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1. INTRODUCTION

During the last 30 years, assessments of therapeutic strategies and health programs 
have been based on more and more sophisticated methodologies. After cost-benefi t 
analyses in the 70s, the expectation to take into account medical effectiveness, assessed 
in the frame of its own reference systems, has suggested developing cost-effectiveness 
analyses. Then quality of life consideration has suggested taking into account the 
preferences of the decision maker (patient, physician, etc.). on “health state” alterna-
tives and to think about methods able to aggregate in one single dimension medical 
effectiveness (measured for example in number of life years gained) and the quality 
of life of these life years. 

This approach has generated “cost-utility” analyses based upon similar concept 
than cost-effectiveness analyses, but in which medical effectiveness has been replaced 
by a mono-dimensional aggregate of effectiveness and quality of life.

Considering the growing number of published cost-utility studies in the last decade 
and the use of these studies by public authorities to make decision, it seems important 
to study the effective robustness and theoretical foundations of so frequently used 
aggregative approaches. In this paper, we particularly focus on the technique known as 
“Quality Adjusted Life Years” (QALYs) because this technique is often recommended 
to compare results coming from various studies (league tables) in order to suggest 
public health program priorities. The knowledge of the assumptions underlying the 
validity of these comparisons is then very important.

We propose to briefl y present the QALY method, then we will study the justifi cation 
of this method which is the multi-attribute utility theory, after that we will propose an 
other way to attempt to validate this theory in one specifi c context.

2. KEY QUESTIONS

According to the defi nition, and in its simplest expression, the specifi cation of the 
aggregation function proposed by the QALY approach in order to aggregate a gain of 
t life years in a health state which the quality is measured by the number q, is equal 
to the product of the duration t with the quality of life q.

Two questions need to be answered:
1) On what theoretical foundations are based methods allowing to measure the quality 

of a health state?
2) On what theoretical foundations is based the specifi cation of the “multiplicative” 

model of the aggregation function, linking time duration and quality?

Some elements of answers of these two questions could be found in the Neuman-
nian utility theory and in the multi-attribute utility theory.
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3. NEUMANIAN UTILITY AND MULTI-ATTRIBUTE UTILITY

The concept of Neumannian utility requires that preferences of economic agents 
are applied on set of object endowed with a Neumannian structure [1].

We obtain a Neumannian structure on a set E by defi ning a family of function 
(hn)n≥2 , where for any n ≥ 2, hn is an application of  Enx∆(n)1 in E such as:

For any e1, e2 belonging to E, p = (p1, p2), q = (q1, q2) belonging to ∆(2):
  h2[e1, h2(e1, e2, p), q] = h2[e1, e2, (p1 + p2q1, p2q2)]
  h2[h2(e1, e2, p), e2, q] = h2[e1, e2, (p1q1, p2 + p1q2)]
and for any n ≥ 3 ,
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Thus, this expression gives the recurrent defi nition of the functions h3, h4, … and, 
clearly pn ≠ 0 hence pn-1+pn ≠ 0

We call Neumannian utility function associated with a preference relation ≽ on 
E, all application u in E in the set of real numbers such as :

  For any e1 et e2 belonging to E, e1 ≽ e2 ⇔  u(e1) ≥ u(e2)
  For any e1, …, en belonging to E, and p = (p1, …, pn), belonging to ∆(n):
u[hn(e1, …, en, p)] = p1u(e1) + … + pnu(en)
It is easy to show that if u is a Neumanian utility function associated with ≽, one 

necessary and suffi cient condition for which v is un Neumanian utility function asso-
ciated to ≽ is that it exist two real numbers a and b such as v = au + b. This result is 
important because it enlights the fact that Neumanian utility is measured in a reference 
system which we have the choice of the origin and of the unit.

If building an ordinal utility function on a set of health states is relatively easy, it 
is more delicate to build a cardinal or a Neumannian utility function due to the fact 
these constructions impose to the set of health states to have respectively either a 
vector space structure or a Neumannian structure. The problem is that such structures 
does not exist on health states sets in a relevant way.

In order to by-pass this diffi culty, preferences are not anymore defi ned on Health 
states directly, but on gambles which lots are health states.

