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Abstract A central theme of the articles featured in this

issue is the need to improve the quality of after-school

programs. In this commentary, we discuss why student

engagement, program characteristics and implementation,

staff training, and citywide policy are key considerations in

the effort to define and achieve high quality programs for

youth.
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The past decade has witnessed an enormous explosion of

interest in after-school programs. From the billion-dollar

federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers, to

California’s Proposition 49 mega increase in after-school

funding, to scaling up of local initiatives across the coun-

try, there is a push to make after-school programs part of

the educational and youth services infrastructure. The

rationale for the programs would appeal to any politician:

keeping kids off the streets during the 3–6 P.M. high crime

period; supporting working parents; enhancing school

reform initiatives; providing mentors to young people;

promoting prosocial norms; and enhancing democracy by

providing youth with a voice in programs that matter to

them.

More and more researchers have begun studying after-

school programs. Qualitative studies have played a major

role in elaborating the potential of these settings and

identifying processes that might be linked to outcomes

across multiple levels of analysis (e.g., Deutsch 2008;

Hirsch 2005; Larson et al. 2004; McLaughlin, Irby, and

Langman 1994). These programs and this new field of

research are consonant with long-standing interests in

community psychology. For instance, there is the focus on

interventions in community-based organizations. There is a

wide range of stakeholders, from youth and parents to

schools, national youth organizations, and policymakers.

There is the focus on social settings, with attention to

issues such as person-environment fit.

Perhaps what is most exciting has been the centrality of

positive youth development to understanding the signifi-

cance of these settings to young people. Positive youth

development emphasizes the extent to which youth are

thriving and is often referred to in capsule form as

encompassing the ‘‘five Cs’’: competence, confidence,

character, connections, and caring (e.g., Benson, Mannes,

Pittman, and Ferber 2004; Lerner 2004). This parallels the

long-standing concern in community psychology with what

has been variously referred to as positive mental health,

wellness, and competence. Efforts in this area within

community psychology have been incompletely realized

given the difficulty in decoupling concepts of health from

those of illness and the considerable infrastructure—fund-

ers, journals, programs and policies—that supports an

emphasis on symptoms and disorders. By contrast, the

positive youth development movement has its intellectual

roots in and draws its strength from the contextualized

study of development. A number of prominent develop-

mental psychologists have been attracted to the study of

after-school programs and, together with their intellectual

kin, have helped to promote the growth of a broader new

field, applied developmental science. Community psy-

chology and applied developmental science can contribute
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in important ways to each other, and those synergies are

being explored in work on after-school programs (e.g.,

Hirsch, DuBois, and Deutsch in press).

As the study of after-school programs expands,

researchers with diverse interests, agendas, and methodol-

ogies have been drawn to the field. This is reflected in the

papers in this special issue, which predominantly focus on

quantitative approaches, and which utilize both develop-

mental and implementation lenses. In this commentary, we

focus on a subset of the papers in the issue (Cross et al.;

Holleman, Sundius and Bruns; Pierce, Bolt and Vandell;

Riggs et al.; Sheldon et al.; Shernoff); the others are dis-

cussed by Granger. We begin with the sole review article in

our group, which raises some important challenges.

Dosage is Not Enough

Roth, Malone, and Brooks-Gunn (2010) reviewed pub-

lished studies to consider whether dimensions of partici-

pation in after-school programs are related to youth

outcomes. Their review focuses on after-school centers for

elementary and middle school students that offer an array

of activities. Programs for high school students, which are

currently the focus of much attention in the field, and

programs that have a single focus (e.g., a dance program or

a program targeting substance abuse prevention) are

excluded. The majority of the studies they reviewed used

attendance as the only indicator of youth participation.

Often studies of after-school program participation simply

dichotomize students into those who attend and those who

do not attend to examine the effects of attendance on youth

outcomes. This review addressed multiple dimensions of

attendance, which included frequency (also known as

dosage, i.e., number of sessions), duration (length of time

in program, e.g., in months), and total exposure (both fre-

quency and duration). We have some qualms about atten-

dance data, which we have learned should be considered

suspect unless assessed directly by external researchers.

Nevertheless, their principal conclusion is striking: atten-

dance is for the most part unrelated to outcomes. This

poses a fundamental challenge to practitioners and

researchers, as one would generally expect to find a sig-

nificant positive relationship.

