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Local-global processing in the
upper versus lower visual fields

STEPHEN D. CHRISTMAN
University of Toledo, Toledo, Ohio

Two experiments examining differences in the processing of local versus global information
as a function of visual field location are reported. Both experiments demonstrated the presence
of upper versus lower visual field advantages in the processing of local versus global informa­
tion, respectively. In addition, previous findings of right versus left visual field advantages in
the processing oflocal versus global information, respectively , were partially replicated. Results
are interpreted in terms of Previc's (1990) hypothesis of functional specialization of the visual field.

In a recent review article, Previc (1990) proposed that
the upper versus lower visual fields in humans are func­
tionally specialized for the processing of local versus
global information, respectively. Previc offers intriguing
ecological arguments about how the roles of the upper
versus lower visual fields in far (extrapersonal space)
versus near (peripersonal space) vision led to their respec­
tive specializations. Specifically, Previc argues that the
lower visual field has become specialized for near vision,
because objects located nearer to an observer tend to be
located lower in the visual field. In turn, because the pro­
cessing of objects in near space typically involves visuo­
motor manipulation (i.e., reaching and grasping), the
lower visual field has become specialized for global pro­
cessing. The need for global processing in near vision
arises , for example, from the fact that the image of one 's
hand while reaching for an object is both blurred (due to
its motion) and diplopic (due to the typical pattern of fix­
ation on the more distal object that is being reached for) .
Previc suggests, therefore, that channels carrying lower
visual field information became specialized for "global
perception" in order to adequately deal with the optically
degraded visual input. Conversely, Previc argues that the
upper visual field has come to play a predominant role
in far vision, because more distal objects are typically
located higher in the field of vision due to the vertical
constraints of gravity . In turn, because the processing of
objects in far space typically involves visual search and
the processing of finer details of form, Previc suggests
that the upper visual field has become specialized for local
processing.

Besides the potential significance of Previc's (1990) hy­
pothesis for general theories of vision, his ideas also bear
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an important relation to the interpretation of left versus
right visual field differences. As Bryden and Underwood
(1990) point out in their commentary on Previc's article,
his proposal bears a similarity to neuropsychological evi­
dence for functional specialization of the right versus left
visual fields for the processing of local versus global in­
formation , respectively (e.g ., Robertson & Lamb, 1991;
Sergent, 1982).

Although Previc reviews and attempts to synthesize a
considerable body of neurophysiological and behavioral
evidence in support of the hypothesis regarding upper
versus lower visual field differences, no direct empirical
evidence is presented regarding the proposed local-global
distinction. The purpose of the current paper, therefore,
was to examine the processing of local versus global visual
information presented along the vertical, horizontal, and
oblique meridians of the visual field . As an example of
local-global stimuli, Previc offers the hierarchical letter
stimuli developed by Navon (1977), consisting of a large
letter made up in outline from smaller letters. These are
also the stimuli typically employed in studies investigat­
ing left-right visual field differences in local-global pro­
cessing, and will be utilized in the current experiments.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method
Subjects. Sixteen subjects with normal or corrected-to-normal vision

participated for course credit. All were right-handed with no left-handed
relatives in their immediate family (as assessed by a brief questionnaire),
and all were naive about the purpose of the study.

Apparatus and Stimuli. Stimulus presentations were controlled by
MacLaboratory Psychology software (V. 2.0) running on a Macintosh II
computer. Stimuli were displayed on an AppleColor high-resolution RGB
monitor . At a viewing distance of 70 em , the active video display area
subtended 14.1° x 18.6° of visual angle . All stimulus events were black
on a white surround. Display luminance was 95 cd/m' .

