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ABSTRACT—Why are older adults reluctant to adopt new
technology, such as the Internet, given its potential to im-
prove the quality of their lives? We review evidence indi-
cating that attitudes and abilities are among the most
powerful predictors of technology use. We conclude that
normative age-related changes in ability must be taken into
account when designing products and training programs
for aging adults, and we discuss new tools to support de-
signers. The most promising emerging technologies likely
lie in training cognitive abilities and augmenting or sub-
stituting for impaired abilities. We discuss reasons to ex-
pect that the lag in technology adoption between younger
and older adults may lessen but will not disappear in future
generations.
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We are experiencing two important sociocultural trends. The first
is the remarkable increase in longevity that began in the 20th
century in many developed countries. For instance, U.S. life
expectancy at birth increased from about 47 years in 1900 to
about 77 years in 2000 (http://www.census.gov/prod/2006pubs/
p23-209.pdf), an increase due mainly, but not exclusively, to
improvements in the first few years of life. In conjunction with
declining birth rates, such longevity gains have led to aging
populations. Second, we are witnessing an accelerated adoption
of microprocessor-based technology, initiated with Intel’s 4004
microprocessor invented in 1971. Microprocessor-based tech-
nology has significant multiplier effects for societal productivity
and well-being (Charness, 2008). The confluence of these two

or may widen the so-called “digital divide” favoring younger
adopters.

For the purposes of this review, we focus on information
technology. We define such technology to mean any tool or sys-
tem that contains a microprocessor chip. Since the production of
the first chip, there has been an exponential increase in such
products, with microchips estimated to outnumber people on our
planet. (Check this claim by counting the chips in the digital
devices that you currently carry, or have discarded, such as
watches, phones, or music players.)

Technology can play important roles in work and leisure and in
health care provision. One role is in prevention of age-associated
impairments. That is, technology such as a lifting device might
prevent a back injury early in a blue-collar worker’s career,
permitting entry to old age in sound health. A second role is
augmentation. Large high-contrast monitors can display legible
text for those with diminished visual acuity. Augmentation might
also come in the form of a computer game designed to train
failing cognitive abilities. Finally, there is substitution. For
those with mobility impairments, online banking can substitute
for a physical visit.

A primary concern in this nascent field, sometimes called ge-
rontechnology, is with understanding the predictors of technology
use in older adults, understanding how normative changes with
age affect interactions with technology, and determining how to
design better technology products (Czaja & Lee, 2007; Rogers,
Stronge, & Fisk, 2006). Much of the interest stems from the rel-
atively well-understood changes in perception, cognition, psy-
chomotor performance (e.g., Fisk, Rogers, Charness, Czaja, &
Sharit, 2009), and emotion favoring optimizing relationships over

trends might lead to beneficial outcomes for an aging population ~ acquiring new information (Carstensen & Mikels, 2005)—

cience

changes that take place across the life span. Such changes lead to
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different interactions with tools and with people. First we review
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that affect technology use. Then we highlight how such changes
have important implications for design.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF TECHNOLOGY USE

The prototypical technology system is a computer with Internet
access. Successive waves of representative surveys have shown
for the United States and elsewhere that use of the Internet falls
off sharply with age (Fig. 1A). One obvious route to technology
introduction is through work, and those age 65 or over are less
likely to be working than are later birth cohorts. Nonetheless,
there has also been significant increase in computer use over the
past decade (Fig. 1B), though age-group gaps did not close.

Is this reluctance to adopt technology general to all micro-
processor-based products? Pew Internet & American Life
Project researchers noted (http://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/p/
1099/pipcomments.asp) that whereas around 30% of those over
65 were Internet users in 2004, 46% were mobile phone users.
Differential product use corresponds to the different perceived
benefits to older adults of different types of technology (Melen-
horst, Rogers, & Bouwhuis, 2006). In line with socioemotional
selectivity theory (Carstensen & Mikels, 2005), acquiring
information via the Internet probably takes second place

A United States Percent Internet Use by Age Group
Pew Tracking Survey Feb-March 2007
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Fig. 1. Internet use (panel A) and computer use (panel B) in the United States by age group. Internet
use (percent assenting to a question of whether they had used the Internet in the past year) is from a
survey conducted February—March 2007). Computer use (those saying they had used a computer in the
past year at least occasionally) is shown for the years 2000 through 2007. We gratefully acknowledge
provision of data from the Pew Internet & American Life Project.
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to mobile phone communication that can enhance personal
relationships and feelings of security. But, given the communi-
cation benefits offered by the Internet (e-mail, chat, voice
over IP, videoconferencing), why don’t seniors (and particularly
those with disabilities) make greater use of computers and the
Internet?

