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We conducted a meta-analysis by synthesizing the results of 16 studies involving 4,130 
teachers to explore whether or not the relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ 
academic achievement was influenced by the scale used to measure teacher efficacy, and/or 
by the subfactors of teacher efficacy, length of teaching experience, location of the school, or 
the students’ educational level. The results showed that the mean relationship between teacher 
efficacy and students’ academic achievement was significant but the effect size was small. The 
results also indicated that the relationship was influenced by some teacher efficacy measures 
and subfactors, and by length of teaching experience. In studies in which the measure used 
was Gibson and Dembo’s scale, in regard to classroom management, and in the case of 
teachers with fewer than 11 years of teaching experience, the relationship between teacher 
efficacy and student academic achievement was nonsignificant.

Keywords: teacher efficacy, students’ academic achievement, length of teaching experience, 
school location, students’ educational level, teacher efficacy scale.

Since the 1980s, a number of researchers have found that teacher 
efficacy, namely, teachers’ belief that they can influence students’ academic 

SOCIAL BEHAVIOR AND PERSONALITY, 2018, 46(4), 529–540
© 2018 Scientific Journal Publishers Limited. All Rights Reserved. 
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.6554

529

Kyung Ryung Kim, Department of Teacher Education, Yonsei University; Eun Hee Seo, Department 
of General Education, Seoul Women’s University.
Eun Hee Seo is now at the Department of Education, Graduate School of Education, Gachon 
University.
This work was supported by the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Korea and the National 
Research Foundation of Korea (NRF-2016S1A5A2A01022707) and a research grant from Seoul 
Women’s University (2018).
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Eun Hee Seo, Department of 
Education, Graduate School of Education, Gachon University, 1342 Seongnamdaero, Sujeong-gu, 
Seongnam-si, Gyeonggi-do, Republic of Korea. Email: chrieve@swu.ac.kr



TEACHER EFFICACY AND STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT530

achievement and behavior even when the students lack academic motivation 
(e.g., Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), is associated with students’ academic 
achievement (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2012). If teachers 
have confidence in their ability to teach and in their ability to influence student 
performance and motivation, they are more likely to have a positive impact on 
their students’ academic outcomes (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Mullin (2011) 
also stated that the correlation of teacher efficacy with student outcomes was 
stronger than was the correlation of teacher efficacy with other school climate 
variables. 

Recently, however, several researchers have not found any correlation between 
teacher efficacy and student performance (e.g., Corkett, Hatt, & Benevides, 2011; 
Lee, Shin, & Kim, 2013). Kim (2012) argued that although teacher efficacy 
contributes positively to students’ academic achievement, teachers’ efficacy is 
not directly associated with their students’ achievement. Klassen, Tze, Betts, and 
Gordon (2011) likewise showed that teacher efficacy has an indirect effect on 
student academic achievement via its effect on student behavior, motivation, and 
goal-setting. Findings on the relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ 
academic achievement are, thus, inconsistent. 

The conflicting results may be explained by the researchers’ use of different 
measures based on different definitions of teacher efficacy. Researchers of 
teacher efficacy have typically drawn on two theories: Rotter’s (1966) internal-
external locus of control and Bandura’s (1978) self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran 
& Hoy, 2001). Researchers understand that, according to Rotter’s theory, 
teacher efficacy is closely related to their belief as regards whether control 
of reinforcement lies externally, in the environment, or internally, within 
themselves (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Bandura (1986) suggested that 
human behavior is influenced by two kinds of expectations: self-efficacy, which 
is individuals’ belief that they can achieve a certain level of performance in a 
given situation, and outcome expectancy, which is individuals’ judgment about 
the likely consequences they expect to achieve from their actions. 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed a teacher efficacy scale based on Rotter’s 
(1966) and Bandura’s (1978) theories. Factor analysis yielded a scale comprising 
two factors: personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy. Personal 
teaching efficacy reflects teachers’ belief that they have the skills and abilities 
to bring about student learning, and general teaching efficacy reflects the extent 
to which teachers believe that students are influenced more by the teacher 
than by external factors, such as intelligence quotient and family background. 
However, although Gibson and Dembo’s scale is the most widely used measure 
of teacher efficacy, it has been criticized because of confusion about the concept 
of general teaching efficacy, which has been treated as if it were related to 
outcome expectancy. Bandura (1986) argued that general teaching efficacy 
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cannot be regarded as outcome expectancy, because outcome expectancy stems 
from the individual teacher’s assessment of his or her own capabilities, whereas 
general teaching efficacy refers to the potential impact of teachers in general 
on their students’ academic outcomes. In addition, Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and 
Hoy (1998) pointed out that general teaching efficacy should be considered as 
an expected outcome of teachers individually, not as an outcome of teachers in 
general. 

