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Abstract

This paper develops a simple duopoly model in which investments in R&D and patents
are inputs in the production of firm rents. Patents are necessary to appropriate the returns
to the firm’s own R&D, but patents also create potential claims against the rents of rival
firms.

Analysis of the model reveals a general necessary condition for the existence of a positive
correlation between the firm’s R&D intensity and the number of patents it obtains. When
that condition is violated, changes in exogenous parameters that induce an increase in
firms’ patenting can also induce a decline in R&D intensity. Such a negative relationship
is more likely when (1) there is sufficient overlap in firms’ technologies so that each
firm’s inventions are likely to infringe the patents of another firm, (2) firms are
sufficiently R&D intensive, and (3) patents are cheap relative to both the cost of R&D
and the value of final output.

Keywords:  Patents, Patent Thickets
JEL Codes: 034



1. Introduction

This paper presents a simple model that explores the relationship between the incentive to invent
and the incentive to obtain patents. Unlike much of the previous literature, we do not treat these
as a single decision. Instead we explore the factors required for investments in R&D and patents
to be complementary in the manner typically assumed in most theoretical models and policy

discussions.

We derive sufficient conditions for patents and R&D to be substitute inputs in the
production of firm profits: there must be sufficient overlap between the firms’ patented
inventions, firms must be sufficiently R&D intensive, and patents must be relatively easy to
obtain. The first requirement may be due to the nature of a technology, but it can also result from
the manner in which patents are drafted and examined. The latter two depend both on the
pecuniary costs of R&D and patents and the standards required for patentable inventions. In such
environments, firms increase their patenting in order to tax the rents earned on a rival’s
inventions and to mitigate similar behavior by their rivals. Firms respond by reducing their R&D

investments.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the model and
Section 3 presents the main results. Section 4 investigates welfare implications. Section 5 places
the results in the context of U.S. patent policy and empirical research on the use and effects of

the patent system. All proofs are found in the appendix.

2. The Model
A measure of consumers have a unit demand for the final output (inventions), which can be

interpreted as improvements in product quality. There is a competitive fringe of firms that are



able to imitate and produce inventions at no cost, but they have no independent R&D capability.
There are also two firms, sharing the same technology, that are capable of inventing and seeking
property rights over their inventions. These two firms move simultaneously, deciding on the

amount of R&D (x;) to perform and the number of patents (n,) to obtain. Both activities are

subject to a constant marginal cost, R and C, respectively (final output is the numeraire). The
required inputs are assumed to be purchased from competitive markets, so these prices also

represent the social cost of performing R&D and obtaining patents.

An investment of x, in R&D leads to a measure of the final goods invented
f(x)=x", a <1. A firm that obtains a quantity of patents #, is able to appropriate a share of
rents associated with its own innovations. Let 8(n,) €[0,1] denote this share and assume it
follows an exponential distribution; that is, &(n,) =1—e . Ignoring the other firm for a moment,
firm i earns rents &(n,) f(x,). The remainder, [1 - H(ni)] f(x,), is unprotected, so it is supplied by

the competitive fringe of imitators. Thus patents are essential to protecting the firm’s return on

R&D investments.

In addition, some of the rival’s inventions may infringe one or more of i's patents. This
will depend on the number of patents firm i obtains, and the degree of overlap between the

inventions produced by each firm. Let £ €[0,1) denote this degree of overlap. Thus firm 1 may

claim a share of the rents generated by firm 2 equivalent to f8(n,) f(x,). This includes a share of
what firm 2 would otherwise earn, 6(n,) f(x,), and a share, [1 - H(nz)] f(x,), that would

otherwise be supplied by the competitive fringe. Firm 2 engages in the same activity, which



extracts some rents from firm 1 and some output from the competitive fringe. The objective

functions of the two firms are thus:
V= H(nl)(l —ﬂH(nz))f(xl) + pO(n,) f(x,)— Rx, —Cn,, and

V2 =6(n,) (1~ O(n)) £ (x,) + BO(n,) f (x,) ~ R, ~ Cn,.

The parameter £ is a parsimonious way of modeling the degree to which a firm’s
property rights depend on their inventions. When £ = 0, each firm derives rents only from its own
R&D investments. When 1> £ >0, a firm is able to lay claim to the inventions of others, but not

as easily as it can claim inventions of its own making. Note that while the exact mechanism of
the transfers is not specified in the model, holding R&D constant, the transfers impose no losses

in the total potential rents that can be earned.

