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Abstract 

In light of the major changes having marked the evolution of SME global expansion over the past two decades, 
this article revisits export diagnostic frameworks and advances updated approaches. As the conditions and 
variables that have characterized the SME’s internationalization process have been overhauled, a new framework 
is required to evaluate their readiness for going global. Supported by research findings and by SMEs’ practical 
experiences abroad, this article lays down an international qualification framework that goes beyond the binary 
provision “Go or No Go” in that it casts a wider focus upon the new realities facing the SME overseas. Indeed, 
the international qualification framework proposed specifies the SME’s preparedness for internationalization 
then defines preliminary axes in terms of product-market couples and internationalization modalities. 
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1. Introduction 

Afirm may decide to expand its activities to foreign markets for various reasons: growth, long-term survival, 
profitability, economies of scale, supply chain security, business risk diversification, etc. In doing so, it exposes 
itself to greater challenges and to new risk factors (e.g., foreign exchange, cultural gaps, etc.) that will have to be 
grasped to better avoid or eventually mitigate them. For beyond the motives and benefits associated with the 
firm’s international expansion, the numerous challenges inherent in such a strategic move can not only 
compromise its international project, but also strike a blow to its domestic activities. Still, setting out to conquer 
foreign markets can turn out to be contra-indicated for certain firms not possessing certain assets or specific 
capacities to face the hurdles associated with this type of project. That is why several “export diagnostic” 
frameworks have emerged over the past few decades to evaluate the firm’s capacities for exporting.  

Evaluating the capacities of the firm readying itself for export is recommended not only by researchers but also 
by most practitioners and international business consultants (Cavusgil & Nason, 1990). Some suggest identifying 
a reference market from which the firm’s export diagnostic can be carried out (Kumcu & Gill, 1995).Also, it is 
interesting to note that from the early days, experts in the field recommended the export diagnostic framework 
not only for assigning in a binary fashion (Go or No Go) the firm’s suitability for exporting, but also to bring 
into focus its options in terms of distribution channels within the selected markets. In fact, many 
internationalization models deal with selecting the right country or selecting the right entry mode as part of a 
two-pronged process (Meier & Meschi, 2010). 

For SMEs, a broader set of international operations beyond exporting needs to be considered. Some research 
focuses on how alliances between SMEs may facilitate entry into new markets. These arrangements between two 
or more independent firms can be viewed as a way to share resources, outmatch competitors or limit risks but 
also as a way to ease access to foreign markets through a set of agreements, e.g., joint ventures, joint research 
and development or technology exchange agreements (BarNir & Smith, 2002). Entering foreign markets through 
an alliance or a partner’s network is seen at first as largely a reactive or opportunistic strategy leading to a 
geographically close market, but then to a broader and more structured international implantation over the years 
(Coviello & Munro, 1997). These international networks between SMEs also appear to rely on a single person or 
a very small group of individuals able to develop and maintain contacts in various countries. Stabilizing these 
networks requires patience and constant negotiation between partners (Hara & Kanai, 1994). 
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But the problem is that in the wake of significant trends impacting international business (David, 2007) since the 
fall of the Berlin Wall (economic integration, growth in information technologies, convergence in consumption 
patterns, shortening of the product life cycle etc.), a gap has widened between the reality of international 
business and its conditions for success on the one hand, and the evaluation criteria used by export diagnostic 
frameworks on the other. In light of the growing number of SMEs that adopt internationalization strategies other 
than export (e.g., licensing, franchising, joint ventures, consortia, foreign direct investment etc.) and of SMEs 
that even in their startup phase broaden their activities onto the international scene (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994), 
this article proposes revisiting existing diagnostic frameworks and their avenues for improvement. Lastly, a new 
framework is proposed to assess the abilities of an SME that wants to increase its chances of success in its 
internationalization process. 

2. Methodology 

The issue raised above was studied using three research components. A literature review, the first component, 
was conducted to review the main literature on existing export diagnostic frameworks. In light of the 
observations of this first phase, the Delphi method (Note 1) component was arranged, to which a panel of 15 
experts in international business (authors, researchers, recognized practitioners often cited in the literature) 
participated. Two successive iterations of exchanges over the literature were carried out. The experts hailed from 
nine countries: Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Mexico, Sweden, Switzerland, the United States and the 
United Kingdom. The outcome led to the development of a framework to qualify firms seeking to 
internationalize themselves. The third research component, carried out over a period of 4 years, involved 
validating the practical application of the framework while accompanying 54 Canadian SMEs into international 
markets. Revenue for the SMEs of the group varied between $0 (startups) and $55M (CAD) while the overall 
average was $7.2M. A little less than two thirds of the SMEs (63%) were already doing business globally, 37% 
weren’t. The 54 SMEs studied originated from just over a dozen different industries (construction, chemical 
manufacturing, wood product manufacturing, plastic and rubber manufacturing, transportation equipment, 
professional and technical services, software publishing etc.). 

