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Guest Editorial:
Agile Beyond Software—In Search of Flexibility in a

Wide Range of Innovation Projects and Industries

I. AGILE BEYOND SOFTWARE

S INCE 2001, when its manifesto was published, Agile has
introduced radical changes in the way new software is

developed. Today, it is possibly one of the most popular, re-
searched, and practiced management framework in the business
world [1].

One main reason for its extensive use is that Agile supports
developers with coping with the growing uncertainty and turbu-
lence in technological and market environments [2]. Feedback
and change are at the core of Agile for a dynamic, evolving,
and organic, rather than static, predefined, and mechanistic
development process advocated by waterfall management [3].
To create timely, high-quality, cost-efficient, and innovative
solutions, Agile developers organized in small, colocated, au-
tonomous teams, build and test software in rapid iterative cycles,
actively involving users to gather feedback, updating the project
scope, and plan “on-the-fly,” using face-to-face communication
as opposed to documentation [4].

Information systems (IS), project management, and innova-
tion research have provided sufficient evidence of major quality
and productivity gains brought by the application of Agile
principles and tools in software development projects [5], [6].
Naturally, there are some relevant studies pointing to limitations
of the Agile approach vis-à-vis other frameworks, for instance
limited attention to architecture [7] and indicating a set of
contextual conditions where the use of Agile is not optimal nor
conducive to performance improvements (e.g., [8]).

Yet, recent works document a growing trend of practicing
Agile outside its “home ground,” also to contexts loosely related
or unrelated to software development [9]. Mangalaraj et al. [10]
suggested that developers increasingly perceive Agile as a viable
approach across all innovation projects. Contributing to this
expansion is pervasive, systemic trends, such as digitalization,
industry 4.0, and the emergence of platform-based business
models, which blur the distinction between hardware and soft-
ware, and between product and service. SAAB, 3M, Bosch, and
ING Direct are the examples of established corporations that
have undertaken an organization-wide Agile transformation [1].

The growing application of Agile in practice has been doc-
umented and studied by researchers only to a limited extent
so far. Most empirical studies have focused on the IT industry,
offering little to no insights on the application of Agile in
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nonsoftware contexts [11], [12]. This is a missed opportunity
from a theoretical and practical standpoint.

The idea of this Special Issue stems from the belief that, as
the world faces unseen levels of uncertainty and turbulence,
Agile holds the potential for a wider and stronger impact than
the one documented so far. As Andrew Hunt, one of the 17
authors of the Agile manifesto, puts it: “At its heart, an agile
approach has little to do with software; it’s all about recognizing
and applying feedback.” The aim of this Special Issue is, thus,
to spur and develop high-quality research-based knowledge of
the application of Agile in contexts that are not exclusively
concerned with the development of new software code. This
new research should contribute to the emergence of a literature
stream on organization-wide Agile management.

We view the expression “beyond software” in a broad and mal-
leable way. Under this label, we include, e.g., the development of
innovative systems that consist of, also, hardware, service, and
human components; organizational forms that transcend devel-
opment teams, such as functions, communities, and networks;
work units beyond projects, such as portfolios, programs, and
strategies; functions that are not concerned with research and
development, e.g., marketing, customer service or finance; any
other industry besides IT, where computing technologies are just
one of many relevant components; mature companies, including
SMEs; and developing economies.

Clearly, the expansion to these many contexts increases the
diversity of the conditions in which Agile is to be applied
and, thus, the complexity of its application. Scaling Agile by
transferring its principles and practices from the narrow home
ground of software development to a larger context of use is not
a trivial endeavor due to significant changes in several aspects,
e.g., the nature of the outputs being created and the resources
being used to do so; the goals, the performance requirements,
and how they are prioritized; the process design and execution;
and the relevance of “soft” organizational elements (e.g., culture,
reputation, and leadership) vis-à-vis “hard” ones (e.g., perfor-
mance measures and work routines).

