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This study aimed to explore whether a rubric was effective for promoting raters’ 
scoring consistency when evaluating English learners’ essays. The experienced raters’ 
scores of Korean university students, with a rubric, were analyzed qualitatively and 
quantitatively. The scores of inexperienced raters with the rubric were compared with 
those without the rubric. Each group’s scores were compared using t-tests (also with 
inter-rater reliability tests) and the inexperienced groups’ scores were compared using 
ANOVA. With the rubric, the inexperienced raters showed a similar way of evaluating 
students’ performance to the experienced raters while those without the rubric could 
not. The former scored the essays consistently both within and across the semesters, 
but the latter could do so only within the semesters (post-test scores were higher than 
pre-test scores within each semester). The scores of each test given by the 
inexperienced raters with the rubric were not statistically different, which was not true 
for the experienced with the rubric. This implies that rubrics are effective in promoting 
inexperienced raters’ scoring consistency, especially when raters evaluate essays at the 
same time rather than when evaluating at different times even with a rubric. The details 
of the results are given, and the significance is discussed. 
  

[rubric/scoring consistency/intra-rater reliability/ 
루브릭/채점일관성/채점자내신뢰도] 

 
 
I. INTRODUCTION  
 

A few years ago, a university located in Seoul, Korea tried to administer a writing test to 
all freshmen, and the English teachers (called raters hereafter to emphasize their role as a 
rater, even though they were also teaching writing classes) were provided a scoring guide 
with rating criteria (an analytic rubric) to grade the essays. A rubric refers to scoring guides 
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consisting of rating criteria, describing how students are supposed to complete a given task 
and its specifications (Stevens & Levi, 2005). However, the raters resisted to use the rubric 
because they thought it was unnecessary to check each item repeatedly and sum the scores 
of each part. They insisted that their professional experiences as English teachers for 
several years helped them grade English learners’ essays holistically, and they did not 
value the analytic rating criteria (e.g., grammar, content, and vocabulary) of the rubric. 
Most of them did not major in English education, so the analytic rubric was quite new to 
them. This let me wonder what a rubric can do for those who have never used it before.  

Moreover, the average scores of the essays that each rater gave were different by their 
environment; in particular, some raters gave more severe scores in the morning whereas 
others gave more lenient scores after lunch. They also disliked to score two tests (pre-test 
and post-test) at the end of the semester altogether for examining the students’ possible 
improvement within the semester as they were in a scoring workshop. Without a rubric, not 
comparing each student’s post-test with the pre-test, their scoring did not reflect the 
freshmen’s improvement in writing proficiency even though they taught them two writing 
classes consecutively for one year; in other words, they ultimately gave scores to their 
essays without comparing the initial performance at the beginning of the semester, which 
would have been possible with a rubric.  

A rubric helps raters provide their students with consistent feedback (Beyreli & Ari, 
2009; Spandel, 2006) based on the objective analytic or holistic criteria rather than based 
on their subjective holistic scoring.1 Thus, it promotes the raters’ self-confidence on their 
evaluation2

Thus, researchers and educators have started to use caution in relation to rater biases so 
as not to cause disadvantages to English learners. While inconsistent results have been 

 (Silvestri & Oescher, 2006; Stevens & Levi, 2005), and moreover, it improves 
inter-rater reliability (Kohn, 2006; Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010).  

In terms of essay raters’ inter-rater reliability, a fair amount of research has been 
conducted to explore what influences different rating behavior of raters (rater bias) when 
evaluating English learners’ writing performance (Brown, 1991; Hyland & Anan, 2006; 
Kobayashi, 1992; H. Lee, 2009; McNamara, 1996; Schaefer, 2008; Shi, 2001; Y. Shin, 
2010; Song & Caruso, 1996; Weigle, 1998) and whether rater-training reduces rater biases 
(Brown, 1995; Y. Choi, 2002; Knoch, Read, & von Randow, 2007; Kondo-Brown, 2002; 
McNamara, 1996; Weigle, 1998; Wigglesworth, 1993).  

                                          
1 Hamp-Lyons (1991) differentiated subjective holistic scoring from holistic scoring. The former 

refers to evaluation based on a rater’s subjective judgment or impression on an essay, and the 
latter refers to evaluation based on holistic rating criteria.  

