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Lexical bundles are considered important building blocks of discourse as they perform
a wide range of discourse functions serving as markers of fluency and appropriacy of
register-specific language use (Biber, 2009; Hyland, 2012). To investigate the extent to
which this is the case with Korean university students’ English essays, the present
study identified and analyzed four-word lexical bundles from a corpus of EFL
argumentative essays written by Korean university students and compared the bundles
identified with those from a corpus of native speaker (NS) students’ argumentative
writing. Analysis of the bundles across grammatical structures and discourse functions
revealed that compared to NS students, the Korean university students heavily relied on
the bundles widely used in speech registers such as bundles containing personal
pronouns and contractions and expressing stance. On the other hand, the Korean
students’ essays were shown to have fewer incidences of nominalizations, hedging and
referential bundles. A concordance analysis of on the other hand, the most frequently
used bundle, showed a substantial number of erroneous and ineffective uses of the
bundle as well. The paper concludes by discussing pedagogical implications for EFL
composition pedagogy and suggestions for future studies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

It is now widely recognized that formulaic language—an umbrella term covering a
whole range of multi-word units including idioms, collocation, phrase verbs, and other
(semi-)fixed expressions—comprises a large portion of normal discourse, performing a
wide range of functions (Altenberg, 1998; Schmitt, 2010) and that it contributes to fluent
and native-like language processing and use (Paquot & Granger, 2012). While different
methods have been employed to identify and analyze different types and aspects of
formulaic language (Schmitt, 2010), one of the most frequently used methods is corpus-
based investigation of lexical bundles. Lexical bundles are multi-word sequences that
occur at a certain frequency across a range of texts (Wood, 2010), and thus represent the
most frequently recurring word sequences in a collection of texts. This frequency-based
corpus method has an advantage of being methodologically clear-cut compared to
phraseological approaches (Hyland, 2012), which often require extensive analysis of
relatively small amount of data using human judgement. Coupled with this methodological
advantage, the increasing availability of corpora varied in type and size and user-friendly
corpus tools have led to a wealth of studies in lexical bundles in recent years.

These studies have revealed that lexical bundles, extracted in the form of continuous
word sequences with a fixed number of words (or n-gram) are usually neither idiomatic nor
psychologically salient, unlike other types of formulaic language (Biber, 2009), but that
they are important building blocks in discourse performing various communicative and
discourse functions and thus act as markers of proficiency in a given genre and register
(Hyland, 2012; Wood, 2010). Lexical bundle studies have often taken a contrastive
approach comparing different registers, and different levels of language proficiencies.
When it comes to L2 learning and teaching in particular, many studies have compared
lexical bundles retrieved from learner corpora with those of native speakers’, offering
insights into common and unique patterns of learner phraseologies across different L1s.
Findings of these studies suggest that L2 learners may greatly benefit from raising
awareness of phraseological patterns needed for fluent, functional, and communicative
language use.

The present study aims to add to this growing body of learner lexical bundle studies by
conducting a systematic analysis of lexical bundles from a corpus of Korean university
students’ EFL compositions. Particularly, the study focuses on the frequencies of the lexical
bundles, their functional and structural patterns, and the register characteristics drawn from
those patterns, and explores the Korean students’ overuse, underuse, and misuse of lexical
bundles in comparisons with native speaker (NS) students.
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Il. LITERATURE REVIEW
1. Identification and Classification of Lexical Bundles

Most previous research follows the frameworks established by Altenberg (1998) and
Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, and Finegan (1999) in their seminal studies that
identified frequency-based recurrent word sequences and analyzed them in terms of
grammatical structures and discourse functions. To begin with, lexical bundles, by
definition, are identified commonly by two criteria: how recurrent a bundle should be (i.e.,
a minimum frequency) and how widely it should be used (i.e., the number of texts or files
in which it appears). There has been no consensus on the threshold numbers for these
criteria as different studies employed a different set of frequency and range cutoff points:
10 to 40 times per million words for frequency and three to five texts for range. However,
some researchers (Chen & Baker, 2010; Hyland, 2012) caution against working with a
small corpus or comparing bundles obtained from corpora of widely different sizes as
small corpora tend to produce greater normalized numbers of bundles. Another important
number in a lexical bundle study is the length of word strings to be analyzed, usually
presented as n-gram. Different lengths ranging from bigram to six-gram have usually been
investigated but four-gram sequences have been the most frequently used as they are
considered to produce a sufficient variety of structures and functions to analyze while still
being manageable in terms of data amount to deal with.

Once lexical bundles are identified with a set of these pre-determined numbers, they are
mostly classified according to their grammatical structures and discourse functions. Most
studies employed the taxonomies developed in Biber et al. (1999) or their slightly modified
versions with subcategories added or merged. For structure classification, bundles have
commonly been classified into noun phrase (NP)-based, prepositional phrase (PP)-based
and verb phrase (VP)-based bundles with each having multiple subcategories. For
discourse functions, most of previous studies of written data classified their lexical bundles
into three major categories. Firstly, referential bundles are those expressions making
reference to entities or describing their attributes. Secondly, stance bundles express the
writer’s knowledge of or attitude toward the proposition that follows or assessment of its
certainty. Lastly, discourse organizers are used to define relationships with preceding or
following discourse in text performing specific functions such as topic introduction and
elaboration. It should be noted, however, that some categories of discourse functions and
their subcategories used in these studies have not been clearly defined inviting much
arbitrariness or subjectivity in classification (Adel & Erman, 2012).

One final procedure that has commonly been carried out in many studies is exclusion of
“prompt/content bundles” (e.g., in the United States, agree with the following statement)
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that are closely related to essay prompts or specific to essay topics (Chen & Baker, 2010;
Staples, Egbert, Biber, & McClair, 2013). This procedure is considered necessary because
such bundles are simply products of the specific topics and prompt questions of the essays
that offer little about learners’ general recurrent language use patterns. Some studies also
excluded overlapping sequences that are both part of the same longer bundles (Adel &
Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010), which otherwise would inflate the number of bundles.

2. Differences across Registers and Different Groups of Language Users

Starting from their work for the Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English
(Biber et al., 1999), Biber and his colleagues have explored register variations in lexical
bundles across spoken and written registers (and their subtypes) through a series of studies
(Biber, 2009; Biber & Barbieri, 2007; Biber, Conrad & Cortes, 2004). These studies found
that while lexical bundles are overall more frequent and varied in spoken than written
registers, the two registers are dominated by different structural and functional bundles.
Spoken data were shown to contain large portions of clausal phrases and VPs in terms of
structure and stance bundles and discourse organizers in functions whereas written prose
was predominated by NPs, and PPs and by referential bundles. These findings have served
as an important analytic framework in other subsequent lexical bundle studies.

Drawing on the frameworks developed by Biber and colleagues, many studies have
examined variations in the use and distribution of lexical bundles across different groups of
language users such as 1) native versus non-native speakers, 2) novice versus expert
writers, and 3) language learners at different proficiency levels. Due to the far greater
availability, most of these studies were done with corpora of written data, especially
academic prose. First, there are a considerable number of studies that compared lexical
bundles extracted from a learner corpus and a NS corpus (mostly English) (e.g., Adel &
Erman, 2012; Granger, 1998; Chen & Baker, 2010) identifying bundles over- and under-
used by learners. In terms of frequency of lexical bundles, results were mixed. While some
studies revealed that learners used more lexical bundles than native speakers, often
involving repeated use of a small set of bundles (S. C. Hong, 2013, Paquot & Granger,
2012), in other studies (Adel & Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010) learners’ use of
bundles was less frequent and less varied. While pointing out a tendency of less proficient
learners to copy phrases directly from essay prompts, Paquot and Granger (2012)
suggested that the frequency and distribution of lexical bundles can be influenced by the
situational factors such as the topics and prompt questions, and the writer’s language
proficiency.

In terms of the specific bundles over- and under-used by L2 writers of English, studies
commonly found the dominance of lexical bundles typical of speech. In a study examining
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EFL argumentative essays written by students of different L1 backgrounds, Granger (1998)
reported, for example, L2 writers’ tendency to overuse //we framed constructions but to
underuse conventionalized adverb + adjective combinations (e.g., painfully clear, readily
available). Chen and Baker (2010) found that in comparison with native speaker students
and published authors, Chinese ESL writers used no or fewer bundles that can be seen as
hedging devices (e.g., it is likely to, would have to be, and to a large extent) and frames like
“the Noun of the”, and “in the Noun of” that are typically frequent in academic prose,
while using bundles that can be taken to overgeneralize (e.g., all over the world) and be
unnecessarily verbose (e.g., that is to say). Adel and Erman (2012) also found that Swedish
L1 students used less hedges and passives in their EFL argumentative essays than their NS
counterparts.

There are a small number of studies that examined lexical bundle variances among
populations of different language/writing proficiencies. Cortes (2004) compared English
L1 students’ writing with published journal articles and found that the students rarely used
the academic lexical bundles identified from the journal articles but when they did, they
often used the bundles inappropriately. Staples et al. (2013), on the other hand, investigated
the frequency and functions of lexical bundles in written responses in the TOEFL iBT test
across three different proficiency levels. The results showed that lower level students used
more bundles, many of which came from the prompts. The results of these studies suggest
that the register confusion (i.e., using lexical bundles inappropriate to the register of the
text) is as much a developmental issue that affects novice writers as it is part of learning a
foreign/second language.

