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SELF-CONSTRUALS ACROSS CULTURES
Beyond Independence–Interdependence

CHARLES HARB
American University of Beirut

PETER B. SMITH
University of Sussex

This article reviews the literature on cross-cultural assessment of self-construals and proposes to refine
their conceptualization by incorporating principles derived from self-categorization theory and a critique
of cross-cultural research. A Sixfold Self-Construal Scale is devised to measure six subcategories of self-
construal: the personal self, relational horizontal and relational vertical selves, collective horizontal and
collective vertical selves, and humanity-bound self-construal. The instrument’s reliability and factor
structure are tested in four student samples (N = 855) from the United Kingdom, Jordan, Lebanon, and
Syria. Convergent validity of the Sixfold Self-Construal Scale is tested with measures of Group
Identification, Inclusion of the Other in the Self, the Schwartz value survey, and comparison of national
mean scores. Results support the reliability, validity, and sensitivity of the scale in all samples.

Keywords: self-construals; Arab; Self-Construal Scale; culture

The self is often defined by social psychologists as an overarching, cognitive, and dynamic
self-schema, “a collection of at least semi-related and highly domain-specific knowledge
structures” (S. T. Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 182). It is seen as an underlying matrix of infor-
mation clusters about the self, and which contains significant information that relates to
the individual person as a physical entity interacting with, and surviving in a particular
environment. The self is said to organize and direct a wide variety of psychological and
social phenomena, regulating intentional behavior and permitting the person to function
effectively in his or her social world. As such, self-construal refers to the way these knowl-
edge structures are constructed within a fluid, flexible, and dynamic matrix.

However, if we consider that

people in any given cultural context gradually develop through socialization a set of cognitive,
emotional and motivational processes that enable them to function well—(naturally, flexibly,
and adaptively)—in the types of situations that are common and recurrent in the cultural con-
text, (Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997, p. 1245)

it is reasonable to assume that the way the self matrix is construed in one cultural setting
would differ from the way it is construed in any other one.

It was with this in mind that Markus and Kitayama (1991) proposed a distinction
between an independent self-construal (which is closely associated with research on the
self in Western psychology) and an interdependent self-construal. As they put it,
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people in different cultures may hold divergent construals of the self, others and the interdepen-
dence of the two, and these divergent views of the independent and interdependent selves can
have a systematic influence on various aspects of cognition, emotion and motivation. (p. 224)

The independent self is thus perceived as a bounded, coherent, stable, and free entity, the
focus being on the individual rather than on the social unit of which the individual is part;
on the other hand, the interdependent self is perceived as a connected, fluid, flexible, and
committed being who is bound to others. Markus and Kitayama provided an extensive
review of relevant literature, but they did not publish any form of measurement.

MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS

As various self-construal scales became available (e.g., Gudykunst Matsumoto, Ting-
Toomey, Nishida, & Heyman, 1996; Singelis, 1994), research investigating self-construals
across cultures has flourished from the mid-1990s onward. The two main routes to mea-
suring self-construal across cultures have been through the elicitation of free descriptions
of self (e.g., the Twenty Statements Test [TST]; Kuhn & McPartland, 1954) and through
the use of Likert-type attitude item scales (e.g., Gudykunst et al., 1996; Singelis, 1994).
Results have tended to support the independent–interdependent differentiation, which
more often than not has followed the nation-level individualism–collectivism dimensions
of Hofstede (1980, 2001): Members of Asian “collectivist” cultures are often shown to
have a predominantly interdependent self, and members of Western “individualist” cul-
tures are often shown to have a more independent self-construal (e.g., Singelis, Bond,
Sharkey, & Lai, 1999; Singelis & Brown, 1995). Some authors contest this conclusion
(e.g., Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), but failure to find such differences is fre-
quently attributable to lack of control for responses bias and attention to necessary dis-
tinctions between individual-level and nation-level measurement. For instance, Schimmack,
Oishi, and Diener (2005) showed that where methodological defects of this type are con-
trolled for, the data analyzed by Oyserman et al. (2002) do reveal the predicted contrast
between Western independence and Asian interdependence. Furthermore, both the TST
and Likert-type attitude item scales face serious conceptual and empirical challenges to
their validity and reliability (Kağétçébaşé, 2005; Smith, Bond, & Kağétçébaşé, 2006).

THE TST: THE IMPORTANCE OF CONTEXT

A key finding of cross-cultural research is the need for contextualization when admin-
istering measures to an individual for whom interdependence is important. Members of
“collectivist” cultures tend to focus more on the context in which a behavior or psycho-
logical process is taking place, a tendency that Choi, Nisbett, and Norenzayan (1999)
labeled “situationism or contextualism” (see also Haberstroh, Oyserman, Schwarz,
Kuhnen, & Ji, 2002; Markus, Kitayama, & Heiman, 1997).

A consequence of this focus is that individuals with interdependent self-construals may
have difficulty describing themselves in absolute terms without any contextual or situational
references. Cousins (1989) administered the TST to American and Japanese respondents and
noted that abstract categorizations of the self seemed unnatural or artificial to Japanese par-
ticipants because they reflect a claim of being a separate individual whose nature is not con-
strained by specific situations and roles. This problem was further underlined by Singelis
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and Brown’s (1995) finding that persons with interdependent self-construals were more
influenced in their behavior by the context of the situation than were persons with inde-
pendent or less interdependent self-construals. More recently, Kühnen, Hannover, and
Schubert (2001) have shown that independent self-construals coincide with the tendency
to process stimuli unaffected by their context. On the other hand, interdependent self-
construals facilitate context-bound thinking.

As A. P. Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, and Nisbett (1998) put it,

the problem is that these methods [use of TST and other free descriptions of self] are predi-
cated on the existence of a self that is bounded and stable, transcending relationships and sit-
uations. Such methods may not be valid for studying the shifting, relational, contextualized
self that is hypothesized to characterize those living in East Asian cultural contexts. In many
East Asian contexts, identifying and asserting a distinctive, invariant, context-free self is not
a common activity. (p. 927).

