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The theme of paradigm shift is of great interest to scholars all over Asia.
I am happy to see that the organizers have chosen this theme. I am reminded
that the idea of paradigm as used by Thomas Kuhn is now some 50 years old.
Since then, there have been numerous claims that paradigm shifts have
taken place. It may not be too much of an exaggeration to say that new
paradigms have been proposed regularly ever since then, not least in the
social sciences disciplines. There is now something of an industry to check
the validity of social science paradigms. Forgive me if I confess that I am
skeptical of many of such claims. But it would be true to say that the
possibility of finding a new paradigm has driven many scholars to come up
with important and sometimes brilliant insights in numerous fields of study.
Certainly the idea of a paradigm shift has been a major research tool in
advancing scholarship.

I shall not argue about whether the paradigm shifts that have been
suggested are justified or not. I do not define paradigms very strictly myself.
As long as a new pattern or model is accepted as being valuable for research
purposes, I would be prepared to take that as paradigmatic. What I shall try
to do here is to place the idea of new paradigms in a longer-term perspective.
This seems to me to be appropriate here given the historical origins of
IAHA.

When Thomas Kuhn convinced us of the paradigm shift following the
scientific revolution in Europe, we were struck by the logic and beauty of his

presentation. He identified what such a transformation in world-views
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meant for the scholarly world and showed how we could connect and
explain a variety of revolutionary changes that had occurred. Underlying
these changes was the idea of universality as something that we could find
in the past and also expect to find in the future. Thus, looking back, we
might ask, was there a specific paradigm before the one that Thomas Kuhn
had identified? If there was, what was it, and how long did that last? And,
looking forwards, we might also ask, could a new paradigm shift be
permanent? If not, could a shift lead back or revert to an older one, or be
replaced by another new paradigm?

In the context of the theme of this conference, what does a paradigm
shift in Asia mean? Is it truly new or something more like a reversion to an
earlier paradigm and represents some kind of pendulum swing? Also, as
one might well ask, is this something we in Asia discovered for ourselves or,
as often happens these days, was it pointed out to us by scholars working in
the West? I shall explore these questions and also offer some reflections on
the age of paradigms in Asia and elsewhere, asking historical questions like,
how old did the replaced paradigms get before they were replaced? In other
words, how long did paradigms survive, and how long can any paradigm
survive today in a world that seems to be changing so rapidly? This would
also lead me to distinguish between different kinds of paradigms, for
example, the old and the new and the perennial. Many of the conference
papers here will be examining this vast subject in all sorts of different ways.
I merely offer to kick off with a few questions and invite you to put the issue
of paradigm shifts in Asia in a historical context.

Let me begin with Kuhn's paradigm and ask what kind of paradigm
was there before the scientific revolution. I am not even sure that there was
any one paradigm that could be easily identified. But, since Kuhn's new
paradigm has gained universal acceptance, we might argue that what it
replaced had also been universal in some way. At least it would have had
common features around the world that might be recognisable. Because the
new paradigm was linked to the scientific revolution, we could assume that

the replaced paradigm was “not scientific”. Furthermore, there would have
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been regional differences around the world, and obviously different
“unscientific” ways in various contemporary civilizations that sometimes
helped to advance knowledge.

For example, the state of “non-scientific” thinking in the 16th and 17th
centuries in Western Europe was distinct from that prevailing in Asia. On
the eve of the scientific revolution in Europe, when Tycho Brahe and then
Galileo and Kepler were re-charting the skies against received views of the
Catholic world, Muslim mathematicians and astronomers were quiescent in
the Middle East. But some were still active alongside those in India and
China. As for Chinese astronomers, they were stubbornly pragmatic and
shied away from new ideas and methodologies. When the Confucian
mandarins encountered the new “scientific” ideas of Matteo Ricci in the late
16th century, and then those of his Jesuit colleagues like Giulo Aleni, Adam
Schall and Ferdinand Verbiest during the next hundred years, they
consistently rejected what did not conform with their ideas. These
mandarins demonstrated a range of “unscientific” thinking that had little in
common with that found in India and the Middle East. Nevertheless, we
could argue that each kind of resistance to radical re-thinking was part of a
broader “non-scientific” paradigm that depended on religious backgrounds
and other kinds of traditional faiths. Today we think the Chinese mandarins
were so backward not to have appreciated the progressive ideas and
institutions that the Jesuits had brought. In fact, we may have gone too far
the other way, so much so that we are likely now to take seriously and
sometimes uncritically any new paradigm that came out of an European or
American university.