Further, it is often assumed that attendance is a measure

of the program’s quality—that young consumers ‘‘vote

with their feet.’’ However, as discussed by several authors

in this issue, children’s attendance in after-school programs

is not always voluntary. Program attendance can be influ-

enced by many factors, such as parental need for childcare,

which are not necessarily related to the quality of partici-

pants’ experience in the programs. Whether one accepts the

review’s conclusion or not, it appears important to move

beyond a focus on attendance to consider a broad array of

variables that tap program quality and youth engagement.

Participation is More Than Attendance

Attendance is a necessary but not sufficient condition of

participation. Participation is a multifaceted concept that

connotes active involvement in a program (e.g., Mahoney,

Vandell, Simpkins, and Zarrett 2009; Weiss, Little, and

Bouffard 2005). This definition goes beyond attendance to

include youth engagement in program activities. As

highlighted by Roth et al. (2010), many studies have

measured various dimensions of program attendance (such

as duration, intensity, etc.), yet youth engagement is

rarely assessed directly. Similar to the review by Roth and

colleagues, studies in this issue have found that atten-

dance alone does not predict youth outcomes. Further,

these studies found that youth engagement is strongly

related to program design and youth outcomes, and sug-

gest that engagement could indicate the quality of youth’s

experience in these settings. Therefore, engagement is not

only a component of program participation, but also an

important feature to be considered when assessing pro-

gram quality.

Cross, Gottfredson, Wilson, Rorie, and Connell (2010)

reported an association between engagement and various

measures of program quality, but not program attendance.

In their study of five programs serving middle school stu-

dents, the authors examined the relationships between

measures of implementation quality, youth engagement,

and youth self-ratings of enjoyment. Programs that were

rated as having high quality staff and observed to have

positive affective environments also had high levels of

youth engagement. These same measures of program

quality corresponded to higher self-reported enjoyment for

youth in the programs. On the other hand, attendance,

which varied widely from site to site, was not highly

related to observations of other program features (e.g., staff

turnover and training, affective environment), nor was it

highly related to youth ratings of enjoyment.

In another study of middle school students, Shernoff

(2010) used the experience sampling method to examine

the relationships between program attendance, youth

engagement, and positive youth outcomes. Overall, after-

school program attendance was related to social outcomes,

but this relationship was mediated by youth engagement.

Increased attendance predicted youth self-reports of

increased flow and engagement, which in turn were posi-

tively associated with social competence. Notably, even

when youth’s program attendance was not associated with

outcomes, youth reports of flow and engagement did pos-

itively predict outcome. Youth ratings of positive affect
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and engagement were also related to positive academic

gains in reading and math regardless of youth attendance.

Taken together, these results suggest that attendance

alone does not indicate program quality. Cross et al. (2010)

found that attendance in after-school programs did not

relate to youth enjoyment for middle school students, who

may have more choice in attendance than younger children.

Both Cross et al. and Shernoff (2010) found that engage-

ment, not attendance, predicted youth outcomes and

implementation quality. Overall, there is a need for con-

tinued research in the area of individual and program-level

engagement, program implementation, and youth out-

comes. Moreover, in the pursuit of designing quality pro-

grams, programs would be better served to look at the

features and aspects of implementation that increase pro-

gram participation and youth engagement rather than

focusing predominantly on enrollment figures and youth

attendance.

Challenges of Defining Program Quality

Whereas program attendance is relatively easy to define

and measure, program quality is an elusive concept, both

difficult to describe and to assess. After-school research

reflects a variety of approaches to the study of program

quality, several of which are represented in the articles in

this issue. For example, some researchers focus on overall

quality, or the successful implementation of the program

design in real-world settings (e.g., Cross et al. 2010;

Sheldon, Arbreton, Hopkins, and Grossman 2010). Others

focus specifically on the features of a program linked to

participant outcomes (see Riggs, Bohnert, Guzman, and

Davidson 2010; Pierce, Bolt, and Vandell 2010).

With regards to program features, a distinction must be

made between core qualities that can be applied broadly to

programs of various types and the specific features of

individual programs that target specialized populations or

outcomes. The oft-cited report from the National Research

Council (NRC) (Eccles and Gootman 2002) is one example

of the push to identify universal features that apply to a

wide range of programs and participants. In the report, the

committee outlined eight qualities hypothesized as key

features of community programs to support youth devel-

opment. Such an approach is valuable since it helps to

establish guidelines or standards to inform the design of

programs targeting a diverse participant population. How-

ever, as several of the authors in this issue have argued, the

approach has considerable limitations given the unlikeli-

hood that a specific feature will have the same impact

among all youth.

An alternative approach is to identify specific program

features important for subpopulations, for example, those

of a particular developmental stage, cultural background,

or risk status. Findings in the articles by Riggs et al. (2010)

and Pierce et al. (2010) help to illustrate the importance of

aligning program qualities with the specific needs of the

target population.