3. Lexical Bundles from Korean EFL Learner Corpora

There have been only a few studies that directly investigated the patterns of lexical
bundles from Korean EFL learners’ data. Lee (2009) and Kwon and Lee (2014) analyzed
lexical bundles extracted from a spoken corpus of teaching demonstrations by Korean
university students and Korean EFL teacher talk respectively. By comparing and
contrasting against corresponding spoken corpora of native speakers, the two studies
commonly showed that the Korean learners overused limited sets of bundles that were
mostly clausal in structure and stance related in function.

J. H. Kim (2013) and S. C. Hong (2013, 2015), on the other hand, compared lexical
bundles from a corpus of Korean university students’ English argumentative writing with
those from a corresponding NS students’ corpus. The Korean student writers were shown
to overuse the “personal pronoun + verb” frame mostly expressing one’s stance (e.g., /
think it is, I do not agree) but underuse NP and PP bundles, which is consistent with the
findings from other studies on learner bundles.
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While these studies are significant in that they are, to my best knowledge, the first to
look into lexical bundles from composition data of Korean EFL learners, however, the
studies are, to some extent, limited in providing a clear snapshot of lexical bundles used in
Korean university students’ EFL argumentative writing. J. H. Kim’s (2013) study, while
conducting a solid analysis with the given data, the size of the corpus used is rather small
(a little over 60,000 words), may not contain a sufficient range of potential bundles used by
Korean EFL writers. S. C. Hong’s (2013, 2015) studies, on the other hand, used a larger
corpus that is comparable to the reference corpora used but seem to lack rigor in the
identification and classification of bundles and in reporting on the results. For example, it
is not clear whether prompt/content and overlapping bundles were excluded from analysis,
a procedure that may have had a significant impact on the results. In addition, large
percentages of learner bundles were classified into “Others,” especially in discourse
functions (40% - 60%), calling into question the point of using a taxonomy that cannot
account for half of the data.

Motivated by these gaps, this study aims to apply a rigorous analytic framework in
identifying and analyzing lexical bundles from a corpus of Korean university students’ EFL
argumentative writing, then in comparing and contrasting them with those retrieved from a
corpus of native speaker students’ argumentative writing. In so doing, the study goes
beyond the simple raw frequency-based analysis 1) to explore statistically overused and
underused bundles and 2) to investigate how some of the bundles are actually used in text.
Specifically, it is guided by the following research questions: 1. What are the frequencies
of lexical bundles in the corpus of Korean university students’ EFL compositions and what
are their patterns in terms of grammatical structure and discourse function? 2. What do
those patterns identified tell us about the register of Korean university students’ EFL
argumentative writing? 3. What specific lexical bundles do Korean university students
overuse, underuse, and, if any, mis-use in their writing, in comparison with NS university
students?

lil. METHOD

1. Corpus Data

The data used for the study were two corpora of argumentative writing drawn from two
larger corpora: Neungyule Interlanguage Corpus of Korean Learners of English (NICKLE)
and the Louvain Corpus of Native English Essays (LOCNESS). NICKLE is a million word
corpus compiled as part of the Neungyule-Longman English-Korean Dictionary project,
which was developed jointly by Neungyule Education Inc. of Korea and Pearson Longman
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of the UK in 2009. It consists of seven different genres with 10% being spoken data. The
source text data were collected from the first- and second-year university students at lower-
intermediate to (upper-) intermediate levels. Unlike other Korean learner corpora used in
previous studies, which were mostly compiled from data produced in a single institution,
NICLKLE data were drawn from multiple universities across Korea with the help of the
Korea Association of Teachers of English. For the present study, only the argumentative
essay component was used for analysis. The argumentative essays included were mostly on
popular and familiar topics such as euthanasia, abortion, and death penalty.

LOCNESS is a collection of English L1 students’ writing, made up of literary/expository
and argumentative essays from British and American university students. The corpus, built
as part of the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) to serve as a reference NS
corpus, is highly comparable to NICKLE in terms of text types, author profiles, and topics.
For the study, only the argumentative essays were selected for analysis. The overview of
data used in this research is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1
The Two Corpora
Corpus Word token Word type No. of Texts
NICKLE_argumentative* 193870 11219 429
LOCNESS argumentative* 230190 12931 321

Note. * The two corpora are hereafter referred to as NICLKE and LOCNESS respectively for brevity.

2. Lexical Bundles Extraction and Refinement

To get results that are comparable to previous studies, we decided to analyze four-word
bundles, which have been the most researched n-grams from L2 argumentative essays
(Adel & Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010; Cortes, 2004; Staples et al., 2013). For the
first step, after several trials with different numbers, the cut-off points were set to five
times for frequency (approximately 23 times per million words on average), occurring in at
least four essays. Although the two corpora were different in size, we decided that the
difference was not large enough to have different cut-off points for frequency (see Table 1).
Applying these criteria, 378 lexical bundles were retrieved from NICKLE and 282 from
LOCNESS. AntConc software was used for bundle extraction.

For the next step, as done in Chen and Baker (2010), and Adel and Erman (2012), we
removed topic-dependent bundles (i.e., prompt and content bundles) from the bundles
extracted above. It turned out that a good number of bundles came straight from essay
prompts (e.g., own a cellular phone from the topic “the advantages and disadvantages of
owning a cellular phone”, and of the death penalty from “death penalty”), or were closely
related to the topics being discussed (e.g., cars on the road from essays about traffic
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congestion) in both corpora.

Not to inflate the number of lexical bundles, additional data refinement was conducted.
First, contractions (e.g., don t have to, it’s hard to) and their non-contracted forms (e.g., do
not have to, it is hard to) were counted as the same types (but represented by the more
dominant form in the final bundle lists). Second, following the procedure done in Chen and
Baker (2010), lexical bundles were manually checked for overlap and combined into one in
the following two types of overlap: first, “complete overlap” where two four-word bundles
are derived from a single five-word bundle (e.g. four-word bundles of there are a lot (8
tokens) and are a lot of (8) coming from the five-word bundle there are a lot of). Second,
“complete subsumption” where the occurrences of one bundle subsume those of another
bundle (e.g., the bundle fo the fact that (18) subsumes the bundle due to the fact (16)).
After the refinements, the numbers of bundle types were reduced to 188 for the Korean and
204 for the NS data.

3. Analysis

To analyze the characteristics and uses of the bundles identified and to compare them
between the two corpora, the bundles were classified in terms of grammatical structures
and discourse functions. For grammatical structures, we followed the taxonomy in the
Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English (LGSW), which classifies structures of
lexical bundles into 12 categories in academic prose and 14 categories in conversation,
which can, in turn, be broadly grouped into three major categories: NP-, VP-, and PP-based
types. For this study, which aimed to examine the register characteristics of learner bundles,
we combined the categories of the two registers above into 15 subcategories. As for
discourse functions, we used the taxonomy in Biber et al. (2004) and its slightly modified
versions (Biber & Barbierie, 2007, Chen & Baker, 2010) consisting of referential
expressions, stance expressions, and discourse organizers (for descriptions of these
categories, see Literature Review above). These three function groups were then classified
into 13 subcategories according to the specific functions each bundle performs in text.
Detailed descriptions of the two taxonomies and example bundles of each subcategory
appear in Results and Discussion below when relevant findings are discussed (Tables 3, 4).

Finally, log likelihood (LL) was calculated for each bundle across the two corpora to
identify bundles that occur unusually frequently (i.e., overused) or infrequently (i.e.,
underused) in NICKLE relative to LOCNESS. In previous studies (e.g., Y. E. Kwon & E. J.
Lee, 2014), the Keywords function in WordSmith was used to retrieve overused and
underused bundles, which is based on LL statistic. Since AntConc was used for this study,
we calculated LL values using Excel.
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results are presented roughly in order of the research questions posed above, but the
second research question regarding the register characteristics is discussed through the
section wherever relevant.

1. Frequencies of Bundles

Four-gram extraction followed by a refinement procedure described in the Method
section produced a total of 188 types and 1690 tokens of lexical bundles from NICKLE
and 204 types and 1610 tokens from LOCNESS. Out of these bundle types, the two groups
shared 53, just over one in every four bundle types from each corpus. This result indicates
that while Korean students used a slightly greater number of bundles in terms of tokens,
NS students showed a greater variety in their bundle use (see the type-token ratios in Table
2). Not as clear as in Adel and Erman (2012) and Chen and Baker (2010), this pattern of
greater variety in bundle types by native speakers has been confirmed in this study as well.

