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Article

Turkish Version of the Dyadic Almost
Perfect Scale: Reliability and Validity

Aslı Bugay1, Melek Kalkan2, and Rakel Delevi3

Abstract
The present study examined the reliability and validity of the Turkish version of the Dyadic Almost Perfect Scale (DAPS). The
Turkish version of DAPS and Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS) was administered to 263 (157 female and 104 male)
Turkish university students and 2 participants didn’t specify their gender. Internal reliability was calculated and Cronbach’s a
coefficients ranged between .87 and .90. Criterion validity (Pearson correlation) between the DAPS and the MPS ranged from .27
to .50. Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysis result revealed good model fit indices for the three-factor model of the DAPS.
The findings suggested that the Turkish version of DAPS can be reliably used to measure participants’ expectations for their
partners or significant others among a Turkish sample.
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Conflict is inevitable in romantic relationships. Dissolution

between partners and distress in their relationships tends to

negatively impact individuals’ mental and physical health

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Brown & Ryan, 2003; Shek,

1995). Many studies have been conducted to determine the

factors that predict the level of maladjustment and distress in

intimate relationships and relevant personal characteristics

(Haring, Hewitt, & Flett, 2003). Personality traits play a sig-

nificant role in perception and satisfaction of relationships. For

instance, an individual may have extremely high standards for

others; their preoccupation with meeting those standards may

negatively impact their close relationships by creating tension

and reducing flexibility within the relationship. Studies have

shown that there is a link between perfectionism, relationship

maladjustment, and relationship problems (Epstein & Eidelson,

1982; Hewitt, Flett, & Mikail, 1995). Even though perfection-

ism is considered to be a stable personality trait, relationship

perceptions and dynamics play an important role in the devel-

opment and maintenance of perfectionism (Lopez, Fons-

Scheyd, Morúa, & Chaliman, 2006).

Perfectionism is described as setting high standards for the

individual (oneself) and others and wanting everything to be in

coordination (Kottman & Ashby, 2000; LoCicero, Ashby, &

Kern, 2000; Rice & Preusser, 2002; Stoeber, 2012). Perfection-

ism has been conceptualized in a variety of ways. For instance,

Rice, Ashby, and Slaney (1998) Frost, Heimberg, Hold, Mattia,

and Neubauer (1993) identified two dimensions of perfection-

ism: positive and negative. Positive perfectionism enables the

individual to set realistic goals and brings satisfaction when

these targets are reached. Therefore, positive perfectionists

do not feel anxious about reaching high standards (Hamachek,

1978). On the other hand, negative perfectionism involves

setting unrealistic standards and not accepting any mistakes

(Hamachek, 1978). Negative perfectionists are overanxious in

meeting their expectations, and they feel depressed and dis-

appointed when they cannot attain perfection (Kottman &

Ashby, 2000). Negative perfectionism is closely related to

negative interpersonal perceptions and judgments (Lopez

et al., 2006). Thus, negative perfectionism is usually destruc-

tive to interpersonal relationships and reduces self-respect

(Ashby & Rice, 2002).

Furthermore, Hewitt and Flett (1991a, 1991b) defined per-

fectionism as a multidimensional personality trait and identi-

fied three types of perfectionism, namely, self-oriented

perfectionism, other-oriented perfectionism, and socially pre-

scribed perfectionism. In self-oriented perfectionism, the indi-

vidual sets unrealistic standards for himself or herself,

evaluates himself or herself in an overly critical way, and has

a high motivation to achieve perfection and avoid mistakes

(Hewitt & Flett, 1991b, p. 457). In other-oriented
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perfectionism, the individual sets these unrealistic standards

also for significant others (Hewitt & Flett, 1991b, p. 457).

Lastly, socially prescribed perfectionism entails the individu-

al’s belief or perception that their significant others have unrea-

listic standards for them (Hewitt & Flett, 1991b, p. 457). The

individual perceives that his or her partner has unrealistic expec-

tations, expects perfect or excellent behaviors, and thinks that the

partner criticizes him or her (Hewitt & Flett, 2002). Self-oriented

perfectionism tends not to be strongly associated with interper-

sonal behaviors; however, other-oriented and socially prescribed

perfectionism are linked with behaviors that may be detrimental

to interpersonal relationship (Haring et al., 2003).

