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ABSTRACT

A significant number of security breaches result from
employees’ failure to comply with security policies. Many
organizations have tried to change or influence security
behaviour, but found it a major challenge. Drawing on previous
research on usable security and economics of security, we
propose a new approach to managing employee security
behaviour. We conducted interviews with 17 employees from
two major commercial organizations, asking why they do or
don’t comply with security policies. Our results show that key
factors in the compliance decision are the actual and anticipated
cost and benefits of compliance to the individual employee, and
perceived cost and benefits to the organization. We present a
new paradigm — the Compliance Budget - as a means of
understanding how individuals perceive the costs and benefits of
compliance with organisational security goals, and identify a
range of approaches that security managers can use to influence
employee’s perceptions (which, in turn, influence security
behaviour). The Compliance Budget should be understood and
managed in the same way as any financial budget, as
compliance directly affects, and can place a cap on,
effectiveness of organisational security measures.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

H.1.2 [Models and Principles]: Human/Machine Systems —
human  factors, human information processing. C.2.0
[Computer Communication Networks] General —security and
protection

General Terms
Management, Economics, Security, Human Factors.
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Security policies, security behaviour, Compliance Budget,
compliance
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1. INTRODUCTION

It is widely acknowledged in security research and practice that
many security incidents are caused by human, rather than
technical failures (e. g. Schneier 2000). Researchers
approaching the issue from a Human-Computer Interaction
(HCI) perspective — e. g. Whitten & Tygar (1999) -
demonstrated that many human failures are caused by security
mechanisms that are too difficult for a non-expert to use. Even
users with good technical skills, such as systems administrators
and software developers, often struggle to keep up with the
increased complexity and workload created by security
mechanisms (Zurko & Simon, 1996; Flechais et al. 2003). The
primary goal of the flourishing research community focusing on
usable security, known as HClsec, is to provide security tools
that the intended users can operate correctly [e.g. Yee 2005] and
complete a security task — such as encrypting an email -
effectively. Other key usability criteria established by the HCI
research community — user satisfaction and user cost — have
hitherto been addressed implicitly rather than explicitly in
usable security research.

It is also often the case that user effort is a blind spot for those
formulating and discussing security policies, and this work aims
to address that issue. Adams & Sasse (1999), Weirich & Sasse
(2001), and Weirich (2005) pointed out that to achieve effective
security from an organisational point of view security designers
and managers need to consider that:

1) Individual users have a choice on whether to comply with
security policies, and

2) This choice is influenced by the individual’s own goals,
perceptions and attitudes, and norms which govern the
individual’s behaviour.

Throughout this paper, we assume that the context is one in
which the employee has a choice. We recognize that in certain
high-security contexts, user choice can be curtailed or removed
entirely but will focus on the majority of organizations where
security is not a top priority, and compliance cannot be
constantly monitored and enforced. For the purposes of this
paper we will define compliance as ‘the act or process of
conforming to or fulfilling official requirements.’

Recent evidence suggests that in these contexts, managing
employees’ security behaviour is still a major challenge.
Johnson & Goetz (2007) cite Theresa Jones, a security manager
at Dow Chemical:



“My biggest challenge is changing behavior. If I could change
the behavior of our Dow workforce, then I would think I had
solved the problem.”

Changing behaviour is important, but needs to be accompanied
by changes in the security tools and models used. How can this
be done? Johnson & Goetz (2007) report that current attempts
focus on placing more responsibility on line managers, in some
cases even imposing financial penalties on them if an employee
they are responsible for causes a security breach.

While we agree that economic reasoning may help to change
employee behaviour, Weirich (2005) found that negative
reinforcement - which would include financial sanctions for
security transgressions— used in isolation, is as ineffective in
changing security behaviour as they have been in changing
behaviour most other areas of life. We propose 1) that
understanding the economics of compliance from an
individual’s point of view provides a better basis for influencing
individuals’ security behaviour, and 2) that organisations should
accept that compliance with security policies is a finite resource
that needs to be carefully managed. We express this proposal in
form of a new paradigm — the Compliance Budget. The results
of the interview study presented in this paper show that
individuals and organisations place different values on the cost
and benefits of behaviours associated with security policies',
and that an individual employee’s choice - to comply, or not to
comply — with a security policy is determined by the perceived
costs and benefits of the security tasks needed to support the
policy. The choice is not an entirely selfish one — individuals
consider the cost and benefits to both the organisation and
themselves — but:

1) The perception of cost and benefit is centered on the
individual employee’s immediate work context,

2) There is a limit to the amount of effort individuals are
prepared to expend on compliance unless there is a perceived
benefit to balance it,

3) Cost-benefit imbalances accumulate until the compliance
limit is reached.