Riggs and colleagues (2010) directly tested the effec-

tiveness of the NRC program qualities within a specific

population: Latino urban adolescents. Importantly, the

authors also examined whether an additional program

characteristic, an emphasis on ethnic socialization, had a

unique and positive influence on participants. Whereas

program quality was related to participants’ self-worth,

only the program’s emphasis on ethnic socialization was

related to ethnic identity development, which is considered

a key developmental process for minority youth. These

results might not be surprising, but they are important in

two major respects. First, they highlight the need to cater

program qualities to the specific needs of the target popu-

lation, in this case the need for Latino youth to experience a

nurturing environment in which to explore their ethnic

identity. Second, the results move us one step closer to a

better understanding of the potential for after-school pro-

grams to serve as positive developmental contexts for

Latinos, a group that has been consistently under-repre-

sented in such programs. The authors also reported results

from a second study, which evaluated the effectiveness of a

program for Latino rural elementary and middle school

youth. Together, the two studies represent an effort to

identify the unique needs of subpopulations within the

Latino community (e.g., those related to developmental

stage, geographic location, and risk status). However, there

remains a persistent gap in the research literature with

regards to Latino youth, and we need to see more work

focused on after-school programming for Latinos.

Similar to Riggs et al. (2010), Pierce and colleagues

(2010) tested the effectiveness of widely promoted pro-

gram qualities within a specific population. Their findings

highlight the importance of stage-environment fit (Eccles

et al. 1993), or the alignment between participants’

developmental needs and program design qualities. Spe-

cifically, in a longitudinal study of elementary school stu-

dents, Pierce et al. found that diversity in program activities

was not associated with positive outcomes until Grade 3,

while a previous study had shown that activity diversity

had a negative impact on outcomes for boys in Grade 1.

The authors speculated that younger students required

greater structure, but that as children grew older, they

benefited from opportunities to explore a wider range of

options. The findings suggest that programs designed for

younger students might look very different than programs

for older youth. Furthermore, programs targeting a wide

age range might require creative strategies to address dif-

fering developmental needs of participants.
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Just as program qualities ought to align with the needs of

the target population, they must also support the specific

goals and objectives of the program itself. As discussed in

the preceding articles, the growing interest in after-school

programs has fostered increasingly high expectations for

their ability to benefit youth. For example, they are sup-

posed to enhance academic achievement, support positive

youth development, discourage risky behavior, and ensure

participants’ physical and psychological safety. Research

to determine the relationship between program features and

outcomes helps to inform the design of programs meant to

achieve specific goals such as improving literacy (Sheldon

et al. 2010) or fostering positive ethnic identity develop-

ment (Riggs et al. 2010). A number of authors in this

volume have investigated such relationships. However, we

were struck by the general absence in several of the articles

of clearly articulated theoretical frameworks through which

such relationships can be more adequately understood.

Further research is needed not only to identify the nuanced

relationships between features and outcomes, but also to

explain the mechanisms through which such relationships

operate, which can better facilitate the design of more

targeted and effective programs.

A final point about program quality: programs, no

matter how expertly designed, are only as good as their

implementation. As the articles by Sheldon et al. (2010)

and Cross et al. (2010) demonstrate, program design is only

half the battle. Making sure that important design features

are actualized in the field is a crucial challenge for prac-

titioners. Researchers need to account for implementation

quality in order to explicate the relationship between pro-

gram characteristics and outcomes.

Staff Training: Don’t Make the Same Old Mistakes

The paper by Sheldon and colleagues (2010) on staff

training is probably the most immediately useful report in

this issue for practitioners to guide the implementation of

quality programs. Several decades ago, the Rand Corpo-

ration conducted a large-scale review of what works and

what does not work to implement school reform success-

fully (Berman and McLaughlin 1978). One of their findings

was that pre-implementation workshops and the use of

packaged programs did not produce lasting change.

Instead, it was important to provide ongoing consultation in

implementing new programs. These findings were brought

into community psychology when Seymour Sarason (1982)

highlighted them in one of his best-known books, The

Culture of the School and the Problem of Change. Alas, as

Sarason would often lament, the more things change, the

more they stay the same: to this day, schools by and large

still emphasize pre-implementation training.

Of greater relevance, and regret, in the present context is

that after-school programs have by and large adopted the

school model of emphasizing pre-implementation training

and providing little ongoing implementation consultation.