The stimuli consisted of the hierarchical leiter stimuli composed of
the leiters E and H. The large global letter was constructed from small
letters (l8-point Helvetica) arranged within a 5 x5 matrix . The overall
stimulus subtended 2.0° x2.9°, and the inner edge of each stimulus was
located 1.6° from a small "x" in the center of the screen, which served
as a fixation point . Four locations were used: directly above , below,
left of, and right of the fixation point.
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In Experiment I, it was demonstrated that upper versus
lower visual field differences occur in the processing of
local and global information, and that the magnitude of
these differences may surpass that of left versus right
visual field differences. However, the fact that global
precedence was not obtained with the stimuli from Ex­
periment I limits the generalizability of the results, since
faster processing of the global dimension is typically
found. The purpose of Experiment 2, therefore, was to
extend the paradigm from Experiment 1 to a situation in
which global precedence is obtained. In addition, stimu­
lus locations along the oblique meridians of the visual field
were incorporated.

Method
Subjects. Eighteen subjects with normal or corrected-to-normal vi­

sion participated for course credit. All were right-handed with no left­
handed relatives in their immediate family, and all were naive about
the purpose of the study.

Apparatus and Stimuli . Details of the apparatus and stimuli were
the same as in Experiment I, with the following modifications. The large
global letter was constructed out of smaller letters (l4-point Helvetica)
arranged in a 5 x7 matrix (subtending 2.l ox3 .00), and stimuli were
presented with their innermost edges at an eccentricity of 2.4 0. These
changes were introduced in an effort to make the local dimension more
difficult to process and to establish global precedence. Stimuli were pre-

EXPERIMENT 2

isons of left versus right visual field and upper versus
lower visual field. For the L+S- trials, there was a trend
toward a left visual field advantage (VFA) [F(l,15) =
4.13, p < .06] and a significant lower VFA [F(l, 15) =
15.89, P < .001]. For the L-S+ trials , there was no
difference between the left and right visual fields (F < 1)
and a significant upper VFA [F(1,15) = 1O.1O,p < .01].

These results provide support for the hypothesis that
the upper and lower visual fields are differentially special­
ized for the processing of local versus global informa­
tion. When the target was present at the global level only,
performance in the lower visual field was superior to that
in the upper visual field; on the other hand, when the tar­
get was only present at the local level, performance was
better in the upper visual field. Interestingly, these effects
were more robust than the obtained left-right visual field
effects, which failed to attain full significance for the
global-only or local-only conditions. This finding does not
necessarily call into question the validity of theories posit­
ing hemispheric differences in local-global processing ,
since Van Kleeck (1989) recently argued that although in­
dividual studies may fail to yield significant left-right
visual field differences in local-global processing, the
trends are virtually always in the hypothesized direction.
Furthermore, in a meta-analysis, Van Kleeck found that
the pooled results of extant studies clearly demonstrate
left-right differences. However , the results of the current
experiment demonstrate that the magnitude and/or reli­
ability of upper-lower visual field differences in local­
global processing may exceed that ofleft-right differences.
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Figure 1. Reaction time as a function of stimulus type (L+S- :
global target only; L-S+: local target only) and visual field location
in Experiment 1.

Results and Discussion
The average error rate across conditions was 2.6 %, so

analyses were restricted to the reaction time (RT) data .
A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was per­
formed, with stimulus type (L+ S+, L+ S-, L- S+, and
L - S-) and stimulus location (upper, lower, left, and
right visual fields) as within-subject variables . A main
effect of stimulus type was obtained [F(3,45) = 15.48,
P < .00 1], with RT being shorter when the target letter
appeared at both the local and global levels than when
it appeared at only one or the other level. There was no
main effect oflocation [F(3,45) = 1.33, p > .25]. Fi­
nally, there was a significant interaction between stimulus
type and location [F(9,135) = 5.10, p < .001].

In order to determine whether local-global processing
differences exist as a function of visual hemifield, planned
comparisons were conducted on the data from the trial
types in which the target was present at only the global
level (i.e., L+S-) versus only the local level (i.e .,
L - S + ). These data are shown in Figure 1. In addition,
analyses of effects of location were restricted to compar-

Procedure. A 250-msec tone signaled the beginning of each trial ,
followed by a 500-msec pause and then a lOO-msec stimulus presenta­
tion. The subjects ' task was to determine whether or not a target letter
had been presented. If the target letter occurred at either the global level,
local level, or both levels, they were instructed to press a key on a key­
board in front of them with the index finger of one hand; if the target
letter did not occur at either level, they pressed another key with the
index finger of the other hand. Half the subjects responded to target
present with their left hand; the other half responded to target present
with their right hand. Similarly, half the subjects responded to the let­
ter E as the target ; the other half responded to the letter H as the target.
Hand of responseand target identitywere counterbalanced. A 2-sec inter­
trial interval followed each response.