In the following section, we review previous research on 1)
organisational approaches to managing security and compliance,
2) economic techniques can be applied to security and security
spending, and 3) factors influencing individuals’ security
behaviour in organisational settings. Section 3 describes the
empirical study we carried out to collect data on individual and
organisational perceptions of cost and benefits of security
measures. In section 4, we present the costs and benefit of
security measures from individual employees’ perspective.
Section 5 presents the new paradigm derived from those results
— the Compliance Budget — and discusses how this notion helps
to gain a differentiated view of the overall cost of complying
with a security policy. In section 6, we outline two ways in

"'I. It is important to note that the compliance budget applies to
all tasks that interrupt or create friction with the core business of
the user. All such tasks will contribute to using up the
compliance budget and moving the user towards the budget
threshold. Security tasks are a significant and important subset
of this larger range of tasks and are the main source of
discussion for this particular paper.
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which the notion of a Compliance Budget can be applied to
manage security behaviour:

1) Organizations should track compliance efforts required by
different groups of employees, and ensure the limit is not
exceeded. As with any other budget, this can be done by
prioritising compliance on key security goals, and removing the
need to comply with less important ones.

2) Organisations can influence individuals’ perception of cost
and benefit of security measures, e.g. through awareness and
education, and improved risk communication,

2. BACKGROUND

In an increasingly tougher economic climate, organisations have
to decide how to spend their resources most effectively to
achieve their operational goals. While IT spending over the past
few years has remained fairly flat, spending on IT security has
increased by around 17% per year (Huang et al., 2007). But
there is growing awareness among researchers in information
security that the resources an organisation can spend on IT
security are limited, and have to be targeted to protect the assets
and processes that matter most to an organisation. Attention has
also been paid to the most effective way of disbursing a limited
security budget in the face of a variety of threats. Huang et al
(2007), for instance, highlight the need to “minimize security
risks with limited resources for implementing security
technologies and programs.”

To achieve this, there has been a growing trend in information
security research to employ economic models and approaches to
support decision-making regarding spending on corporate IT
security. Gordon & Loeb [4] argue strongly for applying formal
cost/benefit analysis techniques to the process of managing
corporate IT security. There is an ongoing research effort to
improve and refine the metrics that could be used in information
security, e.g. Herath & Herath (2007).

But to achieve meaningful metrics, security needs to be seen in
the context of the business it seeks to protect. To deliver
effective IT security, one must not only understand the threats to
an organisation, but how security fits into its business goals and
processes. As Johnson & Goetz (2007) point out, the biggest
challenge for security metrics is linking them to business in a
meaningful way; for example, being able to state the cost to the
business of a security incident in terms of revenue loss.
Currently there are no tools for managing security behavior and
modeling the impact of policy changes. This is something this
paper begins to address.

Equally challenging is establishing a metric’s validity and
building metrics that change over time to incorporate changes in
the organizational and risk environments while still allowing
meaningful comparison to previous results. The losses incurred
by a breach in confidentiality are very different from those
resulting from an availability failure (Kumar et al., 2007) and so
threats to availability and confidentiality need to be treated
differently depending on the focus of the organisation. Security
officers and corporate decision-makers therefore need to have a
full range of information about the systems they are working
with. By treating security spending as an economic exercise, it
is possible to for organisational decision-makers and security



specialists to develop a common framework and language for
planning and designing an organisation’s security policies.

Even though everyone understands that employees play a key
part in any organisation’s processes and performance, they do
currently not feature in the attempts to model the cost and
benefit of security measures. We argue that this needs to be
changed: any reasoning about cost and benefit of security
measures has to include the impact that those security measures
have on individual employees. Effective security relies on
employees complying with security policies, i.e. exhibiting the
behaviours specified in the policies. Previous research on users
and security (Adams & Sasse, 1999, Weirich & Sasse, 2001,
Weirich 2005) has pointed out that - unless there is constant
monitoring and enforcement - individual users have a choice on
whether to comply with security policies, and that this choice is
influenced by the individual’s own goals, perceptions and
attitudes. If the individual’s goals, perceptions and attitudes are
aligned with those of the organisation, then no conflict exists,
and most individuals are likely to comply with the policies.