Bandura (1997) insisted that all items in teacher efficacy scales should be 
phrased as “can do” statements, so that they are a measure of personal ability 
and competence, not just a reflection of personal beliefs and thoughts. However, 
not all the statements designed to assess general teaching efficacy in Gibson and 
Dembo’s (1984) scale conform to this dictate, for example, “The hours in my 
class have little influence on students compared to the influence of their home 
environment.” Munoz (2008) found that the relationship of student academic 
achievement with personal teaching efficacy differed from its relationship with 
general teaching efficacy. Thus, recognizing the ambiguity of the concept of 
teacher efficacy, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed the 24-item 
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, consisting of three dimensions: classroom 
management, instructional strategies, and student engagement. Bandura (1997) 
also developed a scale to measure teachers’ sense of efficacy, consisting of 30 
items and seven subscales.

Another likely reason for the inconsistent results on the correlation between 
teacher efficacy and student academic performance is that context matters. As 
self-efficacy is strongly context-dependent (Bandura, 2006), teacher efficacy 
may vary from one situation to another. As Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) 
also believe that teacher efficacy is context-specific, the structure of their scale 
reflects the various domains of teaching-related expertise. Other researchers have 
suggested that the impact of teacher efficacy on student academic performance 
depends on the work domain (Donald, 2009; Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2012), 
the subject being taught (Donald, 2009), or the teacher’s experience (Wolters 
& Daugherty, 2007). For example, experienced teachers report greater teacher 
efficacy than novice teachers do (Darling-Hammond, 2000). 

The relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ current academic 
achievement may also be affected by student variables, such as gender (Munoz, 
2008), prior academic achievement level (Guo, Connor, Yang, Roehrig, & 
Morrison, 2012), and grade level, which was based on the classification used 
by Throndsen and Turmo (2013) of seven grade levels. School variables are 
also likely to influence the relationship between teacher efficacy and student 
academic performance, for example, the location of the school, that is, whether 
the school is in an urban, rural, or suburban location (Milner, 2012). 
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Therefore, there is a need to aggregate the inconsistent results on the 
relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement, and 
to make a comparative analysis in which the context of each study is taken 
into account. However, to our knowledge, there have been only a few attempts 
to integrate the various findings on the teacher efficacy–student academic 
achievement relationship. Although Eells (2011) found that collective teacher 
efficacy has a strong positive association with students’ academic achievement, 
the collective teacher efficacy construct applies to group performance and 
beliefs rather than to individual teachers’ beliefs or performance (Henson, 
2002). Thus, the relationship between individual teacher efficacy and students’ 
academic achievement cannot be identified from Eells’s study. Klassen and 
Tze (2014) showed that there is a statistically significant, but weak, association 
between teachers’ psychological characteristics—such as personality and teacher 
efficacy—and teaching effectiveness. However, as Klassen and Tze used both 
teaching performance and student academic achievement as outcome variables, it 
is difficult to identify the exact relationship between teacher efficacy and student 
academic performance. In addition, these researchers did not consider contextual 
factors, such as school, student, and teacher variables.

Our purpose in this study was to synthesize previous findings on the 
relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement and 
to identify factors that affect this relationship. Our specific objectives were (a) 
to calculate an overall effect size for the correlation between teacher efficacy 
and students’ academic achievement, and (b) to explore whether or not the 
relationship was influenced by which of the scales researchers used to measure 
teacher efficacy, and/or by the subfactors of teacher efficacy, students’ level of 
education (kindergarten, elementary, middle, or high school), length of teachers’ 
professional experience, and school location (urban, rural, or suburban). We 
addressed these objectives using meta-analytic techniques by means of which we 
identified sources of interstudy variability and could detect associations between 
these studies.

Method

Sample
We searched for relevant studies using Web of Science, Science Direct, 

ProQuest, and Google Scholar databases, primarily using the search strings 
(teacher efficacy or teacher’s self-efficacy) and (student’s achievement or 
student’s performance). We limited the search to material published in or after 
1984, because it was in 1984 that Gibson and Dembo developed their scale.