Studies have shown that other-oriented perfectionists have

high standards in their relationships (Flett, Hewitt, Shapiro, &

Rayman, 2001). These individuals form their relationships

according to both their performance standards for their partners

and their prejudgments about whether their partners meet these

standards. If they consider their partners to meet their personal

standards or perceive them as satisfactory, it is predicted that

the relationship will be compatible; otherwise, it is perceived as

an unsatisfactory and conflicted relationship (Lopez, Fons-

Scheyd, Bush-King, & McDermott, 2011). One’s idealized

expectations of his or her partner and perceived contradiction

regarding the partner’s performance can be defined as a feature

of maladaptive relationship perfectionism (Lopez et al., 2006).

Unrealistic standards and expectations often cause feelings of

failure and inadequacy in the partner, and the belief that the

partner cannot meet these expectations often causes general

dissatisfaction and anger (Hewitt et al., 1995).

Burns (1980) stressed that perfectionism can have negative

implications for marriage because perfectionists react defen-

sively to criticism; they tend to hide their flaws, and they set

high standards that might cause disappointment concerning

others. These high standards are usually used to create irra-

tional relationship beliefs and unrealistic expectations (e.g.,

partners must be completely faithful to one another in close

relationships; partners must provide practical support for each

other to the utmost of their capabilities; sharing interests and

hobbies keeps relationships healthy; the success of a relation-

ship depends on how well any conflict is dealt with; and in most

successful relationships, partners are completely sensitive to

each other’s feelings; Flett et al., 2001). Ultimately, disappoint-

ments resulting from unfulfilled expectations cause individu-

als’ relationship satisfaction to decrease. In addition,

perfectionists’ high level of insensitivity and lack of positive

perspectives toward their partners are directly involved in prob-

lem solving process. These individuals tend to feel desperate

and powerless when they face difficulties in their relationships

and they use maladaptive coping styles (Flett et al., 2001).

Perfectionism in romantic relationships also has a negative

impact on long-term commitment. Individuals who have per-

fectionist expectations of their partners get less satisfaction

from the relationship and tend to show short-term commitment

(Stoeber, 2012).

Overall, several studies have revealed that perfectionism is

related to low-relationship satisfaction (Hewitt et al., 1995),

low-dyadic adjustment (Flett et al., 2001), relationship difficul-

ties (Johnson & Slaney, 1996), reduced sexual satisfaction

(Habke, Hewitt, & Flett, 1999), and maladaptive coping styles

(Haring et al., 2003). All these studies propound the necessity

and the importance of understanding of perfectionism.

There are several perfectionism scales including the

Romantic Relationship Perfectionism Scale (Matte & Lafon-

taine, 2012) and the Dyadic Almost Perfect Scale (DAPS;

Shea, Slaney, & Rice, 2006) to assess dyadic perfectionism

in romantic relationships. The Romantic Relationship Perfec-

tionism Scale, a 14-item instrument, measures perfectionism

in romantic relationships in two subscales: Self-Oriented

Romantic Perfectionism and Other-Oriented Romantic Per-

fectionism. The factor structure of this scale depends on the

structural covariance level and the measurement error level

(Matte & Lafontaine, 2012).

On the other hand, the DAPS, a 26-item instrument, mea-

sures dyadic perfectionism in three dimensions: high standards,

discrepancy, and order. Shea, Slaney, and Rice (2006) tested

the psychometric properties across two samples from different

universities. Their findings validated the factor structure of the

scale by confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) and provided

empirical support for reliability and construct validity of the

scale. Fons-Scheyd (2008) examined the relationship between

the dimensions of dyadic perfectionism and other measures to

test the criterion validity of the scale. Their findings showed

that the DAPS scores were generally correlated with scores on

relationship styles, problem solving attitudes, and respect for

one’s partner. In addition to these studies, Lopez, Fons-Scheyd,

Morúa, and Chaliman (2006) and Slaney, Pincus, Uliaszek, and

Wang (2006) provide further empirical evidence for the relia-

bility and validity of the DAPS.