3. Research Findings 

Although studies on SME export are growing in number (Luong, Leo, & Philippe, 2010),the scientific literature 
dealing with SME preparedness for internationalization or export diagnostic frameworks is far from prolific. 
Further, Knight and Kim (2009) observe that despite the increased presence or participation of SMEs globally, 
little research has been conducted on the intangible resources they should be investing in to operate abroad. 
Inspired by the Uppsala theory, one of the first books to deal with these issues was written by Wiedersheim-Paul, 
Welch and Olson (1975) and develops the fundamentals of a first construct for evaluating the firm’s pre-export 
phase. Four components are analyzed: 1) exposure of the firm’s management to export related stimuli, 2) 
commitment of the firm’s management (psychological and attitudinal), 3) the firm’s resources (tangible and 
intangible) and 4) lateral rigidity (the firm’s management perception regarding the challenges and risks 
associated to export). 

However, Tan, Brewer and Liesch (2010) highlight that the literature is not unanimous on evaluating the firm’s 
internationalization capacities. These researchers have also recently dealt with the development of an export 
preparedness index, again, based on the conceptual framework of Wiedersheim-Paul, Welch and Olson (1975), 
the traditional approach to the internationalization process. Through a factor analysis conducted with 290 
Australian firms, Tan, Bewer and Liesch’s model generated 8 key factors (triggers and inhibitors) for initiating 
the internationalization process.  

For their part, Knight and Kim (2009) dealt with the specific competencies that SMEs must possess to facilitate 
success in their overseas efforts. The authors were able to develop a model relating SME performance in foreign 
markets to competencies in international business, arguing that these competencies consist of three constructs: 
the SME’s international orientation, its international business abilities and its capacity for innovation in an 
international context. Though the financial resources of the SME active abroad are often modest, those SMEs 
who distinguish themselves tend to leverage their more fundamental resources, often the intangible ones which 
are consequently harder to obtain (management vision, willingness to be involved internationally, know-how 
etc.). 

In addition, an abundance of practical diagnostic frameworks emerged starting in the mid-1980s, most of which 
resulted essentially from empirical or even intuitive approaches, and designed at the behest of public bodies 
engaged in promoting exports. The vast majority of the frameworks were developed for SMEs operating in the 
secondary sector of the economy, intending to export their products to predetermined markets. The economic 
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development agencies were looking for a way to evaluate SME suitability for initiating the export process and 
offering those presenting a promising profile the appropriate support (consulting, subsidies, financing etc.). 
Before long, the string of free trade agreements signed starting in the early 1990s combined with promotional 
campaigns aiming to boost SME export activity led to the widespread use of such diagnostic frameworks. Not 
wishing to be outdone, private export consulting firms joined in, integrating these frameworks to their practice as 
they gradually became criteria or conditions for the support of export initiatives (in the eyes of public agencies). 

However, by the beginning of the new millennium, the classic diagnostic framework had already begun to be 
cast aside. According to the Delphipanel, two factors explain this disaffection. The first relates to the simplistic 
nature of such frameworks in that they only reflect the responses provided by the firm, accompanied by a score 
and a conclusion of the type “Go or No Go”.Further, so limited was the value added of the auditor that the joke 
was “they look at their client’s watch to tell them the time”.Self-diagnostic export frameworks then began to 
appear from which SME managers could perform their own export audit. Yet, the lack of perspective or 
objectivity associated with their inexperience and lack of export knowledge made it difficult for the 
self-diagnosis to be valid, valuable and useful all at the same time.  

The second factor in justifying revisiting the export diagnostic framework is related to how the 
internationalization process of SMEs has evolved. Over the past 15 years or so, the meteoric rise of the internet, 
the process of trade liberalization and the globalization of the value chain have particularly transformed the 
SME’s conditions for success in international markets. Export no longer represents, had it ever represented, the 
one and only internationalization strategy for the SME. Already some 15 years ago, there were estimated to be 
some 1 million SMEs or about 30% of the industrialized world’s manufacturers that conducted business 
internationally (Knight & Kim, 2009), either through export but also through licensing agreements, consortia, 
strategic alliances, joint ventures and Green field or brown field investments. A gulf has thus opened between the 
questions serving to evaluate the abilities of the SME wishing to export and the current keys for success abroad 
for the SME, all strategies combined. 