TABLE 2
Frequencies of Lexical Bundles from Two Corpora
Corpus Type Token TTR
NICKLE 188 1690 0.11
LOCNESS 204 1610 0.13

2. Grammatical Structures

Structural classification was conducted following Biber et al. (1999). As described in
Method, an integrated version of their two taxonomies (academic prose and conversation)
was used. Figure 1 below represents the proportional distribution of bundles within each
corpus by category and Table 3 shows the distribution of lexical bundles across
subcategories of grammatical structure.
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FIGURE 1 Distribution of Bundles Across Grammatical Structures in Each Corpus (token)

TABLE 3
Distribution of Lexical Bundles Across Structural Subcategories (token)
Category Subcategory NICKLE LOCNESS Example

NP-based NP with of-phrase fragment 3.20% 17.14% the end of the
NP with other post-modifier 2.31% 7.45% the fact that the
fragment
Other NPs (NP fragment) 4.91% 4.04% the most important thing
subtotal 10.42% 28.63%

VP-based Anticipatory it + VP/AP 10.00% 5.09% it is important to
Passive verb + PP 0.00% 0.68% can be seen as
Copula be + NP/AP 6.98% 3.98% is one of the
(VP+) that-clause fragment 2.49% 5.78% that it is not
(V/Adjt) to-clause fragment 6.45% 7.95% would be able to
Pronoun/NP (+auxiliary) + be (+ 8.46% 13.23% they are going to
(auxiliary+) active verb 9.94% 7.27% have a lot of
Yes/no and wh-question fragment 1.30% 0.00% what do you think
Personal pronoun + lexical verb  20.71% 5.16% [ believe that the
phrase
(V+) wh-clause fragment 0.95% 0.87% don t know how
subtotal 67.28% 50.00%

PP-based PP with embedded of-phrase 2.07% 7.45% in the case of
fragment
Other PP fragment 7.99% 8.39% at the same time
subtotal 10.06% 15.53%

Others 12.24% 5.53% As you can see

Note. * Underlined categories are the patterns more widely used in conversation (Biber et al., 1999)
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As can be seen in Figure 1, there are substantive differences between the two corpora in
the distributions of bundles across categories. While VP-based bundles account for almost
70% of NICKLE bundles, NP- and PP-based bundles take up only about 10% respectively.
The figures are roughly 50%, 30%, and 15% in LOCNESS. In previous research, high
percentages of NP- and PP-based bundles are considered to be the hallmarks of academic
prose or professional writing and a high number of VPs is a more typical pattern found in
spoken registers. For example, in Biber et al. (1999) the corresponding percentages from a
large corpus of academic prose were 31% (VP-based), 30% (NP-based)', and 33% (PP-
based). In this regard, the LOCNESS writers are shown to be closer to the professional
academic writers in terms of structural patterns.

The subcategory where the two groups showed the greatest difference is the “personal
pronoun + lexical verb phrase” frame. NICKLE contains a markedly high percentage of
lexical bundles with personal pronouns (e.g., / think that the) compared to LOCNESS
(20.71% vs 5.16%). The frequent use of personal pronouns is one of the common patterns
found in Korean students’ EFL argumentative writing (S. C. Hong, 2013; J. H. Kim, 2013),
and this study once again confirms this pattern. Indeed, compared to LOCNESS,
comprised of similar argumentative writing, NICKLE showed overall higher percentages
in the subcategories that are more representative of speech registers (see underlined
subcategories in Table 3). In addition, though not shown in Table 3, a considerable
proportion of NICKLE bundles (about 19%) contain a contracted form, verb contraction
(e.g., it’s possible that) or not-contraction (e.g., I dont agree), which is another telling
feature of informal register (Biber et al., 1999). However, bundles with a contraction take
up a very small portion (3.4%) in LOCNESS.

Other subcategories revealing the Korean writers’ salient differences from their NS
counterparts, on the other hand, involve nominalization, which is often associated with
academic prose (Biber et al., 1999). Table 3 shows that the Korean students used the “NP +
post modifier” frame, especially “NP + of-phrase fragment” bundles (e.g., the nature of
the) much less than the NS students (3.2% vs 17.14%). This trend can also be found in
another of-phrase fragment frame (“PP + of-phrase fragment”, e.g., in the form of), which
occurred relatively rarely in NICKLE (2.07%). These two frames are identified in previous
studies as extremely productive structures in academic prose (Biber, Conrad, & Cortes,
2003; Chen & Baker, 2010).

It should be noted, however, that the Korean students’ writing showed a substantially
greater use than the NS students (10% vs 5.1%) in one category exclusively associated
with academic prose: “anticipatory it (e.g., it is important to). “Anticipatory if” is usually

! This percentage of NP-based bundles are not directly comparable with that from this study as the
former does not include “other NP fragments” (as presented in Chen & Baker, 2010)
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exploited in academic prose to provide impersonalized evaluations (Adel & Erman, 2012).
Interestingly, while using a great number of bundles with personal pronouns, the Korean
writers used at the same time an impersonal pattern frequently. It can be inferred that the
Korean writers might have perceived (or explicitly learned) the pattern as a marker of
formal writing and employed it as often as possible. Adel and Erman (2012) indeed
suggest that the structure can be a useful strategy for projecting a “detached writing
persona” (p. 87), but the frequent use of the structure has also been problematized as a
pattern non-native students use to emphasize propositions more than necessary (Hewings
& Hewings, 2002).

All these findings presented above (i.e., the frequent use of the patterns characteristic of
conversation, absence of the patterns typical of academic prose, and mixture of features of
different registers) suggest that the Korean college EFL writers may have been at early
stages of writing proficiency development, displaying lack of register awareness.

3. Discourse Functions
Results also revealed wide differences in the distributions of lexical bundles across

discourse functions. Figure 2 below represents the distribution of bundles in each corpus
across discourse functions and Table 4 breaks down the distributions across subcategories.

100%
18.76%
30% - 3348%
Referential
60% -
m Stance
40% - Discourse
200+ OH® 509905 mOthers
0% H
NICKLE LOCNESS

FIGURE 2 Distribution of Bundles Across Discourse Functions in Each Corpus (token)
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TABLE 4
Distribution of Lexical Bundles across Subcategories of Discourse Functions (token)

Category Subcategory NICKLE LOCNESS Example

Referential Framing 3.91% 14.53% in the case of

expressions  Quantifying 10.59% 14.78% a large number of
Imprecision 1.01% 0.00% is a kind of
Place/time/text deitic 3.25% 4.16% for the first time
subtotal 18.76%  34.48%

Stance bundles Epistemic 15.86% 12.67% therefore I think that
Obligation/directive 10.12% 5.96% it is necessary to
Desire 4.67% 2.42% if you want to
Intention/prediction 0.30% 5.34% is not going to
Ability 12.37%  9.63% to be able to
subtotal 4331%  36.02%

Discourse Topic introduction 5.92% 3.17% let s think about

organizers Topic elaboration/clarification ~ 10.83% 5.16% on the other hand
Identification/focusing 7.57% 7.64% is one of the
Inferential/causative 1.89% 5.03% as a result of
subtotal 26.21% 20.99%

Others 11.72% 9.50% that it is not

Overall, in NICKLE, stance bundles take up the largest proportion (43.31%), followed
by discourse organizers (26.61%) and referential expressions (18.76%). By contrast,
LOCNESS showed a relatively even distribution of bundles across three functions with
referential expressions being the largest category (34.48%). In previous research,
conversation and academic prose have often been characterized by a predominance of
stance bundles and referential expressions respectively (Biber et al., 2004; Chen & Baker,
2010). Thus, these results indicate that the Korean EFL writers’ texts are closer to
conversation rather than academic prose, which is consistent with the findings from the
analysis of grammatical structures. This consistency can be explained by the fact that
discourse functions seem to be performed to a large extent in certain grammatical
structures, which is further discussed while looking into each category of discourse
functions below.

First, among referential expressions, the two groups of writers showed the biggest
difference in the use of framing expressions (3.91% vs 14.53%). Framing bundles are used
to identify specific attributes or conditions and often take the grammatical structures of
“NP + post modifier” (e.g., the idea of a) or “PP + of-phrase fragment” (e.g., in the case of),
which are largely employed to abstract or conceptualize by nominalization what is being
discussed, so typically used in academic writing. As noted above, the Korean writers rarely
employed these frames.

Among stance bundles, epistemic bundles, which display knowledge about the
following proposition or evaluate its (un)certainty, ranked first in both groups. This may
not be surprising in that both corpora are of argumentative writing where writers express
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their personal opinions. However, a close look at the actual epistemic stances employed
reveal that the Korean writers” bundles have much more of speech-like lexical items such
as “I (dont) think” and “seem(s) to me” (Paquot, 2010) than the native writers.

Turning to discourse organizers, the Korean writers employed a relatively high number
of bundles that help to introduce and elaborate on a topic but did not use many inferential
bundles. Of particular note is that while the NICKLE writers employed a high proportion
of bundles for topic elaboration/clarification, the large majority of them are from a small
set of logical connectives such as on the other hand, at the same time, and that is fo say.
These connectives were used frequently by the NS students as well, but the frequencies are
markedly high in NICKLE. For example, the bundle on the other hand occurred 71 times
in NICKLE, by far the most frequent of all bundles identified. Its usage in text will be
discussed in greater detail later. The frequent use of adverbials including connectives
within a short text is known to typify L2 writers’ timed essays in which they have to
demonstrate their ability to build logical relations within given time and length of text
(Leedham & Cai, 2013; Paquot, 2010). Taken together, the results suggest that the Korean
writers give the impression of logicality with the use of these bundles but without actually
making logical inferences as evident in the low frequency of inferential bundles.