2 According to Bacha (2001), evaluation refers to “assigning a score to a direct writing product 
(p.372)” in this study.  
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reported regarding the effectiveness of rater-training (Knoch et al., 2007; Kondo-Brown, 
2002), a rubric has shown its usefulness both for raters and students (Beyreli & Ari, 2009; 
Kohn, 2006; Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010; Spandel, 2006; Stevens & Levi, 2005). However, 
there are still some concerns regarding a rubric in that it can act like a straitjacket 
preventing learners from developing their creativeness in learning and in that it is time- and 
energy-consuming to create a good one (Wolf & Stevens, 2007). Even with these concerns, 
it is necessary to examine what it can do for raters, especially for inexperienced raters since 
more than 3,000 pre-service English teachers graduate from universities and about 600 
new English teachers are recruited at public schools each year3

Regarding these rating criteria, Shi (2001) compared the two groups’ holistic scores as 
well as five rating criteria (general, content, organization, language, and length) and 
reported results giving helpful implications; native English speaking raters showed no 
significant differences from non-native English speaking raters when assigning holistic 

 (S. Cho et al., 2008). 
 

 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

A rubric is used because it helps raters provide feedback effectively and learners self-
evaluate their essays as well (Beyreli & Ari, 2009). It provides consistent rating criteria for 
open-ended tasks which might be criticized due to lack of objectivity, resulting in 
promoting raters’ self-confidence on evaluation (Silvestri & Oescher, 2006; Stevens & 
Levi, 2005), and it is reported to improve inter-rater reliability between raters (Kohn 2006; 
Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010).  

Analytic rubrics are generally used to provide scores of sub-skills (such as grammar, 
vocabulary, and content) as well as a score or a grade (sum of the scores of the elements) 
of an essay while holistic rubrics are generally used to provide a score or a grade for an 
essay (Weigle, 2002). When raters evaluate students’ open-ended tasks such as English 
writing based on a holistic rubric, the rubric guides them to evaluate the tasks consistently 
as well, but without a rubric, raters depend too much on their subjective judgment or 
impression on an essay (Hamp-Lyons, 1991).  

As one example of a holistic rubric, TOEFL writing performance is evaluated according 
to whether a learner properly selects information to address a given topic and coherently 
presents the information with less grammar and language errors (Weigle, 2002). An 
analytic rubric, such as ESL Composition Profile, consists of content, organization, 
vocabulary, language use, and mechanic (Jacobs, Zingkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & Hughey, 
1981). 

                                          
3 They are all English teachers at secondary schools.  
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scores of their students’ essays. However, when looking into the five rating criteria in 
detail, the latter group was influenced negatively by the organization and length of the 
essays while the former, positively by the content and language. Brown (1991) compared 
English faculties with ESL faculties in terms of evaluation focus. Coherence and grammar 
were considered important by English faculties while organization was focused on by ESL 
faculties. O’Laughlin (1992) also observed that ESL teachers focused more on 
organization and content of the essays written by native speakers of English while 
considering grammar and coherence more on the essays written by English learners.  

In addition, raters’ scoring consistency in terms of their experience was compared, and 
inexperienced raters were observed to evaluate inconsistently unlike experienced ones. 
McNamara (1996) compared experienced raters with inexperienced ones and found out 
that the former gave higher scores to grammatically correct essays even though their 
perceptions of importance on grammatical accuracy was not high. Weigle (1998) also 
compared experienced with inexperienced raters in terms of severity and consistency 
before and after rater training. The results showed that inexperienced raters tended to 
evaluate students’ essays more severely and less consistently than experienced ones.  

As summarized, a rubric itself shows its effectiveness for raters, but when comparing 
different groups of raters (e.g., native English speaking vs. non-native English speaking 
raters, English faculties vs. ESL faculties, and experienced vs. inexperienced raters), it has 
been used differently. Few studies have examined its effectiveness for inexperienced raters 
with the students’ longitudinal writing performance (for one year) whatsoever. In other 
words, it has not been much examined whether a rubric is helpful for new teachers who 
have never rated before in Korea and whether it maintains raters’ scoring consistency when 
scoring writing performances at different periods of time as well as at the same time 
together. Thus, it is necessary to explore whether a rubric does help raters evaluate English 
learners’ essays consistently and reliably tracking their progresses well both within 
semesters and across semesters. This study examines the following research questions:  

 
1) Do inexperienced raters with a rubric (scoring the essays at the same time together) 

behave differently from experienced raters with a rubric (scoring the essays right 
after each test; four different period of time) in terms of scoring consistency? 