In light of these observations drawn from the literature review, the use of the Delphi method for the second 
research component compelled the experts to think outside the box, laying the foundation for a new international 
qualification framework for SMEs. Hence, the five building blocks of the construct are described below. 

3.1 Beyond the Export Strategy 

Export is an approach (generally associated with the manufacturing sector) seeking to expand the firm’s 
activities internationally resulting in the sale of tangible products (consumer or industrial goods) to foreign 
clients. But according to the Delphi method’s expert panel, export diagnostic frameworks do not adequately 
evaluate the internationalization capacities for those SMEs in other sectors such as professional services or 
distribution, as the export diagnostic’s evaluation criteria are essentially characterized by a “manufacturer’s” 
reality. Moreover, the range of internationalization modalities available to SMEs in other sectors of activity is 
broader (Soparnot, Grandval, & Vergnaud, 2005), including in particular: licensing, franchising, technology or 
know-how transfer, strategic alliances, etc.: internationalization options that require mid-to long-term 
agreements with foreign partners. The revisited Uppsala internationalization process (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009) 
also deals with this range of modalities by insisting on the importance of the firm’s business network and 
relationships in starting and developing its activities abroad. By easing access to critical information, the firm’s 
networks and relationships, be they informal or professional, may help it identify international opportunities 
(Kontinen & Ojala, 2011). These sources of information, especially mentors and professional forums, are said to 
be beneficial to SMEs and entrepreneurs in identifying valuable opportunities abroad (Ogzen & Baron, 2007).  

By evaluating the SME solely on the basis of its export capacities, several internationalization strategies that may 
be more appropriate could be discarded from the outset. For example, a firm that manufactures difficult to export 
products (e.g., bricks) would be discarded if one only heeded export related criteria. On the other hand, this firm 
could, as long as certain conditions are met, entertain the idea of a technology transfer (licensing agreement) 
abroad (David, 2007).Consequently, the international qualification framework recommended in this article takes 
into consideration a number of criteria reflecting new variables or variables of greater scope, in particular with 
regards to management in an intercultural context, intellectual property, knowledge of foreign languages, 
capacity to invest, access to capital or to new sources of funding (e.g., crowdfunding), etc. 

3.2 Beyond the Firm’s Functional Areas 

The conventional export diagnostic framework covers each of the firm’s functional areas (e.g., finance, 
marketing, R&D, HR, management, etc.) in order to evaluate their assets and liabilities in light of the 
internationalization project. However, the evaluation of these functions though necessary, is insufficient in 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 9, No. 7; 2014 

4 

appraising the firm’s readiness for carrying out different internationalization strategies. Consequently, the first 
iteration of the Delphi method not only updated, but generated all the criteria to consider in the evaluation of the 
SME that is going global. During the course of the second iteration, the experts devoted their attention to these 
criteria within six overall dimensions of internationalization: 1) the competencies of the managers assigned to the 
internationalization project, 2) the heritage of the SME within international markets, 3) the relationships the 
SME maintains abroad, 4) the offerings that the SME has earmarked for international markets, 5) the means at 
the disposal of the SME for carrying out its internationalization strategy and 6) the engagement of the SME’s 
management in the internationalization project. Moreover, these dimensions include the criteria associated with 
the functional areas mentioned above, but they also go further by taking into account other aspects inherent in 
the reality the SME faces in its internationalization context. Forty or so evaluation criteria stem from the six 
dimensions as shown in Table 1 (for each dimension, three or four criteria examples are presented). 

 

Table 1. Qualification dimensions and respective criteria 

Dimensions Short list of international qualification criteria raised by the experts 

Competencies of Management  Training in international business 

 Knowledge of foreign markets 

 Knowledge of foreign languages 

 Experience in international business 

Heritage  Prominence, recognition of the firm globally 

 Intellectual property held in certain countries 

 Presence in foreign markets 

 Lessons learned from the internationalization experience 

Relationships  Branches, foreign subsidiaries etc. 