Finally, there is one issue often raised in previous studies with regard to discourse
functions: cautious language or hedging manifested in bundles. Congruent with the
findings of previous learner bundle studies (Adel and Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010),
less hedging was found in the bundles of NICKLE than of LOCNESS. While the Korean
writers employed some of hedging language such as “be likely to” in their bundles, there
were not many that can be seen as hedging bundles such as containing hedging verbs
(suggest, indicate, imply, etc.), hedging nouns (fact, assumption, possibility, evidence, etc.)
and degree nouns (extent, degree etc.). One striking absence is that of modal verbs. No
bundles were found in NICKLE that contain modal verbs would, could, might or can
(meaning possibility). LOCNESS, on the other hand, has a relatively high number of
bundles with these modal verbs (e.g., it would be a, could be used to) with would appearing
in 100 bundle tokens. Moreover, there are some bundles in NICKLE that can be seen as
what Chen and Baker (2010) call over-generalizing or unnecessarily forceful bundles, such
as all over the world (17 tokens), people in the world (8 tokens), and the most important
thing® (21 tokens). With the salient lack of hedging language on the one hand, and the
frequent use of overstating bundles (coupled with repeated use of “anticipatory if””) on the
other, the essays written by the Korean students may give the impression of being more

2 In most instancees of the most important thing, the writer tends to present a single solution as the
best for a given problem, somewhat too simplistically and categorically, leaving no room for
alternatives.
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categorical and forceful than is appropriate.
4. Overuse, Underuse, Mis-use of Lexical Bundles

TABLE 5 lists the most frequent 20 bundles from each corpus. Within the 20, both
groups shared six bundles, which are underlined.

TABLE 5
The Most Frequent 20 Bundles from Each Corpus
NICKLE LOCNESS

Bundles f Bundles f
on the other hand 71 on the other hand 30
don't have to 38 one of the most 28
[ think it is 34 is one of the 26
we don t have 26 in the case of 26
dont” want to 25 as a result of 22
is one of the 24 the end of the 22
one of the most 23 the fact that the 22
for a long time 23 the only way to 19
at the same time 22 have the right to 18
I don't think 22 to the fact that 18
the most important thing 21 do not” want to 16
it is hard to 20 a great deal of 16
don't have any 20 at the same time 15
have the right to 19 not be able to 15
they don t have 19 the rest of the 15
but it is not 19 when it comes to 14
it is important to 17 at the end of 14
all over the world 17 there would be a 13
is a kind of 17 would have to be 13
so we have to 17 will be able to 12

Note. * In this study contracted forms are treated the same as their non-contracted forms in order not
to inflate the number of bundle types (see Method for detail). Here, more dominant forms (i.e.,
contracted vs non-contracted) are presented for each corpus.

The list above nicely encapsulates what has been presented in the preceding sections for
structural and functional analyses of the identified lexical bundles. The unique patterns
identified above for each writer group are well manifested in the list. The Korean EFL
writers relied much on bundles in the patterns of “personal pronoun + verb,” and
“anticipatory it,” and showed a strong preference for contraction (6 out of 20 bundles). The
NS students, meanwhile, made frequent use of framing bundles in the “NP + post
modifier” frame, and bundles with an “of-phrase fragment” (8 out of 20). However, there
are also six bundles shared by the two groups, most of which rank high in each corpus.
Four out of the six shared bundles can be seen as discourse organizers (on the other hand,
is one of the, one of the most, and at the same time). These bundles in fact seem to be
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widely used in academic writing regardless of writing proficiency as they also make the
lists of top bundles in other studies (Adel & Erman, 2012; Chen & Baker, 2010; Staples et
al., 2013; Wood, 2010). This suggests that though discourse organization is not the most
frequent discourse function served by lexical bundles, some of the most frequent bundles
are discourse organizers.

The list above is based on raw frequencies alone and so do not tell much about the
distinctiveness of each bundle in NICKLE relative to LOCNESS as a reference corpus. As
outlined in Method, log likelihood (LL) analysis helps to identify the bundles that are
unusually frequent and unusually rare in comparison with the reference corpus, which can
be regarded as overused and underused bundles respectively. Table 6 below lists the top ten
bundles overused and underused by the Korean writers.

TABLE 6
Ten Bundles Overused and Underused by NICKLE Writers
Overuse Underuse
Bundles N P LS Bundles Nf Lf LL

the most important thing 21 0 32.87 to the fact that 0 18 2199
don't have any 20 0 31.31 thefact that the 1 22 2022
1 think it is 34 5 29.46  there would be a 0 13 1589
is a kind of 17 0 26.61  would have to be 0 13 1589
so we have to 17 0 26.61  both sides of the 0 11 1344
if we don't 16 0 25.05 example of this is 0 11 1344
there are lots of 16 0 25.05  the introduction of the 0 11 1344
on the other hand 71 30 2492  theend of the 3 22 1323
dont have to 38 10 22.58 atthe end of 1 14 1132
we don t have 26 4 22.03  should not be allowed 0 9 11.00

Note. a. frequencies in NICKLE, b. frequencies in LOCNESS, c. log likelihood (p < 0.001 for all
bundles listed)

Confirming the findings discussed above, LL analysis reveals that overall the Korean
writers overused an informal word (thing), bundles with first person pronouns (/ and we)
and contractions (e.g., don¥), all of which can be seen as features of speech, while
underusing NP and PP-based bundles, more typical of academic prose. One more finding
of note is that the pattern of rhetorical overstatement typical of L2 writing combined with
lack of hedging is confirmed in the Table 6. Along with the most important thing, the most
overused bundle, / think it is can also be seen as an overstating bundle. Aijmer (2001) links
the use of / think in L2 argumentative essays to non-native writers’ attempt to make their
argument more persuasive, which he sees is communicatively unnecessary. By contrast,
many of the underused bundles can be associated with hedging (i.e., the hedging noun fact
and modal verb would).

Among others, on the other hand is worth a detailed discussion as it ranks first in
frequency in both corpora (see Table 5) but still finds itself among overused bundles. In
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fact, its frequency is much higher in NICKLE, over twice that in LOCNESS. One possible
reason why the Korean writers relied so heavily on this specific bundle is that they may
have used it as one of the “lexical teddy bears” they felt familiar and safe to use
(Hasselgren, 1994), which is not surprising as non-native writers at early stages of their
writing development may lack phrasal repertoires at their disposal. Then, more important
may be whether the Korean writers used it appropriately in context. A qualitative perusal of
concordance of this bundle from both corpora may reveal the differences in its use, which
is discussed below.

On the other hand (OTOH) is in fact one of the most frequently used and widely
researched discourse markers. While there are several categorizations of OTOH uses in
discourse, Bell (2004) offers a relatively simple classification. He classifies its uses broadly
into three categories: listing, contrastive, and cancellative. OTOH as a listing marker lists
two items mostly used together with its correlative adverbial on (the) one hand. OTOH as a
contrastive marker compares and contrasts two items often implying alternativity. Lastly,
OTOH as a cancellative marker cancels or mitigates an aspect of the preceding proposition,
often replaceable with markers such as but, however, and yet. Based on a large mixed-genre
corpus of native speaker discourse, Bell identified contrastive use as the most common in
academic writing. He also found that OTOH in the sentence-initial position is likely to be
cancellative while post-NP OTOH tends to be contrastive, serving as a focus marker. Table
7 shows the distributions of OTOH uses in NICKLE and LOCNESS.

TABLE 7

Uses of on the other hand in Two Corpora

Categories NICKLE LOCNESS
f % f %

Total No. of tokens 71 30
Contrastive 59 83.1% 23 76.7%
Cancellative 7 9.9% 5 16.7%
Listing 5 7.0% 2 6.7%
Sentence initial 62 87.3% 18 60.0%
Sentence medial (post-NP) 9(3) 12.7% (4.2%) 12(9) 40.0% (30.0%)
on (the) one hand 0 0.0% 2 6.7%

As can be seen in Table 7, a great majority of OTOH tokens in both corpora were of
contrastive use, but the LOCNESS writers were slightly more varied in its distribution
across the three categories and also had two instances of on (the) one hand used together
with OTOH. In terms of the position of OTOH, however, substantial differences emerge
between the two groups. As analysis of all instances of OTOH goes beyond the scope of
this paper, only the sentence-medial OTOHs are discussed below.

In NICKLE, the bundle is used in the sentence-medial position only 12.7% of the time
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while 40% of OTOH tokens in LOCNESS occur in the sentence-medial position. As noted
above, Bell (2004) generalizes from his corpus analysis that contrastive use of OTOH is
usually realized when OTOH occurs in the sentence-medial, especially post-NP position,
operating as a focus marker. Although a majority of contrastive uses in LOCNESS still
occur in the sentence-initial position, nine of 12 sentence-medial OTOH tokens (30% of
the total) occur in a post-NP position as in the example below and they all are of
contrastive use.

(1) Unorganized crime does not pay, at least not very well. Organized crime, on the
other hand, pays off quite handsomely. (LOCNESS)

OTOH in (1) functions as a focus marker to emphasize the preceding NP (organized crime)
as the item being compared (or contrasted) to the prior discourse. In NICKLE, by contrast,
only nine OTOH tokens (about 13%) occur in the sentence-medial positions and only three
tokens of them (4.2% of the total) are post-NP, functioning as contrastive.

(2) In the case of the flu, one usually gets better in about a week. This disease, on the
other hand, gets worse. (NICKLE)

Most of the other sentence-medial OTOHs in NICKLE are used erroneously or
ineffectively as a contrastive marker as in (3) and (4) below.