Selection was made on the basis of three criteria: (a) studies that had been 
found to be reliable and valid measures of teacher efficacy and in which the level 
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of students’ academic achievement was reported; (b) studies in which data were 
available on number of participants and in which correlation coefficients were 
reported, as requirements for calculating standard error; and (c) studies written in 
the English language. We selected 16 studies involving 4,130 teachers.

Procedure
First, we coded sample size, the correlation coefficient (r) for the relationship 

between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement; the scale used in 
the research to assess teacher efficacy; and subfactors of teacher efficacy, the 
students’ education level, teachers’ number of years of experience, and school 
location. Second, we assessed heterogeneity using the homogeneity Q statistic to 
determine whether to use a random or fixed-effects model. We also calculated the 
I2 index using the chi-square test as a measure of heterogeneity (by percentage). 
We calculated weighted correlation coefficients (weighted average r) using 
sample size, and computed mean z scores and 95% confidence intervals (CI). We 
also applied the fail-safe N and tolerance level tests to confirm whether or not 
we could safely ignore publication bias. All analyses were carried out using the 
meta-analysis with interactive explanations program.

Results

The results are shown in Table 1. Overall, the Q-value was significant (Q = 
340.24, p < .001, I2 = 71.49%), indicating that effect sizes were not homogeneous 
across studies. Thus, we calculated random effects. The overall correlation 
between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement was significant (r 
= .10, p < .001), although the mean effect size was small to medium. Rosenthal’s 
fail-safe N was 1,687, indicating that more than 1,687 opposite results would be 
needed to overturn this finding. As the tolerance level was 500, which is less than 
the fail-safe N, the finding can be considered robust. 

The weighted mean correlation between teacher efficacy and students’ academic 
achievement was significant when teacher efficacy was measured with Bandura’s 
(1997) scale (r = .07, p < .001) or the scale developed by Tschannen-Moran and 
Hoy in 2001 (r = .12, p < .001), but not with the 1984 Gibson and Dembo scale (r 
= .01, p > .05). The findings were robust for studies in which Bandura’s, Gibson 
and Dembo’s, and Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s scales were used. The weighted 
mean correlation between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement 
was statistically significant when the subfactors of teacher efficacy were about 
instructional strategies (r = .11, p < .001), student engagement (r = .03, p < .001), 
or personal teaching efficacy (r = .19, p < .001), but not when the subfactors of 
teacher efficacy were about classroom management (r = .12, p > .05) or general 
teaching efficacy (r = .05, p > .05). With the exception of general teaching 
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efficacy, the findings were robust. The weighted mean correlation between 
teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement was statistically significant 
for teachers of students in elementary school (r = .09, p < .001), middle school 
(r = .18, p < .001), and high school (r = .07, p < .05), but not for kindergarten 
teachers (r = .07, p > .05). The findings were robust for elementary and high 
school students. The weighted mean correlation between teacher efficacy and 
students’ academic achievement was significant in the case of teachers with 
more than 11 years of professional experience (11–15 years: r =.13, p < .001; 
>15 years: r = .10, p < .001) but not for teachers with fewer than 11 years of 
professional experience (r = -.01, p > .05). All these results were robust. The 
weighted mean correlation between teacher efficacy and students’ academic 
achievement was significant for schools in all locations (the whole country: r = 
.09, p < .001; urban: r = .08, p < .05; rural: r = .20, p < .001; suburban: r = .07, 
p < .05). However, the findings relating to rural and urban areas were not robust.

Discussion

We synthesized previous results of the correlation between teacher efficacy and 
students’ academic achievement. Our meta-analysis results showed that teachers’ 
efficacy was positively related to their students’ academic achievement, which 
is consistent with results of previous studies (e.g., Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, 
& Malone, 2006; Klassen & Tze, 2014). Thus, we concluded that if teachers 
believe that they can influence student academic performance, they bring more 
enthusiasm to their teaching, and this may positively affect student performance. 
However, the mean effect size for the correlation between teacher efficacy and 
students’ academic achievement was small in our meta-analysis result, and the 
effect was heterogeneous, implying that the relationship is influenced by other 
variables. Our results showed that some measures used by researchers to assess 
the subfactors of teacher efficacy, students’ education level, teachers’ years of 
professional experience, and school location influenced the relationship. 