How should we interpret £ ? For some industries it is a question of technology. Firms
may draw from similar technical fields and arrive at similar solutions even when they apply them
to different problems. This is particularly true for industries that advance through cumulative
innovation and where firms may rely on a largely common set of building blocks derived from
previous innovations. In addition, some products incorporate several, if not dozens, of potentially

patentable innovations. Two examples might include semiconductors and computer software.

The size of 4 might also depend on the breadth of claims contained in patents.' If broad

claims are regularly granted, it is more likely that firms will infringe each other’s patents. Under

this interpretation it is possible that patent breadth, and therefore S, can be influenced by

policymakers or the courts.

' The trade-off between patent breadth and length is studied in Gilbert and Shapiro (1990) and Klemperer (1990).



A third, and more controversial, interpretation is that £ is a measure of a firm’s

effectiveness in obtaining property rights over things it has not really invented. While this is
explicitly prohibited by U.S. patent law, it might nevertheless arise from mistakes in the
examination of patent applications. This is a topic that has received considerable attention in

recent years (FTC 2003, Jaffe and Lerner 2004, Merrill, Levin and Myers 2004).

This may be a particular problem for patents on computer programs, especially ones that
implement methods of doing business, if the patent law’s disclosure requirements are not
adequately enforced.” In that case, one might not be certain what the applicant has invented and
how far his or her claims should extend. In these areas, some researchers and practitioners worry
that applicants can obtain relatively broad patents even though they have not yet started their

R&D (Burk 2002, Burk and Lemley 2002, Flynn 2001, FTC 2003 (chapter 4)).

3. Equilibrium and Comparative Static Results

The first order conditions for firm 1 are
[1] 6,(1-46,) f/-R=0,and

[2] (1-0){(1-56,) £, + B} -C =0,

where the subscripts refer to the variable for the appropriate firm. Note that in [1] the increase in
revenue associated with additional R&D reflects the effect of firm 1’s patenting and that of its
rival, which the firm takes as given. In [2], the increase in revenue resulting from additional

patenting includes the additional revenue firm 1 can extract from its rival.

The first order conditions imply the following relationship between R&D and patenting:

2 See 35 USC 112. An applicant must describe his or her invention in sufficient detail that a person skilled in the
relevant art can replicate it without undue experimentation.



C fl 1-6, (l_ﬂez)fl"'ﬁfz

Let P=R/C denote the relative cost of the inputs and 7, = (1- ,8492)]‘1/[(1 -B0,) f,+ B, ]
Thus when R&D is significantly more expensive than patenting, the firm will obtain more
patents for every increment of R&D it performs. The wedge 7, is decreasing in the rival’s R&D

investments and patenting, and in £, but is increasing in the firm’s own R&D.
Substituting &(n) =1—¢™" in [3] and rearranging terms, we find that

[4] 6, = _Ps
art, + Px,

Thus, holding constant the rival’s behavior, firm i’s patent portfolio is strictly increasing in the

amount of R&D it performs.

Proposition 1: If the costs of obtaining patents (C) and doing R&D (R) are sufficiently small,
there exists a unique, symmetric interior equilibrium, (x",n(x")), in pure
strategies.

The proof is provided in the appendix. A sufficient condition for satisfying the second order

condition and the participation constraint is that C < C where

~_ a(l-a) NI
[5] C—_Ln(l_a)[1+ﬂ(1 a)]{R[l ,Ba]} :

Figure 1 plots this constraint in the space of input prices. Note that as we increase the output

elasticity, & , the constraint rotates clockwise. If we consider higher values of £, the combination

of input prices where an interior equilibrium exists becomes slightly smaller.



Next, we derive some of the comparative static properties of the equilibrium. The proofs

are found in the appendix.

Proposition 2: The equilibrium number of patents,n”, is decreasing in both the cost of
obtaining patents (C) and the cost of doing R&D (R). The equilibrium level of
R&D, x', is decreasing in the cost of doing R&D. The equilibrium level of
R&D, x”, is decreasing (increasing) in the cost of obtaining patents (C) when

1-26(x")>0 (1-280(x") < 0).

Thus the model generates the typical input price responses for patents, but not always for R&D.
Ordinarily we expect that, where patents are essential to appropriating returns to innovation,
reducing the cost of obtaining these property rights encourages more R&D. Proposition 2 shows
this intuition holds only when the rival firm cannot extract a majority of the potential rents

associated with firm /'s innovations. This is ensured if £ <1/2, but not otherwise. If #>1/2,

and firms are sufficiently active in their R&D and patenting, reductions in the cost of patenting

will reduce R&D. In the appendix we show the following:

Corollary 1:  Suppose B>1/2. Then, if C < C,1-286(x)<0 when C < C where

A 1 o e
C{ﬂﬂj(mJ |

Figures 2 and 3 plot this constraint in the space of input prices, and we include the earlier
constraint C. The only difference between them is that figure 3 assumes a higher output

elasticity (0.85) than figure 2 (0.50). In figure 2 C < C, so the set of input prices that ensures

existence of an interior equilibrium can be divided into a region where R&D is decreasing in the



cost of patenting and another where R&D is increasing in the cost of patents. In figure 3, C>C ,
which implies there is no interior equilibrium where a decrease in the cost of patenting would

increase R&D.