(3) In industrialized society, most people are pressed by time so that they have no
time to have a meal with their composure. It needs much time to prepare Korean
traditional food made from rice on the other hand, preparing western food made
from flour is convenient and needs little time. (NICKL)

(4) Moreover most Korean schools don't have any lawn field in which young soccer
players can practice and some schools even hold no playgrounds, on the other
hand more than 80% Japanese schools possess their own lawn fields. (NICKLE)

OTOH in (3) is erroneously used as it occurs at the end of the first proposition (i.e.,
Korean food taking long to cook), rather than with the usual second proposition (i.e.,
western food being quick to prepare), rendering the meaning of the whole paragraph rather
confusing. By contrast, (4) is clear in its meaning and OTOH here is obviously of
contrastive use. Perhaps due to the writer’s lack of syntactic control, however, OTOH is
used like while, a subordinate conjunction, resulting in a run-on sentence. Breaking the
sentence into two and placing OTOH after the NP of the second sentence (i.e., Japanese
schools) would produce syntactically correct and rhetorically more effective discourse.
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As seen above, a qualitative analysis of OTOH reveals the unique uses, many of the
being erroneous and inappropriate, by the Korean EFL college writers, showing quite
deviations from the native speaker norm. This small-scale analysis of OTOH serves as one
good example showing that the overuse of certain lexical bundles can go hand in hand with

misuse.

V. CONCLUSION

The present study investigated the characteristics of four-word lexical bundles from a
corpus of EFL argumentative essays written by Korean university students in comparison
with those of English L1 students. In so doing, the study employed rigorous procedures in
its identification and analysis of lexical bundles. Confirming the findings of previous
learner bundle research on Korean EFL learners’ argumentative writing, the lexical bundles
retrieved from NICKLE were in large part the ones widely used in speech registers.
Specifically, NICKLE bundles are characterized by high instances of personal pronouns,
contractions and stance bundles on the one hand, and lack of nominalizations (NP, PP
phrases), hedging and referential bundles on the other. These patterns found in NICKLE
bundles showed substantial differences from those of LOCNESS, which were more typical
of academic prose. One exception found, however, is the highly frequent use of
“anticipatory if”’, which is usually associated with formal writing. Combined with other
highly frequent uses of linking adverbials (e.g., on the other hand) and overstatement (e.g.,
1 think, and all over the world), the results suggest that while generally lacking register
awareness, the Korean writers may have relied heavily on what they believed to be
markers of argumentative writing. Meanwhile, a qualitative analysis of the most frequent
bundle in both corpora, on the other hand, demonstrated that the Korean writers deviate
from the native speaker writers not only in the frequency and distribution of lexical
bundles but also in the ways they are used in text.

These findings carry important implications for the pedagogy of EFL composition in
Korea. Along with the previous studies, the present study demonstrated Korean university
students’ overall lack of register awareness in their English argumentative writing. This can
be understandable in that the type of argumentative composition Korean university
students usually engage in (either in EFL composition classes and for standardized tests
like TOEFL and TOEIC) is short (4-5 paragraphs) timed essays where they have to provide
personal opinions on some popular topics. The writers should display their ability to be
persuasive and to control logical relations across different sections in a short text within a
tight time limit. Without proper exposure to or explicit learning of genre features of
argumentative writing and broader academic writing, they may resort to the use of personal
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pronouns (believing that makes their argument more persuasive) and highly repeated use of
a limited set of phrases and patterns they feel safe to use in academic writing. Specifically,
they can be guided, for example, to make less first-person references such as [ think and in
my opinion but to employ more hedging devices marking degrees of probability such as
would, may, and be likely to instead.

This means that Korean university students and other adult learners should be given
more opportunities to familiarize themselves with argumentative writing that go beyond
short timed essays and acquire competence in using genre features and conventions of
academic writing in their EFL courses (H. S. Park, 2012) or better English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) courses. Phraseologies including lexical bundles should be part of the
competence. One promising way of improving phraseological competence would be to
take advantage of the growing availability of corpora of NS student writing’ like the one
used in this study. The native students’ writing has greater similarities in topics and
sophistication in content organization to Korean students’ writing than published journal
articles, which have often been used as models for student writing. Using these corpora is
likely to provide the types and usages of formulaic language that are more accessible and
relevant to Korean EFL student writers.

Although shedding new light on lexical bundles from Korean university students’
argumentative writing, the present study has limitations as well. One major limitation
would be that the study looked at only four-word strings, which only gives a partial picture
of formulaic language and other textual features occurring in NICKLE and so the
conclusion on its register characteristics is only partial too. Another limitation is the
classification of bundles. Adel and Erman (2012) pointed out cogently that the analytic
framework based on Biber et al. (1999) leaves much room for arbitrary interpretation and
application. We, the two authors, also had considerable difficulty in consistently applying
the framework and arrived at decisions in not a few cases that ran counter to the
classifications of previous studies. Lastly, although we emphasized the need for
complementing a frequency-based study with qualitative investigations, the textual
analysis done for the study was far from comprehensive.

We may thus conclude by suggesting some future studies drawn from the acknowledged
limitations. Going beyond quantitative tallying of bundles across functional and structural
categories, future studies can complement quantitative analysis with in-depth qualitative
explorations of the ways specific items are used in text. The mixed analysis can further be
complemented with interviews with the essay writers to investigate the intentions and

3 The British Academic Written English (BAWE) corpus (http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/
research/collect/bawe/) and the Michigan Corpus of Upper-level Student Papers (MICUSP)
(http://micusp.elicorpora.info/) are two major publicly available corpora of NS student writing.
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motivations behind the use, overuse, and underuse of certain phraseologies. These studies
combined will greatly inform the pedagogy of EFL composition, and EAP instruction.

REFERENCES

Adel, A., & Erman, B. (2012). Recurrent word combinations in academic writing by native
and non-native speakers of English: A lexical bundles approach. English for
Specific Purposes, 31(2), 81-92.

Aijmer, K. (2001). I think as a marker of discourse style in argumentative Swedish student
writing. In Aijmer, K. (Ed.), 4 wealth of English: Studies in honour of Gdran
Kjellmer (pp. 247-257). Goteborg, Sweden: Acta Universitatis Gothoburgensis.

Altenberg, B. (1998). On the phraseology of spoken English: the evidence of recurrent
word-combinations. In A. P. Cowie (Ed.), Phraseology: theory, analysis and
applications (pp. 101-122). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bell, D. M. (2004). Correlative and non-correlative “on the other hand”. Journal of
Pragmatics, 36(12),2179-2184.

Biber, D. (2009). A corpus-driven approach to formulaic language in English: Multi-word
patterns in speech and writing. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 14(3),
275-311.

Biber, D., & Barbieri, F. (2007). Lexical bundles in university spoken and written registers.
English for Specific Purposes, 26, 263-286.

Biber, D., Conrad, S., & Cortes, V. (2003). Lexical bundles in speech and writing: an initial
taxonomy. In A. Wilson, P. Rayson & T. McEnery (Eds.), Corpus linguistics by the
Lune: a festschrifi for Geoffrey Leech (pp. 71-93). Frankfurt, Germany: Peter Lang.

Biber, D., Conrad, S., & Cortes, V. (2004). ‘If you look at...”: Lexical bundles in university
teaching and textbooks. Applied Linguistics, 25, 371-405.

Biber, D., Johansson, S., Leech, G,, Conrad, S., & Finegan, E. (1999). Longman grammar
of spoken and written English. London, UK: Longman.

Chen, Y.-H., & Baker, P. (2010). Lexical bundles in L1 and L2 academic writing.
Language Learning and Technology, 14(2), 30-49.

Cortes, V. (2004). Lexical bundles in published and student disciplinary writing: Examples
from history and biology. English for Specific Purposes, 23(4), 397-423.

Dunning, Ted. (1993). Accurate methods for the statistics of surprise and coincidence.
Computational linguistics, 19(1), 61-74.

Granger, S. (1998). Prefabricated patterns in advanced EFL writing: Collocations and
formulae. In A. P. Cowie (Ed.), Phraseology: Theory, analysis and applications (pp.
145-160). Oxford: Oxford University Press.



68 Choongil Yoon & Ji-Myoung Choi

Hasselgren, A. (1994). Lexical teddy bears and advanced learners: A study into the ways
Norwegian students cope with English vocabulary. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 4(2), 237-258.

Hewings, M., & Hewings, A. (2002). ‘It is interesting to note that’: A comparative study of
anticipatory ‘it’ in student and published writing. English for Specific Purposes,
21(4),367-383.

Hong, Shin-Chul (2013). An n-gram analysis of Korean English learners’ writing. Korean
Journal of English Language and Linguistics 13(2), 313-336.

Hong, Shin-Chul (2015). The comparison of n-gram use between intermediate and
advanced Korean learners of English. Journal of Language Sciences 22(1), 147-
170.

Hyland, K. (2012). Bundles in academic discourse. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics,
32, 150-169.

Kim, Junghyun (2013). Lexical bundles in Korean college students’ English essays: A
corpus-based comparative study. English Language & Literature Teaching, 19(3),
157-179.

Kwon, Ye-Eun & Lee, Eun-Joo. (2014). Lexical bundles in the Korean EFL teacher talk
corpus: A comparison between non-native and native English teachers. The Journal
of Asia TEFL, 11(3). 73-103.

Lee, Eun-Joo (2009). A corpus-based study of the Korean EFL learners’ use of formulaic
sequences. Foreign Languages Education, 16(2), 321-340.

Leedham, M., & Cai, G. (2013). Besides... on the other hand: Using a corpus approach to
explore the influence of teaching materials on Chinese students’ use of linking
adverbials. Journal of Second Language Writing, 22(4), 374-389.

Paquot, M. (2010). Academic vocabulary in learner writing: From extraction to analysis.
London, UK: Continuum.

Staples, S., Egbert, J., Biber, D., & McClair, A. (2013). Formulaic sequences and EAP
writing development: Lexical bundles in the TOEFL iBT writing section. Journal
of English for Academic Purposes, 12,214-225.