But there were other paradigms at work in the 17th century. In various
ways, people in Asia at the time would place their faith in some force or
superior Being that determined the course of their lives. Such faith
demanded that any quest for knowledge should obey given values or laws.
Effective ways to acquire new knowledge and advance the cause of learning
were already there. For most people, there was profound meaning in their

acts of faith as well as the rituals and habits that grew around these acts.
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Inspired by these faiths, people could still be inventive and creative in the
acquisition of new knowledge, and society could advance from simple to
complex, rural to urban, even from barbarism to the rise of civilisation. Each
of these historical stages could be said to have been the product of its own
paradigm.

But what precisely were the paradigms before the scientific revolution
of the 17th century in Europe? Had there been earlier paradigm shifts and, if
there were, what was the nature of such shifts in the past? Since the people
then did not have the concept, I am hesitant to apply the word paradigm
retrospectively. But if we find similar ingredients in the various ways they
studied their societies, why not? If we go far back enough, what about the
way knowledge was used by hunter-gatherers to re-learn and acquire new
knowledge needed to establish agrarian economies? Was there not a
paradigm shift there? After that, when people learnt to live in towns and
cities, they would also have required another paradigm shift. One can
imagine totally new ways of thinking replacing the older ways. There would
then follow new generations of people who would examine their lives more
self-consciously with even more different sets of premises. Of course, the
different mix of rural and urban environments called for greater varieties of
knowledge seeking. The particular mix that produced the scientific
revolution in Europe was unique and no other mix of ideas and institutions
had been able to lead to that particular phenomenon. I have learnt to
welcome new paradigm shifts. But could future paradigm shifts turn
backwards? Could older paradigms be revived?

Kuhn's paradigm shift did imply that it marked a total negation of
previous paradigms and gave the impression that it is a path of no return. I
do not know if he had intended it to be so absolute. Of course, the nature of
the scientific paradigm itself led to revolutionary methods that seem to have
overturned everything. On the other hand, we know that the new paradigm
that Kuhn identified had evolved from the cruder methods that had been
tried in earlier times. What happened in the 17th century were the

systematic use of improved methods and the crystallization of the laws and
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principles that could be derived from them. As these accumulated, they
confirmed the idea of progress and reinforced hopes of an ever better world.
But, at its base, the paradigm was more modest. The seeming
methodological discontinuity was not a total break with the past but more
an enrichment and enhancement of the values and ideas that had long been
known.

Nevertheless, the impact of the new paradigm has been profound. We
in Asia are now all prepared for more paradigm shifts to come. We look out
for them in ways our ancestors had never done, notably in our centres of
higher learning and through our scholarly journals. So much so that some
years ago I identified the influence of paradigm shifts on the research and
teaching in our universities and found the following contrast in our search
for paradigm shifts. This is what I said,

“In universities in Western Europe, North America and
Australasia, paradigm shifts come more from academic and
intellectual activity, or cerebral responses to social and cultural
changes over time, taking in the larger picture in the context of
universal science and progress, and of modern civilisation, as the
main driving force in history.”

“In Asia, especially in the newer nations over the past half
century, paradigm shifts are more situational, much more
influenced by contemporary political and economic developments.
Thus, we might distinguish between responses to academic shifts
emerging from the major scholarly centres in the West and those
responses to situational changes (which sometimes produce
paradigm shifts) that have been experienced in Asia itself.”

I shall not examine whether the paradigm shift in Asia referred to here
as the theme of this conference is a knowledge-driven shift or a situational
one. I consider it self-evident that, with the economic rise of Japan and then
East Asia, and now of India and Southeast Asia, we are more ready to accept
suggestions of paradigm shift in our research that reflect that situational

change. I see nothing wrong with situational responses that could produce
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new paradigms. The change in Asia has occurred at two levels. More people
now believe that power has really shifted from the kind of colonial and
imperial domination by the West to one where Asian entities can more or
less determine their own fates. Therefore, there are more options for Asians
to map out their own paths to progress. This perspective had begun early
with K. M. Panikkar's Asia and Western Dominance (1954) that pointed to
the end of Western dominance and Jan Romein's The Asian Century, which
he wrote in 1956. Looking back, both judgments were premature, but clearly
both authors were groping for some kind of paradigm shift. Actually Kuhn
first wrote on the structure of scientific revolutions about the same time in
1955, but his work was not known to most of us until Chicago published his
book seven years later, in 1962.