LIKERT SCALES

The first problem associated with the available Likert-type scales (e.g., Gudykunst et al.,
1996; Singelis, 1994) concerns the phrasing and content of self-construal scale items. Close
inspection reveals much overlap between self-construal scale items and those included in
individualism–collectivism scales (e.g., Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995;
Triandis, 1995). Existing individual-level individualism–collectivism scales measure value
tendencies that should not be contained within a self-construal scale because values con-
cern what is good or desirable, whereas self-construals are self-descriptions. The overlap
between these scales entangles these theoretically distinct concepts, and a new scale with
items reflecting the propositions of Markus and Kitayama (1991) more closely is therefore
desirable.

A second problem arises from the structural instability and reliability of self-construal
scales when used across cultures (van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). These scales have only rarely
been employed beyond East Asian and North American samples (Oyserman, Coon, &
Kemmelmeier, 2002), and few authors have conducted structural analyses to verify the valid-
ity of their measures. Harb (1999) found low reliability and a poor factor structure of
Singelis’s (1994) self-construal scale in a sample of about 900 Lebanese respondents, even
after controlling for various collinearity problems. Other results from Turkey, Hong Kong, the
United Kingdom (Redford, 2001), Germany, and Brazil (Schäfermeier, 2004) also show either
poor reliability and/or structural inequivalence of items across cultures. Furthermore, in a
large scale study using Singelis’s (1994) measure among students in 30 nations, significant
cross-cultural instability in the structure of the scale was reported (Georgas, Berry, van de
Vijver, Kağétçébaşé, & Poortinga, 2006). Finally, Levine et al. (2003) concluded from a meta-
analysis of published self-construal research that “the data presented here demonstrate the
serious and persistent flaws in existing self-construal scales . . . the intended two-factor mea-
surement fails to fit the data, fails badly, and fails consistently” (p. 247).

This leads to the third and perhaps most serious problem, namely, the need for adequate
contextualization. Most self-construal scales follow the conceptual contrast of “Me as
independent, unique” versus “Me as connected to my group.” But if we are to acknowl-
edge that interdependent individuals are more sensitive to context, then specifying which
group one refers to will have a direct and significant effect on responses. Bochner (1994)
found that individuals from collectivist cultures produced significantly more TST group
membership descriptions than “collectivistic” or “individualistic” ones. Rhee, Uleman,
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and Lee (1996) found that the individual-level meanings of collectivism and individualism
varied significantly by in-group and by nation. Consequently, self-construal scales need to
provide references to specific group membership, and such differentiations are bound to
affect conceptions of self-construals across cultures. Because different groups elicit dif-
ferent levels of involvement, the specific group that an interdependent scale item refers to
is likely to affect responses. Contextualization of item referent can yield significant
improvements to thinking about self-construals and their measurement.

RECENT CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENTS

In recent years, several researchers have proposed a differentiation of the self along three
dimensions: personal, relational, and collective (e.g., Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Y. Kashima
et al., 1995; E. S. Kashima & Hardie, 2000; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Triandis, 19891).
Specifically, Brewer and Gardner (1996) proposed a distinction between three sources of
self-representation: the personal, the interpersonal, and the collective. The central claim of
their proposition is that,

at the individual level, the personal self is the differentiated, individuated self-concept most
characteristic of studies of the self in Western psychology. At the interpersonal level, the rela-
tional self is the self concept derived from connections and role relationships with significant
others. This corresponds most closely to the interdependent self as defined by Markus and
Kitayama (1991). Finally, at the group level, is the collective self, which corresponds to the
concept of social identity as represented in social identity theory and self-categorization
theory. (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987, p. 84)

This proposition is the assimilated product of various theoretical trends in social and
cross-cultural psychology. On one hand, it is largely inspired by the construction of self
proposed by Markus and Kitayama (1991), whereas on the other hand, it is deeply rooted
in the self-categorization theories of Turner and his associates (Turner et al., 1987). There
is an apparent convergence between research into construals of the self across cultures and
research into categorizations of the self within groups (Smith & Long, 2006). Markus and
Kitayama (1991) proposed an interdependent self-construal to counterbalance the individual-
focused model of the self in Western psychological research. On the other hand, social
identity and self-categorization theories emerged as a reaction to the individual focus of
research in mainstream social psychology and developed a special emphasis on intergroup
relationships and group dynamics. Both developments occurred independently, with one
focusing on the self in its cultural context and the other on the self in its group context.

Between the self as a personal individuated unit and the self as a social category lie dif-
ferent levels of inclusiveness, characterized by varying shades of relationship between the
individual and the group. The most important feature of the new theoretical proposition is
its focus on a wider circle of relations around the focal self. Self-construals retain the cen-
tral features of Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) propositions, with differences across cul-
tures closely related to the degree with which one is related or connected to others.
However, the focus moves toward the larger network of interrelationships and groups in
which the self is embedded and which shape its construction. This leads naturally to con-
sideration of the processes of self-categorization.

Self-categorization theory states that the cognitive representations of the self take the
form of cognitive groupings of oneself and some class of stimuli as identical in contrast to
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some other class of stimuli (Turner et al., 1987). This “cognitive redefinition of the self
from unique attributes and individual differences to shared social category memberships
and associated stereotypes” (Turner, 1984, p. 528) produces a “shift towards the percep-
tion of self as an interchangeable exemplar of some social category and away from the per-
ception of self as a unique person” (Turner et al., 1987, p. 50). This collective self, which
emerges as part of normal variation in self-definition, makes possible the emergent collec-
tive processes of social life, with the self functioning as the conduit by which these col-
lective processes mediate human cognition (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994).