Paquot, M., & Granger, S. (2012). Formulaic language in learner corpora. Annual Review
of Applied Linguistics, 32, 130-149.

Park, Hyesook (2012). Genre-based instruction and Korean college students’ development
of expository writing in English. Modern English Education, 13(1), 43-67.

Schmitt, N. (2010). Researching vocabulary: A vocabulary research manual. Houndmills,
UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Wood, D. (2010). Lexical clusters in an EAP textbook corpus. In D. Wood (Ed.),
Perspectives on formulaic language: Acquisition and communication (pp. 88-106).
London, UK: Continuum.



Lexical Bundles in Korean University Students’” EFL Compositions: ...

Examples in: English
Applicable Languages: English
Applicable Levels: Elementary

Choongil Yoon

Department of English Education

Ewha Womans University

52, Ewhayeodae-gil, Seodaemun-gu, Seoul 03760 Korea
Tel: H.P.: 010-6476-0807

Email: chongal2@hotmail.com

Ji-Myoung Choi

Dept. of Language and Information

Yonsei University

50 Yonsei-ro, Seodaemun-gu, Seoul 120-749
Tel: H.P. 010-4352-4594

Email: amancio.choi@gmail.com

Received 15 June 2015
Revised 4 August 2015
Accepted 17 August 2015

69




<<
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /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
    /04b03
    /04b03b
    /04b08
    /04b09
    /04b11
    /04b19
    /04b20
    /04b21
    /04b24
    /04b25
    /04b30
    /AachenBT-Roman
    /ACaslonPro-Bold
    /ACaslonPro-BoldItalic
    /ACaslonPro-Italic
    /ACaslonPro-Regular
    /ACaslonPro-Semibold
    /ACaslonPro-SemiboldItalic
    /AdLibBT-Regular
    /AdobeArabic-Bold
    /AdobeArabic-BoldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Italic
    /AdobeArabic-Regular
    /AdobeFangsongStd-Regular
    /AdobeFanHeitiStd-Bold
    /AdobeGothicStd-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-BoldItalic
    /AdobeHebrew-Italic
    /AdobeHebrew-Regular
    /AdobeHeitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeKaitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeMingStd-Light
    /AdobeMyungjoStd-Medium
    /AdobeSongStd-Light
    /AGaramondPro-Bold
    /AGaramondPro-BoldItalic
    /AGaramondPro-Italic
    /AGaramondPro-Regular
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /Aharoni-Bold
    /ahn2006-B
    /ahn2006-L
    /ahn2006-M
    /Albertus-ExtraBold
    /Albertus-Medium
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Algerian
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmazonRegularSWFTE
    /AmeliaBT-Regular
    /AmericanaBT-Bold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBoldCondensed
    /AmericanaBT-Italic
    /AmericanaBT-Roman
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Bold
    /AmericanGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Italic
    /AmericanGaramondBT-Roman
    /AmericanTextBT-Regular
    /AmericanUncD
    /AmerigoBT-BoldA
    /AmerigoBT-BoldItalicA
    /AmerigoBT-ItalicA
    /AmerigoBT-MediumA
    /AmerigoBT-MediumItalicA
    /AmerigoBT-RomanA
    /AmerTypewriterITCbyBT-Medium
    /AmiR-HM
    /Andalus
    /AngsanaNew
    /AngsanaNew-Bold
    /AngsanaNew-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaNew-Italic
    /AngsanaUPC
    /AngsanaUPC-Bold
    /AngsanaUPC-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaUPC-Italic
    /Aparajita
    /Aparajita-Bold
    /Aparajita-BoldItalic
    /Aparajita-Italic
    /ArabicTypesetting
    /ArborWin
    /ArchitecturePlain
    /Arhangai
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialMTSmallCapsOUP
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialOUP
    /ArialOUP-Bold
    /ArialOUP-BoldItalic
    /ArialOUP-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /ArnoldBoeD
    /ArnoPro-Bold
    /ArnoPro-BoldCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalic
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-BoldSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldSubhead
    /ArnoPro-Caption
    /ArnoPro-Display
    /ArnoPro-Italic
    /ArnoPro-ItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-ItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-LightDisplay
    /ArnoPro-LightItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-Regular
    /ArnoPro-Smbd
    /ArnoPro-SmbdCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalic
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmText
    /ArnoPro-Subhead
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AsiaKGulrimhedeuLight
    /AsiaKHeosangmyunjoMedium
    /AsiaKMyungjoExtra
    /AsiaKMyungjoMedium
    /AtlanticInline-Normal
    /AuroraBT-BoldCondensed
    /AuroraBT-RomanCondensed
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Book
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-BookOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Medium
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-MediumOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BalloonBT-Bold
    /BalloonBT-ExtraBold
    /BalloonBT-Light
    /BangLetPlain
    /BankGothicBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /BardPlain
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /BatangChe
    /BatangOldHangulJamo
    /BauerBodoniBT-Black
    /BauerBodoniBT-BlackCondensed
    /BauerBodoniBT-BlackItalic
    /BauerBodoniBT-Bold
    /BauerBodoniBT-BoldCondensed
    /BauerBodoniBT-BoldItalic
    /BauerBodoniBT-Italic
    /BauerBodoniBT-Roman
    /BauerBodoniBT-Titling
    /Bauhaus
    /Bauhaus93
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /BedrockPlain
    /BellGothicBT-Black
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothicStd-Black
    /BellGothicStd-Bold
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BelweBT-Bold
    /BelweBT-Light
    /BelweBT-Medium
    /BelweBT-RomanCondensed
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BertramLetPlain
    /BibleScrT
    /BickhamScriptPro-Bold
    /BinnerD
    /BirchStd
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /Blackletter686BT-Regular
    /BlacklightD
    /BlackoakStd
    /BodoniBT-Bold
    /BodoniBT-BoldCondensed
    /BodoniBT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniBT-Book
    /BodoniBT-BookItalic
    /BodoniBT-Italic
    /BodoniBT-Roman
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BoinkLetPlain
    /BoltBoldITCbyBT-Regular
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /BookmanITCbyBT-Demi
    /BookmanITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /BookmanITCbyBT-Light
    /BookmanITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BradleyHandITC
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BriskPlain
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /BroadwayEngravedBT-Regular
    /BrochurePlain
    /BrodyD
    /BrowalliaNew
    /BrowalliaNew-Bold
    /BrowalliaNew-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaNew-Italic
    /BrowalliaUPC
    /BrowalliaUPC-Bold
    /BrowalliaUPC-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaUPC-Italic
    /BruceOldStyleBT-Italic
    /BruceOldStyleBT-Roman
    /Brush445BT-Regular
    /Brush738BT-RegularA
    /BrushScriptBT-Regular
    /BrushScriptMT
    /BrushScriptStd
    /bwgrki
    /bwgrkl
    /bwgrkn
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /Calibri-Light
    /Calibri-LightItalic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Calligraphic421BT-RomanB
    /Calligraphic810BT-Italic
    /Calligraphic810BT-Roman
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /CancunPlain
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /CandidaBT-Bold
    /CandidaBT-Italic
    /CandidaBT-Roman
    /CarletonNormal
    /CarminaBT-Black
    /CarminaBT-BlackItalic
    /CarminaBT-Bold
    /CarminaBT-BoldItalic
    /CarminaBT-Light
    /CarminaBT-LightItalic
    /CarminaBT-Medium
    /CarminaBT-MediumItalic
    /CasablancaAntiqueItalic
    /CasablancaAntiquePlain
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Heavy
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Italic
    /CaslonOldFaceBT-Roman
    /CaslonOpenfaceBT-Regular
    /Castellar
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /CastleT-Ligh
    /CastleT-Ultr
    /CataneoBT-Bold
    /CataneoBT-Light
    /CataneoBT-Regular
    /CataneoBT-RegularSwash
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-Light
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /Century725BT-Black
    /Century725BT-Bold