The aim of the study reported in this paper was to explore the
relationship between individual security behaviour and
organisational security when there is a conflict of interest, i.e.
when the behaviour required by a security measure is not
aligned with individual employees’ goals. Employees focus on
completing their primary (production) tasks, and the behaviour
required by the security (enabling) tasks often presents an
obstacle on the shortest path to the primary goal (Sasse et al.
2001). This misalignment introduces friction between security
and business processes into the organizational system, and it is
this friction that is at the heart of individual compliance issues.

We explore how economic techniques can be applied to
effectively manage these conflict situations. The results from
our study show that techniques of economic management and
optimisation can be usefully applied to model this situation.
There is a limit to the amount of effort individuals are prepared
expend on security measures that do not obviously contribute to
their key production tasks, and this extra non-productive effort
required accumulates until a limit is reached. We have named
this limit the Compliance Budget. There are two key benefits
that can be obtained from understanding this effort:

1) Organisations can focus the effort available on key
security tasks to maximize their return on investment and
avoid wasteful expenditure on less critical measures.

2) It is possible to determine the cost of achieving an
employees’ compliance with a security measure, and to
include this cost in models of cost and benefit of security
measures.

3. THE STUDY

To obtain an empirical basis for our model, we conducted a
study to elicit factors that contribute to corporate and individual
security cost. One of the authors conducted 17 in-depth
interviews with security staff, employees and managers in two
major UK companies — a financial institution and the research
lab of a technology company. The interviewees included the
chief security officers in both companies, and 4 security
researchers or operational security staff. The remaining 10
participants were staff working in the companies’ main-line
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activities — financial services or technology research, and one of
them was a lawyer. All participants had a university degree and
at least two years’ work experience.

The interviews were semi-structured, exploring
1) The tasks and responsibilities of interviewees,
2)  Their perception of the risks facing the company,

3) Their attitudes to the company’s security polices and
security measures, and

4) The perceived impact of security measures on individual’s
tasks and responsibilities, and company productivity.

Whilst the interviews covered a range of security policies and
measures, all interviewees were asked about their usage of one
specific bit of technology - USB sticks- and their awareness of
security policies surrounding the use of these policies. These
sections of the interviews have been analysed in-depth and
reported elsewhere (Pym et al. 2008). For this paper, we
analysed the transcripts of the interviews in their entirety, and
analyzed using techniques from Grounded Theory. Grounded
Theory (Strauss & Corbin 1990) is a qualitative data analysis
method widely used in social sciences, which allows
identification of salient concepts and relationships between
them. Over the past 10 years, the method has been successfully
applied to model user perceptions and attitudes in Human-
Computer Interaction in general. Adams & Sasse (1999) used
this approach to identify factors that affect employees’
perceptions of corporate security policies, and Weirich & Sasse
(2001) modeled employee decision-making on compliance with
password security policies. The interviews using axial coding
(the first stage of Grounded Theory) to produce an inventory of
the individual employee’s costs and benefits associated with
security policies and mechanisms they came in contact with, and
the costs and benefits for the organization. Data were coded by
two researchers independently.

4. RESULTS

The analysis of the interviews provided many examples of
participants complying and not complying with security
measures. The costs and benefits of security policies featured
large in individuals’ discussions of their security behaviour.
This is not, however, a simple equation compliance = cost to the
individual, benefit to the organisation, and vice versa. Rather,
the actual costs and benefits are a complex web of perceived
costs and benefits to the employee (both from a professional and
individual point of view), and the perceived cost and benefit to
the organisation. The individual employee’s perception of cost
and benefit is, however, largely determined by the impact of
compliance on their tasks and responsibilities; the goal of their
primary work task dominates their perspective whereas the
security goals of the organization are subordinate. We identified
a number of different scenarios in which individual cost/benefit
decisions were traded off against compliance with security
policies. These are described in detail in the following section.

4.1 Example Cost/Benefit Scenarios

In this section, we present 5 key scenarios illustrating
individuals’ cost/benefit perceptions of security measures. The
quotes from the interviews illustrate the examples given.