 Established business relationships in certain countries 

 Internet presence of the SME abroad 

Offerings  Assets (strengths), handicaps (weaknesses) related to products, services or solutions 

pertaining to an international expansion 

 Adaptability of the SME’s products, services or solution nswith respect to new foreign 

markets 

 Adapted or adaptable pricing structure and financial modalities for foreign markets 

Means  Financial health of the SME 

 Access to financing or new capital 

 Available production (operational) capacity 

Engagement  Top management’s availability to dedicate time to international activity 

 Top management’s preparedness to invest in the international venture 

 Level of risk tolerance 

 Motivations, objectives, targets, scenarios and economic models pertaining to the 

internationalization project 

 

By attributing a score of 5 points to each of the CHROME (acronym taking the first letter of each of the 
framework’s six dimensions) framework’s 40 criteria or terms, the SME is evaluated out of an overall score of 
200 points. Beyond the overall score, it is interesting to observe, in graphical form, the average score (out of 5) 
for each CHROME dimension in order to appreciate the SME’s strengths and handicaps pertaining to its 
internationalization process. Figure 1 illustrates the average score obtained by SME XYZ along each dimension 
in the context of its international qualification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. CHROME SME XYZ–international qualification 
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This configuration is characteristic of an SME that is inexperienced globally considering its relatively weak 
heritage and relationships dimensions. Further, XYZ’s competencies seem barely adequate for the international 
venture. Nevertheless, its means and engagement (having high scores) could be drawn upon to enhance its 
competencies and its offerings in order to better adapt these dimensions to the reality of foreign markets.  

In the schematic interpretation of the CHROME results, the Delphi method experts evoke an interesting analogy 
to certain notions of physics. As the SME’s CHROME dimensional scores (and therefore of their respective 
components) increase, the more one can say that it is animated by a centrifugal force, pushing it outwards 
(abroad). Conversely, as the scores are lower, the more the SME is animated by a centripetal force (pulling it to 
the centre), thus indicating it should confine itself to the domestic market. 

3.3 Beyond the “Go or No Go” Provision 

The conventional export diagnostic framework seeks essentially to determine if the firm is ready or not to export 
product A to country B, assuming that country B represents the most viable market. The Delphi experts contend 
that the SME’s first step in the internationalization process should not serve to evaluate its preparedness for a 
predetermined market but for doing business globally without any a priori destinations. Therefore, the 
international qualification framework should also guide the SME towards the best options to explore in terms of 
countries (markets) as well as in terms of entry strategy. In light of this, the international qualification framework 
(CHROME) developed aims to determine to what extent the firm is predisposed for internationalization but also 
highlight the possible avenues in terms of market choices and access modalities to the latter. As to the evaluation 
of the level of SME preparedness for internationalization, the proposed framework posits that a score of 81 
points (out of a total of 200) represents the threshold below which the firm should abstain from venturing abroad. 
Furthermore, due to the significant gap that can separate two SMEs obtaining a score at the inferior and superior 
limits of qualification (that is to say one obtaining a minimal score of 81 points and the other a maximal score of 
200 points), a classification of qualified SMEs into four levels puts the results into perspective and provides 
pertinent observations and recommendations according to the respective classes: “Passe-Partout” (score between 
161 and 200),“Mid-Level Pass” (score between 121 and 160), “Entry-Level Pass” (score between 81 and 120) 
and “Impasse” (score below 81). 

3.4 A Dual Phase Evaluation  

In consideration of the expert panel’s observations, the SME’s international qualification would be performed 
without any assumptions as to the strategic choices of entry modality or target country, rather it would serve to 
steer the decision-making in that regard. For example, an observed strength such as knowledge of Asian 
languages and markets would indicate a certain predisposition for doing business in Asia. Similarly, an observed 
handicap regarding financial resources would contra-indicate an investment strategy, favoring instead 
transactional strategies (e.g., import-export) or contractual ones (e.g., licensing, franchising or consortia). 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, an aspect which the experts grappled with was the need to conduct an evaluation 
of the SME’s preparedness in approaching a specific country or market (identified following the international 
qualification). The expert panel’s contribution was to visualize the CHROME’s application in two phases: 
qualification (the first), before the internationalization process and validation (the second) following the 
identification of the target country and the entry strategy. Similar to the international qualification, the 
international validation asks the same questions with respect to the SME’s internationalization abilities, however 
this time they pertain to a country (market) and a predetermined entry strategy. It is therefore a subsequent 
evaluation (to the international qualification) designed to appreciate the subtleties between the capacity to 
conduct activities abroad in a general sense (i.e., all countries and strategies combined) and in specific areas (i.e.: 
in reference to a determined market and strategy). Be that as it may, the Delphi experts indicated that certain 
nuances must be brought to bear on certain criteria of the second phase of the evaluation. Whereas in the 
international qualification the internationalization risks intrinsic to the firm are examined, the international 
validation will weigh in on the extrinsic risks. Thus the international qualification will seek to appraise the 
strengths and weaknesses of the SME that is going global while the international validation will analyze the 
competitive advantages and disadvantages of an SME wishing to compete in a specific market (the competition 
then needing to be known). Consequently, the experts posit, “…the international validation cannot be performed 
on the heels of the international qualification as foreign market data and the strategies to employ must first be 
analyzed”. Further, Knight and Kim (2009) highlight that the SME’s ability to develop internationally is a 
function of the level of information it holds on the foreign target markets as well as the means at its disposal. 
Similar to the international qualification illustrated above, the international validation illustrated in Figure 2 
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paints a different portrait of SME XYZ’s abilities to do business abroad, not in absolute terms but regarding a 
specific country, in this case Brazil. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CHROME SME XYZ–international validation 
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Figure 3. CHROME SME XYZ–international qualification and validation 
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assumptions of the SME’s management and arrive at a most accurate assessment concerning the SME’s 
capacities to expand abroad.  