It is therefore not surprising to see a host of problems arise

in the implementation of a structured program and that the

quality of implementation leaves much to be desired

(Hirsch 2005). So it was exciting to read how Sheldon et al.

(2010) took an approach consistent with the Rand findings

and developed a system of ongoing training sessions and

regular observation and coaching of staff throughout their

project year. The group appeared to adopt this approach

through a process of trial-and-error rather than a review of

the implementation literature, but the end point was the

same.

Sheldon and colleagues (2010) report that their revised

training scheme produced improvement in the quality of

program implementation, but more empirical support is

required to support this conclusion. Yes, implementation

quality improved significantly in the second year of the

program, when the revised training was implemented,

compared to the first year, when the usual pre-implemen-

tation approach was utilized. But in any program one

would expect instructor learning to take place so that they

are more familiar with the procedures, can anticipate and

plan for likely youth reactions, and so on, resulting in

improved implementation over time. Qualitative research

can help to shed light on some of these issues; ideally there

would be random assignment of sites to alternative training

strategies.

Nevertheless, the findings appear promising. Those who

may be interested in adopting this approach to training

should consider that it required both on-site and regional

coordinators. Although this particular program focused on

the development of literacy skills among elementary aged

children, there does not appear to be any reason why the

general training strategy could not be used in a variety of

other types of after-school programs.

Policy Development and Priorities

The paper by Holleman, Sundius, and Bruns (2010) con-

siders the development of after-school programs in Balti-

more using a citywide lens. This level of analysis

complements more program and agency level analyses.

Cities are very important players in the after-school arena

and most large cities have ramped up their efforts in this

domain over the past 10–15 years.

This account of Baltimore’s experience would best be

examined using a comparative case study approach.

Although this was not the focus of the present paper, prior

studies have addressed similar issues with respect to New
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York (Friedman and Bleiberg 2002), Chicago (Ogletree,

Bell, and Smith 2002), Boston (Davis and Farbman 2002),

San Francisco (Eldredge, Piha, and Levin 2002), and San

Diego (Ferrin and Amick 2002). From a comparative per-

spective, there are two noteworthy features of the Balti-

more effort.

First, whereas in most cities the scaling up of after-

school programs seems to have been largely a top–down

initiative, in Baltimore a community activist appeared to

have played a key role. It would be interesting to examine

whether this alternative path led to discernible differences

in strategy or program development. In this context, for

example, we wondered whether the difficulty in engaging

Baltimore public schools as meaningful partners reflected

the apparent absence of mayoral leadership. In several

other cities, mayors appeared to provide greater leadership

to scaling up after-school programs (though one must be

wary of possible public relations components to these

reports).

Second, Baltimore relied on two intermediaries to pro-

vide support: the Family League of Baltimore City was

charged with fund allocation, program management, and

oversight, whereas The After-School Institute focused on

quality improvement and professional development of

after-school staff. In several other cities, these roles are

integrated in a single intermediary. It would be useful to

study the strengths and weaknesses of these competing

models.

On a final note, over the years Baltimore’s funding

decisions seem to have been driven increasingly by atten-

dance figures rather than program quality. This is an

important tension at the policy and funding level every-

where, which subsequently impacts programs and youth.

There are many after-school advocates within government

and foundations whose most important priority by far is

increasing enrollment as fast as possible. Scaling up the

infrastructure is the prime directive. There is the assump-

tion either that quality is already sufficient or that it can

easily be strengthened later on. This gives many of us who

have studied actual programs considerable misgiving, as

there are lots of weak and ineffective programs out there.

Part of the impetus behind the development of after-school

programs has been the mediocrity of many of our schools.

In scaling up after-school programming, and in many

instances striving toward universal access by all students,

we should take great care not to build another mediocre

system. It will likely be the task of the evaluation and

research community to be among the prime advocates for

emphasizing quality of program design and implementa-

tion. Thus, we return again, albeit in slightly different form,

to the initial focus of our commentary: attendance is not

enough.

References

Benson, P. L., Mannes, M., Pittman, K., & Ferber, T. (2004). Youth

development, developmental assets, and public policy. In R. M.

Lerner & L. Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent psychol-
ogy (2nd ed., pp. 781–814). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1978). Federal programs
supporting educational change, Vol. VIII: Implementing and
sustaining innovations. Santa Monica, CA: The Rand

Corporation.

Cross, A. B., Gottfredson, D. C., Wilson, D. M., Rorie, M., &

Connell, N. (2010). Implementation quality and positive expe-

riences in after-school programs. American Journal of Commu-
nity Psychology. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9295-z.