At another level, some scholars in the West had themselves become
discontented with the idea of Western civilisational dominance. This led to
the post-modern discourse that seems to have been knowledge-driven. It
had come from a re—~discovery of “non-Western” history and culture, or a
reaction against the positivism of the Enlightenment project, something that
had begun with artists and writers like Ezra Pound and gained wide
recognition with Jack Kerouac and the Beat Generation in the 1950s. Yet
another source was the systematic reappraisal of facts and interpretations
that had previously confirmed the supremacy of “Western-modern” values.
This included the powerful demonstration of imperial European
construction of an Oriental past by Edward Said and the enthusiastic
following that he inspired. More recently, we have seen many books like
Andre Gunder Frank's Re-Orient and John Hobson's The Eastern Origins of
Western Civilisation. And there was the drive for change within Asia itself,
most notably the turn to Islam and religious authenticity. Many other
communities were also engaged in the return to conservative values,
wherever there was felt the need to fill the moral and spiritual vacuum in a
triumphant capitalism.

Whatever the reason for the knowledge-driven shifts, it supported the

emerging reality today, one of Asians recovering their self-confidence. That
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reality helped to confirm the assertion of paradigm shifts. It has led us to be
receptive of some shifts that we now more or less take for granted. Let me
focus on a few examples that have been influential in Asia. I have chosen
four that are well known and can be used to support what I have said above.
The four have also been chosen to illustrate different kinds of paradigm
shifts, what call the recurrent, the continuous, the contested and the
cumulative. An example of the recurrent paradigm shift would be “Culture
Matters”, something that has found a new lease of life following the
powerful image of “the clash of civilisations”. The second example, of the
continuous shift, are the many manifestations of the “Core/Centre and
Periphery” paradigm. The third example is more controversial. I have
chosen the “Party Politics” phenomenon often linked with the advent of
democracy. This would be an example of the contested paradigm shift.
Finally, the fourth example is that of “International Systems” which I call a
cumulative paradigm, something akin to Kuhn's original paradigm, with the
shifts being cumulative oOver centuries. I have chosen these examples to
show that, in this age of paradigms, it would be useful to have a typology of
paradigms. I shall now explain the differences among the four and why I

think marking these differences could be useful.

Culture Matters

Let me begin with the recurrent paradigm. It probably surprised people
in Asia that there should be a book entitled Culture Matters: how values
shape human progress (2000) [edited by Samuel Huntington and Lawrence
Harrison]. The title invokes the word “culture”, and the idea that culture is
important seems to be self-evident everywhere in Asia. At least, I am not
aware of anyone in Asia who would disagree with that general statement.
The editors of the book, however, are more focused, and take on the
argument about the place of culture in the social sciences. This is an issue
that has been debated for several decades and was most recently stimulated
by Huntington's own essay on “The Clash of Civilisations”. Not surprisingly,

that essay has attracted attention all over Asia.
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We are all familiar with the uses of the scientific model to set aside
matters pertaining to anything linked with “culture” because they are not
quantifiable and often unreliable. This was essential for certain kinds of
experiments and calculations. But many scientists also recognise the limits of
the technical and narrow approach, limits which remind us of those what
used to encumber the traditional methods of the classicists, philosophers,
rhetoricians, philologists, theologians, and historians in the past. Those
scholars were mindful of the cultural baggage they carried into their work.
Many of them would agree that their methods had reached the point of
when they found breakthroughs in knowledge increasingly difficult. Hence
the strong urge in the social sciences to break out of the old paradigms.