2) How do inexperienced raters with a rubric evaluate Korean English learners’ writing 
performance for one year? Do they do differently from those without a rubric? 
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III. METHOD 
 
1. Participants  
 

In order to explore the effectiveness of a writing rubric, an institute administering 
writing tests regularly to track students’ progress was needed. A four-year university in 
Seoul, Korea was chosen to recruit participants for this study. The university is ideal for 
this study since two writing tests are administered each semester for one year to all 
sophomores (about 2,500) in mandatory writing classes. All sophomores are required to 
take the two consecutive writing classes and the two writing tests per semester. For this 
study, native English speaking raters were not only the students’ primary instructors but 
also rated all their students’ essays with a given rubric.  

For the first phase, the scores of Korean English learners’essays were examined in order 
to see whether the experienced raters with a rubric evaluated learners’ improvement 
especially in regard to their initial writing proficiency. In the first semester, Korean English 
learners’ essays (2,474 in total) were evaluated by 22 raters at the beginning and end of the 
semester. In the second semester, almost all students took the second writing classes except 
for those who took or returned from a leave of absence. They also wrote the two essays 
(2,577 in total) and were evaluated by 22 raters.  

Though nearly all students took the writing classes for one year, not all took the four 
writing tests (pre-test and post-test in the first semester and pre-test and post-test in the 
second semester). Those who did not take all four tests were excluded, which left 1,157 
students’ essays evaluated by 12 raters for analysis.  

For the second phase, to compare the experienced raters’ scoring consistency with the 
inexperienced ones each of whom scored all the four essays, those who were scored by 
different raters for two consecutive semesters were removed, thus 580 students’ essays 
evaluated by 8 raters were ultimately analyzed. Then, inexperienced raters were recruited 
from the pre-service teachers. Eight volunteers decided to score the 580 students’ essays  

 
TABLE 1 

Profile of the Participants 
 No. of 

Raters 
No. of 

Students 
No. of 
Essays Description 

1st 12 Phase 1,157 13,884 The essays of those who took all four tests were 
analyzed.  

2nd  8 Phase 580 2,320 The essays of those who were scored by the same 
raters were analyzed. They rated the essays at 
different periods of time, right after each test. 
Inexperienced pre-service teachers with and without 
a rubric rated the essays. They rated the essays at 
the same time. 
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(they rated 2,320 (580 students x 4 essays) essays). Four of them were provided the same 
rubric used by the raters in the first phase, and the other four were not. 
 
2. Instruments  
 

The raters were provided with the same writing rubric (Appendix 1) to base their 
teaching and to rate students’ essays. The rubric consists of five levels (poor, below 
average, average, above average, and excellent) with a possible high score of 15. The 
rubric provided descriptions of grammar, content (includes organization and logic of an 
essay but will be called ‘content’ hereafter), and vocabulary in order to determine holistic 
scores. For example, when an essay is almost always grammatically inaccurate, is 
generally incoherent, displays only simple sentences and illogical, unclear organization, 
barely addresses the task, and/or uses extremely limited and simple vocabulary, then a rater 
gives a score of 1, 2, or 3, which would put the essay into the “Poor” category.  

Based on the rubric, raters taught the students how to write academic essays focusing on 
grammar, content, and vocabulary. The students were required to write an English essay at 
the beginning and end of the semester to get a grade in the required course.  

 
3. Data Collection Procedures  
 

 For the first phase, before the first semester began, a workshop was held for the raters 
in the university so that they could become normed to the rubric. They were informed that 
the two writing tests should be administered at the beginning and end of the semester. The 
raters were given the test sheets and administered the test to their students for about 40 
minutes in the second week of the semester. After they graded their own students’ essays, 
both the scores and essays were submitted. Then, raters instructed their students on 
academic essay composition, concentrating on grammar, content, and vocabulary. In the 
14th 

As was in the first semester, a workshop was held for the raters with the same rubric in 
the second semester. They administered the third test in the second week and the fourth test 
in the 14th week of the second semester. 

week of the semester, they repeated the process for a second time, administered the 
second test, and submitted those results. 

