling students what they 
have achieved with specific 
reference to their learning. 

3.60 .69 

12. Specifying a 
between/different way of 
doing something. 

3.82 .61 

13. Getting student to suggest 
ways they can improve. 

3.89 .50 

14. Negotiating  a route to 
improve something 

3.75 .59 

15. Helping students to 
understand their 
achievements and know what 
they need to do next to make 
progress. 

4.14 .59 

16. Providing opportunities for 
pupils to assess their own and 
one another’s work and give 
feedback to one another.  

4.00 .67 

Table 4.2. Questionnaire Result 

Strategies F * Sig* F ** Sig** 

Item 1 3.3 .036 2.6 .069 

Item 2 5.4 .005 3.5 .030 

Item 3 10.4 .000 2.3 .103 

Item 4 5.6 .005 1.5 .237 

Item 5 2.9 .055 4.5 .011 

Item 6 5.8 .004 4.1 .018 

Item 7 1.7 .181 1.9 .150 

Item 8 3.4 .031 1.4 .237 

Item 9 1.4 .245 1.9 .149 

Item 10 3.2 .041 3.8 .022 

Item 11 7.6 .001 10.6 .000 

Item 12 6.7 .002 6.2 .003 

Item 13 4.8 .009 3.0 .047 

Item 14 3.1 0.46 1.2 .308 

Item 15 3.0 0.49 .381 .571 

Item 16 5.8 .004 2.159 .119 

* Level of Education 
**Years of Experience 

Table 4.3 ANOVA result of Formative Assessment Strategies 
toward Years of Experience and Level of Education 

With regard to level of education, there are 6 formative 
assessment strategies with significant levels under .005 

level and 2 questions has significant value under .005 
concerning years of experience. These items are statistic 
significant, showing that there are differences in the 
perception of formative assessment by people with 
different levels of education and experience. The rest of the 
ANOVA table presents p value exceeding .005 level, 
meaning that experience and level of education do not have 
strong impact on perception of participants towards these 
strategies. 

Instructors marked items 3 and 4 the lowest among the 
five scales (M = 3.53). These items are two of the four 
strategies (item 1 to 4) to get students involved in their 
learning based on formative assessment strategies. In 
contrast, item 15 received the highest score (M=4.14), 
which is a strategy to enable students to self-assess 
themselves.  

The value of Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient between 
years of experience and perception of formative 
assessment is 0.68, which is a moderate positive 
correlation, indicating a tendency for high years of 
experience go with high level of perception. In a similar 
vein, the value of Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient value 
between the highest degree of participants and their 
perception of formative assessment is 0.81, a strong 
positive correlation accompanied by a very small  p value 
(0.000) compared with level 0.05, which means that the 
higher degree one obtains, the higher s/he value formative 
assessment.  

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient P value N 

0.68 0.000 28 

Figure 4.2 Correlation between Years of Experience 
and Perception Levels 

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient P value N 

0.81 0.000 28 

Figure 4.3 Correlation between Level of Education 
and Perception Levels 

The two scatter plots below show the correlational 
relationship between years of experience and highest 
degree, and perception of formative assessment 
respectively. 

 
Figure 4.1 Relationship between Years of Experience and 
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Perception of Formative Assessment 

Figure 4.2. Relationship between Highest Degree and Level 
of Perception 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 
The study shows that in general language instructors at 

the English for Specific Purposes Department hold positive 
attitudes towards formative assessment. However, the 
moderate average number on a five point scale indicating 
level of perception (M=3.74) shows that formative 
assessment is still not a widely popular form of assessment 
at the English for Specific Purposes Department, Da Nang 
University. 

Even though both years of experience and level of 
education influence instructors’ perception of formative 
assessment, they have different levels of impact on 
instructors’ perception of formative assessment. As seen 
by the correlation coefficient value of the level of 
education and years of experience, and perception, the 
former has a smaller influence compared to the latter’s. 
5.1. Implication 

From the result of this study, it can be inferred that the 
higher degree one obtain, the higher s/he values the 
importance of formative assessment. In addition, in 
comparision with teaching experience, level of education 
has a smaller impact on instructors’ perception of 
formative assessment. 
5.2. Suggestion for Further Study 

Exploring the influence of formative assessment on 
learners. 

Measuring the gap between teachers’ perception of 
formative assessment and their performance in practice. 

Finding the way how perception influences 

implementation of formative assessment on teaching 
subjects other than English.  
5.3. Limitation 

The study framework is small, focusing at Danang 
University. Thus, this study should be extended to more 
universities for a more a reliable assessment. 

REFERENCES 
[1] Angelo, A. T. & Cross, P. K. (1993). Classroom Assessment 

Techniques. A Handbook for College Teachers. CA: Jossey-Bass.  
[2] Bennett, R. E. (2011). Formative assessment: a critical review. 

Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice. 18(1), 5-
25. Doi: 10.1080/0969594X.2010.513678  

[3] Brown, D. H. (2004). Language Assessment: Principles and 
Classroom Practices. NY: Pearson Education.  

[4] Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998a). Assessment and Classroom 
Learning. Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice, 
5(1). Retrieved Dec 17, 2013 retrieve from ProQuest database. 

[5] Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998b). Inside the black box: Raising 
standards through classroom assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, 80(2), 
139-144. 

[6] Cizek, G. J. (2010). A Handbook of Formative Assessment. NY: 
Routledge. 

[7] Crooks, T. J. (2002). Educational Assessment in New Zealand 
Schools. Assessment in Education, 9(2), 237-253. 

[8] Dinh, L (2008). Đánh giá giảng dạy – Một nhân tố quan trọng trong 
đảm bảo và nâng cao chất lượng giáo dục đại học. Hue University. 
Retrieved from: http://ussh.vnu.edu.vn/danh-gia-giang-day-mot-
nhan-to-quan-trong-trong-dam-bao-va-nang-cao-chat-luong-giao-
duc-dai-hoc/711 

[9] Filsecker, M., & Kerres, M. (2012). Repositioning formative 
assessment from an educational assessment perspective: A response 
to Dunn & Mulvenon (2009). Practical Assessment, Research & 
Evaluation, 17(16). Retrieved from 
http://pareonline.net/getvn.asp?v=17&n=16 

[10] Heritage, M. (2006). Formative assessment: What do teachers need 
to know and do? Phi Delta Kappan, 140-145. 

[11] Honey, M. (2007). The Role of Formative Assessment in Pre-K 
through Second Grade Classrooms. White Paper. Retrieved from 
http://www.amplify.com/pdf/white-
papers/DIBELS_Research_FormativeAssessment_WhitePaper_200
7_01.pdf 

[12] Kingston, N., & Nash, B. (2011). Formative assessment: A meta-
analysis and a call for research. Educational Measurement: Issues 
and Practice, 30(4), 28-37. 

[13] Leahy, S., Lyon, C., Thompson, M.,& Wiliam, D. (2005). 
Classroom Assessment. Educational Leadership, 63 (3), 19 – 24.  

[14] Saldana, J. (2011). Fundamentals of Qualitative Research. NY: 
Oxford University Press. 

[15] Shepard, L. A. (2000). The role of assessment in a learning 
environment. Educational Research, 29 (7), 4-14.  

 

 
(The Board of Editors received the paper on 09/02/2014, its review was completed on 11/03/2014) 

0

1

2

3

4

5

0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

Le
ve
l o

f P
er
ce
pt
io
n

Highest Degree



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