Dyadic perfectionism is a fairly new topic in Turkey and

research in this area has been limited mainly due to the absence

of a Turkish version of a scale to measure dyadic perfection-

ism. A few studies were conducted on dating and married

couples where general perfectionism was examined (Bilge

et al., 2010; Koydemir, Sun-Selışık, & Tezer, 2005), but dyadic

perfectionism has not been researched. Although one’s general

perfectionism indirectly affects romantic relationships, it is

suggested that dyadic perfectionism explains compatibility var-

iance more adequately than general perfectionism (Shea et al.,

2006). Therefore, adapting a dyadic perfectionism scale into

the Turkish language and culture is necessary to enhance the

limited empirical understanding of dyadic perfectionism in this

culture. Thus, the aim of the current study was to examine the

basic psychometric properties of the DAPS to encourage pre-

marital and marital research in this topic in the Turkish culture.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Participants consisted of 263 (157 female and 104 male) Turk-

ish university students and 2 participants didn’t specify their

gender. The ages of participants ranged between 18 and 58

2 The Family Journal: Counseling and Therapy for Couples and Families



years, and the mean age was 25.40 years (standard deviation

[SD] ¼ 8.57). As for the relationship status, 74% (195) of the

participants were single and 26% (68) were married. One hun-

dred and twenty-nine single participants reported being in a

committed relationship. Single participants were randomly

selected among college students, whereas the married partici-

pants were recruited through snow balling from university

faculty. In order to see if the scale was applicable regardless

of relationship status, both singles and married participants

were included. The participants who were not in a romantic

relationship were instructed to answer these questions based on

previous relationships that they have experienced. All of the

participants volunteered to participate in the current study. The

completion of the survey took approximately 15–20 min.

Instruments

DAPS. This scale was developed by Shea et al. (2006) to mea-

sure dyadic perfectionism in romantic relationships. The DAPS

consists of 26 items and three subscales: Discrepancy Subscale,

High Standards Subscale, and Order Subscale. The items are

scored on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly dis-

agree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items include ‘‘My signif-

icant other can generally meet the standards that I have set for

him or her’’ and ‘‘I have very high standards for my significant

other.’’ Shea et al. (2006) reported adequate psychometric

properties of the DAPS with the internal reliability coefficients

for total and subscores ranging between .82 and .93.

Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS). In order to test the

criterion validity of the Turkish version of the DAPS, it was

decided to use the MPS. The scale was developed by Frost,

Marten, Lahart, and Rosenblate (1990) to assess several

dimensions of perfectionism. MPS consists of 35 items with

a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 5 (strongly agree). The MPS consists of six subscales:

Concern Over Mistakes, Personal Standards, Parental Expec-

tations, Parental Criticism, Doubts About Action, and Orga-

nization. The scale has adequate psychometric characteristics

for use with both child and adult nonclinical populations

(Ablard & Parker, 1997; Parker & Adkins, 1995). As for the

psychometric properties of the Turkish version of the MPS,

Özbay and Mısırlı-Taşdemir (2003) reported internal relia-

bility coefficients for total and subscores ranging between .63

and .87. The total Cronbach’s a value was found to be .83 and

the split-half Cronbach’s a value was found to be .80. The

interitem correlation coefficients were found to be .90 for the

current data.

Results

Translation Procedures

First, three counselors with PhD degrees who are fluent in

English, working independently, translated the scale into Turk-

ish. Then, the researchers selected the best fit translation for

each item from the three translated versions of the DAPS. Next,

an English language teacher with a MS degree evaluated the

equivalence of translation in the two languages. After all nec-

essary modifications were made, the final version of the trans-

lation was created and this was used in the current study.

CFA

AMOS, Version 16.0, software was used to perform the CFA.

Maximum likelihood and covariance matrices were used to test

the three-factor model of the Turkish version of the DAPS. Each

parameter’s estimated value (column 1), standard error (column

2), and critical ratio (column 3) are presented in Table 1.

In order to evaluate the results of the structural model, the

Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the comparative fit index (CFI),

the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and

the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were used

as recommended by Kline (2005).