4. Welfare Analysis

What would a social planner do? It is easy to show that the amount of innovation in the private
equilibrium is always less than the first best outcome.” In the first best solution, patents are
unnecessary. In a second best world, and where R&D subsidies cannot be funded from an

external source, the social planner may “tax’ patenting to stimulate private R&D investments.

To be concrete, suppose the planner can levy a tax ¢ such that the private cost of

obtaining a patent is now ¢ = C +¢&, where C continues to denote the social cost of resources
devoted to patent prosecution. The planner chooses & to maximize f(x')—Rx —Cn’, where
(x*, n*) denote the outcomes of the symmetric private equilibrium with firms responding to the
input prices R and c. In the appendix, we prove the following:

Proposition 3: A social planner limited to taxing patent activity always chooses a level of tax

& sothat ce (é, C].

In other words, the social planner will never permit the private cost of patents to be so low that
the counterintuitive outcome defined in Proposition 2 would occur. The intuition follows

immediately from the first order condition to the planner’s problem:

X' ., . dn’ B
%[f(x)—R]—Zc_o.

* This is true even if we assume £ is also a measure of the degree of overlap in the firms’ R&D programs.



So long as dn” / dc <0 (see appendix) the first order condition can be satisfied only if the planner
chooses &, so that dx’ / dc < 0. At an optimum, the planner is trading off marginal reductions in

the number of inventions that are worth f'(x")— R >0 against marginal reductions in resources

devoted to patenting, which cost C.

Thus far we have treated the overlap parameter # as an exogenous aspect of the

technological environment. Suppose the social planner has some control over the magnitude

of f, perhaps through legal doctrines that determine the breadth of patent claims. What would

she do? In the appendix, we show:
Proposition 4: " is decreasing in . A sufficient condition for ox / op<0is a>1/2.

Thus the social planner would prefer less overlap and therefore more narrow patents. Firms
would respond, however, by increasing their patent activity. These results, however, depend on
some stark attributes of the model. If it were generalized to consider the possibility of differential

effects of patent breadth for one’s own inventions compared to the rival’s inventions, it is likely

the comparative static calculation for ox” / 0f would be more ambiguous.

There is, of course, another obvious remedy—merge the two firms. This would
internalize the problem created by the overlap and, in the absence of imitation by the competitive
fringe, attain the first best outcome. But once the model is generalized to include racing, a single
firm may do less R&D than two firms (Lee and Wilde 1980), and this would be compounded in a
dynamic model where the monopolist is concerned about replacing its own profits (Reinganum

1985).



5. Discussion

This paper develops a simple model that illustrates the relationship between firms” R&D and
patenting decisions. It is typically the case that these two activities are complementary—firms
that do a lot of R&D also tend to patent more. And ordinarily, reducing the cost of R&D, or of

patenting, will stimulate additional investments in R&D.

But as the model illustrates, this intuition does not always hold. Each firm cares about the
patent strategies of its rival, which affects the rents it earns on its own discoveries, as well as the
rents earned when the rival infringes its own patents. A necessary condition is a significant

overlap between the rights granted to each firm (£ must be at least ’2). Then, if firms are

sufficiently active in their R&D and patenting, incremental reductions in the cost of obtaining
patents result in less, rather than more R&D. This does not imply the elimination of R&D

investments, but rather less innovation than would otherwise occur.

Thus there may be instances where raising patent costs can actually induce more R&D.
This might be achieved via a patent tax or by increasing the requirements that must be satisfied
in order to obtain a patent. For example, policymakers could increase the inventive step (the
standard of nonobviousness in U.S. law) required to obtain a patent so that the most trivial

advances over the prior art do not qualify for patent protection (Hunt 1999).

The model suggests that the perverse outcome is more likely to occur in high-tech
industries that advance rapidly via cumulative innovation (and which also obtain many patents)
than in industries that are not research intensive and which do not build up large patent

portfolios.* Previous empirical work has identified a number of industries with such

* A similar intuition obtains from dynamic models of innovation. Hunt (2004) shows that a low inventive step,
making patents easy to obtain, can reduce the rate of innovation in industries where R&D is the most productive.



characteristics, including electronics, computers, and semiconductors (Levin et al., 1987; Cohen
Nelson, and Walsh 2000; Hall and Ziedonis 2001). These industries account for most of the rapid
growth in U.S. patenting in recent years (Hall 2003). They are also the industries where
researchers identify what is sometimes called “strategic patent” behavior, including the assembly
of large portfolios for wholesale cross-licensing and possibly deceptive patent prosecution

(Grindley and Teece 1997, Graham and Mowery 2004).