After collection of data, the scores of the four tests were filtered as described in above 
section, resulting in 1,157 student participants in total. Two experienced English teachers 
with more than 10 years of teaching experiences examined each group of the four tests to 
see whether writing proficiency improved. Their scores were statistically compared.  

For the second phase, the 1,157 students’ raters were examined. In order to compare the 
experienced raters’ scoring consistency for one year with the inexperienced ones who 
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scored the four tests at the same time, only those who were scored by the same raters for 
the both semesters were extracted, resulting in 580 students in total. The same two 
experienced English teachers looked through each group of the four tests again to see 
whether their writing proficiency improved as well. Their scores were also statistically 
compared.  

Thereafter, pre-service teachers who had never rated university students’ essays were 
recruited. Eight pre-service teachers volunteered to evaluate the given essays. Four of them 
were given the rubric and the other four were given a blank sheet of paper without the 
rubric. Essays were provided in a random order.  
 
4. Data Analysis Procedures  
 

In the first phase, to compare the four writing tests, six dependent t-tests were conducted 
to check the students’ writing proficiency and their improvement (Table 2): 1) post-test to 
pre-test in the first semester, 2) pre-test in the second semester to post-test in the first 
semester, 3) post-test to pre-test in the second semester, 4) post-test in the second semester 
to pre-test in the first semester, 5) pre-test in the second semester to pre-test in the first 
semester, and 6) post-test in the second semester to post-test in the first semester.  

 
TABLE 2 

Reasons of the Comparison 
Comparison Test (semester) Reasons 

1 Post-test (1st) To see whether students’ writing proficiency improved after they 
learned how to write academic essays in the first semester.  Pre-test (1st) 

2 Pre-test (2nd) To see whether they maintained their writing ability after the summer 
vacation.  Post-test (1st) 

3 Post-test (2nd) To see whether their writing proficiency improved after they learned 
in the second semester.  Pre-test (2nd) 

4 Post-test (2nd) To see whether their writing proficiency improved after they learned 
for one year (two consecutive semesters).  Pre-test (1st) 

5 Pre-test (2nd) To see whether their writing proficiency changed before each 
semester began.  Pre-test (1st) 

6 Post-test (2nd) To see whether their writing proficiency changed after each semester 
ended.  Post-test (1st) 

 
In the second phase, the six dependent t-tests both for the scores by the experienced 

raters in the university and for those by the inexperienced pre-service teachers were 
conducted. The inter-rater reliability of the experienced raters was checked for each of the 
four tests (Cronbach’s alpha). An analysis of variances (ANOVA) was run as well to see 
whether the four inexperienced raters of each group rated differently from each other.  
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
1. Experienced Raters 

  
In order to examine whether a rubric helps raters evaluate Korean English learners’ 

writing performance in a consistent way, the scores of the four essays were compared. In 
other words, it was assumed that a rubric let raters evaluate each essay with the same rating 
criteria so as to reflect the improvement of the students’ writing proficiency without 
comparing the four essays altogether.  

Before conducting the statistical analysis, the two experienced English teachers 
randomly selected students and compared their four essays. The first essay was written at 
the beginning of the first semester before they took the required writing course (which was 
supposed to reflect their initial writing proficiency); the second essay was written after the 
course was taught for one semester (which was assumed to be improved better than the 
first, initial writing); the third essay was written at the beginning of the second semester, 
after summer vacation (which was assumed to be maintained as well as the second essay); 
and, the fourth essay was written after students learned how to write academic essays for 
two semesters (which was assumed to be the best).  

Even though the two experienced English teachers could not examine all the essays 
(13,884 essays of 1,157 students), 87 percent (87 out of 100 students) showed the expected 
improvement in their writing based on the writing criteria. The other 13 students did not 
show any significant improvement throughout the four essays and used similar 
grammatical patterns and expressions. Therefore, the rubric was expected to help the raters 
evaluate the students’ essays consistently even though they did not rate them at the same 
time as the two experienced English teachers did.  