For instance, compared with purely digital products, physi-
cal ones can be complex systems with many interacting com-
ponents belonging to several technical domains. Unlike soft-
ware, their development is more difficult to break into small
chunks due to strong interdependencies; it requires cross-
functional teams that connect to departments that work very
differently, are often geographically dispersed, and are harder to
synchronize [13].
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Hardware can be safety critical, implying that reliability and
predictability have higher relevance than agility. Tangible prod-
ucts have longer development cycles and cost more to prototype.
The typical duration of Agile sprints is too fast for hardware
developers to make meaningful progress and deliver a working
prototype for user testing [9].

Another example is functions that are not concerned with
developing new offerings. Differently from R&D or innovation
units, they tend to be geared toward consistency, control, con-
formance to specifications, compliance with plans, and budgets.
Hierarchy, standard procedures, and adherence to established
routines play a more significant role, leading to manager-centric
environments (versus developer centric) [14].

II. SPECIAL ISSUE

The nine articles presented in this Special Issue contribute to
the state-of-the-art of Agile research by offering a rich, up-to-
date account of the dynamics occurring when expanding Agile
into “not-just-software” contexts of the key challenges and perils
related to the scaling and of the possible solutions to them.

From the publication of the call for papers for this Special
Issue, we received 44 extended abstracts that have been reviewed
and selected by us. From this pool, we invited the authors of 13
highly promising abstracts to draft and submit full papers. Nine
of these completed a rigorous double-blind peer-review process
involved a minimum of three reviewers per manuscript and are
now part of this Special Issue. The authors of these articles are
active researchers in different disciplines, from project manage-
ment to innovation and new product development, from IS to
computer science, to software engineering and design, human
resource management, and supply chain management.

The individual articles of the Special Issue are briefly sum-
marized in the following.

Meier and Kock [A1] develop and validate a multidimensional
scale to measure the organization of Agile R&D units. The scale
includes six dimensions (a culture of agile values, customer in-
tegration, autonomy, an iterative work method, cross-functional
capabilities, and flat hierarchies), reflecting the dynamic capabil-
ities perspective adopted in this article. The comprehensiveness
of the scale, the conceptualization of agility as a capability, and
the focus on organizational units are original contributions of
this study to Agile research and practice. Using answers from
more than 150 R&D managers, the authors also find evidence of
a correlation between an Agile organization of R&D units and
front-end project success.

Van Wessel et al. [A2] focus on the issues that can occur at
the enterprise level when implementing emergent architecture
design, namely lack of coherence and poor integration across
services. In Agile, architecture is expected to evolve incremen-
tally rather than being dictated by enterprise architects. This has
benefits in terms of flexibility but can come at the cost of consis-
tency. Based on evidence from three longitudinal case studies,
the authors argue that companies undertaking large-scale Agile
transformations should embrace enterprise architecture (EA)
principles and practices. Because these diverge from Agile ones,
the effective adoption of both Agile and EA depends on clear

redefinition of roles and processes, on the balancing between
autonomy and top–down guidance, and on the combination of
waterfall and agile elements.

Patrucco et al. [A3] address a possible gap between the sub-
culture in Agile teams and the overall culture of the organization,
and on how the former is associated to the use of Scrum practices.
Drawing on the competing values framework and on seven
case studies from multiple manufacturing and service industries,
the authors find that the dominant subcultures in Agile teams
are either oriented toward collaboration or toward customer
satisfaction and market competitiveness, and that the emergence
of these subcultures is favored by the nature of the certain pillars
and practices of Scrum.

Bechtel et al. [A4] examine the relationship between Agile
practices and the quality of teamwork in development projects,
and how this relationship is moderated by project portfolio
management practices. One original contribution of this survey-
based study is to investigate the interplay between practices at
different organizational levels, such as portfolio and project. The
findings of this study show that traditional portfolio management
practices, such as the existence of a business case and strategic
clarity, reduce the positive impact of Agile on teamwork quality.
One interpretation of this result is that conventional portfolio
management, which is consistent with Stage-Gate principles,
might restrict the flexibility that is required in Agile projects.
The study also identifies a positive influence of Agile on project
success, both direct and mediated by teamwork quality.