Bessen and Hunt (2003) present empirical results consistent with the phenomenon
modeled here in the context of patenting computer software. Obtaining such patents was
difficult, but not impossible, during the 1970s and early 1980s. Over time, however, courts have
become more receptive to such patents and their numbers have grown rapidly, especially among
firms in the industries described above (and much less so among firms in the software industry).
All else equal, firms that concentrated on obtaining software patents experienced a statistically

and economically significant decline in their R&D intensity relative to other firms.

Of course, this is a highly stylized model that omits a number of important considerations
from the analysis. For example, the deleterious effects of excessive patenting might be mitigated
via cross-licensing or patent pools, assuming these can be negotiated without excessive
transactions costs.” Both of these solutions raise a new set of questions, particularly in the

context of antitrust policy, which are not addressed here.®

Nor is it immediately obvious that successful licensing arrangements improve innovation

incentives in an environment of “cheap” patents. Bessen (2003) develops a model of “patent

> FTC (2003), Chapter 3, provides a detailed discussion of reasons why these transactions costs may be large for
some industries. For an empirical analysis of the effects of fragmented property rights in the semiconductor industry,
see Ziedonis (2003).

% See, for example, the papers by Choi (2003), Farrell and Shapiro (2005), and Shapiro (2001, 2003).
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thickets” and examines the efficacy of licensing in a regime of either high or low patent
standards. He finds that under low patent standards firms are able to assemble large patent
portfolios, which they use to make aggressive licensing demands. This encourages more

patenting, but less R&D. Under higher standards, such a strategy is not cost effective.

There are a number of interesting extensions to consider. For example, one could make
the cost of obtaining a certain measure of patents depend on the amount of R&D the firm does.
All else equal, this would tend to reduce the space of parameter values where the counterintuitive
outcome described in Proposition 2 would occur. Another generalization is to analyze an
asymmetric environment in which an established firm, with a preexisting patent portfolio and
capital stock, competes with one or more potential entrants. That would allow us to examine

issues such as hold-up and entry deterrence. This is a topic for future research.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 1:

We begin by checking the second order condition to the firm problem. Substituting [4] into V! =0 and
rearranging terms, we have

Y =afl-p6,] f,—Rx,—arC=0.

The first derivative is
—| =[1-80,){a-6-a1-6](1-7)}.

In order to ensure the first order conditions are associated with a local maximum when £ =0 (which
implies 7 =1), we need 6,(x, ) > « . This will ensure we have an interior equilibrium when firm 1°s profits
are generated only from the inventions it invents. Let X denote the value of x s.t. §,(x;) = & when firm 2 is

playing the same strategy (i.e., in the symmetric case). Since @ is strictly increasing inx, dy/ox, <0

Vx > x . Thus for the symmetric case, if there is a local maximum, it will be unique. Using [4], we can
derive this critical R&D intensity:

2
o T

1—aF‘

X=
Substituting for f(x)=x“ in V' =0, again assuming symmetric behavior, yields

o SRR

R

Substituting « for @ in the previous expression and equating it to X allows us to solve for the critical cost
of obtaining patents in terms of R, £, and « :

C<Cs= (1—a)[1+ﬂ(1—a)]{a7;(1—ﬁa)}lfa.

For values of C < C, the second order condition is satisfied even when S =0.
Next, we need to verify that ¥ (x;,n(x, )) > 0. Substituting for x; and », from the first order conditions,
V(xn(x)) = ([1-B6,] f; + BL){6, [1-ar]+(1-6,) Ln(1-6))}.

For symmetric case when x =X the expression in brackets reduces to {a [1-ar]+(1-a)Ln(l- a)}. This
is positive for sufficiently small values of 7, but is negative for 7 =1. Thus, in order to ensure the

participation constraint is satisfied when £ =0, we require a value of C = AC s.t.
V(EnE) = f(®D)[1+ (- a)|{a[l-a]+ ACLn(1-a)} =0,

which implies that —ACLn(1-a) = a(1- ) f(%). When S=0,

5:(1—(1){’%}1_“ and £(%) ={£a%} ={%}l_a.