Generally speaking, the statistics showed that the experienced raters gave higher scores 
to the later essays than the first essays as assumed with a little variation. As Table 3 shows, 
the scores represent the significant improvement of the students’ writing proficiency 
compared to the first essay (7.52 to 9.03, t = 24.44, df = 1,156, p = .000), significant 
degradation of their performance compared to the second essay (9.03 to 8.11, t = -9.55, df 
= 1,156, p = .000), and another significant improvement compared to the third essay (8.11 
to 9.66, t = 26.27, df = 1,156, p = .000). Also, compared to the initial writing proficiency, 
the scores showed that their writing significantly improved at the end of the year (7.52 to 
9.66, t = 20.92, df = 1,156, p = .000). When comparing their writing before each semester 
began (7.52 to 8.11, t = 6.03, df = 1,156, p = .000) and after each semester ended (9.03 to 
9.66, t = 6.34, df = 1,156, p = .000), both showed significant improvement. It means that 
the experienced raters were able to reflect the students’ writing proficiency in a consistent 
way as if they rated each student’s snapshot of four essays at the same time since they used 
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the same rating criteria at different rating periods. 
  

TABLE 3 
Dependent t-Tests (1,157 Students’ Essays) 

Comparison Test (semester) No. of 
Essays Mean SD t df p 

1 Post-test (1st) 1,157 9.03 2.43 24.44 1156 .000 Pre-test (1st) 1,157 7.52 2.41 

2 Pre-test (2nd) 1,157 8.11 2.22 -9.55 1156 .000 Post-test (1st) 1,157 9.03 2.43 

3 Post-test (2nd) 1,157 9.66 2.28 26.27 1156 .000 Pre-test (2nd) 1,157 8.11 2.22 

4 Post-test (2nd) 1,157 9.66 2.28 20.92 1156 .000 Pre-test (1st) 1,157 7.52 2.41 

5 Pre-test (2nd) 1,157 8.11 2.22 6.03 1156 .000 Pre-test (1st) 1,157 7.52 2.41 

6 Post-test (2nd) 1,157 9.66 2.28 6.34 1156 .000 Post-test (1st) 1,157 9.03 2.43 
 
2. Inexperienced Raters 

 
Before exploring whether inexperienced raters with a rubric evaluated writing 

performance differently from those without a rubric, only those who were taught by the 
same raters for two consecutive semesters were chosen. The scores of the 580 students’ 
essays were compared again to examine their scoring consistency is actually secured 
throughout the four essays. As Table 4 shows, their improvement was similar to that of the 
1,157 students presented as in Table 3. 

 
TABLE 4 

Dependent t-Tests (580 Students’ Essays) 

Comparison Test (semester) No. of 
Essays Mean SD t df p 

1 Post-test (1st) 580 9.06 2.25 16.01 579 .000 Pre-test (1st) 580 7.76 2.28 

2 Pre-test (2nd) 580 8.07 2.08 -8.78 579 .000 Post-test (1st) 580 9.06 2.25 

3 Post-test (2nd) 580 9.87 2.26 21.05 579 .000 Pre-test (2nd) 580 8.07 2.08 

4 Post-test (2nd) 580 9.87 2.26 15.87 579 .000 Pre-test (1st) 580 7.76 2.28 

5 Pre-test (2nd) 580 8.07 2.08 2.64 579 .009 Pre-test (1st) 580 7.76 2.28 

6 Post-test (2nd) 580 9.87 2.26 6.55 579 .000 Post-test (1st) 580 9.06 2.25 
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These essays were randomly assigned to the two groups of the pre-service teachers, four 
with and the other four without the rubric. Interestingly, the rubric did help the 
inexperienced raters (pre-service teachers) evaluate the essays in a consistent way as the 
experienced raters in the university did for the 580 students (Table 5) even though the 
inexperienced raters scored a little more severely than the experienced raters.  