The first factor that we considered was that the relationship between teacher 
efficacy and their students’ academic achievement may depend on which scale 
is used for the measurement. We found that in studies in which the researchers 
used the scale developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) or Bandura’s 
(1997) scale (e.g., Caprara et al., 2006), the results showed that teacher efficacy 
was positively related to students’ academic achievement, but in studies in which 
the researchers had used Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) scale (e.g., Munoz, 2008), 
the results showed that the relationship was not positive. This suggests that there 
are important differences between Gibson and Dembo’s scale and the two other 
scales. For example, not all the items in Gibson and Dembo’s scale include 
the “can do” phrasing that Bandura (1997) argued was essential in order for 
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efficacy scales to perform the function of measuring teachers’ personal ability 
and competence rather than being a reflection of personal beliefs and thoughts, 
furthermore, general teaching efficacy rarely predicts teacher efficacy (Woolfolk 
& Hoy, 1990). Our results support the contention by previous researchers (e.g., 
Kim & Kim, 2004) that Gibson and Dembo’s scale should be restructured. The 
inconsistency of the results relating to the relationship between teacher efficacy 
and students’ academic achievement that have been reported in existing studies 
may be attributable to the use of this scale. 

We also analyzed the results for subfactors of teacher efficacy. We found 
that in the previous studies we included in our meta-analysis, the relationship 
between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement was significant 
when instructional strategies and student engagement were used as the criteria to 
measure teacher efficacy, but not when classroom management was the criterion. 
Our results support the contention that teacher efficacy is context-specific (e.g., 
Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2012). Teacher efficacy in the context of instructional 
strategies and student engagement is about teachers’ confidence in their teaching 
methods and their ability to motivate students, which are both factors closely 
allied to academic achievement. In contrast, teacher efficacy in the context of 
classroom management relates to whether or not teachers have the ability to 
control students’ disruptive behavior in the classroom and to ensure that students 
follow classroom rules. Thus, teacher efficacy in classroom management may 
be less relevant to student academic performance than the other two factors are. 

We found that general teaching efficacy was not associated with students’ 
academic achievement, although this finding was not robust. This corroborates 
Munoz’s (2008) finding that personal teaching efficacy and general teaching 
efficacy affect students’ academic achievement differently. It is also consistent 
with the finding reported by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) that the two 
dimensions of Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) scale are either only weakly correlated 
or there is no correlation, and our finding is also consistent with the argument 
that teacher efficacy cannot be accounted for by teachers’ belief concerning their 
potential influence in general on students. A measurement of teacher efficacy 
must, rather, be based on the individual teacher’s personal capabilities (Bandura, 
1997; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Our finding that general teaching efficacy was 
not associated with students’ academic achievement, raised doubts for us about 
whether or not general teaching efficacy can be considered as a dimension of 
teacher efficacy and supports the argument that general teaching efficacy should 
be considered as a separate construct from personal teacher efficacy. 

Another finding from our meta-analysis was that the relationship between 
teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement depends on the length of 
the teacher’s professional experience. In the case of teachers who had a number 
of years of professional experience, teacher efficacy was positively associated 
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with student academic achievement, but in the case of novice teachers, the 
correlation was nonsignificant. This result is in line with other reports that the 
association between teacher efficacy and student academic performance depends 
on the length of the teacher’s experience (e.g., Wolters & Daugherty, 2007), and 
this implies that teachers with more experience who demonstrate great teacher 
efficacy are more likely than are novice teachers with great teacher efficacy to 
attain tangible results in terms of the level of academic performance of their 
students. However, the other variables we included in our meta-analysis, namely, 
students’ education level and school location, had no influence on the relationship 
between teacher efficacy and students’ academic achievement. 

There are some limitations in the procedure and method we used to perform 
the meta-analysis. First, although we used several search engines, it is possible 
that we did not retrieve all relevant studies. Second, one criterion for inclusion 
of study results in the analysis was that correlation coefficients were reported, 
so that we were able to calculate standard error. Previous researchers have used 
various statistical methods, including analysis of variance, but they did not 
all report correlation coefficients. This meant that we excluded some relevant 
studies. Third, there were some variables that we could not analyze because 
of the small number of studies in which data were reported. The findings on 
the influence of the academic subject, student gender, and the level of student 
academic achievement on the relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ 
academic achievement were not robust in this study. Further research is needed 
for firm conclusions to be drawn about these potential moderators.

Nevertheless, according to the results of our meta-analysis, we can conclude 
that teacher efficacy enhances students’ academic achievement. The mixed 
findings about the relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ academic 
achievement may be attributable to variability of other factors, including the 
choice of teacher efficacy scale used by the researcher, the subfactors of teacher 
efficacy, and the length of teaching experience. 