ATTITUDINAL BARRIERS

There are a variety of models of technology diffusion and
adoption, but all emphasize access and interest as important
factors. Access to technology is critical, and the exponential
increase in personal wealth in the United States over time, to-
gether with the recent striking gains in efficiency in the infor-
mation technology industry (Charness, 2008), have lowered
access barriers. This has been the case even for senior citizens,
who have reduced incomes relative to other age groups. Interest
in technology is likely to be the next step toward adoption. Ellis
and Allaire (1999) found in a sample of seniors (age 60-97)
that interest was directly negatively predicted by computer
anxiety and by age. They also found that interest was indirectly
negatively predicted via paths from age and education
through computer knowledge and computer anxiety. Nationally
representative surveys have shown that education and in-
come are consistent positive predictors of use of computers and
the Internet, with age being a consistent negative predictor.
However, such studies identify patterns of association, not
causation.

COGNITIVE BARRIERS

Given the complexity of many technology products, cognitive
abilities may be essential to learning how to use and maintain
them. Evidence for this was provided by Czaja et al. (2006) for
technology use other than computers and the Internet (cell
phone, ATM, fax machine, microwave oven, VCR) in a large (n =
1,204), diverse sample of Americans varying in age from 18 to 91
years of age. They found that age was not a particularly strong
predictor of technology use after accounting for fluid intelli-
gence (abstract problem solving ability), crystallized intel-
ligence (cultural knowledge), computer anxiety, computer
efficacy (beliefs about ability to use computers), education,
ethnicity, and some of their interactions. Fluid intelligence was
the strongest predictor in the variable set. Czaja et al. also used
structural equation modeling to predict both breadth of World
Wide Web use and breadth of computer use, finding in both cases
that age, crystallized intelligence, computer anxiety, and use of
other technologies were the only direct predictors.

One potential reason for anxiety concerning technology—and
hence, a potential barrier to adopting it—is that it can be poorly
designed for the capabilities of aging adults. Increasingly, hu-
man factors and ergonomics specialists have argued that atten-
tion needs to be paid to age-related changes in basic human
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abilities, to ensure that the demands made by the technology fit
the capabilities of the user. Technology redesign and user
training are critical tools to ensure a better person—technology
fit. Rogers, Meyer, Walker, and Fisk (1998) noted that about half
of the difficulties that older adults reported with daily activities
could be alleviated by a combination of better design and
training.

AGE-RELATED CHANGES AFFECTING
TECHNOLOGY USE

When designing technology for older adults, age-related chan-
ges in perceptual, cognitive, and motor systems are important
considerations (Fisk et al., 2009). In terms of vision, these in-
clude changes in visual acuity, color perception, and suscepti-
bility to glare. In the auditory domain, older adults face greater
difficulty perceiving high-pitched sounds (including critical
speech components) and greater interference from background
noise. In a very literal sense, older adults may perceive tech-
nology differently than younger adults do. Changes in motor
control, including increased difficulty with fine motor control
and coordination and the onset of disease processes such as
arthritis, can change the way older adults are physically able to
interact with technology. Cognition is affected as well; aging is
associated with general slowing of cognitive processes, de-
creased memory capacity, decreased attentional control, and
difficulty in goal maintenance. These changes in function can
slow performance and result in a greater number of errors as
older adults interact with technology that was not designed with
their capabilities in mind. However, knowing these constraints,
designers can create better products for older adults. For ex-
ample, a cell phone designer might create a phone for older
adults that features simplified menus, large fonts and buttons,
and external noise reduction (e.g., the Jitterbug™). Web de-
signers should avoid backgrounds that create low contrast for the
text, use larger fonts, minimize scrolling, and provide navigation
aids and instructional support (e.g., http://nihseniorhealth.gov/).