In each block of trials , there were equal numbers of target and non­
target trials. Each block consisted of 144 trials : 24 trials in which the
target occurred only as the large letter (L+S-), 24 in which the target
occurred only as the small letter (L-S+), 24 in which the target occurred
as both letters (L+S+), and 72 in which the target did not occur at
either level (L - S- ). Each stimulus type occurred at each location an
equal number of times. The subjects were run through three blocks of
experimental trials for a total of 432 trials . They also received a block
of 24 practice trials at the beginning of the session.
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sented at eight different locations: upper visual field, upper right visual
field, right visual field, lower right visual field, lower visual field, lower
left visual field, left visual field, and upper left visual field. All stimuli
were presented equidistant from the fixation point.

Procedure. Detailsof theprocedurewere thesame as in Experiment I,
with the following two exceptions. First, the letter E was designated
as the target for all the subjects. Second, each block consisted of 160
trials: 32 L+S+ , 32 L+S-, 32 L-S+ , and 64 L-S- , again with
an equal number of each trial type at each location. Thus, 60% of the
trials contained a target . Each subject participated in three blocks of
experimental trials, for a total of 480 trials.
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Figure 2. Reaction time as a function of stimulus type (L+S-:
global target only; L-S+: local target only) and visual field loca­
tion (L = left, R = right, D = lower, U = upper, DL = lower left,
UR = upper right, DR = lower right, UL = upper left) in
Experiment 2.

Results and Discussion
The average error rate across conditions approached

5 %, so analyses were performed on both the RT and ac­
curacy data . A two-way ANOVA was performed on the
RT data, with stimulus type (L+S+, L+S-, L+S-,
and L-S-) and stimulus location (upper , upper right,
right, lower right, lower, lower left, left, and upper left
visual fields) as within-subject variables. Significant main
effects were obtained for stimulus type [F(3,51) = 36.42,
p < .001] and stimulus location [F(7,1l9) = 13.29,p <
.00 1]. The interaction between these two variables was
also significant[F(21,357) = 1.86, P < .02]. The main
effect of stimulus type arose from the fact that RT was
longer for L- S+ trials than for the other target trial
types. The main effect of location arose from the fact that
RT was longer for right, lower right, lower, and lower
left visual field locations. Although simple RT is typically
faster in the lower visual field (e.g ., Payne, 1967),
Schwartz and Kirsner (1982) reported an upper VFA for
choice RT.

The nature of the interaction between stimulus type and
location was addressed via a series of planned comparisons
concentrating on the L+S- and L-S+ stimulus types
and on the comparison of left versus right and upper
versus lower visual field performance. The RT and error
data for these stimulus types are shown in Figures 2 and
3. For the L+S- stimulus types, requiring the process­
ing of global information, there was no difference in RT
between the upper and lower visual fields (F < I). A
comparison of the left and right visual fields yielded a

RT 1msecI /
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Figure 3. Percent errors as a function of stimulus type (L+S-:
global target only; L-S+ : local target only) and visual field loca­
tion (L = left, R = right, D = lower, U = upper, DL = lower left,
UR = upper right, DR = lower right, UL = upper left) in
Experiment 2.

significant left VFA [F(I,17) = 7.71, p < .02]. A
comparison of upper right versus lower left visual field
performance yielded no difference (F < I) . For the
L-S+ stimuli, requiring the processing of local infor­
mation, a significant upper VFA was obtained [F(l, 17) =
6.25, p < .03], but there was no left-right difference
(F < I). A comparison of upper right versus lower left
visual field performance showed a marginally significant
upper right VFA [F(l, 17) = 3.35, p < .085] . Thus, the
predictions of the hypothesis were partially confirmed by
the RT data . Although an upper VFA was obtained for
local processing, there were no upper-lower differences
in global processing. Similarly, although a left VFA was
obtained for global processing, there were no left-right
differences in local processing.