References

Bandura, A. (1978). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological 
Review, 91, 139–215. https://doi.org/cgp 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Freeman.
Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), 

Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (Vol. 5, pp. 307–337). Greenwich, CT: Information Age.
Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Steca, P., & Malone, P. S. (2006). Teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs as 

determinants of job satisfaction and students’ academic achievement: A study at the school level. 
Journal of School Psychology, 44, 473–490. https://doi.org/bjtpg9



TEACHER EFFICACY AND STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 539

Corkett, J., Hatt, B., & Benevides, T. (2011). Student and teacher self-efficacy and the connection to 
reading and writing. Canadian Journal of Education, 34, 65–98. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy 
evidence. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8, 1–44. https://doi.org/b2qf

Donald, K. L. (2009). Evaluation of self-reported teacher efficacy and minority achievement in 
middle school (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Capella University, Minneapolis, MN, USA.

Eells, R. J. (2011). Meta-analysis of the relationship between collective teacher efficacy and student 
achievement (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Loyola University, Chicago, IL, USA.

Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 76, 569–582. https://doi.org/bkbhpk

Guo, Y., Connor, C. M., Yang, Y., Roehrig, A. D., & Morrison, F. J. (2012). The effects of teacher 
qualification, teacher self-efficacy, and classroom practices on fifth graders’ literacy outcomes. 
The Elementary School Journal, 113, 3–24. https://doi.org/b2pv

Henson, R. K. (2002). From adolescent angst to adulthood: Substantive implications and measurement 
dilemmas in the development of teacher efficacy research. Educational Psychologist, 37, 
137–150. https://doi.org/d6hvxm

Kim, A. Y. (2012). Teacher efficacy: The key factor of teacher professionalism [In Korean]. The 
Korean Journal of Educational Psychology, 26, 63–84. 

Kim, A. Y., & Kim, M. J. (2004). Validation of the Teacher-Efficacy Scale [In Korean]. The Korean 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 18, 37–58. 

Klassen, R. M., & Tze, V. M. C. (2014). Teachers’ self-efficacy, personality, and teaching 
effectiveness: A meta-analysis. Educational Research Review, 12, 59–76. https://doi.org/b2px

Klassen, R. M., Tze, V. M. C., Betts, S. M., & Gordon, K. A. (2011). Teacher efficacy research 
1998–2009: Signs of progress or unfulfilled promise? Educational Psychology Review, 23, 
21–43. https://doi.org/ffmpwk

Lee, H., Shin, J., & Kim, K. (2013). Relationships between educational context variables and 
academic achievement based on multilevel SEM analyses [In Korean]. Journal of Educational 
Evaluation, 26, 477–506.

Milner, H. R. (2012). Understanding urban education from the outside in and inside out. Urban 
Education, 47, 1019–1024. https://doi.org/b2pz

Mohamadi, F. S., & Asadzadeh, H. (2012). Testing the mediating role of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 
in the relationship between sources of efficacy information and students’ achievement. Asia 
Pacific Education Review, 13, 427–433. https://doi.org/fzsqfq

Mullin, A. (2011). Teacher knowledge of cognition, self-regulated learning behaviors, instructional 
efficacy, and self-regulated learning instructional practices in high, moderate, and low ELA 
achieving and moderate need elementary schools (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Dowling 
College, Oakdale, NY, USA.

Munoz, Z. J. (2008). Exploring the impact of teachers’ sense of efficacy upon Hispanic high 
school students’ academic achievement (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Northern Arizona 
University, Flagstaff, AZ, USA.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectation for internal versus external control of reinforcement. 
Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 80, 1–28. https://doi.org/c49csg 

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2007). Dimensions of teacher self-efficacy and relations with 
strain factors, perceived collective teacher efficacy, and teacher burnout. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 99, 611–625. https://doi.org/bj3nf5

Throndsen, I., & Turmo, A. (2013). Primary mathematics teachers’ goal orientations and student 
achievement. Instructional Science, 41, 307–322. https://doi.org/b2p2

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive construct. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783–805. https://doi.org/dc3g4h



TEACHER EFFICACY AND STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT540

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and measure. 
Review of Educational Research, 68, 202–248. https://doi.org/fvtxfj 

Wolters, C. A., & Daugherty, S. G. (2007). Goal structures and teachers’ sense of efficacy: Their 
relation and association to teaching experience and academic level. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 99, 181–193. https://doi.org/fpk4s5

Woolfolk, A. E., & Hoy, W. K. (1990). Prospective teachers’ sense of efficacy and beliefs about 
control. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 81–91. https://doi.org/bnbgmq



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /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>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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.)
  >>
  /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