Turner et al. (1987) argue that self-categorizations exist as a hierarchical system of clas-
sification, forming different levels of abstraction related by means of class inclusion.
Although in principle an endless variety of hierarchical levels of inclusiveness exists (e.g.,
“I as psychologist,” “I as scientist,” etc.), Turner et al. (1987) focused on three levels of
self-categorization: the personal (individual), the social (group), and the human (species).
These self-categorizations rest on different comparison processes. Although personal iden-
tity is based on interpersonal comparisons (e.g., “me” vs. “not me”), social identity cate-
gorization is based on intergroup comparisons (e.g., “us” vs. “them”). In sum,

there is a social categorical level reflecting group memberships and collective similarities as
well as a personal level reflecting individual differences in the in-group. Self-categorisation
varies in level of inclusiveness, and there is variation in behaviour as a function of changes in
relative salience. (Turner & Onorato, 1999, p. 26)

Although self-categorization theory has been extensively tested by social psychologists, it
has only rarely attracted the attention of cross-cultural researchers.

In linking these separate literatures, we note that the central tenet of Markus and
Kitayama’s (1991) differentiation rests on the level of connectedness between the individ-
ual and various others, whereas a central feature of self-categorization theory lies in the
differing levels of inclusiveness of self-categorizations. A rough synthesis indicates that
the more the focal self is connected to the various levels of inclusiveness, the more the con-
strual is “interdependent.” On the other hand, the more the focal self strives to be unique
and separate, the more the construal is “independent.” When comparing the self-construal
and self-categorization literatures, Brewer and Gardner (1996) note the contrast within
each between two levels of social selves—those that derive from interpersonal relation-
ships and those that derive from membership in larger, more impersonal collectives or
social categories. Both interpersonal and collective identities are social extensions of the
self, but they differ as to whether the social connections are personalized attachments or
impersonal bonds derived from a common identification with some symbolic group or
social category. Prototypic interpersonal identities are those derived from intimate dyadic
relationships such as parent–child, lovers, and friendships, but they can also be derived
from membership in small face-to-face groups that are essentially networks of such dyadic
relationships (e.g., family); on the other hand, collective social identities do not require
personal relationships among group members (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). More recently,
Brewer and Chen (2007) have argued that to understand fully the conglomerate referred to
as individualism–collectivism, we need not only to distinguish individual, relational, and
collective identities but also to differentiate between the self-construals and values that
relate to those identities. This is wholly consistent with the present perspective.

By bringing together the various propositions so far presented, we can envisage self-
representations at four possible levels of inclusiveness (see Figure 1). At the personal or
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individuated level is the “personal self,” most characteristic of Western studies of the self
and closely related to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) independent self. The personal self
strives to differentiate from others, with unique and independent self-representations.
Second is the relational or interpersonal self that is construed through dyadic relationships
or through small groups made up of significant dyadic interactions (e.g., family). The third
level of inclusiveness is the collective self, in which the self is construed as an inter-
changeable exemplar of larger in-groups (e.g., political or religious memberships). The
collective self would incorporate the norms or roles associated with a particular in-group,
without necessarily negotiating the scripts of interaction that are typically present for the
relational self. The final level of inclusiveness involves the supra structure of “humanity,”
in which the self is defined by its belonging to the human species as differentiated from
other living organisms on the planet. This overarching category transcends the norms and
properties associated with social interactions (both relational and collective) and rests on
a universal representation.

LEVELS OF INCLUSIVENESS: GROUP TYPOLOGIES

Considering that different groups yield different dynamics, it is surprising that little
attention has been devoted to investigating typologies of groups. Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi,
and Cotting (1999) and Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and Ethier (1995) attempted to remedy this
situation. Having asked respondents to produce a set of all possible identities, they ended
up with a large set of 64 items, the cluster analysis of which lacked a theoretical direction.
Perhaps one of the main reasons they faced difficulties in these studies stems from the

Figure 1: The Four Levels of Inclusiveness
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bottom-up methodology they adopted. Although exploratory research benefits greatly from
a bottom-up approach, a theoretical frame is needed to strengthen focus. A post hoc iden-
tification of emerging clusters is strictly dependent on the exhaustiveness of the investi-
gated list of identities and fluctuates in terms of the patterned responding of the selected
samples. However, a theory-driven identification of group typology can use the integrated
levels of inclusiveness presented in this article as a springboard for further exploration.
Inspection of the clusters identified by Deaux et al. (1995) permits a delineation of groups
in terms of their closeness or remoteness from the focal self, in a way that is closely linked
to the relational and collective dimensions identified above.

RELATIONAL AND COLLECTIVE GROUPS

In distinguishing between relational and collective selves, the key variable is the group
with which the self is connected: The size and intimacy of that group will determine
whether it is relational (e.g., a set of dyadic relationships) or collective (in-group mem-
bership). For example, the group “friends” by virtue of its small size and intimacy would
be a relational group, whereas religious affiliation would be a collective one. Members of
relational groups will experience a strong and direct effect on their construal of self by
virtue of the dyadic dynamics that necessitate the negotiation of adequate scripts of interaction,
and thus form the most immediate circle of associations around the focal self. Furthermore,
individuals (e.g., father) and small in-groups (e.g., family) will have a similar impact; both
being instances of relational self-categorizations. The collective self on the other hand involves
larger groups, within which associations are relatively loose, with relationships depending less
on negotiated scripts and more on inferred group characteristics, norms, or roles. To be sure, it
is possible that when someone thinks of a larger social category, they may sometimes also
visualize specific known individuals whom they know more personally from within that
category; however, it is not these dyadic relationships that define the group identity. Self-
categorization theory acknowledges our ability to switch our focus of attention momen-
tarily in just such ways. Nonetheless, the findings of existing studies are clear: Thinking
of oneself collectively as opposed to relationally has distinctive consequences (Sedikides
& Brewer, 2001).

HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL DIMENSIONS

Although types of group and their relation to the self will vary in size and intimacy, they
will also be differentiated in terms of whether they emphasize hierarchy or equality. The dis-
tinction between vertical and horizontal relationships permeates each of the cross-cultural the-
ories currently available. Not only did Hofstede’s (1980) nation-level dimensions include
power distance but also subsequent refinement of the concept of individualism–collectivism
led Triandis (1995) to propose a vertical and horizontal dimensions of individualism and col-
lectivism. Similarly, at the individual level, Schwartz’s (1992) survey of values includes some
that emphasize hierarchy (e.g., power and tradition) and some that do not (e.g., hedonism or
stimulation), whereas at the nation level, he identifies an opposition between egalitarianism
and hierarchy. These vertical versus horizontal cultural differentiations are likely to be trans-
lated at the individual level into analogous social dynamics and consequently to seep into self-
construals and identities. Specifically, certain groups are more likely to have a hierarchical
structure (e.g., political or military groupings), whereas others are more likely to rest on egal-
itarian values (e.g., friends, leisure clubs).
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VERTICAL-HORIZONTAL AND RELATIONAL-COLLECTIVE SELVES

Vertical versus horizontal differentiations will not translate to all levels of self-construal. Of
the four levels identified earlier, only the relational and the collective dimensions are likely
to be affected. The personal self achieves self-definition in terms of unique traits and inde-
pendence. Such a perspective cannot harbor hierarchy within itself, as both hierarchy and
equality do not exist in the absolute, but emerge when two entities are in relation with one
another. In other words, because hierarchy and equality are relationship characteristics, they
cannot be associated with a bounded unique set of personal attributes. It is only when the per-
sonal self is engaged in interpersonal or intergroup comparisons that vertical/horizontal
properties of relatedness can emerge.

HYPOTHESES

It is thus possible to propose a sixfold differentiation of self-construals: the personal,
the relational (vertical and horizontal), the collective (vertical and horizontal), and the
humanity-bound self-concepts. The present study reports the development and validity
testing of an instrument to measure these types of self-construal across cultures.

Evidence for validity was sought through an exploration of the scale’s nomological net.
First, it was hypothesized that the strength of each type of self-construal would be pre-
dicted by the degree of identification with the type of grouping to which it is relevant.
Second, it was hypothesized that each type of self-construal would be predicted by the
degree to which respondents rated the relevant type of grouping as included within one’s
self. Third, it was predicted that each type of self-construal would be associated with rel-
evant prevailing values. Finally, it was predicted that mean self-construal scores from each
nation sampled would accord with relevant prior characterizations of cultural differences.

Values differ from self-construals in that the former refer to guiding principles in one’s
life (Schwartz, 1992, 1994), whereas the latter refer to the construal of self in its relation
to others. As such, our guiding principles are likely to be determined by the groups we
associate ourselves with and vice versa. Ip and Bond (1995) found associations between
TST responses and Schwartz’s (1992) values, whereas Cukur, Guzman, and Carlo (2004)
found consistently positive but modest correlations between Schwartz values and Singelis
et al.’s (1995) measures of horizontal and vertical self-construal among students from
Turkey, the Philippines, and the United States.

Schwartz (1992) proposed that values arise in response to three fundamental human needs,
those related to the survival of the individual, those relating to coordination with others, and
those relating to the welfare and needs of groups. These three groups of needs provide the basis
for predicting which values will be endorsed by those with each type of self-construal. It was
hypothesized that the personal individuated self would correlate most strongly with endorse-
ment of those values that promote the individual’s own goals, such as self-direction, achieve-
ment, and power. On the other hand, relational self-construals would correlate most strongly
with values that promote one’s goals in relations with close others and in-groups, such as con-
formity and benevolence (for the vertical dimension) and hedonism and stimulation (for the
horizontal dimension). Furthermore, collective self-construals would be expected to correlate
most strongly with socially oriented values such as tradition and security.

Schwartz’s model provides no basis for predicting humanity self-construal. Research in
Canada has identified respondents who reject categorizing persons in terms of ethnicities

Harb, Smith / SELF-CONSTRUALS ACROSS CULTURES 185

 at IACCP-International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology on March 7, 2014jcc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcc.sagepub.com/
http://jcc.sagepub.com/


or categories and see each person as an individual within the human race (Bourhis, Moise,
Perreault, & Senecal, 1997). On this basis, we predict humanity self-construal would be
correlated most strongly with universalism.

Arab cultures display strong vertical structures and strong family relationships (Barakat,
1993; Hofstede, 2001), whereas British culture is characterized by strong individualism and
relatively low power distance (Hofstede, 2001). Consequently, British students are predicted
to display greater endorsement of personal and horizontal relational self-construals than their
Arab counterparts, whereas the latter are predicted to endorse greater vertical and collective
self-construals than do British participants. Furthermore, the selected Lebanese sample has
greater ethnic, political, and religious heterogeneity than the student samples selected in
Jordan or Syria, and has been more strongly exposed to Western influences. The Lebanese
student sample scores are therefore predicted to be intermediate between British scores and
the scores for Jordan and Syria. No predictions are entered as to where humanity scores
would be highest, because there is no prior basis for doing so.