Why do we need a book to affirm that “culture matters” now? Attacks
on the unscientific use of culture in social studies go back a long time, and
dates back at least to the rise of fields like economics and sociology at the
beginning of the 19th century. Karl Marx was probably the most powerful
proponent of what was to be called “scientific socialism” in a positivist era. I
was much influenced by Marx but, at the same time, I was restrained by the
cultural arguments in R. H. Tawney's Religion and the Rise of Capitalism.
Tawney first developed this in 1922 and confirmed what Max Weber had
argued some twenty years earlier in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism [only translated into English in 1930]. Soon after that, I was
further struck by Weber's famous essay on Confucianism and Taoism, and
excited by the explanatory power of ideas and cultural values. Since then,
despite my faith in the scientific revolution and the brilliance of Kuhn's
paradigm, I have never been able to shake off the conviction that culture has
mattered all along, and that attempts to leave it out have not been
convincing. Thus I was surprised by the intolerance shown to historical and
cultural explanations among many social scientists since the 1980s. New
paradigms that sought to replace the value of history and culture have been
favoured. This has led many to turn away from the reality of cultural factors
in human behaviour, whether in war and peace or in the management of

complex organisations. I am convinced that the pressure of that reality will
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counteract this trend. The age of the culture-less social science, for better or
worse, may not last all that long. Of course, there had always been periods
of doubt about the explanatory power of the idea of culture. But cultural
elements have continued to demand attention. There may therefore never be
real paradigm shifts where culture is concerned. Hence this is an example of

the recurrent paradigm.

Core and Periphery

The next example of “core and periphery” I have called a continuous
paradigm. It has always had wide appeal in Asia. The paradigm was given
its fullest expression by Immanuel Wallerstein, notably in his world-systems
theory. In familiar dialectical terms, he has raised the core-periphery
paradigm to the level of a global phenomenon, and the tension it represents
has now become part of the anti-globalisation agenda. In fact, this paradigm
has an ancient pedigree and has always been so useful that it has been
extensively applied to the widest possible range of human, technical and
natural phenomena. In Asia, the paradigm shift today could be couched in
terms of the rise of new Asian regional cores to which may be attached some
realigned peripheries. For example, we identify a core in the Japanese
economy since the 1960s to which the Newly Industrialised Economies
(NIEs) were the periphery. One could predict that China's dynamic shift to
capitalistic ways since the 1980s might ultimately produce a new core for
Asia. In both cases, the peripheries would include parts of Southeast Asia
and beyond.

Such changes may be seen as simply a stage of development and does
not prove that any paradigm shift has occurred. The key question is, how
long do these core-periphery relationships last? The paradigm has had many
precedents and may therefore be called a continuous paradigm that has
taken different forms and been given different names. At the risk of
sounding contradictory in terms, I would suggest that the pattern is a
perennial one. Scholars have been playing with similar ideas from ancient

times. For example, among its different names, there have been comparable
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pairings made in religious discourse between the head and heart of a great
faith and the outer limbs of the faithful. Similarly, the images of court and
country, and even the rulers and the rule, and there are analogies that
separated the civilised from the barbarous, and the centre from the local. In
all these relationships, the underlying principle was hierarchical and the
superiority of the core and the power relationships that were projected were
never questioned. However, there is something that distinguishes the
modern core and periphery paradigm from the others, and that is the high
degree of flexibility implied in modern usage. At any one time, the core not
only bore an interdependent relationship to the periphery but, as Wallerstein
suggests and can be variously demonstrated, the core could also change and
move, and in time the periphery could even become a new core to which the
former core would become dependent.

Thus the continuous paradigm where the continuity has helped
knowledge-seekers from the earliest times to frame their studies. It is
something that could be adapted for different purposes to explain different
power and cultural relationships. Its use today, in association with analytical
methods, has demonstrated the impermanence of such relationships. We
now have a better understanding of the core-periphery patterns throughout
history and can identify its evolution under different geographical and
economic conditions. And, in so far as it could be modified to become an
open system of core-periphery interchanges, we can say that the paradigm is
continuous. There is really no new paradigm, only a series of shifts in
meaning in response to changing contexts. Hence there is no difficulty for
Asians to say that we have had this paradigm all along and a new shift from

any periphery to an Asian core is not at all surprising.

Party politics

My third example is of a contested paradigm. This is drawn from the
theory that party politics is inevitable as we push towards democratic
governance. I refer in particular to the writings that have followed Maurice

Duverger's famous study of political parties. As he shows, during the past
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two centuries, party politics has come to dominate all varieties of political
activity. In so far as this is the backbone of democratic organization,
something alien to traditional Asia, this would seem to qualify as a totally
new paradigm shift for Asia. That is, there was a paradigmatic shift when
courtiers and mandarins gave way to political professionals who organised
themselves through political parties in order to control popular or
democratic systems. Certainly the idea that kings and other rulers were
legitimate by the will of God or Heaven has been superceded. But in what
way do their successors rule by the wish of the people (however that is
determined) is far from uniform. On the surface, a paradigm shift has
occurred, at least, in theory and in the political rhetoric used today. Even in
practice, we have seen the growth of the phenomenon of party politics
everywhere. However, what is important is the assumption that party
politics evolved when more than one party was needed to compete for the
right to rule. Maurice Duverger considers the role of parties mostly in
nations that already have democratic systems. He does not consider parties
that have to function where a nation does not yet exist. Nor does he deal
with post-colonial states that experienced democracy only after the colonial
officials had left.