 
TABLE 5 

Dependent t-Tests: Inexperienced Raters With the Rubric 

Comparison Test (semester) No. of 
Essays Mean SD t df p 

1 Post-test (1st) 290 8.17 2.19 12.09 289 .000 Pre-test (1st) 290 6.96 2.15 

2 Pre-test (2nd) 290 7.40 1.75 -4.81 289 .000 Post-test (1st) 290 8.17 2.19 

3 Post-test (2nd) 290 9.67 2.25 19.95 289 .000 Pre-test (2nd) 290 7.40 1.75 

4 Post-test (2nd) 290 9.67 2.25 16.02 289 .000 Pre-test (1st) 290 6.96 2.15 

5 Pre-test (2nd) 290 7.40 1.75 2.75 289 .006 Pre-test (1st) 290 6.96 2.15 

6 Post-test (2nd) 290 9.67 2.25 9.13 289 .000 Post-test (1st) 290 8.17 2.19 
 

TABLE 6 
Dependent t-Tests: Inexperienced Raters Without the Rubric 

Comparison Test (semester) No. of 
Essays Mean SD t df p 

1 Post-test (1st) 290 9.63 1.98 6.62 289 .000 Pre-test (1st) 290 8.66 2.27 

2 Pre-test (2nd) 290 8.21 1.80 -10.22 289 .000 Post-test (1st) 290 9.63 1.98 

3 Post-test (2nd) 290 8.49 1.81 2.41 289 .017 Pre-test (2nd) 290 8.21 1.80 

4 Post-test (2nd) 290 8.49 1.81 -.88 289 .382 Pre-test (1st) 290 8.66 2.27 

5 Pre-test (2nd) 290 8.21 1.80 -2.84 289 .005 Pre-test (1st) 290 8.66 2.27 

6 Post-test (2nd) 290 8.49 1.81 -7.91 289 .000 Post-test (1st) 290 9.63 1.98 
 
However, without the rubric, it seemed that the raters scored the essays based on their 

subjective impressions, which resulted in unreliable scores not reflecting the students’ 
improvement (Table 6). Their scores showed no significant improvement from the first 
essays to the last essays (8.66 to 8.49, t = -.88, df = 289, p = .382) even though there was 
significant improvement in the first semester (8.66 to 9.63, t = 6.62, df = 289, p = .000) and 
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the second semester (8.21 to 8.49, t = 2,41, df = 289, p = .017), respectively. Furthermore, 
their scores in the first semester were higher than those in the second semester (8.66 to 8.21, 
t = -2.84, df = 289, p = .005 and 9.63 to 8.49, t = .7.91, df = 289, p = .000), which means 
that the raters without the rubric were not able to evaluate the essays consistently across the 
semesters although they could within semesters.  

In general, the rubric helped the raters, both the experienced and the inexperienced ones, 
evaluated Korean English learners’ essays consistently. However, even though the scores 
of 1,157 students showed the assumed improvement throughout the semester and the year, 
more essays should be examined qualitatively than the two English teachers did in this 
study. Also, qualitative interviews should be conducted to explore what made the 
inexperienced raters without the rubric gave lower scores to the third and the fourth essays 
than the first and the second ones while those with the rubric reflected the students 
improvement consistently. Having two English teachers to review the students’ progress 
qualitatively may be too small of a sample size, so qualitative examination with more 
reviewers should be conducted.  

In order to see whether there were any rater differences within each group, an ANOVA 
was run. With the rubric, the inexperienced raters’ average scores were very similar to each 
other’s on each of the four tests (Table 7), but the scores of those without the rubric were 
significantly different (pre-test (1st): F = 15.43, df = 3, p = .000; post-test (1st): F = 16.56, 
df = 3, p = .000; pre-test (2nd): F = 41.73, df = 3, p = .000; and, post-test (2nd): F = 26.97, 
df = 3, p = .000) as Table 8 shows. 