4.1.1 Centrally scheduled maintenance tasks, such

as weekly automated virus scan

Participants provided many examples of production tasks being
disrupted by centrally scheduled maintenance tasks, such as
virus checker updates, patches, and licence management
software. The effect is either a complete interruption of the
employee’s production tasks, or their machines being slowed
down to the point where they cannot work effectively:

P6: “when [the virus scanner] is turned on, our program takes
an extra 20 minutes to build and test”.

Most participants acknowledged that there was a purpose to
those security measures. If they had the luxury of doing so, they
would re-organise their work: “go for a coffee”, and resume
when the maintenance task was completed. All participants felt
it was justified to circumvent these security measures if they
interfered with their ability to deliver their work on time,
especially when they were up against a deadline. A minority,
however, was more militant, feeling that no interruption of their
work was justified. Each participant seemed to evince some
awareness of the tradeoff between personal and organizational
good.

>

P3: “Anything that loses time is not good for the business.’

Others were clearly resentful of the loss of control over their
own machines, and their ability to complete their work being at
the mercy of “whatever they think of next”, especially if they
could not perceive any benefit of those updates. In one of the
organisations, several employees had permanently opted out of
the updates:

Pl11: “next thing I know I'm installing some tiresome patch that
I don’t want to be installing... I used to circumvent that
whenever [ was in this building.”

Employees did this either openly or covertly (some deliberately
switched to an operating system or application software that was
not centrally supported) - some with, some without knowledge
of the security/IT managers. Most employees were aware that
there must be organisational need for running these updates, and
that their “opting out” would undermine this.

P16: “different IT groups all want to scan these machines so I
don’t think they are too happy about that.”

The prevailing attitude, however, was that - whatever the
organisational need for these measures - it did not justify
“stopping people from getting their work done”, and leaving
several participants to wonder “why they cannot run these
things at night?’This last example highlights a lack of
awareness that there might also be conflicting goals at the
organizational level, in this case the desire to reduce energy
consumption by closing down all systems at night versus
effective security.

4.1.2 Additional authentication

Several passwords need to be (re)entered, e.g. to connect to
additional VPN’s (Virtual Private Networks). At worst, failure
to recall the correct password leads to failure to access (no
availability), which in turn means inability to get work done.

P3: “The only [problem] I can think of is if either you lose a
password or forget it.”
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Additional passwords increase cognitive load and worry about
accurately recalling passwords.

P10: “there are a lot of systems that need a lot of passwords
and you know keeping a track of them is a bit of a pain.”

Additional authentication hurdles cause delay in accessing
systems and cause frustration at having to repeat a task.

4.1.3 Using encryption for data storage/transfer

An example of this would be the mandatory use of encryption
for all data stored on USB sticks. For some participants, the risk
to availability of data they needed was the key concern, but
many participants balanced this against the confidentiality risk
to their organisation.

From the individual’s perspective, the worst-case cost is
permanent loss of data or lack of availability at a critical time
for their tasks. The very possibility of losing access to data was
an unacceptable cost to some participants.

P12: “I just feel a lack of control because most of the time the
threat is unavailability created by the encryption system.”

The fear of the risk to availability is deep, and several
participants expressed a fundamental unwillingness to rely on a
technology they did not understand.

P13: “I know very few people who run encrypted file systems on
a laptop ... because they don’t trust the file system. They want
their data to be accessible.”

In this context, data does not equal data — the fear is strongest
for data that individuals have created or generated themselves;
they felt strong ownership and resented this date being subject
to a blanket company policy.

P10: “[USB encryption] would be irritating because much of
the content is private.”

Even if the data would not be permanently lost (e.g. because the
file is still on the organisation’s system) there a perceived risk to
availability: not being able to access the data when it is needed.
The result could be lost business opportunity, or embarrassment
(looking incompetent).

P1: The only one I can think of would be the password on the
device - I could forget it.
I: And what would be the result?

P1: I wouldn’t be able to do my presentation. And that would be
quite embarrassing.

The additional time to encrypt and decrypt data was a lesser
perceived cost.

P10: “there is a cost to [USB encryption] in that it wastes my
time.”

These perceived costs made some participants feel entitled to
break the policy.

P10: “if {USB encryption] was mandated I would probably
work around it.”’

Others acknowledged the risk to the organisation, and the
consequences that a breach of confidentiality would have.

P5: Well, for sure, a competitor could get hold of something and
do something with it. The press could find out there was a
breach and publicize that. And the client wouldn’t be too happy.