I would like to use examples from Southeast Asia after de-colonisation.
We have at least three kinds of countries. The first distrusted political parties
and no real parties were allowed to be active. Here the governments
believed that they were above parties. Thus they only permitted or
encouraged “royal” parties, as for a while in Thailand and Brunei, or the
military-dominated ones as in Myanmar and, from about 1965 to 1998, in
Indonesia. And then, there are the single party countries, for example, where
a revolutionary communist party was victorious, as in Vietnam and Laos
and almost so in Cambodia. Where a single party is enough, its politics
could not qualify as party politics. Finally, there are countries like the
Philippines, Thailand for the past two decades, Malaysia and Singapore (and
now also in Indonesia and the new Cambodia) where some desire for

democracy has survived, although variously interpreted by each of the
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parties concerned. In such cases, there has been room for one, two or more
parties, including alliances of a number of parties.

The presence of three such different examples in a single region like
Southeast Asia is intriguing, especially when they seem to tolerate one
another enough to seek to work in harmony and to maximise their common
interests in ASEAN. It is also interesting that ASEAN members are only
pushing Myanmar to be more democratic but not Vietham or Laos. Is this
because Myanmar has no political parties and does not believe in having
them? As long as there is one modern party (as with the Communist parties
of Vietham and Laos), and the party affirms that other parties may be
allowed, would that meet the paradigm norm? What is fascinating is how
quickly various countries have accepted the idea that it is the existence of the
political party that marks the key paradigm shift. Power has to be organised,
if not shared, through something called the party. Once it was established
that a party is in control, the paradigm has been fulfilled. But how real is the
shift in paradigms? If the power elites agree that one party is enough, or as
long as they have something called a party, does that mean that a shift has
occurred? There is danger here that we are playing with words, and that this
will do little to help the search for knowledge. I therefore suggest that we are
really dealing with an incomplete or contested paradigm, something that
everyone would claim to have but where definitions of what the key concept
of party really means cannot be agreed upon. Where there are such

disagreements, how can we be sure that we have a paradigm shift?

International Systems

My fourth example turns to the prevailing international system, one
based on the idea of equal sovereign states in a United Nations Organisation.
This is on the surface quite straightforward. In principle, it has gained the
respect of most Asian national leaders. I have described this shift as a
cumulative one that is based on changing distributions of power. Let me
explain why. By international systems, I refer to the system of international

rules (or, as some would prefer to call them, laws) that was the product of
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many efforts by European powers from the Congress of Vienna to the
League of Nations. The final product after the Second World War was the
United Nations, together with the linked institutions of the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund, and all the international organisations that
have been established since. Under-girding these efforts was developed a
body of theory that now guides all thinking and research about the future of
war and peace in the world. What is remarkable is that, in less than half a
century, this body of theory has become the foundation of all features of
globalisation that we experience today.

The significant point to make is that these efforts by the European
powers did finally produce what was a paradigm shift, that is, moving us
from a state of continuous conflict (if not anarchy) to a rule-based condition.
However reluctantly countries were led to accept the new set of rules, the
deadly wars of the 20th century (1914-1918 and 1939-1945 in particular)
made it compelling for them to transform themselves into determined
peace-seeking nations. Thus the victors of 1945 devised the rules to signify
the advent of a new paradigm. And the trebling of new nations that joined
the UN after the decolonisation processes of the 1950s quickly confirmed the
efficacy of that change. The shift of the paradigm was delayed if not frozen
by the nuclear rivalry of forty years of the Cold War (1950 to 1990). The
relentless struggle for power during this period, through proxies when not
dealt with directly by the superpowers themselves, left little room to test the
efficacy of the paradigm. When the Cold War ended, there was great relief
that “the end of history” (as propounded by Francis Fukuyama) was here.
At last, the paradigm of a ruled-based world order could be given a chance
to show its explanatory power.