Imagine that you are suddenly handicapped by a brain injury
that renders you twice as slow at acquiring new information as
you were prior to the injury. How would that affect your will-
ingness to learn to use new technology? That is the dilemma
faced by the majority of older adults, even though the learning-
rate decline from their young adult years is much more gradual.
Older adults take roughly twice as long under self-paced
learning conditions to learn a new word processor than younger
adults do, whether they are novices or even have prior experi-
ence with another word processor (Charness, Kelley, Bosman, &
Mottram, 2001). However, absolute time to learn is dependent on
the increasing knowledge base that older adults continue to
acquire. Experienced older word processors acquire skill with a
new program about as fast as inexperienced younger adults do.
Nonetheless, the time cost of new learning unrelated to prior
knowledge increases strikingly with age, necessitating careful
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attention by those designing instructional support packages for
technology products.

PRIVACY CONCERNS

Even assuming that products are properly designed for older
adult capabilities (and are easy to maintain) one further barrier
remains, particularly in the developing area of health monitor-
ing: privacy concerns.

To minimize health care costs, many insurers (private and
public) are looking to technological advances such as remote
monitoring of chronic conditions that appear primarily in old age
(e.g., diabetes, congestive heart failure) and to greater adoption
of home care solutions. One major concern with remote moni-
toring is loss of privacy. Studies are sparse and representative
data are needed. In a study by Caine, Fisk, and Rogers (2006),
seniors toured a high-tech “aware home” equipped with em-
bedded monitoring devices and intelligent “coaches” for activ-
ities and they gave ratings of their privacy concerns. Privacy was
less of a concern when less invasive monitoring was used (e.g., a
camera image showing a de-identified visual shape rather than a
clear image of a person) and for scenarios in which people were
presented as being more impaired. Beach et al. (2009) in their
Web-based survey of older (over 45) and disabled adults showed
that privacy concerns even for intrusive monitoring were miti-
gated by level of impairment. Such results suggest that a balance
can be found between monitoring and privacy that will be ac-
ceptable to older technology users.

TOOLS FOR IMPROVED DESIGN OF TECHNOLOGY
FOR OLDER USERS

Because of age-related changes in cognition, perception, and
motor function, current simulation tools (e.g., CogTool, http://
www.cs.cmu.edu/~bej/cogtool/, and GOMS, discussed below) to
help technology designers may be inappropriate for an older
adult population. For example, the GOMS (Goals, Operators,
Methods, and Selection rules) modeling system predicts com-
pletion time of routine tasks (Card, Moran, & Newell, 1983) and
allows designers to compare the efficiency of alternative designs
without the need to bring people into the lab and observing their
performance. Problematic to predicting the performance of older
adults, GOMS predictions are derived from a “Model Human
Processor,” with the parameters of this processor based almost
exclusively on data collected from college undergraduates.
Such parameters include working-memory capacity, processing
speed, and motor response time, all of which demonstrate
clear age-related differences. Recently, Jastrzembski and
Charness (2007) have updated the model to include older
adult parameters derived by meta-analysis and found that the
updated model predicted older adult performance in a mobile
phone task quite well. This work clearly demonstrates the value
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of models and design tools that take into account age-related
differences.

TECHNOLOGIES TO IMPROVE PERCEPTUAL
AND COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING

In recent years, numerous computer games and software pack-
ages have been developed and marketed to older adults seeking
to attenuate or reverse age-related declines in perceptual and
cognitive abilities (through advertisements featuring older
adults and a focus on the relationship between age and cogni-
tion). In 2005, Nintendo introduced the video game Brain Age™,
which has sold more than 15 million copies. Brain Age™ and
similar games target a traditionally nongaming older adult
population (according to a recent Pew Internet & American Life
survey, 81% of 18- to 29-year-olds report playing video games,
while only 23% of adults 65 or older report doing so). Although
far fewer older adults are gamers compared to their younger
counterparts, older adults are among the most active gamers,
with many reporting playing almost every day (possibly because
many are retired and have more free time). In addition to video
games, an increasing number of “brain fitness” software pack-
ages sold by companies such as Posit Science™ and CogniFit™
make it likely that technology-based cognitive interventions will
be a part of life for many seniors. These interventions build on
the idea that intellectual engagement can lessen cognitive de-
cline (Stine-Morrow, 2007).