To sum, in terms of comparing the scoring consistency within each group, the 
inexperienced raters with the rubric showed almost the same results throughout the four 
essays. It is an unexpected result, compared to the fact that the experienced raters’ 
evaluation for the 580 students significantly differed from each other (pre-test (1st): F = 
19.22, df = 7, p = .000; post-test (1st): F = 31.15, df = 7, p = .000; pre-test (2nd): F = 28.55, 
df = 7, p = .000; and post-test (2nd): F = 35.61, df = 7, p = .000) as the inexperienced raters 
without the rubric. Moreover, the inter-rater reliability of the experienced raters for each 
test was not consistently high. The first two tests (pre-test and post-test of the first 
semester) showed very low inter-rater reliability scores (Cronbach’s alphas: .387 and .226), 
while the latter two tests (pre-test and post-test of the second semester) showed quite high 
inter-rater reliability scores (Cronbach’s alphas: .899 and .683). Similarly, the inter-rater 
reliability scores of the inexperienced raters without the rubric were not very high 
throughout the four test: .357 (1st pre-test), .339 (1st post-test), .103 (2nd pre-test), 
and .424 (2nd post-test).  

In contrast, the inter-rater reliability scores of the inexperienced raters with the rubric 
were quite high throughout the four tests: .689 (1st pre-test), .706 (1st post-test), .310 (2nd 
pre-test), and .676 (2nd post-test). It seems that the raters’ scoring consistency was 
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promoted when the raters evaluated the essays at the same time as the inexperienced raters 
did, rather than when they evaluated the essays at different periods of time as the 
experienced raters did. In other words, the rubric seemed to help the inexperienced raters 
evaluate learners’ essays consistently based on the same rating criteria and reflect both 
their initial writing proficiency and improvement. Further studies are needed to explore the 
effects of a rubric when inexperienced raters (and experienced raters as well when 
possible) evaluate essays at the same time or at different periods of time. 
 

TABLE 7 
Differences Within Each Group: Inexperienced Raters With the Rubric 

Test Rater No. of Essays Mean SD F df p 

Pre-test  
(1st) 

A 83 6.89 2.01 

.34 3 .797 B 66 6.82 2.23 
C 75 6.97 2.18 
D 66 6.96 2.18 

Post-test  
(1st) 

A 83 8.13 2.13 

.023 3 .995 B 66 8.23 2.19 
C 75 8.17 2.07 
D 66 8.16 2.44 

Pre-test  
(2nd) 

A 83 7.34 1.63 

1.41 3 .239 B 66 7.61 1.82 
C 75 7.57 1.80 
D 66 7.06 1.76 

Post-test 
(2nd) 

A 83 9.64 2.27 

.67 3 .569 B 66 9.98 2.38 
C 75 9.63 2.07 
D 66 9.44 2.31 

 
TABLE 8 

Differences Within Each Group: Inexperience Raters Without the Rubric 
Test Rater No. of Essays Mean SD F df p 

Pre-test  
(1st) 

E 91 9.85 1.58 

15.43 3 .000 F 75 8.49 2.27 
G 62 7.97 2.40 
H 62 7.79 2.29 

Post-test  
(1st) 

E 91 9.30 1.55 

16.56 3 .000 F 75 10.60 1.99 
G 62 8.53 1.82 
H 62 10.06 2.03 

Pre-test  
(2nd) 

E 91 8.85 1.76 

41.73 3 .000 F 75 8.53 1.61 
G 62 6.32 1.14 
H 62 8.79 1.31 

Post-test 
(2nd) 

E 91 7.69  .84 

26.97 3 .000 F 75 9.15 1.80 
G 62 7.73 1.47 
H 62 9.65 2.23 
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As the previous studies showed (McNamara, 1996; Weigle, 1998), the inexperienced 
raters gave more severe scores than the experienced raters, even with the same rubric. The 
effectiveness of the rubric in terms of inter-rater reliability seems doubtable again. Thus, in 
order to improve inter-rater reliability between raters, as to not possibly disadvantage 
students, trials other than using a rubric, such as evaluating-workshops when raters 
evaluate essays at the same time together or showing sample essays of each score to refer 
to, are needed.  

 
 

V. CONCLUSION 
 

This study aimed to explore whether a rubric is effective for promoting inexperienced 
raters’ scoring consistency since new teachers without rating experiences are still required 
to evaluate their students’ open-ended tasks like writing essays. The inexperienced raters 
with a rubric were compared with those without. The experienced raters’ scores of the 
sophomores that were required to take the writing classes for two consecutive semesters 
were compared qualitatively and quantitatively. The experienced raters’ scores showed the 
students’improvement compared to when they took the first writing class, significant 
degradation before the second writing class began, and significant improvement at the end. 
Also, their pre-test essays in the second semester were better than those in the first 
semester and their post-test essays in the second semester were better than those in the first 
semester.  