1t’s just bad at all levels if confidentiality were breached. [If]
there was any perception of wrongdoing it taints the firm’s
brand and the value of that is huge.”

4.1.4 Restrictive Firewall

Firewall settings blocking access to a wide range of websites —
from adult entertainment to social networking. In the worst case,
participants reported that they could not get their work done,
e.g. software developers could not access ports needed for
running a virtual machine, and felt they had to break the policy.

P6: “the [company] firewall doesn’t like those network ports
being open. It lacks flexibility... By being too restrictive for my
use they end up forcing people to cheat to disable things.”

Other participants perceived the restrictions as more than an
inconvenience — they felt it could damage business, and this, in
turn would also affect their earnings:

P5: So how do you quantify that extra cost? ... [it] can range
from something as dramatic as business we won’t win because
we re not aware of information. And those fees [we miss out on]
could be millions of dollars over 1 year or 2. You know, if a
company went public that we just had no idea existed, because
we couldn’t see the webpage.

Participants felt they were being forced into workarounds, so
they work effectively.

P4: “I think people don’t try to not follow the rules just for fun.
When we do it’s for a reason.”

4.1.5 Over-zealous security classifications
Participants from one organisation stated that all data and
documents tended to be blanket-marked as confidential. They
reported that this led to unintentional breaches of the security
policy, e.g. when sharing data with colleagues outside the
organisation, even though the sharing was clearly needed to get
their work done.

P10: “there is a kind of blanket imposition of inappropriate
security restraints, sometimes on documents.”

Not being able to share data was seen as resulting in lower
productivity and a loss of freedom of thought/expression.

4.2 Perceived Cost and Benefit
As Weirich (2005) points out, when an individual is presented
with a security task, he has a choice of

1) Complying and performing the required behaviour (at
least try to do so), or

2) Attempting to bypass the task.

The results from the analysis of our interviews suggests that the
decision — to comply, or not to comply - is the result of an
internal cost/benefit analysis, in which the individual weighs up
the advantages and disadvantages of complying or not
complying. This does not mean individuals regard compliance
with security behaviour purely as a cost: the participants in our
study value security, both for themselves and for the
organisation they work for. The initial disposition is to comply
with security policies - up to the point at which the perceived
benefit of doing so is exceeded by the costs associated with
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complying. (Or the point at which anticipated cost of
complying — i.e. worrying about forgetting a password, and the
consequences of forgetting it — is perceived to be higher than the
benefits of compliance.) Examples of costs perceived by
individuals are:

1) Increased physical load. These are extra steps added
to production tasks, increasing time and effort
required to execute production tasks (such as a
machine being slower because of security updates), or
new tasks added (such as additional authentication to
enter building/log in to network, additional training to
be completed for new security devices).

2) Increased cognitive load — additional information
needs to be stored and recalled on demand (such as a
password to encrypt/decrypt data). Research in
psychology and human-computer interaction has
established that human will try to avoid increased
cognitive load even more than increased mental load
(e.g. Norman, 1983).

3) Embarrassment — security measures impacting on
business practises may cause the individual
embarrassment (such as not being able to open an
encrypted file for presentation to a customer or
audience) in addition to the inability to complete the
task. Individuals also anticipate that the perceptions
formed as a result of such an event could have a
potential long-term negative impact on their career..

4)  Missed opportunities — the increased time required to
go through the steps of a security task, or the
restrictions placed on data access by a security policy
may mean a worker in a competitive environment
misses an opportunity to effectively do business e.g.
websites relevant to a deal blocked by firewall rules.
As with embarrassment (3), individuals are concerned
about the cost of long-term impact on their career.

5) The ‘Hassle Factor’ — the perceived cost associated
with complying is often higher than the actual cost,
because of the knock-on effect on certain situational
or contextual factors. For example, if an individual is
under pressure to meet a deadline, waiting for a patch
to install feels more onerous than if it happens over
lunch or at a period of low activity.

At the same time, compliance with required security behaviour
can have perceived certain benefits:

1) Avoiding the consequences of a security breach. The
most obvious benefit is avoiding the consequences of
a security breach — such as losing data — which would
have a negative impact on the individual’s task.