4. Application of the CHROME Framework and Discussion 

Of the 54 firms having participated in the international qualification exercise, the overall average score measured 
through the CHROME lens stands at 105.8 (out of 200), corresponding to an “Entry-Level Pass”. The CHROME 
score and class distributions of the 54 firms are illustrated in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. CHROME sample of SMEs–international qualification scores 
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comprising SMEs with 101 employees or more, obtains an average score of 118.2). It should be emphasized that 
the first sub-group (25 employees or less) has a higher proportion of innovative or technological SMEs than the 
sub-group of 26 to 100 employees. Always through the CHROME lens, the relationship between revenue and 
overall average score, as measured by the linear correlation coefficient seems to corroborate the preceding 
observations. 

r =Cov (x,y) / σxσy 
Indeed, with a linear correlation coefficient (r) of 0.28 for the results as a whole, the linear relationship between 
revenue (in $) and CHROME score is positive but weak. Thus, revenue is not a major determinant of the SME’s 
capacity for internationalization. The same goes for years in operation and CHROME score which has a 
coefficient of correlation of 0.24, indicating a weak relationship, although positive. Further, of the five firms in 
operation for less than two years, four record an average score (108.4 on average) superior to the average of the 
entire group (105.8).These findings are characteristic of firms labeled as born global, that is, firms of a modest 
size, often technology oriented and operating in foreign markets from their beginnings or shortly thereafter 
(Oviatt & McDougall, 1994). It turns out that these firms’ handicaps, usually having to do with their heritage, 
relationships and means, are often compensated for by assets contained in the other CHROME dimensions, 
namely: competencies, offerings and engagement. Thus, based solely on revenue or years in operation, the 
decision to accept or reject an internationalization initiative (or to assist in its development or not) risks shelving 
a certain number of deserving SMEs, whereas they could capitalize on other strengths in order to succeed 
abroad. 

5. Conclusions: Implications and Avenues for Further Research 

The observed transformation of the conditions, practices and internationalization modalities warranted a study to 
revisit the approaches used to evaluate the SME’s capacity for expanding globally. The framework to evaluate 
the SME’s internationalization capacities resulting from this research, CHROME, is a departure in many respects 
from the conventional export diagnostic frameworks. Its application has highlighted new firm-specific assets to 
consider and puts into perspective the classic indicators for SME internationalization, thereby paving the way for 
firms that otherwise (according to traditional frameworks) would have been sidelined. According to CHROME, 
the firm’s functional areas (HR, finance, R&D, marketing, etc.) no longer represent the exclusive foundation of 
the evaluation, but are integrated to six new dimensions that determine the SME’s readiness for 
internationalization. CHROME highlights the importance of performing the evaluation in two phases, firstly 
ahead of the internationalization process, without any assumptions regarding markets or entry strategies 
(international qualification) and subsequently, when the target markets are identified (international validation). 
This article focused essentially on the first phase of the evaluation, that is, the international qualification; 
therefore, it would be useful to conduct new research to examine the practical application of the international 
validation. Moreover, research involving a larger sample of firms would open the door to studying the suitability 
of attributing relative weights to each of the dimensions according to different factors such as sector of activity, 
firm size, or the target geographic markets. Lastly, it would be interesting to study the relationship between the 
SME’s performance abroad and its international qualification and international validation scores, in the event 
that it would be possible to define beforehand appropriate base levels for this performance(revenue, return on 
investment, EBITDA, economies of scale generated etc.) as well as an appropriate time horizon. 
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Note 

Note 1. The Delphi Method aims to have the reflections of experts evolve, in an anonymous manner, toward a 
consensus of opinion through the use of successive questionnaires. 

 

 

Copyrights 

Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal. 

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/). 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