How effective are these technologies at improving quality of
life and extending functional independence? To date, the evi-
dence appears to be limited at best. Video games and brain fit-
ness software have been shown to improve performance on the
specific tasks trained and even on some untrained laboratory
tasks (e.g., Basak, Boot, Voss, & Kramer, 2008; Mahncke et al.,
2006). Recent promising data come from the IMPACT study
(Improvement in Memory with Plasticity-based Adaptive Cog-
nitive Training; Smith et al., 2009). This computer-based in-
tervention improved self-reported cognitive functioning and
performance on multiple memory tasks. However, objective
evidence that a particular game or computer intervention can
improve an individual’s quality of life outside of the laboratory is
sparse. Major challenges for researchers include (a) evaluating
the effectiveness of these interventions, (b) determining the
underlying mechanisms through which they improve memory
and attention, (c) discovering the extent to which these im-
provements increase well-being and prolong functional inde-
pendence, and (d) creating new and better interventions based
on these results (possibly with a focus on tailoring interventions
to the specific needs of the user). A focus on demonstrating gains
in complex, objective outcome measures with direct real-world
relevance (e.g., driving, medication adherence, learning soft-
ware) would represent the best evidence for the utility of tech-
nology-based cognitive interventions.
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PERSISTENT LAGS IN TECHNOLOGY USE?

We are often asked whether the pattern of low use of technology
by seniors (e.g., Internet use) is going to disappear over time
because future cohorts of older adults will have grown up with
the Internet and with computers. We suspect that Internet use
lags will diminish over time as current young users age. How-
ever, it is reasonable to assume that technology will continue to
advance rapidly. Also, perceptual, cognitive, and psychomotor
declines will continue to occur with aging, in concert with life-
span sensitive changes in motivational factors. Hence, future
cohorts of older adults are likely to continue to lag in technology
adoption. For instance, today’s seniors grew up in an era of te-
lephony (patented in 1876), yet, as seen in Pew data sets, they lag
behind later birth cohorts in terms of mobile phone adoption
(patented in 1946) but not in land-line phone adoption. Our
expectation is that age/cohort lags will also lessen if psycholo-
gists can provide better guidelines and tools to designers en-
abling them to create technology products better attuned to older
adult capabilities. Otherwise many seniors may fail to benefit
from technological advances (particularly those providing effi-
cient health monitoring: Coughlin, Pope, & Leedle, 20006) that
could significantly improve their independence and well-being.

Recommended Reading

Czaja, S.)., & Lee, C.C. (2007). Information technology and older adults.
In J.A. Jacko & A. Sears (Eds.), The human-computer interaction
handbook (2nd ed., pp. 777-792). New York: Erlbaum. A clearly
written, user-friendly, and comprehensive review for readers who
wish to expand their knowledge on technology and aging.

Fisk, A.D., Rogers, W.A., Charness, N., Czaja, S.J., & Sharit, J. (2009).
Designing for older adults: Principles and creative human factors
approaches (2nd ed.). Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press. A primer aimed
at the design community, containing guidelines as well as short
tutorials on topics such as how to conduct focus groups, use and
interpret basic statistics, conduct usability testing and task anal-
ysis, and carry out GOMS modeling for older adults.

Harrington, T.L., & Harrington, M.K. (2000). Gerontechnology: Why
and how. Maastricht, The Netherlands: Shaker. A very readable
book defining the field of gerontechnology and highlighting its
goals.

Mayr, U. (Ed.). (2008). Cognitive plasticity in the aging mind [Special
section]. Psychology and Aging, 23, 681-786. A special issue
discussing evidence for the efficacy of videogames and other
cognitive training procedures for older adults in more detail than
the current paper.

Pew Internet & American Life Project reports: http://www.pewinter-
net.org/. An ongoing research project providing representative
sample data for the United States on technology use trends, fo-
cused on use of the Internet; the Pew project also makes their data
sets available for reanalysis.

Acknowledgments—This research was supported by National
Institutes of Health/National Institute on Aging Grant 1 PO1 AG

Volume 18—Number 5

17211, Project CREATE to the first author and by the Office of
Naval Research (N0O0014-07-1-0903) in the form of a Multi-
disciplinary University Research Initiative award to the second
author. We thank Ainsley Mitchum for feedback on an earlier
draft of this manuseript.

REFERENCES

Basak, C., Boot, W.R., Voss, M., & Kramer, A.F. (2008). Can training in a
real-time strategy videogame attenuate cognitive decline in older
adults? Psychology and Aging, 23, 765-7717.