    /Century725BT-BoldCondensed
    /Century725BT-Italic
    /Century725BT-Roman
    /Century725BT-RomanCondensed
    /Century731BT-BoldA
    /Century731BT-BoldItalicA
    /Century731BT-ItalicA
    /Century731BT-RomanA
    /Century751BT-ItalicB
    /Century751BT-RomanB
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Bold
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Italic
    /CenturyOldstyleBT-Roman
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldCond
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Monospace
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Roman
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /CGOmega
    /CGOmega-Bold
    /CGOmega-BoldItalic
    /CGOmega-Italic
    /CGTimes
    /CGTimes-Bold
    /CGTimes-BoldItalic
    /CGTimes-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Bold
    /ChaparralPro-BoldIt
    /ChaparralPro-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Regular
    /CharisSIL
    /CharisSIL-Bold
    /CharisSIL-BoldItalic
    /CharlemagneStd-Bold
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /Chiller-Regular
    /Cirill_medium
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlackStd
    /CooperBlackStd-Italic
    /CooperBT-Black
    /CooperBT-BlackHeadline
    /CooperBT-BlackItalic
    /CooperBT-BlackItalicHeadline
    /CooperBT-BlackOutline
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CooperBT-Medium
    /CooperBT-MediumItalic
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CordiaNew
    /CordiaNew-Bold
    /CordiaNew-BoldItalic
    /CordiaNew-Italic
    /CordiaUPC
    /CordiaUPC-Bold
    /CordiaUPC-BoldItalic
    /CordiaUPC-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Crayon
    /CreCjaB
    /CreFoursB
    /CreHearP
    /CurlzMT
    /DaunPenh
    /David
    /David-Bold
    /DejaVuSans
    /DejaVuSans-Bold
    /DejaVuSans-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansCondensed
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-Bold
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-Oblique
    /DejaVuSans-ExtraLight
    /DejaVuSansMono
    /DejaVuSansMono-Bold
    /DejaVuSansMono-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansMono-Oblique
    /DejaVuSans-Oblique
    /DejaVuSerif
    /DejaVuSerif-Bold
    /DejaVuSerif-BoldItalic
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-Bold
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-BoldItalic
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-Italic
    /DejaVuSerif-Italic
    /DFKaiShu-SB-Estd-BF
    /DilleniaUPC
    /DilleniaUPCBold
    /DilleniaUPCBoldItalic
    /DilleniaUPCItalic
    /Dilyana
    /Dinbla
    /Dinbol
    /Dinlig
    /Dinmed
    /Dinreg
    /DokChampa
    /DomDiagonalBT-Bold
    /Dotum
    /DotumChe
    /DoulosSIL
    /Dungeon
    /DungunB
    /DungunL
    /DungunM
    /DungunR
    /DungunSB
    /Dutch766BT-BoldA
    /Dutch766BT-ItalicA
    /Dutch766BT-RomanA
    /Dutch801BT-Bold
    /Dutch801BT-BoldItalic
    /Dutch801BT-ExtraBold
    /Dutch801BT-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Dutch801BT-Italic
    /Dutch801BT-ItalicHeadline
    /Dutch801BT-Roman
    /Dutch801BT-RomanHeadline
    /Dutch801BT-SemiBold
    /Dutch801BT-SemiBoldItalic
    /Dutch809BT-BoldC
    /Dutch809BT-ItalicC
    /Dutch809BT-RomanC
    /Dutch811BT-BoldD
    /Dutch811BT-BoldItalicD
    /Dutch811BT-ItalicD
    /Dutch811BT-RomanD
    /Dutch823BT-BoldB
    /Dutch823BT-BoldItalicB
    /Dutch823BT-ItalicB
    /Dutch823BT-RomanB
    /Ebrima
    /Ebrima-Bold
    /EccentricStd
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EucrosiaUPC
    /EucrosiaUPCBold
    /EucrosiaUPCBoldItalic
    /EucrosiaUPCItalic
    /EuphemiaCAS
    /EuroSig
    /Evangelie-Ucs
    /Exotic350BT-Light
    /ExpoM-HM
    /FangSong
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FencesPlain
    /Flavius0
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FrankRuehl
    /Free3of9
    /FreesiaUPC
    /FreesiaUPCBold
    /FreesiaUPCBoldItalic
    /FreesiaUPCItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /FZSY--SURROGATE-0
    /Gabriola
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondPremrPro
    /GaramondPremrPro-It
    /GaramondPremrPro-Smbd
    /GaramondPremrPro-SmbdIt
    /Gautami
    /Gautami-Bold
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GiddyupStd
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gisha
    /Gisha-Bold
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /GruenewaldVA-Regular
    /Gulim
    /GulimChe
    /Gungsuh
    /GungsuhChe
    /H2bdrM
    /H2bulB
    /H2bulL
    /H2bulM
    /H2drrB
    /H2drrM
    /H2gprB
    /H2gprM
    /H2gpsM
    /H2gsrB
    /H2gtrB
    /H2gtrE
    /H2gtrL
    /H2gtrM
    /H2hdkB
    /H2hdkM
    /H2hdrB
    /H2hdrM
    /H2hsrM
    /H2mjmM
    /H2mjrB
    /H2mjrE
    /H2mjrL
    /H2mjrM
    /H2mjrU
    /H2mjsB
    /H2mjsM
    /H2mjuM
    /H2mkpB
    /H2mkrB
    /H2mppB
    /H2mppL
    /H2mprB
    /H2pirL
    /H2porB
    /H2porL
    /H2porM
    /H2sa1B
    /H2sa1L
    /H2sa1M
    /H2sa2B
    /H2sa2L
    /H2sa2M
    /H2snrB
    /H2sorB
    /H2supE
    /H2supL
    /H2ta1B
    /H2ta1L
    /H2ta1M
    /H2ta2B
    /H2ta2L
    /H2ta2M
    /H2wulL
    /H2yerB
    /H2yerM
    /H2ysrM
    /HaanBaekjeB
    /HaanBaekjeM
    /HaanCjaB
    /HaanCjaL
    /HaanCjaM
    /HaanSaleB
    /HaanSaleM
    /HaansoftBatang
    /HaansoftDotum
    /HaanSollipB
    /HaanSollipM
    /HaanSomangB
    /HaanSomangM
    /HaanYGodic23
    /HaanYGodic24
    /HaanYGodic25
    /HaanYHeadB
    /HaanYHeadL
    /HaanYHeadM
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HCRBatang
    /HCRBatang-Bold
    /HCRBatangExt
    /HCRDotum
    /HCRDotum-Bold
    /HCRDotumExt
    /HeadlineR-HM
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /HMKBP
    /HMKBS
    /HoboStd
    /Hooge0553
    /HYbdaL
    /HYbdaM
    /HYbsrB
    /HYcysM
    /HYdnkB
    /HYdnkM
    /HYgprM
    /HYgsrB
    /HYgtrE
    /HYhaeseo
    /HyhwpEQ
    /HYkanB
    /HYkanM
    /HYmjrE
    /HYmprL
    /HYnamB
    /HYnamL
    /HYnamM
    /HYPop-Medium
    /HYporM
    /HYsanB
    /HYsnrL
    /HYsupB
    /HYsupM
    /HYtbrB
    /HYwulB
    /HYwulM
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /IPAChambersNormal
    /IpaPanADDRegular
    /IPAPANNEW
    /IPAPhonBold
    /IPAPhonBoldItalic
    /IPAPhonItalic
    /IPAPhonRoman
    /Ipa-samdUclphon1SILDoulosL
    /IrisUPC
    /IrisUPCBold
    /IrisUPCBoldItalic
    /IrisUPCItalic
    /IskoolaPota
    /IskoolaPota-Bold
    /Izhitsa
    /IzhitsaA
    /IzhitsaCA
    /JasmineUPC
    /JasmineUPCBold
    /JasmineUPCBoldItalic
    /JasmineUPCItalic
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Jumja-1
    /KabarettD
    /KaiTi
    /Kalinga
    /Kalinga-Bold
    /Kartika
    /Kartika-Bold
    /KhmerUI
    /KhmerUI-Bold
    /KodchiangUPC
    /KodchiangUPCBold
    /KodchiangUPCBoldItalic
    /KodchiangUPCItalic
    /Kokila
    /Kokila-Bold
    /Kokila-BoldItalic
    /Kokila-Italic
    /KozGoPr6N-Bold
    /KozGoPr6N-ExtraLight
    /KozGoPr6N-Heavy
    /KozGoPr6N-Light
    /KozGoPr6N-Medium
    /KozGoPr6N-Regular
    /KozGoPro-Bold
    /KozGoPro-ExtraLight
    /KozGoPro-Heavy
    /KozGoPro-Light
    /KozGoPro-Medium
    /KozGoPro-Regular
    /KozMinPr6N-Bold
    /KozMinPr6N-ExtraLight
    /KozMinPr6N-Heavy
    /KozMinPr6N-Light
    /KozMinPr6N-Medium
    /KozMinPr6N-Regular
    /KozMinPro-Bold
    /KozMinPro-ExtraLight
    /KozMinPro-Heavy
    /KozMinPro-Light
    /KozMinPro-Medium
    /KozMinPro-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /Kroeger0553
    /Kroeger0554
    /Kroeger0555
    /Kroeger0556
    /Kroeger0557
    /Kroeger0558
    /Kroeger0563
    /Kroeger0564
    /Kroeger0663
    /Kroeger0664
    /Kroeger0853
    /KunstlerScript
    /LaoUI
    /LaoUI-Bold
    /Latha
    /Latha-Bold
    /LatinWide
    /Leelawadee
    /Leelawadee-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd
    /LetterGothicStd-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicStd-Slanted
    /LevenimMT
    /LevenimMT-Bold
    /LilyUPC
    /LilyUPCBold
    /LilyUPCBoldItalic
    /LilyUPCItalic
    /LithosPro-Black
    /LithosPro-Regular
    /LmnTTFantBig
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaGrande
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /MagicR-HM
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /MalgunGothic
    /MalgunGothicBold
    /MalgunGothicRegular
    /Mangal