We call gamble on a set E, any random discrete variable X, having for support 
S = {e1, …, em} with a distribution P(X = ei) = αi , i = 1, …, m.
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Any gamble with a support which only contains one element e from E is called 
certain gamble and is noted δe.

Let us denote E the set of gambles on E. Von Neumann and Morgenstern [1] have 
defi ned on E one operation named the “gamble composition”.

Considering two gambles X1 et X2 respectively with support S1 et S2, and distri-
bution P(X1 = x1i) = αi i = 1, …, n, and P(X2 = x2i) = βi i = 1, …, m, et p = (p1, p2) 
belonging to ∆(2), the gamble composition of X1 et X2 for the weighting system p is 
the gamble Z = h2(X1, X2, p) with support S = 21 SS ∪  and distribution : 

P(Z = x1i) = p1αi   for any i = 1, …, n such as c)i(J)j,i( ∈

P(Z = x1i) = p1αi + p2 ∑
∈

β
)i(Jj

j
  for any i = 1, …, n such as )i(J)j,i( ∈

P(Z = x2j) = p2αj   for any j = 1, …, m such as c)i(J)j,i( ∈

where ∀i, i=1..n, J(i) = {(i, j) / x1i = x2j, i = 1, …, n, j = 1, …, m}, and J(i)c denote 
the complementary set of J(i).

It is easy to prove that the gamble composition endows E with a Neumannian 
structure.

Standard gamble [2] allows the experimental revelation of patient preferences on a 
set of gambles with health states as lots and is based on the Neumannian utility theory. 
This implies that Standard gamble is based on a key hypothesis: patient preferences 
on gambles can be represented with a Neumannian utility function. That means that 
the patient is risk neutral in a probabilistic way [3].

A second important consequence of this hypothesis is that measures performed with 
this technique are only valid in the reference system used. Generally, this reference 
system is set up in selecting two health states z0 and z1, such as u(δz0) =0, u(δz1

) = 1. 
If v(δz) is the Neumannian utility of the certain gamble δz measured in an other 

reference system, it is obvious that u(δz) is different than v(δz). This measure u(δz) 
can be expressed in the former reference system as following:

      
)(v)(v
)(v)(v

)(u
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zz

zz
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To be noted that if we know the utilities of certain gambles δz in one specifi c 
reference system, it is possible to calculate the utility of any gamble which lots are 
health states taken into account. If X denotes the gamble with support S = {z1, …, 
zn} and distribution P(Z = zi ) = αi, 

then:
u(X) = u[hn(δz1

,…, δzn
, α1, …, αn)] = α1u(δz1

) + … + αnu(δzn
)
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The multi-attribute utility theory proposes some partial answers of the key follo-
wing question:

If the lots of the gambles of the set E are described with n attributes, what are the 
conditions to potentially fi nd a relationship between the agent preferences expressed 
on gambles for any attribute, and his preference on gambles with lots described by 
the whole set of attributes?

We will clarify this issue in the particular case when lots are described with two attribu-
tes: time duration and health state. Any lot is then a couple (t, z) where t is a time duration 
and z a health state. For example if t = 10 years and z = “to be in good health”, the meaning 
of the lot (t, z) corresponds to the situation “leave 10 years in good health”.

In this particular case, the health state corresponding to the death is not relevant: 
what would be the meaning of the situation “be dead during 10 years” ?

This suggests excluding death from the set of possible health states when we refer 
to the multi-attribute utility theory as well as null duration time when we refer to the 
multi-attribute theory.

In the following, we will note T the set of time duration and Z the set of health 
states. We denote T and Z  the set of gambles defi ned on T and Z respectively.

One important result [4, 5] provides a suffi cient condition so that the utility mea-
sured on TxZ is equal to a multilinear form of the utilities on the gambles defi ned on 
T and Z respectively. This result is based on the concept of mutual independence in 
utility of T and Z [6].

Let’s say that u is a Neumannian utility associated with the preference relation 
≽ on TxZ.

We say that T is independent in utility from Z if and only if:
- for any t belonging to T, z and z’ belonging to Z, it exist a, a>0, and b independent 

from t such as: u(δ(t, z)) = au(δ(t, z’)) + b
T and Z are mutually independent in utility if and only if T is independent from 

Z and Z independent from T.
Most of cost-utility studies use the death as the origin of utilities. Then, we can be 

tempted using death in the frame of multi-attribute utility theory by putting u(δ(t,death)) 
= 0, even if it is meaningless as noted before. 