Davis, J., & Farbman, D. A. (2002). Schools alone are not enough:

After-school programs and education reform in Boston. New
directions for youth development: Theory, practice, and
research, 94, 65–88.

Deutsch, N. L. (2008). Pride in the projects: Teens building identities
in urban contexts. New York: New York University Press.

Eccles, J. S., & Gootman, J. A. (Eds.). (2002). Community programs
to promote youth development. Washington DC: National

Academy Press.

Eccles, J. S., Midgley, C., Wigfield, A., Buchanan, C. M., Reuman,

D., Flanagan, C., et al. (1993). Development during adolescence:

The impact of stage-environment fit on adolescents’ experiences

in schools and families. American Psychologist, 48, 90–101.

Eldredge, S., Piha, S., & Levin, J. (2002). Building the San Francisco

Beacons. New directions for youth development: Theory,
practice, and research, 94, 89–108.

Ferrin, D., & Amick, S. (2002). San Diego’s 6 to 6: A community’s

commitment to out-of-school time. New directions for youth
development: Theory, practice, and research, 94, 109–118.

Friedman, L. N., & Bleiberg, M. S. (2002). The long-term sustain-

ability of after-school programs: The after-school corporation’s

strategy. New directions for youth development: Theory,
practice, and research, 94, 19–40.

Hirsch, B. J. (2005). A place to call home: After-school programs for
urban youth. Washington, DC: American Psychological Asso-

ciation and New York: Teachers College Press.

Hirsch, B. J., DuBois, D. & Deutsch, N. (in press). Building quality
after-school centers: Case studies of success and failure. New

York: Cambridge University Press.

Holleman, M. A., Sundius, M. J., & Bruns, E. J. (2010). Building

opportunity: Developing city systems to expand and improve

after school programs. American Journal of Community Psy-
chology. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9308-y.

Larson, R., Jarrett, R., Hansen, D., Pearce, N., Sullivan, P., & Walker,

K. (2004). Organized youth activities as contexts for positive

development. In P. A. Lindley, S. Joseph, et al. (Eds.), Positive
psychology in practice (pp. 540–560). New York: Wiley.

Lerner, R. M. (2004). Liberty: Thriving and civic engagement among
American youth. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Mahoney, J. L., Vandell, D. L., Simpkins, S., & Zarrett, N. (2009).

Adolescent out-of-school activities. In R. M. Lerner & L.

Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent psychology, contextual
influences on adolescent development (Vol 2). Hoboken, NJ:

John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

McLaughlin, M. W., Irby, M. A., & Langman, J. (1994). Urban
sanctuaries: Neighborhood organizations in the lives and futures
of inner-city youth. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Ogletree, R., Bell, T., & Smith, N. K. (2002). Positive youth

development initiatives in Chicago. New directions for youth
development: Theory, practice, and research, 94, 41–64.

Am J Community Psychol

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9295-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9308-y


Pierce, K. M., Bolt, D. M., & Vandell, D. L. (2010). Specific features

of after-school program quality: Associations with children’s

functioning in middle childhood. American Journal of Commu-
nity Psychology. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9304-2.

Riggs, N. R, Bohnert, A. M., Guzman, M. D., & Davidson, D. (2010).

Examining the potential of community-based after-school pro-

grams for Latino youth. American Journal of Community
Psychology. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9313-1.

Roth, J. L., Malone, L. M., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2010). Does the

amount of participation in afterschool programs relate to

developmental outcomes? A review of the literature. American
Journal of Community Psychology. doi:10.1007/s10464-010-

9303-3.

Sarason, S. B. (1982). The culture of the school and the problem of
change (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Sheldon, J., Arbreton, A., Hopkins, L., & Grossman, J. B. (2010).

Investing in success: Key strategies for building quality in after-

school programs. American Journal of Community Psychology.

doi:10.1007/s10464-010-9296-y.

Shernoff, D. J. (2010). Engagement in after-school programs as a

predictor of social competence and academic performance.

American Journal of Community Psychology. doi:10.1007/s10464-

010-9314-0.

Weiss, H. B., Little, P. M. D., & Bouffard, S. M. (2005). More than

just being there: Balancing the participation equation. New
Directions in Youth Development, 105, 15–31.

Am J Community Psychol

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9304-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9313-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9303-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9303-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9296-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9314-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9314-0

	More Than Attendance: The Importance of After-School Program Quality
	Abstract
	Dosage is Not Enough
	Participation is More Than Attendance
	Challenges of Defining Program Quality
	Staff Training: Don’t Make the Same Old Mistakes
	Policy Development and Priorities
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /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 600
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