2)  Protection from sanctions — there is no danger of
being “caught” in breach of policy, and exposed to the
sanctions stipulated by the organisation. Therefore
the individual does not have to worry about being
caught, or the sanctions. However, the degree of
worry depends on the individual’s risk appetite (see
section 5), and the likelihood of sanctions being
applied. Adams & Sasse (1999) and Weirich (2005)
point out that if policies are routinely breached, but
stipulated sanctions are not applied, individuals quite
reasonably do no expect any consequences from being
caught in breach of policies.



5. DISCUSSION: THE COMPLIANCE
BUDGET, AND HOW TO MANAGE IT

Security policies and mechanisms will not be effective if
individual employees choose not to comply. Most employees
will comply if this does not require any additional effort. When
extra effort is required, individuals will weigh this extra effort
against benefits for them, in the context of their production
tasks. If their goals are aligned with the organisation’s security
goals, there is no conflict, as the behaviour required of the
individual translates into perceived gain for them as well as for
the organsiation. Thus, security policies are likely to be
followed — at least by most individuals, most of the time.

(Based on the results of Weirich (2005), there will be some
exceptions to this rule, because 1) some individuals have a high
propensity for risk-taking, or 2) some individuals may have
other issues with the organisation, and contravene security
policies as a way of expressing dissatisfaction or dissent.)

Conversely, most individuals will not be inclined to choose the
behaviour required by the organisation if there is a conflict
between the security behaviour and their own goals. In this case,
either some part of the joint set of goals will not be met, or the
individual will need to expend effort without gain to help the
organisation’s security goals.

Compliance is if the individual chooses the behaviour required
by the organisation, even though it makes it harder for them to
realise their goals, or even prevents them from reaching them
altogether. Compliance can be seen as a kind of organisational
altruism. From the individual’s perspective, this is a situation of
‘pain but no gain’ (recall we are focusing on conflict situations
where individual and organizational goals are unaligned). The
‘pain tolerance’ - the amount of extra effort an individual is
prepared to make for no personal gain — is what we call the
Compliance Budget. The limit of the Compliance Budget is
referred to as the compliance threshold; this being the point at
which the individual no longer has the will to comply with
official requirements. The closer an individual is to his
compliance threshold the higher the cost to the organisation of
achieving compliance, as the perceived cost to the individual
will also be higher. Once the compliance threshold has been
exceeded, there will be almost no way to achieve compliance,
except through heavy monitoring of individuals’ behaviour, and
enforcement.

When an individual is faced with a compliance decision, the
costs detailed in the results section will be weighed up by the
individual (consciously or subconsciously) and measured
against the benefits. As stated before the issue of compliance
only comes into question when the individual is placed in a
situation where there is a cost to him but no direct benefit. The
decision to comply or not comply with a single task can be
summarized with a brief formula. It is worth mentioning at this
point that the hassle factor is camulative. If the task in question
is the tenth that day, the individual has been expected to
undertake they will see it as a far greater burden than the exact
same task earlier in the day. This means that a steady erosion of
the Compliance Budget will take place as tasks stack up, and the
individual’s tolerance for further tasks (or repetitions of the
same task) will be reduced. This must be represented in the
formula to take into account the cumulative affect of previous
tasks already performed. We can express this decision as:
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Compliance if (current task cost x hassle factor) +
total cost of previous tasks < compliance threshold

In addition to the internal factors identified in section 4.2, there
are external factors that impact an individual’s compliance
budget. External factors are created by the production task
performed by the individual, and the organisatonal environment.
It is factors in this second category that security managers can
use to influence individuals perceptions of cost and benefits of
compliance, and their security behaviour. Most of these
measures are well known measures; the advantage of seeing
them in the context of the Compliance Budget is that 1) these
measures can be targeted more precisely to influence cost-
benefit assessment, and 2) the impact of these measures on
employee security behaviour can be understood and measured.
The key external factors are:

1.  Design. a) The most direct way to influence cost-
benefit perception is to reduce the actual mental and
physical workload that individuals have to expend on
compliance. b) Well-designed security seeks to
minimize friction between security and business
processes, and avoids putting individuals in situations
where they have to choose between security goals and
production goals. Improving the design of the security
system will reduce the cost of each security action,
meaning more tasks can be undertaken within the
same Compliance Budget.

2. Awareness, Training, Education. a) Effective training
in using security measures can improve individual
performance, which in turn reduces the cost associated
with security measures. It can also build individuals’
competence — which is a benefit to them, and their
confidence — which can reduce the stress and anxiety
associated with using security mechanisms. b)
Raising awareness of the risks and vulnerabilities
faced by the organization increases the perceived
benefits of compliance. .