In this case, if T is independent in utility from Z, for any health state z, u(δ(t,z’)) is 
independent of t; it is then useless to invoke the multi-attribute utility theory.

The theorem allowing expressing u as multilinear form of the utilities on the 
gambles defi ned on each attribute is the following:

Main theorem: 
Given a preference relation on TxZ which can be associated to a Neumannian 

utility function.
Given t0, t1 éléments of T et z0, z1 éléments of Z such as:
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δ(t1
,z0) ≻ δ(t

0
,z

0
) and δ(t

0
,z

1
) ≻ δ(t

0
,z

0
), where ≻ is the strict preference relation as-

sociated to the relation ≽. 
We denote u the Neumannian utility function associated to ≽, such as:
u(δ(t

0
,z

0
)) = 0 and u(δ(t

1
,z

1
)) = 1.

if T et Z are mutually independent in utility, then:
u(δ(t,z)) = u(δ(t,z

0
)) + u(δ(t

0
,z)) + ku(δ(t,z

0
)) u(δ(t

0
,z))

      with 
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or in another way:
u(δ(t,z)) = u(δ(t

0
,z

1
)) v(δz) + u(δ(t

1
,z

0
)) w(δt) + [1 – u(δ(t

0
,z

1
)) – u(δ(t

1
, z

0
))] v(δz) w(δt)

where u and v are two Neumannian utility functions associated to the preferences 
defi ned by u(δ(t

0
, z)) and u(δ(t, z

0
)) on T and Z respectively, and such that : v(δz

0
) = 0, 

v(δz
1
)=1, w(δt

0
) = 0 and w(δt

1
) = 1.

Quality Adjusted Life Years referring to multi-attribute utility
Can we use the former result to justify that it exists a Neumannian utility function 

associated to the patient preference on the gambles with lots in TxZ can be written as 
a product of two Neumannian utility functions : one defi ned on the gambles with lots 
belonging to T, and the other defi ned on the gambles with lots belonging to Z ?

Let’s assume that it exists one patient whom his preferences on the gambles with 
lots belonging to TxZ can be presented in the reference system defi ned with the gam-
bles δ(t

0
,z

0
) et δ(t

1
,z

1
) in using the Neumannian utility function u.

Let’s also suppose that δ(t
1
,z

0
) ≻ δ(t

0
,z

0
) and δ(t

0
,z

1
) ≻ (δt

0
, δz

0
), and T and Z are mutu-

ally independent in utility.
If for any δ(t,z), u(δ(t,z)) = v(δt)w(δz) holds, where v and w are Neumannian utility 

functions respectively defi ned on Z and T and measured in the reference systems (δz
0
, 

δz
1
) and (δt

0
, δt

1
), we get:

 (a) u(δ(t
0
,z

0
)) = v(δz

0
) w(δt

0
) = 0  then either v(δz

0
) = 0 or w(δt

0
) = 0

 (b) u(δ(t
0
,z

1
)) = v(δz

0
) w(δt

1
) > 0 then v(δz

0
) ≠ 0, 

 (c) u(δt
1
, δz

0
) = v(δt

1
) w(δz

0
) > 0 then w(δz

0
) ≠ 0, 

which leads to a contradiction.
Then, if u is a Neumannian utility function meeting the conditions of the above 

main theorem, u cannot be written as the product of two Neumannian utility functions 
defi ned respectively on T and Z with reference systems using the same attributes as 
those defi ning the reference system of u.
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However Pliskin JS et alii [7] used the main theorem cited above to provide 
suffi cient conditions in order to demonstrate the existence of a Neumannian utility 
function on TxZ specifi ed as the product of the time duration with a utility function 
defi ned on Z.

Two additional conditions are necessary to come up with this result.
The fi rst condition is the risk neutrality (according to Arrow and Pratt) of an agent 

on the time durations.
The second condition assumes that the coeffi cient γ of time trade-off, between 

health states z0 and z1, attributed to the agent is independent with time.
Let suppose that u is a utility function defi ned on TxZ measured in the reference system 

defi ned by the gambles δ(t
0
, z

0
) et δ(t

1
, z

1
) and that δ(t

1
, z

0
) ≻ δ(t

0
, z

0
) and δ(t

0
, z

1
) ≻ δ(t

0
, z

0
).