Sanasi et al. [A5] investigate the challenges arising from early
testing of prototypes with customers when firms fear negative
consequences on their reputation. While exploratory experimen-
tation in Agile provides valuable feedback that enhances the
quality of subsequent design decisions, it can pose major threats
to the reputation of the innovating company. Based on the anal-
ysis of three case studies, the authors find that high-reputation
firms control risks by relying on previously validated assump-
tions for the core elements of their business models, while
more boldly experimenting with less critical elements. Drawing
on the patterns identified in the cases, the authors develop a
six-stage process model for running exploratory experiments
while controlling reputational risks.

Sharma et al. [A6] examine the drivers influencing adoption
of Agile by small and medium enterprises (SMEs). Results from
a sample of 276 SMEs located in Fiji suggest that the intention to
adopt Agile is positively associated with external factors, such
as mimetic isomorphism and normative isomorphism, and with
internal ones, such as top management championship, adhocracy
culture, clan culture, and organizational readiness.

Bianchi et al. [A7] develop a recommendation system that
support managers in choosing appropriate Agile practices de-
pending on the particular project type and environmental con-
ditions. This study contributes particularly to the process of
customizing hybrid, Agile and Stage-Gate, models. Data mining
techniques applied to a sample of 856 projects are used by the
authors to design the recommendation system, which, compared
with analogous methods proposed in the literature, has the
advantage of adapting dynamically as the nature and conditions
of the projects being executed change.
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Ågren et al. [14] investigate the drivers and the consequences
of scaling Agile beyond teams and beyond software. Specif-
ically, the authors examine the reasons, strategies, and impli-
cations of transforming the organization responsible for the
development of complex safety-critical automotive systems into
Agile. The study identifies the main reasons to scale-up Agile,
among which the need to decrease lead time is the most impor-
tant; seven strategies to scale-up Agile to non-Agile surround-
ings, including, e.g., a different allocation of responsibility; and
the consequences of Agile adoption for the wider organization,
e.g., the emergence of fewer and broader roles.

Strode et al. [A8] document the tensions that arise when
transforming entire organizations into Agile. Compared with the
typical focus on processes and organizational aspects in Agile
literature, this study highlights changes to strategy, culture, and
operations as part of an organization-wide transformation. Based
on three case studies and through the lens of paradox theory, the
authors identify 13 tensions related to learning, organizing, and
performing. To help leaders address them both at the beginning
and during the transformation, the authors formulate specific
questions that spotlight key areas for decision-making.

III. SCALING UP AGILE BEYOND ITS “HOME GROUND”

Taken together, the articles in this Special Issue shed light on
the complex endeavor of scaling up Agile. In this section, we
transversally review their insights on this phenomenon. As a sup-
port to our discussion, we use a model by Modig and Åhlström
[15], which conceptualizes management approaches as trees of
concepts at multiple levels of abstraction. This model has been
previously adopted to investigate and inform the application of
Lean to nonmanufacturing contexts [15] and of Design Thinking
to advanced research settings [16]. We believe it can be a useful
conceptual lens to understand the phenomenon of expanding the
application of Agile too.

The tree model by Modig and Åhlström [15] makes a dis-
tinction between the values, principles, methods, and tools of a
management approach. On top, i.e., at high levels of abstraction,
values, and principles, define how an organization should think
and behave, the state toward which the organization should
continually stride. This state defined by framework-specific
values and principles guide managers in their decision-making
and in what to prioritize, whatever the context and situation
they face. Conversely, methods and tools are context specific,
i.e., they are placed at a lower level in the tree model: they
define how to perform certain tasks with the aim of realizing
the abovementioned values and principles in a particular set of
(similar) used contexts. The nature and design of methods and
tools are contingent on the characteristics of the environment in
which they are implemented.