3. The culture of the organization. The more security-
minded an organization is, the less friction compliance
causes. Weirich & Sasse (2001) report that
individuals’ security behaviour is strongly influenced
by behavioural norms — most individuals try to “fit
in”, rather than seek conflicts with their colleagues.
Building a positive and strong security culture reduces
friction and perceived cost of compliance

4. Monitoring.  The visibility of the organisation’s
compliance monitoring, and willingness to administer
advertised sanctions, will determine how likely it is an
individual thinks they will be detected and
reprimanded if they do not comply with policy. This
will in turn feed into their decision to comply or not.

5. Sanctions. Avoidance of sanction is a perceived
benefit. Thus, for sanctions to be effective, they must
be enforced, and seen to be enforced (Sasse et al.,
2001) used in response to a security failure will be
factored in to the cost/benefit analysis of the
individual. They influence the level of perceived
benefit from the protection gained through
compliance.



In general, each of the external factors affects either the total
Compliance Budget, or the rate at which it is spent. This is an
important distinction to make, as there is a finite improvement
that can be made to the total Compliance Budget available
through improving awareness, training and culture. Beyond this
limit, further attempts will be counterproductive either in the
business sense (time spent away from work) or in terms of the
Compliance Budget (individual costs imposed through time
taken up and attention demanded away from the individual’s
agenda). The implication here is that initial gains should be
made through reducing the cost of each security task, and
therefore slowing the rate of spending of the Compliance
Budget. The most effective way to do this is to improve the
design and integration of the security system.

The effect of the Compliance Budget and compliance threshold
is to place a cap on the effectiveness of an organisation’s
security policy — the compliance limit. Once this threshold is
reached, several outcomes can result, of varying significance.
Firstly, adding in further security measures that require
compliance from the ‘overspent’ individuals are unlikely to
improve security, unless they are heavily monitored and
enforced. In some cases not only will new measures have no
effect, but existing security measures will be become
significantly less effective as individuals lose patience even with
security tasks they were previously willing to undertake.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The results of our empirical study allow us to draw four main
conclusions. Firstly, an individual’s Compliance Budget sets a
cap on the effecitveness of security practices they are involved
in. This is because - once the threshold is crossed - the
individual will chose work-arounds motivated by his or her own
needs, rather than the more altruistic process of compliance.
Secondly, the closer an individual comes to crossing the
compliance threshold, the higher the organisational cost of
achieving compliance will be. This cost may come in the form
of an increased need for monitoring and sanctions, and/or a
passive cost in the form of increased stress and reduced
goodwill. Thirdly, the organisaton can influence individuals’
perception of where the threshold lies, through an understanding
of the decision-making and feedback cycles associated with a
compliance. Fourthly, the organisation can employ economic
reasoning to ensure the available budget is used to achieve
compliance in areas where it matters most. A possible outline
for these cycles is presented as part of this conclusion.

Figure 1 illustrates the effect of the compliance threshold on the
effort required to ensure continuing compliance. The closer an
individual is to his or her compliance threshold, the higher the
perceived cost of each task will be. This means that to ensure
compliance, the organisation will have to expend more effort or
resources in monitoring/sanctions etc. Once an individual is
pushed passed his compliance threshold, it becomes very
difficult to ensure compliance as the individual will be seeking
ways to reduce the burden of compliance. The possible
responses of the individual vary in severity and can be hard to
predict, not least of all because the budget threshold is not a
hard limit and reacts more elastically to pressure. For example
individuals may be willing to accept exceeding the compliance
threshold for a short term if provided with sufficient motivation
(increased remuneration, promise of future perks etc).
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Organisational cost of compliance

Compliance Threshold ---------

Perceived individual cost of compliance

Figure 1: The effect of the compliance threshold on
organisational effort required to achieve compliance. Effort
rises as we approach the threshold and rises dramatically
once it is crossed.

If the budget is exceeded for longer they may continue to
undertake their current compliance tasks, but begin to look for
ways to undermine or get back at the organization (this may be
termed ‘spiteful compliance’). In extreme cases, the individual
will effectively cease to comply whenever possible, and focus
on his or her own goals entirely. His or her last resort is, of
course, to simply leave the organization.