T and Z being mutually independent in utility, u is expressed in this reference 
system as follows:

u(δ(t, z)) = u(δ(t
0
, z

1
)) v(δz) + u(δ(t

1
, z

0
)) w(δt) + [1 - u(δ(t

0
, z

1
)) - u(δ(t

1
, z

0
))] v(δz) w(δt)

where  v et w are two Neumannian utility function associated to preferences res-
pectively described by u(δ(t

0
, z)) and u(δ(t, z

0
)) on Z and T, such as : v(δz

0
) = 0,  v(δz

1
) = 

1, w(δt
0
) = 0, w(δt

1
) = 1.

Then, we can write:
 u(δ(γt, z

1
)) = u(δ(t

0
, z

1
)) + u(δ(t

1
, z

0
)) w(δγt) + [1 - u(δ(t

0
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1
)) - u(δ(t

1
, z

0
))] w(δγt)
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1
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0

))  = u(δ(t
1
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0
)) w(δt)

Moreover, the coeffi cient of time trade-off γ being independent with time duration, 
we have:

    u(δ(t, z
0

))  = u(δ(γt, z
1

))
and then:
    u(δ(t
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The agent being risk neutral (according to Arrow and Pratt) the utility of the gamble 

δt in the reference system δt
0

 and δt
1

 is equal to: 
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Then the utility of the gamble δ(t, z) is equal to:
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The function U defi ned on TxZ by: U(δ(t, z)) = (t1 – γt0)u(δ(t, z)) + γt0 is a utility 
function which describes the same preferences than u in the reference system defi ned 
by the gamble δ(t*

0
, z*

0
) et δ(t*

1
, z*

1
) such as :

01

0
)*z,*t(

01

0
)*z,*t( tt

t1)(uet
tt

t)(u
1100 γ−

γ−
=δ

γ−
γ−

=δ

So, this function U is expressed as:

U(δ(t, z)) = [γ + (1 – γ)v(δz)] t

In a similar way, the function V defi ned on Z by: V(δz) = γ + (1 – γ)v(δz) is a utility 
function which describes the same preferences than v in the reference system defi ned 
by the gambles δz’’

0
 et δz’’

1
 such as :

)(v1
1
1)(Vet)(v

1
)(V

1100 z''z*z''z δ==
γ−
γ−

=δδ=
−γ
γ

=δ

and then: U(δ(t, z)) = t V(δz), with t ≠ 0
Hence, the agent preferences on TxZ can be expressed as a Neumannian utility 

function equal to the time duration weighted with the Neumannian utility of the 
gambles with lots which are health states.

This result is often used to justify the use of QALYs from the Multi Attribute Utility 
Theory, but without mentioning the underlying necessary conditions. This fact leads 
to a non valid use of the QALY indicator when representing the agent preferences 
on TxZ.

Like we have explained, this writing assumes, in addition of the conditions about 
the agent behaviour2, that :
• the zero time duration and the health state “death” are excluded from the set of 

health states,
• U and V are measured in different and precise reference systems. If the reference 

system, initially used, is defi ned by the gambles δ(t
0
, z

0
) and δ(t

1
, z

1
) such as  δ(t

1
, z

0
) 

≻ δ(t
0
, z

0
) et δ(t

0
, z

1
) ≻ δ(t

0
, z

0
) and in which preferences on TxZ are described by the 

function u, the reference system in which U is measured is defi ned by the gambles   
δ(t*

0
, z*

0
) et δ(t*

1
, z*

1
) such as:

01

0
)*z,*t(

01
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)*z,*t( tt

t1)(uet
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t)(u
1100 γ−

γ−
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=δ , 

2 Risk neutrality in probability on TxZ, T and Z, risk neutrality according to Arrow-Pratt on T, mutual 
independence on T X Z , time trade-off rate between two health states independent from time 
duration, conditions which the robustness has been studied in [8]

et

et

et
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the reference system in which is measured V is characterized by the gambles: 

δz*
0
 et δz*

1
 such as: v(δz*

1
) = 1 et .