As regards Agile, the key values and principles are formu-
lated in its 2001 Manifesto. They include, among the other,
adaptation to change, early customer involvement, iteration,
experimentation, dynamic specification of outcomes, and team
autonomy. Differently from the abovementioned, Scrum is a
project management method that implements Agile principles
specifically in a software development context. Retrospectives,

burndown charts, product backlogs, sprints, user stories, and
the like are Scrum tools. While these latter support software
engineers in their design, coding, and testing efforts, they might
not be appropriate tools for sales reps, or mechanical engineers,
or scientists or leaders of global divisions who all likely face
different contextual conditions in their quest for higher agility.

In the view of Modig and Åhlström [15], when scaling up
a management approach from its original “home ground” to
a wider range of environments, organizations should not “lit-
erally” replicate its methods and tools. Instead, they should
develop new methods and tools, or substantially adapt existing
ones, that accomplish the foundational principles and values of
the approach (which remain universally valid tenets) while ac-
counting for the peculiar characteristics of the target application
context.

Using the tree model to interpret the insights from the articles
in the Special issue on scaling up Agile, we could distinguish
a set of articles that, in line with the recommendations from
Modig and Åhlström [15], focus on the adaptation or creation
of methods and tools, while keeping Agile values and principles
unchanged, from another set of articles, which instead implicate
the coexistence of Agile tenets at the values and principles
level with those from other approaches, such as Stage-Gate
and EA. Overall, as Agile scales up, the first set implies that
its “heart” remains the same, whereas the second set indicates
that it might evolve into something different, also at its core,
due to the incorporation of alternative values and principles.
Hybrid models, such as Agile Stage-Gate, build on this latter
notion.

With regards the first set of articles, Ågren et al. [14] describe
a set of adapted Agile practices that are appropriate for the de-
velopment of mechatronic systems in automotive organizations.
Some of these diverge from standard methods and tools for the
development of purely digital products, e.g., in relation to the
integration of increments. The companies investigated in this
study also appear not to use hybrid development approaches,
due to likely conflicts between the principles of each original
framework, in this case Agile and Stage-Gate. Findings by
Bechtel et al. [A4] provide some empirical support to these
frictions as conventional portfolio management practices that
implement Stage-Gate principles appear to reduce the effective-
ness of Agile practices on performance. Based on these results,
the authors also propose that portfolio management practices
should transform according to “pure” Agile principles, rather
than being the expression of a delicate balance between Agile
and Stage-Gate principles. In their words, “agile practices’ core
principles are transferable to non-software project management
and show similar benefits for performance in that setting.”

Sanasi et al. [A5] document that it is possible to modify
experimentation’s methods and tools to test business model
components, and not just software increments, while minimizing
reputational risks. Patrucco et al. [A3] reflect that the existence
of culture clashes between agile teams and nonagile (or not yet
agile) parts of the organization might be best addressed with the
creation of specific procedures and rules for the integration of
work; this is a departure from the loose and informal procedures
used in Agile software development contexts.
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The study by Strode et al. [A8] offers evidence of different
approaches to organization-wide Agile transformation. While
each centered on a different area as the focus for the trans-
formation (culture, strategy, and operations, respectively), to
reflect the different business and organizational context of the
institution, they all shared the goal of enhancing flexibility in
light of environmental shifts. An interesting insight from this
study is that not only the nature of the Agile practices being
adopted might differ across and within organizations, but also
the timing and speed of their adoption.

All in all, these articles seem to imply that Agile is based
on a specific, holistic way of thinking [17] that can be realized
through the application of different and mutable practices and
tools that suit their contexts of use [18].

In the second set, we include two articles in the Special
Issue, Bianchi et al. [A7] and van Wessel et al. [A2], suggesting
that “one size does not fit all” is true also for the foundational
tenets of Agile, such as values and principles. Because they have
limitations too, Agile principles should evolve and transform to
be effective across different types of projects, outputs, organiza-
tions, and industries. This evolution is driven by their integration
with principles from alternative approaches, such as Stage-Gate
and EA, eventually leading to hybrid models [13].