Beach, S.R., Schulz, R., Downs, J., Matthews, J., Barron, B., & Seelman,
K. (2009). Disability, age, and informational privacy attitudes in
quality of life technology applications: Results from a national
Web survey. ACM Transactions on Accessible Computing (TAC-
CESS), 2(1), 1-21.

Caine, K.E., Fisk, A.D., & Rogers, W.A. (2006). Benefits and privacy
concerns of a home equipped with a visual sensing system: A
perspective from older adults. Proceedings of the Human Factors
and Ergonomics Society, 50th Annual Meeting (pp. 180-184).

Card, S.K., Moran, T.P., & Newell, A. (1983). The psychology of human-
computer interaction. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Carstensen, L.L., & Mikels, J.A. (2005). At the intersection of emotion
and cognition: Aging and the positivity effect. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 14, 117-121.

Charness, N. (2008). Technology as multiplier effect for an aging work
force. In K.W. Schaie & R. Abeles (Eds.), Social structures and
aging individuals: Continuing challenges (pp. 167-192). New
York: Springer.

Charness, N., Kelley, C.L., Bosman, E.A., & Mottram, M. (2001). Word
processing training and retraining: Effects of adult age, experi-
ence, and interface. Psychology and Aging, 16, 110-127.

Coughlin, J.F., Pope, J.E., & Leedle, B.R. Jr. (2006). Old age, new
technology, and future innovations in disease management and
home health care. Home Health Care Management & Practice, 18,
196-207.

Czaja, S.J., Charness, N., Fisk, A.D., Hertzog, C., Nair, S.N., Rogers,
W.A., & Sharit, J. (2006). Factors predicting the use of technology:
Findings from the Center for Research and Education on Aging
and Technology Enhancement (CREATE). Psychology and Aging,
21, 333-352.

Czaja,S.J., & Lee, C.C. (2007). Information technology and older adults.
In J.A. Jacko & A. Sears (Eds.), The human-computer interaction
handbook (2nd ed., pp. 777-792). New York: Erlbaum.

Ellis, R.D., & Allaire, J. (1999). Modeling computer interest in older
adults: The role of age, education, computer knowledge, and
computer anxiety. Human Factors, 41, 345-355.

Fisk, A.D., Rogers, W.A., Charness, N., Czaja, S.J., & Sharit, J. (2009).
Designing for older adults: Principles and creative human factors
approaches (2nd ed.). Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Jastrzembski, T.S., & Charness, N. (2007). The Model Human Processor
and the older adult: Parameter estimation and validation within a
mobile phone task. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied,
13, 224-248.

Mahncke, H.W., Connor, B.B., Appelman, J., Ahsanuddin, O.N, Hardy,
J.L., Wood, R.A., et al. (2006). Memory enhancement in healthy
older adults using a brain plasticity-based training program: A
randomized, controlled study. Proceedings of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, USA, 103, 12523-12528.

257



Aging and Information Technology

Melenhorst, A., Rogers, W.A., & Bouwhuis, D.G. (2006). Older adults’  Smith, G.E., Housen, P., Yaffe, K., Ruff, R., Kennison, R.F., Mahncke,

motivated choice for technological innovation: Evidence for ben- H.W., & Zelinski, E.M. (2009). A cognitive training program based
efit-driven selectivity. Psychology and Aging, 21, 190-195. on principles of brain plasticity: Results from the Improvement in

Rogers, W.A., Meyer, B., Walker, N., & Fisk, A.D. (1998). Functional Memory with Plasticity-based Adaptive Cognitive Training (IM-
limitations to daily living tasks in the aged: A focus group analysis. PACT) study. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society, 57,
Human Factors, 40, 111-125. 594-603.

Rogers, W.A_, Stronge, A.J., & Fisk, A.D. (2006). Technology and aging. ~ Stine-Morrow, E.A.L. (2007). The Dumbledore hypothesis of
In R.S. Nickerson (Ed.), Reviews of human factors and ergonomics cognitive aging. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 16,
(Vol. 1, pp. 130-171). Santa Monica, CA: Human Factors and 295-299.

Ergonomics Society.

258 Volume 18—Number 5




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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 /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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 /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [1200 1200]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