So far, this has not happened, although there is no shortage of scholars
who would say that this has been an obvious case of a paradigm shift.
Perhaps this seems to be so because it is not old enough, that is, if we take it
that the shift did not really occur until the 1990s. On the other hand, if we
consider the two centuries of effort and the many tragedies that resulted

from earlier failures, perhaps the shift simply has not been completed. It
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may be argued that the ideals behind the systems, with organisations that
would check the strong and support the weak, have been difficult to realise.
The more cynical would conclude that the systems were, in the first place,
set up to enable the strong to consolidate a status quo that would keep them
in power indefinitely. In short, the rules drawn up could not be fully
enforced and the key international laws were largely ineffective or often
contradictory. Much more work has yet to be done. In both arguments, it
would seem that we need more time and we need to try harder to bring
about the paradigm shift that would enable us to examine and test the
system.

Let me underline the fact that everything in the last sixty years point to
a paradigm shift in thinking and explaining international events. The
scholars of international relations theory have been right to recognise that
the ingredients are there to draw roadmaps for a respected international
system. Indeed they have opened up many vistas to such a system. But there
are intractable problems here that suggest that this paradigm shift is totally
subject to the actual distribution of power at any one time. That power
distribution can, of course, be corrected through economic or political means
without the use of force. But it is far from agreed who should have the right
to act where there is an obvious maldistribution of power. Nor is it clear
who would have the capacity and will to act beyond the given rules and
laws. So the paradigm is still an ongoing exercise that is building upon at
least two centuries of history. The experience and results so far have been
cumulatively leading to a broader understanding and wider acceptance of
the need to succeed here if we want a more peaceful world. This
accumulation raises our hopes for a decisive shift, but I for one am not
confident that the desired paradigm shift has yet occurred.

The survey of the four examples of paradigm shifts reminds us that the
age of paradigms that we live in today encourages us to search for more. But
it also suggests that not all paradigms are necessarily what they seem and
certainly not all of them are equal. I have shown that there are some that

really date back a long time and have been useful concepts off and on and in
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various forms in different parts of the world. Others, however, are new and
still very young and still have to be widely accepted. The older ones,
whether we call them recurrent or continuous, have happened through
different mindsets, even using different names for similar qualities. Yet
others seem quite incomplete. They are either still somewhat indeterminate
and are therefore much contested or they have accumulated a lot of
historical and theoretical mileage without having arrived at a uniformly
usable condition.

I am sensitive to the fact that scholarship in the 21st century needs to
function in an age of paradigms. The theme of this conference has
highlighted the paradigm shifts in Asia, especially through comparisons of
the three regions of East, South and Southeast Asia. My remarks here cannot
encompass all the regions nor raise all the issues that need attention. They
are meant to point to the larger phenomenon of moving from the particular
to the universal that many of the paradigms imply. If we are serious about
these paradigms, however, we would have to recognise that they all need
some test of universality across the board. The conference theme has
emphasized the comparisons across the Asian continent. I have used this
lecture to draw special attention to the need to recognise that any test of
universality also requires us to exercise the test of time. We may never know
the age of any paradigm, nor when exactly a shift has occurred. But it would

be a mistake to assume that paradigms and the shifts they bring are all new.




<<
  /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
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -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
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /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
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /KOR <FEFFd5a5c0c1b41c0020c778c1c40020d488c9c8c7440020c5bbae300020c704d5740020ace0d574c0c1b3c4c7580020c774bbf8c9c0b97c0020c0acc6a9d558c5ec00200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020b9ccb4e4b824ba740020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c2edc2dcc624002e0020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b9ccb4e000200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe7f6e521b5efa76840020005000440046002065876863ff0c5c065305542b66f49ad8768456fe50cf52068fa87387ff0c4ee563d09ad8625353708d2891cf30028be5002000500044004600206587686353ef4ee54f7f752800200020004100630072006f00620061007400204e0e002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020548c66f49ad87248672c62535f003002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d5b9a5efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef65305542b8f039ad876845f7150cf89e367905ea6ff0c4fbf65bc63d066075217537054c18cea3002005000440046002065874ef653ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000520065006100640065007200200035002e0030002053ca66f465b07248672c4f86958b555f3002>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