METHOD

SCALE CONSTRUCTION

Markus and Kitayama (1991) linked several aspects of independent and interdependent
self-construal with existing social, cognitive, motivational, and emotional paradigms. To
increase content validity, the selection of items for the new measure did not include any
peripheral associations or variables that are loosely linked to self-construal, but was lim-
ited to the core aspects and properties that are referred to in Markus and Kitayama’s (1991)
seminal article. As such, five items were selected and are listed below2:

I think of myself as connected (linked) to _____
I control my behavior to accommodate the wishes (interests) of _____
I am affected by events that concern (relate) to _____
I am aware of the needs, desires, and goals of _____
I feel I have a strong relationship with _____

These items tap the connectedness of individuals to certain groups in their environment,
and it is this degree of association that differentiates between an independent and an inter-
dependent self-construal. Furthermore, the others and groups to which the person is con-
nected will indicate the participants’ various self-construals, for example, whether their
self-construal is predominantly geared toward a vertical or horizontal, relational or collec-
tive self. Although humanity and personal self do not require specification of targets, both
relational and collective subcategories necessitate the use of prototypical exemplars. The
group “friends” was used as an exemplar of horizontal-relational construal, “family” was
used as an exemplar of vertical-relational construal, “students at my university” was used
as an exemplar of horizontal-collective construal, and “social grouping” was used as an
exemplar of vertical-collective construal. The latter category was defined at the outset of
the questionnaire as “any of the following: political group/party, governmental institution,
or religious affiliation.” Thus, participants rated on 7-point Likert-type scales the extent to
which each of the five self-construal questions applied to each of the six categories of con-
strual, with anchors from to a very small extent to to a very large extent. In the case of per-
sonal self-construals, the referents were phrased in terms of “Myself,” with a qualifying
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phrase where it was needed to maintain linguistic coherence. For instance, the first of the
items numbered above read “I think of myself as connected (linked) to myself (I am a
unique person separate from others),” whereas the fifth read “I feel I have a strong rela-
tionship with myself (I act as an independent person).”

The Sixfold Self-Construal Scale is a flexible instrument. For example, if one’s self-construal
is individualistic and thus unrelated to others, the respondent is likely to score negligibly on
the group categorizations (relational and collective items) and score higher on the “I am inde-
pendent and unique” items. Furthermore, self-construals are not necessarily exclusive or
bipolar. Participants can sample different subcategories to various degrees, depending on the
culture in which they are embedded as well as their own personal characteristics. In other
words, a high score on more than one subcategory is entirely probable. The new instrument
was simultaneously developed and phrased in both the Arabic and English languages, then
put through both a translation-back translation procedure and a bilingual committee
approach to ensure linguistic equivalence (van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).

The next step in validating the new scale was to check for concurrent criterion validity, by
determining whether the six self-construal scores are associated with relevant preexisting indi-
cators. Because there are no reliable and valid self-construal scales that reflect the theoretical
modifications proposed, the best way to assess concurrent criterion validity is by analyzing the
relation between the six self-construals and scores for closely related concepts. The link
between self-construal and social identification is a central tenet of self-categorization theory
(Turner et al., 1987). Aron and Aron’s (1996) model of “Inclusion of Others in the Self” (IOS)
concerns the individual’s wish to expand their sense of self by including other persons within
it. Predicted links between IOS and Brewer and Gardner’s tripartite model of self-construal
have been formulated (Aron & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001). To achieve measures of these con-
cepts, respondents were asked how strongly they identified with each group category and also
how much the others in each category were included in one’s self. For instance, one of the
items for horizontal-relational self-construal was, “I am aware of the needs, desires, and goals
of my friends.” The equivalent identity item was, “My identity is mostly defined by my
belonging to my friends.” For the inclusion-of-others items, respondents chose one of a series
of pairs of overlapping circles to indicate the degree to which particular others were included
in their own self-construal. The questionnaire thus comprised the 30 newly developed self-
construal items, 6 modified Group Identification items originally devised by Brown et al.
(1992), 6 modified items from the IOS Scale (Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron & McLaughlin-
Volpe, 2001), and the Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992). The Brown et al. items
showed Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of .87 (Brown et al., 1992), and their predic-
tive validity was established in that study and in many subsequent studies by social identity
researchers (e.g., Mlicki & Ellemers, 1996). The modified identity scale’s reliability analysis
in the present study showed Cronbach’s alpha coefficients above .80 across samples and sub-
categories with the exception of the personal identity category where reliability coefficients
varied between .64 and .70. The IOS items’ format prevents classic reliability analyses, but
the IOS’s construct validity has been established (e.g., Aron & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001). The
reliability of the Schwartz value types has been found to vary between different samples, but
they do show predictive validity (Smith & Schwartz, 1997).

PROCEDURE

The survey was administered to a total of 855 participants from Jordan, Lebanon, Syria,
and the United Kingdom. British students were invited to complete the questionnaire
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through incentive schemes such as research credit (n = 55) and through door-to-door distribu-
tion of questionnaires within student residences (n = 115; 20% response rate, a typical level for
this procedure). By contrast, student participants in Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria completed the
questionnaire during class time, after the researcher had secured the necessary approval. A total
of 170 British students from the University of Sussex, 227 Lebanese students from the
American University of Beirut, 226 Jordanian students from Amman University, and 232
Syrian students from the University of Damascus participated in this study.

RESULTS

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics and demographic details of the samples, as well as
Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities for each of the subscales. Reliabilities within each sample were
very good, varying between a single low of .68 to a high of .92. Five subscales out of six had
all reliability coefficients above .79, whereas the Personal subscale had acceptable reliability
with the minor exception of the sample from Jordan. These coefficients are much better than
have been typical for most other self-construal instruments and meet the requirement of
achieving equal reliability across samples (van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).

A six-component exploratory factor analysis with principal axis factoring extraction
and equamax rotation was conducted on the 30 items of the Sixfold Self-Construal Scale
in each of the four samples. Bartlett’s test of sphericity and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
were adequate for all samples. This indicates that the correlation matrices are factorable,
although measures of sampling adequacy found on the anti-image correlation matrices
were well above .5, thus indicating that none of the variables needed exclusion from the
analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Table 2 shows the factor loadings for the six speci-
fied factors of the rotated component matrix within each sample, as well as the total per-
centage of variance explained. The factor analyses yielded almost perfect rotation
matrices; out of the 720 cells displayed in Table 2, only one item loaded more strongly on
a different factor than the intended one.

A multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was also performed through LISREL on
the Sixfold Self-Construals Scale across samples, using the sample size weighted averaged
covariance matrix. This analysis gives equal weight to each individual sample and can be
interpreted as a cultural general solution. The fit indices showed reasonable support for the

TABLE 1

Sample Demographics and Scale Reliabilities

United Kingdom Lebanon Syria Jordan

N 170 227 232 226
Mean age (SD) 20.7 (3.0) 19.6 (1.5) 20.2 (2.3) 20.8 (1.6)
Range 17-45 17-30 17-22 17-27
Percentage male 33.5 48.5 17 19
Self-construals

Personal self .73 .73 .70 .68
Relational-vertical .86 .85 .80 .79
Relational-horizontal .83 .81 .83 .83
Collective-horizontal .89 .87 .82 .83
Collective-vertical .92 .89 .85 .91
Humanity .84 .87 .80 .83
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hypothesized model, χ2 (1946) = 3,678.71, p < .01 with the root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA) = .053, and the comparative fit index (CFI) = .96. Values lower than .08 for
the RMSEA and values larger than .95 for the CFI are indicative of excellent fit (Browne &
Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Individual country CFA analyses were also carried out
and demonstrated good data fit in each sample with the following: Lebanon’s χ2 (332) = 768.67,
p < .01, RMSEA = .072, and CFI = .93; Jordan’s χ2 (332) = 659, p < .01, RMSEA = .065, and
CFI = .93; United Kingdom’s χ2 (332) = 671.9, p < .01, RMSEA = .072, and CFI = .94; and
Syria’s χ2 (332) = 577.1, p < .01, RMSEA = .058, and CFI = .94.

This excellent set of results, both in terms of reliability and of scale structure, gives con-
fidence in the developed scales. Consequently, the 30 items were combined into six indices
measuring the six proposed categories of self-construal across cultures.

CONCURRENT CRITERION VALIDITY

As a test of concurrent criterion validity, the correlation matrix between self-construals,
Group Identification, and Inclusion of Others should yield the highest correlations between
the related subcategories of each scale. Table 3 displays pan-cultural correlation matrices
between self-construals, IOS, Social Identification, and values. The correlations here pre-
sented pan-culturally yielded comparable results when conducted separately within each
sample. As predicted, with a single exception, all self-construal subscales do correlate high-
est with their equivalent dimension within the Group Identification and IOS subscales, as
shown in bold on the diagonals of the correlation matrix. The anomalous correlation between
personal self-construal and personal inclusion of others was computed as a correlation with
the noninclusion of all others. This may account for the low value obtained. Noninclusion of
others is not a necessary component of seeing oneself as an independent actor.

Correlations between the self-construal subcategories and value types were substan-
tially weaker, although many are still significant. Because Schwartz value types are not
discrete entities, but groupings of values adjacent to one another, there are gradual transi-
tions in the interrelatedness of values with measures of self-construals. Nonetheless, as
predicted, self-direction, achievement, and power values showed the strongest correlations with
personal self-construal. Likewise, conformity correlated most strongly with vertical-relational
self-construal, stimulation and hedonism correlated most strongly with horizontal-collective
self-construal, and universalism correlated most strongly with humanity self-construal.
Dependent r tests (Steiger, 1980) showed that these predicted correlations are significantly
higher than the highest nonpredicted correlations presented in Table 3. The results for
benevolence, tradition, and security were less close to prediction, with equally strong cor-
relations found with several types of self-construal.

Table 4 presents the intercorrelations between the six self-construals. Dependent r tests indi-
cate that the correlations between the horizontal and vertical relational dimensions are signifi-
cantly higher than correlations between the relational dimensions and the collective ones (all
four comparisons are significant at p < .01). Similarly, the correlations between the horizontal
and vertical collective dimensions are significantly higher than correlations between the col-
lective dimensions and the relational ones. These findings indicate that the horizontal and ver-
tical aspects of the relational and collective dimensions are more closely bound within these
dimensions than across them. The differentiation of relational and collective self-construal is
more important than that between vertical and horizontal self-construal.

Table 5 presents means and standard deviations for self-construals in each sample. A
between-subjects MANCOVA was performed on the six self-construals: relational vertical,
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TABLE 3

Correlations for Self-Construals, Inclusion of Others,
Group Identification and Values

Self-Construal Scales

Vertical- Horizontal- Vertical- Horizontal-
Personal Relational Relational Collective Collective Humanity

Inclusion of others
Personal .07* –.32** –.30** –.45* –.36** –.42**
VR –.04 .64** .18** .17** .13* .09**
HR .03 .14** .57** .07** .11** .02
VC –.13** .09** .04 .67** .24** .26**
HC –.08* .12** .14** .28** .53** .22**
Humanity –.01 .06 .05 .20** .15** .63**

Social identification
Personal .53** .07 .03 –.09** –.06 –.03
VR .04 .70** .24** .16** .15** .09**
HR .02 .29** .70** .11** .22** .06
VC –.11** .21** .14** .75** .36** .24**
HC –.15** .14** .13** .37** .67** .30**
Humanity –.06 .09** .06 .29** .30** .67**

Values
Self-direction .20*** –.06 .12*** –.03 –.01 .09**
Achievement .13*** .11** .10** .11** .08* .10**
Power .14*** –.01 .03 –.03 –.03 –.16***
Conformity –.05 .38*** .02 .22*** .23*** .21***
Benevolence .01 .25*** .29*** .18*** .20*** .27***
Stimulation .19*** –.07 .22*** –.02 .02 .07*
Hedonism .18*** –.04 .23*** –.16*** –.09* –.17***
Tradition –.14*** .24*** –.07* .24*** .24*** .23***
Security –.05 .24*** .03 .18*** .23*** .21***
Universalism .08 .08* .09* .14*** .15*** .38***