When the inexperienced raters evaluated the Korean English learners’ essays with the 
same rubric, they could reflect the students’ improvement as well as their initial writing 
proficiency as did the experienced raters. However, without the rubric, the inexperienced 
raters did not provide consistent scores compared to the students’ writing proficiency. In 
other words, they scored the first two essays higher than the last two essays, which means 
that students might not receive legitimate scores for the better essays. Therefore, the rubric 
did help the inexperienced raters evaluate the English learners’ essays consistently, 
reflecting their writing proficiency properly.  

However, in terms of inter-rater reliability, the rubric helped very much for the 
inexperienced raters with the rubric. Their average scores for each test looked almost 
identical, which was not shown in the experienced raters. ANOVA results demonstrated 
that the inter-rater reliability of both the experienced raters and the inexperienced raters 
without the rubric was not secured. Their average scores for each test were very different 
from each other. It implies that a rubric might be effective to promote inter-rater reliability 
when raters evaluate the examinees’ essays at the same time rather than when they evaluate 
them at different times even with the rubric. It is also needed to explore the effectiveness of 
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a rubric in terms of inter-rater reliability with the caution about when raters evaluate essays. 
Thus, workshops for raters should be held to promote their scoring consistency and to 
inform the effectiveness of a rubric to those who consider a rubric ineffective as described 
earlier. The samples of each score to activate their internal criteria based on a given rubric 
should be presented and teacher conferences are needed to evaluate students’ essays 
together to promote scoring consistency within and among raters.  
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APPENDIX  
Writing Assessment Rubric 

Assessment Score Response 

Excellent 
13, 
14,  
15 

-Grammatically accurate; contains some minor errors; displays a broad 
range of grammatical structures; exhibits excellent use of compound and 
complex sentences 

-Completely coherent and well-organized; fully addresses the task; Writer’s 
meaning is clear and the ideas are well developed. 

-Displays broad, sophisticated vocabulary 

Above 
Average 

10,  
11,  
12 

-Mostly grammatically accurate; may contain some minor errors and a few 
major errors; displays a relatively broad range of grammatical structures; 
displays good use of compound and complex sentences 

-Generally coherent and well-organized; adequately addresses the task; 
Writer’s meaning is generally clear and the ideas are fairly well developed. 

-Displays a relatively wide range of vocabulary 

Average 
7, 
8, 
9 

-Fairly accurate; may contain occasional major errors; is somewhat limited 
to simple sentences; displays fair use of compound and complex sentences 

-At times incoherent and may contain parts that display unclear 
organization; fairly-adequate addressing of the task; Writer’s meaning is at 
times obscure and the ideas mentioned could be more developed.  

-Displays somewhat narrow vocabulary 

Below 
Average 

4, 
5, 
6 

-Contains several major and minor errors; is limited to a narrow range of 
grammatical structures; is often limited to simple sentences; displays 
ineffective use of compound and complex sentences 

-Often incoherent and rather loosely organized; marginally addresses the 
task; Writer’s meaning is often unclear and the ideas mentioned are rather 
inadequately developed.  

-Displays a simple and limited vocabulary 

Poor 
1, 
2, 
3 

-Almost always grammatically inaccurate; displays only simple sentences  
-Generally incoherent; displays illogical, unclear organization; barely 
addresses the task; Writer’s meaning is generally unclear.  

-Extremely limited and simple vocabulary 
 
 
Examples in: English 
Applicable Languages: English  
Applicable Levels: Tertiary  
 
 
Kyoung Rang Lee  
English Language and Literature 
Sejong University  
209 Neungdong-ro, Gwangjingu  
Seoul, 143-747  
Tel: (02) 3408-3118 
Email: kranglee@sejong.ac.kr 
 
Received 23 March 2016 
Revised 19 April 2016 
Accepted 21 May 2016 



<<

  /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

    /HCRBatangExtB

    /HCRBatangExtB-Bold

    /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