1
)(v *

0z −γ
γ

=δ

The problem is that most of studies using QALYs present QALYs as utilities 
referring to the multi-attribute utility theory without, any checking or even mentions 
of these conditions. This leads to important errors when comparing cost-utility (often 
presented as “cost-effectiveness”) ratios coming from studies using different reference 
systems to calculate health states utilities.

4. QALYS AND DECISION MAKING

We have presented the diffi culties to represent agent preferences on TxZ with a 
Neumannian utility function equal to the product of time duration with utilities on 
gambles defi ned on health states.

It is possible to reverse our approach: instead to express agent preferences by 
modelling as shown above, it is possible to help this agent to decide in propo-
sing an utility function specifi ed on TxZ as the product of a Neumannian utility 
function on T and a utility function on Z, which properties will guaranty rational 
choices.

Let us consider the utility function u on TxZ defi ned by:
• for any δ(t, z), belonging to TxZ, u(δ(t, z)) = v(δz) w(δt),
• for any gamble X with support S = {(t1,z1), …, (tn,zn)} and such as P[X = (ti, zi)] 

= αi, for i=1, .. , n, u(X) = α1u(δ(t
1

, z
1
)) + … + αnu(δ(t

n
, z

n
))

where v is a Neumannian utility function on Z such as v(δz*
0
) = 0, v(δz*

1
) = 1 and 

w is a Neumannian utility function on T such as  w(δt*
0
) = 0, w(δt*

1
) = 1.

So it is easy to prove that u is a Neumannian function and that:
u(δ(t*

0
, z*

0
)) = v(δz*

0
) w(δt*

0
) = 0, u(δ(t*

1
, z*

1
)) = 1, u(δ(t*

0
, z*

1
)) = 0, u(δ(t*

1
, z*

0
)) = 0. 

Gambles δ(t*
0

, z*
0
)) et δ(t*

1
, z*

1
) are then respectively the origin and the unit of the 

referencial where values of u are measured.
The only diffi culty is to know in which referential (δt*

0
, δt*

1
) and (δz*

0
, δz*

1
) the 

utility function w and v must be respectively measured so that utilities built on TxZ 
are relevant.

Indeed, let’s say v a Neumannian utility function on Z measured in a reference 
system δz*

0
, δz*

1
 and w a Neumannian utility function on T measured in the reference 

system δt*
0
, δt*

1
.

Suppose z, z’, are two health states and t, t’ two time durations, such as : δ t ≻  δt*
0
’ 

and δz ≻  δz’≻  δz*
0
, then we have:
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u(δ(z, t)) = v(δz)w(δt) and u(δ(z’, t’)) = v(δz’)w(δt’) values which are measured in the 
referential δ(z*

0
, t*

0
), δ(z*

1
, t*

1
).

Moreover v(δz) > v(δz’) > 0 et w(δt) > w(δt’) > 0, implies u(δ(z, t)) > u(δ(z’, t’)) and 
then δ(z, t) ≻  δ(z’, t’).

For any Neumannian utility function V describing the same preferences than v, it 
exists two real numbers, a > 0 and b such as v = aV + b.

Let’s say U such as for any δ(z, t), of TxZ, we have 
    U(δ(z, t)) = V(δz) w(δt)    (1)
U is then measured in the referential δ(z°

0
, t*

0
), δ(z°

1
, t*

1
), where z°0 and z°1 are such 

as: v(δz°
0
) = b and v(δz°

1
) = a + b

Now let’s prove that these two particular health states z°0 and z°1 can be defi ned 
such that U(δ(z, t)) < U(δ(z’, t’)) and then such that:

        [av(δz) + b]w(δt) < [av(δz’) + b]w(δt’)       (2)
Without weakening the generalization, we can put a=1, then (2) becomes:
[v(δz) + b]w(δt) < [v(δz’) + b]w(δt’)

≻ 
v(δz) w(δt) - v(δz’) w(δt’) < b[w(δt’) - w(δt)].
It results:

          )(w)(w
)(w)(v)(w)(vb

t't

't'ztz

δ−δ
δδ−δδ

<     (3)

Let b° any value of b fulfi lling the condition (3) and z°
0
 and z°

1
 such as

v(δz°
0
) = b0 and v(δz°

1
) = 1 + b°.