The findings revealed good model fit indices for the three-

factor model of the DAPS, w2(296) ¼ 704.4, p < .0001; w2/df

ratio ¼ 2.38; TLI ¼ .89, CFI ¼ .87, RMSEA ¼ .073, SRMR ¼
.076. Therefore, the goodness-of-fit indices (TLI, CFI,

RMSEA, and SRMR) suggested that the model fit was ade-

quate, and the findings confirmed the three-factor model of the

DAPS, providing evidence for the construct validity.

Table 1. Parameter Estimates of the Long Version of Dyadic Almost
Perfect Scale (DAPS).

Items Factors Weight SE CR

d16 <— Factor1 .372**
d15 <— Factor1 .547** .251 4.027
d14 <— Factor1 .488** .443 3.916
d13 <— Factor1 .614** .284 4.124
d12 <— Factor1 .750** .412 4.257
d11 <— Factor1 .742** .313 4.250
d10 <— Factor1 .654** .314 4.170
d9 <— Factor1 .815** .425 4.300
d8 <— Factor1 .723** .351 4.235
d7 <— Factor1 .381** .292 3.619
d6 <— Factor1 .718** .414 4.231
d5 <— Factor1 .545** .304 4.024
d4 <— Factor1 .681** .349 4.197
d3 <— Factor1 .643** .368 4.158
d2 <— Factor1 .423** .250 3.752
d1 <— Factor1 .494** .286 3.928
d17 <— Factor2 .717**
d18 <— Factor2 .691** .083 10.403
d19 <— Factor2 .684** .072 10.304
d20 <— Factor2 .800** .086 11.956
d21 <— Factor2 .700** .084 10.546
d22 <— Factor2 .782** .089 11.701
d23 <— Factor3 .903**
d24 <— Factor3 .887** .054 18.962
d25 <— Factor3 .742** .050 14.484
d26 <— Factor3 .683** .064 12.775

Note. CR ¼ critical ratio.
*p < .05; **p < .001.
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Criterion-Related Validity

Criterion-related validity of the scale was calculated based on

the correlation between the Turkish versions of DAPS and

MPS. The Pearson correlation coefficient revealed significant

positive correlation between DAPS and MPS scores (r ¼ .50,

p < .01), suggesting that participants with a high-DAPS score

tended to score higher on MPS. Significant positive correla-

tions were found between the Discrepancy Subscale and MPS

scores (r ¼ .38, p < .001), between the High Standard Subscale

and MPS scores (r ¼ .45, p < .001), and between the Order

Subscale and MPS scores (r ¼ .27, p < .001).

Descriptive Statistics and Reliability

The range, means, SDs, kurtosis, skewness, and Cronbach’s a
coefficients of the variables are presented in Table 2. In order to

provide evidence of reliability, the internal consistency coeffi-

cient (Cronbach’s a) was calculated for the Turkish version of

DAPS. Cronbach’s coefficient a for DAPS total was a ¼ .90,

Discrepancy Subscale a ¼ .90, High Standards Subscale a ¼
.87, and Order Subscale a ¼ .88, indicating adequate internal

consistency.

Discussion

Perfectionism appears to be an important factor in a variety of

aspects of romantic relationships including marital satisfaction

and marital commitment (Stoeber, 2012). Although research in

this area has been increasing in the United States, there is

limited research in this area in Turkey. This is mainly due to

the lack of a reliable and valid scale. In order to examine

perfectionism in romantic relationships in Turkey, valid and

reliable assessment is crucial. Driven by this motivation, this

study investigated the reliability and validity of the Turkish

version of the DAPS among Turkish participants.

CFA was performed to test the construct validity of the

scale. The results of the CFA showed that the tree-factor model

of the DAPS provided an adequate fit for the current data.

Further, correlational analyses were performed to test the

criterion-related validity of the scale. The findings revealed

significant positive correlation between the DAPS and MPS

scores. Particularly, significant positive correlations were

found between the Discrepancy Subscale and MPS scores,

between the High Standard Subscale and MPS scores, and

between the Order Subscale and MPS scores. Thus, dyadic

perfectionism was found to be associated with higher multi-

dimensional perfectionism in the expected direction. Finally,

the internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s a) indicated

high-internal consistency estimates for the scale. The results

show that the DAPS can be reliably utilized to measure dyadic

perfectionism among Turkish married individuals.