This implies that A = —a/Ln(1-a) €[0,1]. Thus the second order condition and the participation

constraint are satisfied when

14



Appendix

a

- a[l+pl-a)]|a -a
csc=—_Ln(1 ” {R(l ﬂa)} )

Proof of Propositions 2 and 4:

We return to the first order conditions for the symmetric equilibrium:
V.=0(1-p0) f'(x)-R=0

V,=1-0)f(0)[1+p1-0)]-

The associated Jacobian is

= 0(1-po) f" (1-6)f"(1-256)

(-0 [1+p(1-0)] -a-0)/[1+28(1-0)]

which reduces to
|J|=(a- e)f) {[IQQJ[laaj[Hzﬂ(l 0)]- (1—2,89)[1+,8(1—9)]}.

|J | > 0 for values of C <C. The comparative static results follow:

or -1V, -1
oR |||V, 0

nx

-(1-0)/"
=——7—1+p(1-0)|<0
7 [ ]

gf”
1

on" -1V, 0

oc [, -1 T U-A0)<0

:‘9(1_|‘9J)|(f’)2{ J[1 i ( j[1+,31 9)]}<0

2= 14 ap(1-6)]<0

on _-1W, -0f
op | W, a-eyf

ot —-11|-1 7V,

R g0 v, ]

o _-1L\0 TVl _-a-0)f"

oc | |-1 v, | (1-246)

8x*_—1 -0 f' Vxn_(1—€)3ff ( j

= . = 1-286 1+2p801-6
o8 Wl la-ers vl 1 {[ Poimg ) s %

A sufficient condition for dx" /08 <0 is 6(x") >1/2 , which is assured if & >1/2.

Proof of Corollary 1:

Suppose S >1/2 and let 0= 1/23 . Substituting for #in [2] and solving for x yields the following:

x:[ 25C j
4571

To determine when x* > %, we insert X into [1] and solve for values of C that satisfy:

15



Appendix

o (1) e )
CSC:(ﬂ 4ﬂj[4ﬁR] |

The social planner imposes a tax, ¢ so that firms pay ¢ = C + ¢ in order to obtain patents. The planner

Proof of Proposition 3:

chooses ¢ to maximize W (x )= f(x")—Rx" —Cn(x") where (x",n(x")) represent the firms’ choice of

R&D and patents in a symmetric equilibrium with input costs R and c¢. The associated first order condition
is given in the text. Substituting for R and C using, [1] and [2], we find that

1-ad[1- po]

w(x') =f(x*)[l+ﬂ(l—9)]{ T+ 51-0)

+(1-0)Ln(1- 0)} >V (x"),

where the inequality is strict as long as x" < oo . This implies there is a region of input costs just above the

set defined by C where the planner would be willing to subsidize R&D (from some outside source) to
make an interior equilibrium feasible. But we have ruled this out in the proposition.

The proof requires that dn’ / dC £0. The derivative itself is

dn” on on" ox 1 dn’

— =t ———=—20f"(1-80)——(1-0) f'(1-2/0) ;.

dC oC ox oC |J|{f('6)dx( ' ﬂ)}

Substituting ¢ for C in [2] implies n" =—Ln(c/M) where M = f(x)[1+ B(1-6)] = f(x)[1+ B(c/M)]
= f(x)m . This allows us to solve a quadratic equation for m: m = (1+1/1 +4pc/ f ) / 2 . We can then

calculate

@:i[l_L]:LMEL,
4fm\1+4p8c/f [ fm1+4pc/f f

Returning to our derivative:

d_yf:—(l—e)(f'y(l_ﬁe){( 0 )(l—aj+’7(l—2ﬂ6’}}<o'
dc 7] 1-0)\ «a 1- 86

If it is feasible (i.e., C<C ), the social planner sets ¢ so that

—dx ., _(1—9)(f')2(1—ﬂ9)(0)(1—05] (1—2,&9)
ac S R)= 71 {1—9 « )T )€

Otherwise, it sets ¢ so that C+¢ = C.

16



0.4

~ /

0.2

3 interior equilibrium

0.8

0.6

Figure 1

a =0.50

A interior equilibrium

£ =0.85

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Note: Boundaries are defined by C (see text).
The default values used in this figure are #=0.25 and « = 0.50.



Figure 2

o A interior equilibrium

R
3 interior equilibrium 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Note: #=0.60 and a =0.5.



Figure 3

C
1

]

|

0.8 '.
0.6 |
- 0.4,
ai>0 —

oC 0_2

A interior equilibrium - C

~

R
Finterior equilibium 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Note: £ =0.60 and « =0.85.




	1. Introduction 
	2. The Model 
	3. Equilibrium and Comparative Static Results 
	4. Welfare Analysis 
	5. Discussion 


<<
  /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