NOTE: Sample size range 842 < N < 855, because of missing values.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

TABLE 4

Intercorrelations of the Self-Construals

Self-Construal Scales

Variable Personal Vertical-Relational Horizontal-Relational Vertical-Collective Horizontal-Collective

VR .07*
HR .09* .38**
VC –.12** .25** .22**
HC –.12** .22** .28** .49**
Humanity .01 .13** .14** .39** .37**

NOTE: Sample size range 851 < N < 855, because of missing values.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

relational horizontal, collective vertical, collective horizontal, humanity, and personal self, with
age as a covariate.3 The independent variable, country, was at four levels (United Kingdom,
Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan). Results for evaluation of assumptions of normality, homogeneity
of variance-covariance matrices, linearity, and multicollinearity were satisfactory. The age
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covariate was adequately reliable for covariance analysis. With the use of Pillai’s trace
criterion, the combined dependent variables were significantly related to age, F(6,740) =
3.669, p < .01; partial η2 = .029, and to the independent variable of country, F(18,2226) =
12.276, p < .001; partial η2 = .096.

Tests of between-subject effects indicated that age had a significant effect only on relational-
horizontal self-construal, F(1,745) = 9.89, p < .01, with a partial eta squared of η2 = .013.
Younger participants exhibited higher levels of horizontal relational self-construal than older
participants. On the other hand, all effects of country on the dependent variables were signifi-
cant. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni post hoc corrections for multiple comparisons
between nations on the six dimensions of self-construals yielded the following results:

Personal self-construal. Rank order of means indicates that the U.K. sample scored highest
on the personal dimension, followed by Lebanon, Jordan, and finally Syria. Pairwise compari-
son of adjusted means with Bonferroni corrections indicated that the Syrian sample scored sig-
nificantly lower than all three samples, with no other differences showing significance.

Relational-vertical. Rank order of means indicates that the Syrian sample scored high-
est, followed by Jordan, Lebanon, and the United Kingdom. Pairwise comparisons of mean
differences with Bonferroni corrections indicated that there was a significant adjusted
mean difference between the U.K. sample and both Syria and Jordan, with no other dif-
ferences significant.

Relational-horizontal. Rank order of means indicates that the U.K. sample scored highest,
followed by Lebanon, Jordan, and Syria. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni corrections
indicated that the U.K. sample’s adjusted mean on relational-horizontal self-construal is sig-
nificantly different from all other samples. No other differences are significant.

Collective-vertical. Rank order of means indicates that the U.K. sample scored lowest,
followed by Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correc-
tions indicated that the Syrian sample scores significantly higher than all other samples,
with no other significant differences.

Collective-horizontal. Yet again, Arab samples (Lebanon excepted) tended to display
the predicted higher collective scores, with the Syrian sample scoring highest, followed by
the Jordanian sample. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni corrections indicated that the
Syrian sample scored significantly higher than both the United Kingdom and Lebanon,

TABLE 5

Sample Means

Self-Construal Scales

Vertical- Horizontal- Vertical- Horizontal-
Countries Personal Relational Relational Collective Collective Humanity

United Kingdom 5.87 (0.89) 5.90 (1.02) 5.78 (0.87) 3.22 (1.40) 3.01 (1.23) 3.83 (1.16)
Lebanon 5.79 (1.04) 5.93 (0.98) 5.20 (0.98) 3.57 (1.41) 2.93 (1.20) 3.90 (1.34)
Syria 5.15 (1.34) 6.19 (1.04) 4.95 (1.18) 4.41 (1.31) 3.66 (1.21) 4.65 (1.32)
Jordan 5.50 (1.16) 6.14 (0.93) 5.13 (1.10) 3.56 (1.62) 3.32 (1.18) 4.34 (1.33)

NOTE: Figures in brackets give standard deviations.
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whereas Jordan scored significantly higher than Lebanon. The difference between
Lebanon and United Kingdom is not significant.

Humanity. Both Jordanian and Syrian samples display greater humanity self-construal than
both the Lebanese and British samples. Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni corrections indi-
cate that there are no significant mean differences between Jordan and Syria or between United
Kingdom and Lebanon. On the other hand, the two clusters of British–Lebanese and
Jordanian–Syrian differ significantly in their adjusted means on humanity self-construal.

In sum, the MANCOVA analyses and pairwise comparisons confirm the hypotheses,
with Syrian and Jordanian samples showing greater endorsement of vertical and collective
dimensions of self-construal than their British counterparts and the latter showing greater
relational-horizontal and personal self-construals. These results are consistent with exist-
ing characterizations of nation-level cultural differences (e.g., Hofstede, 2001). As
expected, the Lebanese sample showed a profile of self-construals somewhere between
those of the Syrians and Jordanians on one hand and the British on the other.

DISCUSSION

Developments in psychological research have modified our conceptions of the self as a
closed island of intrapsychic attributes toward a more dynamic, cognitive, and socially con-
nected entity. By differentiating between independent and interdependent self-construals,
cross-cultural researchers have initiated movement toward a universal perspective. In light
of more recent findings, the present research further differentiates self-construals across cul-
tures into six subcategories: the personal, the relational-horizontal and relational-vertical, the
collective-horizontal and collective-vertical, and the humanity-bound levels of self-construal.
These distinctions were derived from two separate theoretical traditions: cross-cultural research
on the self and self-categorization theory. Consequently, the conceptual propositions that
were advanced took account of the social groups to which the individual belongs and of
the cultural matrices in which that individual is embedded. To test this theoretical refine-
ment, this study presented a sixfold self-construal instrument and analyzed its reliability,
factor structure, and convergent criterion validity cross-culturally. Convergent criterion
validity was confirmed, and the new scale thus appears to be a reliable, valid, and robust
measure of self-construals in the samples investigated.