    /Mangal-Bold
    /Marlett
    /Matchworks
    /MathB
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MDAlong
    /MDArt
    /MDEasop
    /MDGaesung
    /MDSol
    /Meiryo
    /Meiryo-Bold
    /Meiryo-BoldItalic
    /Meiryo-Italic
    /MeiryoUI
    /MeiryoUI-Bold
    /MeiryoUI-BoldItalic
    /MeiryoUI-Italic
    /MesquiteStd
    /MHunmin
    /MicrogrammaD-MediExte
    /MicrosoftHimalaya
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiBold
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiRegular
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue-Bold
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa-Bold
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MicrosoftTaiLe
    /MicrosoftTaiLe-Bold
    /MicrosoftUighur
    /MicrosoftYaHei
    /MicrosoftYaHei-Bold
    /Microsoft-Yi-Baiti
    /MingLiU
    /MingLiU-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-UNI-H
    /Minimum
    /MinionPro-Bold
    /MinionPro-BoldCn
    /MinionPro-BoldCnIt
    /MinionPro-BoldIt
    /MinionPro-It
    /MinionPro-Medium
    /MinionPro-MediumIt
    /MinionPro-Regular
    /MinionPro-Semibold
    /MinionPro-SemiboldIt
    /Miriam
    /MiriamFixed
    /Mistral
    /MJM
    /Modern-Regular
    /MoeumTR-HM
    /MongolianBaiti
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MonotypeHadassah
    /MoolBoran
    /MS-Gothic
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MS-PGothic
    /MS-PMincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MS-UIGothic
    /MT-Extra
    /MVBoli
    /MyriadPro-Bold
    /MyriadPro-BoldCond
    /MyriadPro-BoldCondIt
    /MyriadPro-BoldIt
    /MyriadPro-Cond
    /MyriadPro-CondIt
    /MyriadPro-It
    /MyriadPro-Regular
    /MyriadPro-Semibold
    /MyriadPro-SemiboldIt
    /MyungjoNewsletter-HM
    /MyungjoXB-HM
    /NanumBrush
    /NanumBrushOTF
    /NanumGothic
    /NanumGothicBold
    /NanumGothicExtraBold
    /NanumGothicOTF
    /NanumGothicOTFBold
    /NanumGothicOTFExtraBold
    /NanumMyeongjo
    /NanumMyeongjoBold
    /NanumMyeongjoExtraBold
    /NanumMyeongjoOTF
    /NanumMyeongjoOTFBold
    /NanumMyeongjoOTFExtraBold
    /NanumPen
    /NanumPenOTF
    /nari9
    /Narkisim
    /New
    /NewGulim
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NSimSun
    /NuevaStd-BoldCond
    /NuevaStd-BoldCondItalic
    /NuevaStd-Cond
    /NuevaStd-CondItalic
    /Nyala-Regular
    /OCRAExtended
    /OCRAStd
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OpenSymbol
    /OratorStd
    /OratorStd-Slanted
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Pi6OUPMT
    /Pi7OUPMT
    /Pi8OUPMT
    /Pi9OUP-MT
    /PlantagenetCherokee
    /PlantinOUP
    /PlantinOUP-Bold
    /PlantinOUP-BoldItalic
    /PlantinOUP-Italic
    /PlantinSmallCapsOUP
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PMingLiU-ExtB
    /Pochaevsk-Ucs
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /PoplarStd
    /PorsonGreekOUPOne
    /PorsonGreekOUPTwo
    /PrestigeEliteStd-Bd
    /Pristina-Regular
    /PyunjiR-HM
    /qpdi
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rod
    /RosewoodStd-Regular
    /SachunM
    /SakkalMajalla
    /SakkalMajallaBold
    /San02L
    /San02M
    /San60B
    /San60L
    /San60M
    /San60R
    /San60SB
    /SanBgB
    /SanBgL
    /SanBgM
    /SanBiB
    /SanBiL
    /SanBiM
    /SanBkM
    /SanBoB
    /SanBoL
    /SanBoM
    /SanBrB
    /SanBrM
    /SanBsB
    /SanBsL
    /SanBsU
    /SanCnB
    /SanCnL
    /SanCnM
    /SanCrB
    /SanCrK
    /SanCrL
    /SanDaB
    /SanDaL
    /SanDaM
    /SandArB
    /SandArCXB
    /SandArL
    /SandArM
    /SandArXB
    /SandAtL
    /SandAtM
    /SandAtXB
    /SanDaU
    /SanDjB
    /SandJg
    /SanDjM
    /SandKg
    /SandKm
    /SandMtB
    /SandMtL
    /SandMtM
    /SandSaB
    /SandSaL
    /SandSaM
    /SandSm
    /SandSpB
    /SandSpL
    /SandSpM
    /SandTg
    /SandTm
    /SanDungunB
    /SanDungunL
    /SanDungunM
    /SanDungunSB
    /SanHgB
    /SanHgL
    /SanHgM
    /SanIgL
    /SanIgM
    /SanJs
    /SanMcB
    /SanMcL
    /SanMcU
    /SanMogfilB
    /SanMogfilL
    /SanMogfilM
    /SanMrB
    /SanMrJ
    /SanMrM
    /SanMsB
    /SanMsL
    /SanMsM
    /SanMuB
    /SanMuL
    /SanMuM
    /SanNsB
    /SanNsM
    /SanOy
    /SanPiL
    /SanPkB
    /SanPkL
    /SanPkM
    /SanPuB
    /SanPuW
    /SanSfB
    /SanSfL
    /SanSfU
    /SanSg
    /SanSk
    /SanSrB
    /SanSrL
    /SanSrM
    /SanSwB
    /SanSwL
    /SanSwM
    /SanWi
    /SanYb
    /SBibSlav
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SegoePrint
    /SegoePrint-Bold
    /SegoeScript
    /SegoeScript-Bold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /SegoeUI-Light
    /SegoeUI-SemiBold
    /SegoeUISymbol
    /SeoulHangangB
    /SeoulHangangEB
    /SeoulNamsanB
    /SeoulNamsanEB
    /SeoulNamsanvert
    /Sevenet7
    /ShonarBangla
    /ShonarBangla-Bold
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /Shruti-Bold
    /SILDoulosIPA
    /SILDoulosIPA93Bold
    /SILDoulosIPA93BoldItalic
    /SILDoulosIPA93Italic
    /SILDoulosIPA93Regular
    /SILDoulosIPABold
    /SILManuscriptIPA
    /SILManuscriptIPA93Bold
    /SILManuscriptIPA93BoldItalic
    /SILManuscriptIPA93Italic
    /SILManuscriptIPA93Regular
    /SILSophiaIPA
    /SILSophiaIPA93Bold
    /SILSophiaIPA93BoldItalic
    /SILSophiaIPA93Italic
    /SILSophiaIPA93Regular
    /SILSophiaIPABold
    /SILSophiaIPA-Reg
    /SimHei
    /SimplifiedArabic
    /SimplifiedArabic-Bold
    /SimplifiedArabicFixed
    /SimSun
    /SimSun-ExtB
    /SimSun-PUA
    /SinBatangChe
    /SinMyungJoSymbol
    /SMDinaruStd-Regular
    /SMFreeStd-B
    /SMFreeStd-M
    /SMSEMyungJoStd-Regular
    /SMTnmStd-01
    /SMTnmStd-02
    /SMTnmStd-03
    /SMTnmStd-04
    /SMTnmStd-B
    /SMTnmStd-M
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /SourceHanSans-Regular
    /Standard0755
    /Staroslovien*ina
    /Staroslovien*inaA
    /Stencil
    /StencilStd
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TektonPro-Bold
    /TektonPro-BoldCond
    /TektonPro-BoldExt
    /TektonPro-BoldObl
    /TempusSansITC
    /TeXplusEX
    /TigerRagLetPlain
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPhonetics
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /ToodamB
    /ToodamL
    /ToodamM
    /TraditionalArabic
    /TraditionalArabic-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /TSTNamr
    /TSTPenC
    /Tunga
    /Tunga-Bold
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /TW-Sung-95_1_3
    /TypewriteL
    /TypoEnterForever10
    /TypoEnterGalip9
    /TypoEnterPulip9
    /TypoEnterSolip9
    /TypoEnterStroll10
    /Uni0553
    /Utsaah
    /Utsaah-Bold
    /Utsaah-BoldItalic
    /Utsaah-Italic
    /Vani
    /Vani-Bold
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vijaya
    /Vijaya-Bold
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Vrinda-Bold
    /Webdings
    /WindsorBT-Elongated
    /WindsorBT-Light
    /WindsorBT-LightCondensed
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /yatsutko_glagolitsa
    /YDIYuroM
    /YDParismorning
    /YDSpringwaltz
    /YDVBomnalL
    /YetR-HM
    /YGO11
    /YGO115
    /YGO12
    /YGO125
    /YGO13
    /YGO135
    /YGO14
    /YGO145
    /YGO15
    /YGO155
    /YGO16
    /YGO165
    /YGO22-KSCpc-EUC-H
    /YGO23-KSCpc-EUC-H
    /YGO24-KSCpc-EUC-H
    /YGO25-KSCpc-EUC-H
    /YGO31
    /YGO32
    /YGO33
    /YGO34
    /YGO35
    /YGO36
    /YGO520
    /YGO530
    /YGO540
    /YGO550
    /YjBACDOOBold
    /YJBELLAMedium
    /YJBLOCKMedium
    /YJBONMOKGAKMedium
    /YjBUTGOTLight
    /YjCHMSOOTBold
    /YjDOOLGIMedium
    /YjDWMMOOGJOMedium
    /YjGABIBold
    /YjGOTGAEMedium
    /YjINITIALPOSITIVEMedium
    /YJINJANGMedium
    /YjMAEHWASemiBold
    /YjNANCHOMedium
    /YjSHANALLMedium
    /YjSOSELSemiBold
    /YjTEUNTEUNBold
    /YjWADAGMedium
    /YMjO11
    /YMjO115
    /YMjO12
    /YMjO125
    /YMjO13
    /YMjO135
    /YMjO14
    /YMjO145
    /YMjO15
    /YMjO155
    /YMjO16
    /YMjO165
    /YMjO22
    /YMjO23
    /YMjO24
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /Zone23_23gyros
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /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 <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /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.)
    /KOR <FEFF0020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /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