Clearly v(δz°
1
) > v(δz°0) and because V(δz) = v(δz) – b°, we have :V(δz°0) = 0 and 

V(δz°1) = 1
The Neumannian utility function V measured in the scale δz°

0
, δz°

1
 describes exac-

tly the same preferences than v. Then it is possible, such as above, to propose to the 
decision maker to use the utility function U deduced from V as given in (1) to make 
his decision.

For this function, we have: U(δ(z, t)) < U(δ(z’, t’)), thus: δ(z’, t’) ≻  (δ(z, t)), which is the 
opposite result than the one obtained with the function u with no change on the de-
cision maker preferences on TxZ!

This proves that, if we use the decision making procedure proposed above, the choice 
of the reference system in which are measured the utility of elements belonging to Z, 
impacts the ordering of TxZ elements and, “in fi ne” the decision maker choices!

Then it is necessary, when using this decision making approach, to justify the relevance 
of the reference system selection in which are measured the utilities. This justifi cation unfor-
tunately does not exist in most of publications using QALYs as the main outcome, leading 
to serious questions about the potential validity and relevance of the presented results.
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5. CONCLUSION

There are two approaches which can provide strong theoretical foundations of 
QALY technique. The fi rst one makes use of agent preferences and assumes that ex-
perimental methods such as Standard gamble can be used to express agent preferences 
on gambles with lots which are respectively time duration and health states.

This approach requires a set of conditions on the agent behaviour toward risk (risk 
neutrality in probabilities and risk neutrality according to Arrow and Pratt) and on its 
own balance between quality of life and life duration (mutual independence in utility 
of gambles on time durations and health states, time trade-off rate independent from 
time duration). This approach excludes to consider death among health states and 
zero time among time duration.

However, if all these conditions are met, it is possible to express a Neumannian 
utility function associated to agent preferences on gambles (with are time duration 
and health state as lots) as the product of time duration with a utility function with 
health states as lots. 

It is very important to remind that this multiplicative formula is not valid in every 
reference system and it is then necessary to determine in what reference systems 
this formula can be used in order to measure agent preferences. This is theoretically 
possible, as explained, but extremely diffi cult to manage practically.

The second approach, which refers to decision making methods, proposes to 
the agent a utility function in view to express his choice on the gambles with time 
durations and health states as lots. It is then possible to propose as a Neumannian 
utility function the specifi cation used by the QALY technique3, under the condition 
one precisely defi nes the reference system in which this specifi cation is relevant. As 
we have shown, results obtained with this specifi cation are totally dependent on the 
selected reference system to assess quality of life. A simple change of the QOL scale 
origin could invert the assessment results expressed in QALYs !

Whatever the retained approach, reference systems of measurement must be des-
cribed and validated before presenting any results expressed in QALYs. If not, any 
results would be considered as unfounded.

3 In this case, it is assumed that the agent is neutral toward risk in probabilities. 



696 Béresniak, J.P. Auray, M. and Lamure, G. Duru.

  Estudios de Economía Aplicada, 2006: 685-696• Vol. 24-3

6. BIBLIOGRAPHIE
 

VON NEUMANN J, MORGENSTERN O, Theory of games and economic behavior, Princeton 

University Press, 3ième édition, 640 pages, 1953.

TORRANCE GW, Measurement of Health state utilities for economic appraisal: a review, Journal 

of health economics, 5, p. 1, 30, 1986

COHEN MD, Risk aversion concept in expected and non-expected-utility models, The Geneva 

papers on risk and insurance theory, 20, p. 73, 91, 1995.

KEENEY R., RAÏFFA H, Decisions with multiple objectives, Preferences and value tradeoffs, Cam-

bridge University Press, 569 pages, 1993.

FISHBURN PC, Nonlinear preference and utility theory, Wheatsheaf Books, 259 pages, 1988.

FISHBURN PC, Independance in utility theory with whole product sets, Operation Research, 13, 

p. 28, 45, 1965.

PLISKIN JS, SHEPARD DS, WEINSTEIN MC, Utility functions for life years and health status, 

Operation Research, 28, p. 206, 223, 1980.

DURU G, AURAY JP,  BÉRESNIAK A, LAMURE M, PAINE A, NICOLOYANNIS N, Limitations of 

the methods used for calculating Quality-Adjusted life-year values, Pharmacoeconomics 

2002 20 (7) 



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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  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 /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