Three aspects of the results require comment. First, issues concerning translation, con-
trol of sample and culture characteristics, potential order effects, and within-scale control
variables were all taken into account in the present research. However, by selecting par-
ticipants from university populations, the external validity of the results is reduced. The
extent to which the new scale can be applied across different persons, settings, and times
and the extent to which the results can be generalized to broader populations must neces-
sarily await further investigation and adaptation.

Second, although the sixfold self-construal instrument was focused on the properties of con-
nectedness to others as proposed by Markus and Kitayama (1991), it could also be of interest
to sample the population of self-construal definitions more widely. For instance, it has been
assumed in the past that independent self-construal implies greater agency, whereas interde-
pendence is seen as a more passive going along with others. Questioning this assumption,
Kağétçébaşé (2005) has proposed that agency and relatedness are orthogonal to one another.
The separate measures of individual and collective efficacy that would be required to tap
Kağétçébaşé’s dimension of agency could be added. Indeed, Hardin, Leong, and Bhagwat
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(2004) were able to identify an assertiveness factor distinct from other aspects of inde-
pendence within the solution that they obtained among U.S. responses to the Singelis
(1994) Self-Construal Scale.

Finally, although the self-construal model developed in this research proposes generic cat-
egories such as relational-vertical or collective-horizontal, the instrument deploys only exem-
plars of each category. How would scores change across cultures if different exemplars were
used? The clustering of types of grouping obtained by Deaux et al. (1995) in the United States
suggests that the choice of relational and collective exemplars may not be critical. However,
the distinction between vertical and horizontal groupings may be less consistent. Perhaps the
most controversial element of the present self-construal scale lies in the selection of family as
the vertical-relational exemplar. Family dynamics are arguably culture dependent, with dif-
ferent structures emerging in different cultural contexts (Kağétçébaşé, 2005). When investigat-
ing student samples, “family” may be a useful and cross-culturally available relational group
with somewhat hierarchical dynamics because students either live with their family of origin
or have only recently departed from doing so. This exemplar would not be necessarily suit-
able for nonstudent populations, and subsequent investigators using the relational-vertical
dimension will need to choose a target exemplar judiciously.

The development of individual-level measures of self-construal has undoubtedly bene-
fited cross-cultural psychology. Nonetheless, there is a growing consensus that the limita-
tions of existing scales require a new generation of measures. The present measure derives
most directly from Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) formulation, but can claim strong reli-
ability, robust factor structure, and convergent criterion validity in samples quite different
from those with which Markus and Kitayama were originally concerned. It shares with
other recent measures such as that of E. S. Kashima and Hardie (2000) the need to differ-
entiate relational and collective self-construals. However, it also provides some support for
the empirical independence of vertical and horizontal forms of relational and collective
self-construal from one another. The self-construal scale’s cultural utility depends on how well
it discriminates between various cultural groups. Comparisons between British, Lebanese,
Jordanian, and Syrian participants did yield significant differences on almost all predicted
relationships. Although British participants endorsed both personal and relational-horizontal
self-construals more strongly, Arab participants endorsed vertical and collective self-construals
more strongly. Furthermore, these contrasts were stronger between United Kingdom on one
hand and Jordan and Syria on the other hand. Further research will be required to determine
why humanity self-construal was highest in Jordan and Syria.

The present research provides a first step in testing the psychometric properties and validity
of the Sixfold Self-Construal Scale. Further validation research through the use of a wider sam-
pling of cultures and the use of nonstudent populations would increase confidence in both the
conceptual and psychometric properties of the Sixfold Self-Construal Scale.

Furthermore, future research can focus on investigating the association between the var-
ious subcategories of self-construal that have been identified and other social psychologi-
cal variables, thus contributing to the further unraveling of the interrelations between
culture, self, and social behavior.

NOTES

1. Triandis (1989) also proposed a distinction between three types of self, but his typology does not map pre-
cisely onto the present proposal.

2. A sixth item “choices in my life are influenced by” was originally included but subsequently removed
because of both conceptual and psychometric problems.
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3. Furthermore, MANOVAs were conducted that also included gender as an additional factor. There were sig-
nificant gender by nation interactions, with significant gender differences on relational self-construals among
British participants and no gender differences within the Arab samples. These differences do not affect the con-
clusions reported here. Details are available from the first author.
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of cross-cultural psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 3, pp. 77-108). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Steiger, J. H. (1980). Tests for comparing elements of a correlation matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 87, 245-251.
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2006). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Triandis, H. C. (1989). The self and social behavior in differing cultural contexts. Psychological Review, 96, 506-520.
Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social

group: A self-categorisation theory. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
Turner, J. C., Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., & McGarty, C. (1994). Self and collective: Cognition and social con-

text. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, 454-463.
Turner, J. C., & Onorato, R. S. (1999). Social identity, personality, and the self-concept: A self-categorization per-

spective. In T. Tyler, R. M. Kramer, & O. P. John (Eds.), The psychology of the social self (pp. 11-46).
London: Erlbaum.

van de Vijver, F., & Leung, K. (1997). Methods and data analysis for cross-cultural research. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Charles Harb is an assistant professor of psychology at the American University of Beirut, Lebanon. His
research interests lie in social and political psychology, and focus on social identities, self-construals, and
values across cultures, with a special emphasis on the dynamics in the Arab world.

Peter B. Smith is a professor emeritus of social psychology at the University of Sussex, United Kingdom.
He is author of seven books, including Leadership, Organisations and Culture (1988 with Mark Peterson)
and Understanding Social Psychology Across Cultures (2006, with Michael Bond and Cigdem
Kagitcibasi) and more than 140 other publications. For 6 years, he was editor of this journal and he is a
former president of the International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology.

 at IACCP-International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology on March 7, 2014jcc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcc.sagepub.com/
http://jcc.sagepub.com/


<<
  /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 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /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 150
  /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 false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