The current study should be evaluated in the context of

several limitations. First, sample was a convenience sample

which prevents us from generalizing the results. Second, we

did not conduct test–retest reliability which would have pro-

vided more information about the consistency of the instru-

ment. Furthermore, the cross-cultural nature of this study was

another limitation. Future studies should look at this scale in

longitudinal designs to see how perfectionism changes over-

time. The validity and reliability findings that were obtained

through this study have limitations within the frame of the

sample, on which the study was conducted. If we use the scale

in samples that are differentiated qualitatively and quantita-

tively, we can reach more powerful and generalized findings

regarding the validity and reliability of the scale.

Considering the negative impact of perfectionism on rela-

tionship and overall well-being has important clinical implica-

tions for marriage and family therapists. This scale can be used

as an assessment tool to give Turkish clinicians an understand-

ing of partners’ levels of perfectionism. Raising partners’ self-

awareness about own and partner’s perfectionism can be of

great help in couple’s understanding of their relational

dynamic. In addition, research in this area underlines the

importance of psychoeducation about the negative impact of

perfectionism in romantic relationships. Given that perfection-

ism has negative impacts on romantic relationships such as

propensity to criticism, defensiveness, disappointment, irra-

tional beliefs, and unrealistic expectations, defensively to crit-

icism (Burns, 1980), talking about this personality trait with

couples can have preventative as well as interventional value.

This scale is also important in furthering research in this

area. The fact that the DAPS is able to distinguish between the

perfectionism in romantic relationships and general perfection-

ism is important for the related studies that will be carried out

in the future.

Overall, this study provides a good introduction to the psy-

chometric properties of the scale. New psychometric research

needs to be conducted with the intention of examining the use

of the scale in applications in Turkey. The comparison of dya-

dic perfectionism levels of people who have low relationship

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the DAPS and MPS.

Variables M SD Minimum Maximum Kurtosis Skewness Cronbach’s a

Discrepancy 35.73 10.86 16 65 �0.10 0.64
High standards 20.00 5.17 6 30 �0.25 �0.14 .90
Order 16.05 2.83 4 20 1.17 �1.33 .87
DAPS total 71.65 14.33 31 115 0.46 0.51 .88
MPS 99.23 17.18 47 163 0.48 0.29 .90

Note. DAPS ¼ Dyadic Almost Perfect Scale; MPS ¼ Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale.
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and marriage satisfaction or who are divorced would contribute

greatly to the scale’s validity.
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kolojik Danışma ve Rehberlik Kongresi, 9-11 Temmuz 2003,
_Inönü Üniversitesi, Malatya, Turkey.

Parker, W. D., & Adkins, K. K. (1995). A psychometric examination

of the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale. Journal of Psycho-

pathology and Behavioral Assessment, 17, 323–334.

Rice, K. G., Ashby, J. S., & Slaney, R. B. (1998). Self-esteem as a

mediator between perfectionism and depression: A structural equa-

tions analysis. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45, 304–314.

Rice, K. G., & Preusser, K. J. (2002). The adaptive/ maladaptive

perfectionism scale. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling

and Development, 34, 210–222.

Shea, A. J., Slaney, R. B., & Rice, K. G. (2006). Perfectionism in

intimate relationships: The Dyadic Almost Perfect Scale. Measure-

ment and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 39,

107–125.

Bugay et al. 5



Shek, D. T. L. (1995). Marital quality and psychological well-being of

married adults in a Chinese context. Journal of Genetic Psychol-

ogy, 156, 45–56.

Slaney, R. B., Pincus, A. L., Uliaszek, A. A., & Wang, K. T. (2006).

Conceptions of perfectionism and interpersonal problems

evaluating groups using the structural summary method for cir-

cumplex data. Assessment, 13, 138–153.

Stoeber, J. (2012). Dyadic perfectionism in romantic relationships:

Predicting relationship satisfaction and longterm commitment.

Personality and Individual Differences, 53, 300–305.

6 The Family Journal: Counseling and Therapy for Couples and Families

View publication statsView publication stats

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/303360937


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /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 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /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 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /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
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