Similar analyses were carried out on the accuracy data.
The overall ANOVA revealed a main effect of stimulus
type [F(3 ,51) = 7.93, p < .001], no effect of location
[F(7,1l9) = 1.60,p > .14], and a significant interaction
between stimulus type and location [F(21,357) = 1.66,
p < .04]. This interaction arose from the presence of a
left VFA for global processing [F(l,17) = 5.52,p < .04]
and an upper VFA for local processing [F (1,17) = 5.54,
p < .03]. No other left-right, upper-lower, or upper
right-lower left comparisons attained significance.

Due to the large number of conditions in this experi­
ment, there were only 12 observations per trial type per
location . This fact may have increased the variability of
the data set and obscured certain effects . In an attempt
to address this problem, post hoc analyses were performed
for each trial type on data collapsed over locations sharing
a common visual half-field . For example, data for loca­
tions in the upper right, right, and lower right visual fields
were combined to provide a measure for overall right
visual field performance based on 36 total observations.
Although such analyses prevent examination of perfor­
mance in particular oblique quadrants of the visual field,
they do allow testing for the presence of overall upper
versus lower and left versus right visual field differences,
which served to test the reliability of the basic visual field
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effects obtained in Experiment 1. For L+S- trials, a sig­
nificant lower VFA was obtained for the accuracy measure
[F(l,17) = 4.63, p < .05], as well as a significant left
VFA for both the RT [F(l, 17) = 7.20, P < .02] and ac­
curacy [F(l,17) = 8.77,p < .01] measures. Finally, for
L-S+ trials, a significant upper VFA was obtained for
both the RT [F(l ,17) = 11.90, P < .003] and accuracy
[F(l,17) = 5.71,p < .03] measures, whereas there were
no left-right differences for either measure.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of the current experiments provide preliminary evidence
for the existence of upper versus lower visual field advantages in the
processing of local versus global visual information, and partially repli­
cate previous findings of right versus left visual field differences . With
regard to the upper-lower distinction, the results of Experiment 1 re­
vealed that responses were faster to global information in the lower visual
field and to local information in the upper visual field; in Experiment 2,
responses to global information were more accurate in the lower visual
field, whereas responses to local information were faster and more ac­
curate in the upper visual field . With regard to left-right visual field
comparisons, Experiment 1 revealed a marginal trend toward a left VFA
for global processing and no significant difference in local processing,
whereas Experiment 2 yielded a left VFA for global processing in terms
of both RT and accuracy; no visual field differences were obtained on
either measure for local processing .

The lack of reliability of some of the effects (e .g., the presence of
a lower VFA for global RT in Experiment I only ; the lack of a signifi­
cant right VF A for local processing in either experiment) is somewhat
troublesome. One possibility is that, due to the relatively small number
of trials per condition (especially in Experiment 2), the current experi­
ments lacked sufficient power. Another possible reason for the lack of
consistent left-right visual field differences is that such effects may be
contingent upon the degree of location uncertainty . The typical laterality
experiment employs only two stimulus locations, whereas the current
experiments employed four and eight locations. Thus, the subjects were
more uncertain on each trial as to which location would be stimulated,
and this could have led to a reduction in the visual field difference
(perhaps due to some unspecified attentional process) . This is unlikely ,
however, because previous work has shown that positional uncertainty
typically leads to larger, not smaller, effects (e .g ., Davis, Kramer, &
Graham, 1983; Lamb & Robertson, 1988) .

In summary, partial support for the hypothesis of upper versus lower
visual field differences in the processing of local-global visual infor­
mation was obtained . Further testing needs to be done to determine the
possible bases of these visual field differences. For example, recent work
has demonstrated left-right visual field differences in the processing of
both absolute and relative spatial frequency (Christman, Kitterle , & Hel­
lige, 1991; Kitterle, Christman, & Hellige, 1990) . These findings have
been integrated with left -right visual field differences in local-global
processing to suggest that part of the basis for local-global differences
between the left and right visual fields may reside in differences in spa­
tial frequency processing (e .g ., Kitterle, Christman, & Conesa, in press ;
Robertson & Lamb, 1991) .