Bianchi et al. [A7] build on the notion that “hybrid models
of project management can achieve better results than pure
adoption of agile or traditional practices in certain cases” by
combining the advantages and correcting the deficiencies of the
original approaches. Their study shows that projects driven by
Agile, waterfall, and hybrid principles can coexist within the
same organization. Eventual inconsistencies can be dealt by
adopting the best combination of project management practices
for a given project environment.

Van Wessel et al. [A2] advocate the combination of two
seemingly conflicting approaches, Agile and EA, to address
the lack of architecture coherence resulting from many Agile
projects. While Agile is a bottom-up, decentralized approach,
EA offers centralized, top–down guidance. One principle in the
Agile Manifesto states that “the best architectures, requirements,
and designs emerge from self-organizing teams,” whereas EA
predefines the architecture structure. According to the authors,
it is still possible to achieve both flexibility and consistency by
complementing the Agile approach with traditional waterfall-
oriented characteristics of EA. The incorporation of principles
at odds with its pillars would likely modify the very nature of
Agile as a paradigm.

IV. CONCLUSION

Together, the research presented in this Special Issue offers
valuable insights into the complex challenge of scaling up Agile.
More research is needed on how to best address the inconsis-
tencies and tensions that might arise when expanding Agile
into non-agile surroundings. What is Agile when it drives the
decisions and actions of the entire organization?

Agile is a powerful and intriguing management approach
because of its seemingly paradoxical nature. “Less” planning
leads to better plans. An orientation towards reaction to change
leads to less changes to be implemented in the process. Delayed

design decisions lead to faster time to market. Experimenting
with a larger number of concepts and prototypes leads to cheaper
projects [3], [19], [20]. We hope that this Special Issue will
invite more researchers to devote the time and energy to untangle
the characteristics, drivers and effects of Agile in heterogenous
environments.
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[15] N. Modig and P. Åhlström, This is LEAN: Resolving the Efficiency Paradox.
Stockholm, Sweden: Rheologica, 2012.

[16] S. Magistretti, C. Dell’Era, R. Verganti, and M. Bianchi, “The contribution
of design thinking to the R of R&D in technological innovation,” R D
Manage., vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 108–125, 2022, doi: 10.1111/radm.12478.

[17] K. Dikert, M. Paasivaara, and C. Lassenius, “Challenges and success fac-
tors for large-scale agile transformations: A systematic literature review,”
J. Syst. Softw., vol. 119, pp. 87–108, 2016, doi: 10.1016/j.jss.2016.06.013.

[18] J. F. Tripp and D. J. Armstrong, “Agile methodologies: Organizational
adoption motives, tailoring, and performance,” J. Comput. Inf. Syst.,
vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 170–179, 2018, doi: 10.1080/08874417.2016.1220240.

[19] K. Petersen and C. Wohlin, “The effect of moving from a plan-driven
to an incremental software development approach with agile prac-
tices,” Empirical Softw. Eng., vol. 15, no. 6, pp. 654–693, Dec. 2010,
doi: 10.1007/s10664-010-9136-6.

[20] K. Radeka, The Shortest Distance Between You and Your New Product :
How Innovators Use Rapid Learning Cycles to Get Their Best Ideas
to Market Faster. North Bethesda, MD, USA: Chesapeake Res. Press,
2017.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2021.3101179
https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3160415
https://dx.doi.org/10.5437/08956308X5501014
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.003
https://dx.doi.org/10.2307/20721416
https://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1090.0238
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2015.01.006
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10664-017-9524-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0008125620948265
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pmj
https://dx.doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2009.23
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10664-006-6402-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2009.03.036
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12314
https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3146139
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/radm.12478
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2016.06.013
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08874417.2016.1220240
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10664-010-9136-6


<<
  /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 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00111
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 1200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00063
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