This in tum suggests the feasibility of further investigation into the
nature of upper-lower visual field differences in spatial frequency pro­
cessing, as well as in other analogs of local-global processing . In fact ,
two recent papers have reported upper versus lower , as well as left versus
right , visual field differences in spatial frequency processing. Edgar and

Smith (1990) reported differences in perceived spatial frequency as a
function of visual hemifield. Of particular relevance to the current paper
was the finding that the spatial frequency of stimuli presented in the
lower and left visual fields was overestimated relative to stimuli pre­
sented in the upper and right visual fields . Similarly, Berardi and Fi­
orentini (1991) reported lower and left visual field superiorities in a spatial
phase discrimination task . The stimuli they utilized were composed of
relatively low spatial frequencies , which may have played a role in the
fact that lower and left visual field superiorities were obtained. The ex­
act relation of these results to the results of the current study is not clear,
due to the different nature of the tasks employed. It is clear, however,
that researchers studying left-right visual field differences in percep­
tual processing will need to address their relation to similar upper-lower
visual field differences .

REFERENCES

BERARDI, N., & FtORENTINI, A. (1991) . Visual field asymmetries in
pattern discrimination: A sign of asymmetry in cortical visual field
representation? Vision Research, 31, 1831-1836.

BRYDEN, M. P., & UNDERWOOD, G. (1990). Twisting the world by 90
degrees . Behavioral & Brain Sciences, 13, 547-548.

CHRISTMAN, S., KJTTERLE, F ., & HELLIGE, J. (1991). Hemispheric
asymmetry in the processing of absolute versus relative spatial fre­
quency . Brain & Cognition, 16, 62-73 .

DAVIS, E. T., KRAMER, P., & GRAHAM , N. (1983). Uncertainty about
spatial frequency, spatial position, or contrast of visual patterns. Per­
ception & Psychophysics, 33, 20-28.

EDGAR, G., & SMITH, A. (1990) . Hemifield differences in perceived
spatial frequency . Perception, 19,759-766.

KJTTERLE, F ., CHRISTMAN, S., & CONESA, J. (in press) . Hemispheric
differences in the interference among components of compound grat­
ings . Perception & Psychophysics.

KITTERLE, F., CHRISTMAN, S., & HELLIGE, J. (1990). Hemispheric
differences are found in the identification, but not the detection , of
low versus high spatial frequencies. Perception & Psychophysics, 48,
297-306.

LAMB, M., & ROBERTSON, L. (1988) . The processing of hierarchical
stimuli : Effects of retinal locus, locational uncertainty, and stimulus
identity . Perception & Psychophysics , 44, 172-181.

NAVON, D. (1977). Forest before trees : The precedence of global fea­
tures in visual perception. Cognitive Psychology, 9, 353-383 .

PAYNE, w. (1967) . Visual reaction times on a circle about the fovea .
Science, 155,481-482.

PREVIC, F. (1990) . Functional specialization in the lower and upper visual
fields in humans : Its ecological origins and neurophysiological impli­
cations. Behavioral & Brain Sciences, 13, 519-575 .

ROBERTSON, L., & LAMB, M. (1991) . Neuropsychological perspectives
on part/whole organization. Cognitive Psychology, 23, 299-330.

SCHWARTZ, S. , & KJRSNER, K. (1982) . Laterality effects in visual in­
formation processing: Hemispheric specialization or the orienting of
attention? Quarterly Joumal ofExperimental Psychology, 34A, 61-77 .

SERGENT, J. (1982). The cerebral balance of power: Confrontation or
cooperation? Joumal of Experimental Psychology : Human Percep­
tion & Performance, 8, 253-272 .

VANKLEECK, M. H . (1989) . Hemispheric differences in global versus
local processing of hierarchical visual stimuli by normal subjects : New
data and a meta-analysis of previous data . Neuropsychologia, 27 ,
1165-1178.

(Manuscript received February 6, 1993.)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /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 false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /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 (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