Compliance Threshold
Higher SpendingRate - ——
Lower Spending Rate

Effectiveness of Security policy

Perceived individual cost

Figure 2: How perceived individual costs relate to
effectiveness of security. Alternative rates of compliance
expenditure are also shown for comparison. Once the
compliance threshold is crossed security effectiveness drops
sharply as altruistic behaviour is increasingly exchanged for
selfish options.

In Figure 2, we can see how the effectiveness of the security
system changes with the costs placed on the individual. It is
important to recognise that it is perceived cost that is important.
The individual is making decisions from a personal perspective,
so it is the impression of the costs placed upon him that is
relevant. Adding new security measures will place some burden
on the individuals using or encountering them. This will



increase security in the organisation. However, as the
compliance threshold approaches, the rate of gain of
effectiveness starts to slow as the individual perceives a higher
cost to each new task. Once we cross the threshold, the
individual may choose to remove himself from the security
process, at which point the effectiveness of the system drops
dramatically. Now not only are new measures ineffective, but
previously-performed tasks may be neglected. The level of
effectiveness does not return to zero because in the course of
normal business practise certain security measures will still be
undertaken (such as using a password to log in to the network)
even though no effort is being expended on security per se.
Additionally we are now operating in the grey area discussed
above, where individual responses to exceeding the budget are
hard to predict. The innate flexibility and mobility of the budget
limit itself also contributes to the uncertainty.

The initial gradient of the lines indicates how fast the security
budget is being spent in each scenario. The more each task
costs, the faster the budget is used up and the lower the gradient
of the line. If each task costs relatively less we spend the budget
slower and the gradient of the line increases. We can achieve
better security behaviour, and a better return on security, for the
same level of effort. By changing the rate of spending (for
example by reducing the cost of each task through better system
design), it is possible to alter the how effective it is possible to
make the security of the system before this breakdown takes
place. This is illustrated by the ‘lower spending rate’ line in
figure 2. When compared to the ‘normal spending rate’ we can
see that this line ascends more rapidly, reaching a higher level
of effective security before reaching the budget threshold.

Spending the budget at a faster rate for example by
implementing security tasks that conflict with the business
process leads to a lower maximum level of security (we are able
to implement fewer security policies before the threshold is
reached) as shown by the ‘faster spending rate’ line. In this
scenario security measures are more costly to the user and so at
the point that the compliance budget threshold is reached
effective security is below that of the other more efficient
spending rates.

So how is the Compliance Budget set, and how can the rate of
expenditure be influenced? In answering these questions we
must be aware that these are not set values. They exist in a
dynamic situation, and are subject to constant change and
revision. The results of previous compliance decisions and the
organisational environment all contribute to the maintenance
and expenditure rates of the Compliance Budget. This is
illustrated in figures 3 and 4.

Here we can see how the organisational environment impacts on
the cost/benefit analysis performed by the individual. Improving
system design, and creating a positive security culture, will
simultaneously decrease the perceived cost of security tasks,
and lower the rate of expenditure of the Compliance Budget. On
the other hand increasing sanctions and monitoring will give
more weight to the benefits associated with compliance. Both
sides of this cycle make a positive compliance decision more
likely.
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Outcome of Positive
Compliance Decision

Outcome of Negative
Compliance Decision

COSTS: BENEFITS:
Protection From
Responsibility
Protection From
sanctions

Physical Load
Cognitive Load
Missed Opportunity
Embarrassment
Less Availability
‘Hassle Factor’

Figure 3: Feedback cycle for the individual. Positive
compliance decisions increase the weight given to individual
costs. Negative compliance decisions increase the weight
given to individual benefits.

Compliance Decision

Culture
Design

-
Monitoring

A Sanctions

Cost/Benefit
Analysis

Figure 4: How organisational factors can be used to increase
the likelihood of compliance. Improving system design and
creating a security culture decrease the perceived cost of
compliance. Harsher sanctions and monitoring increase the
perceived benefits of compliance.

7. FUTURE WORK

The aim of this paper was to identify a way of understanding
and influencing individual employees’ security behaviour.
Based on the results from an empirical study on the perceived
cost and benefit of security measures, we concluded that the
effort individuals are willing to make to comply with security
policies is limited, and an organization can influence security
behaviour by managing the Compliance Budget effectively.
However, this is only part of the story. The next phase of our
research will look at possible techniques and methods for
achieving real-world change based on our insights. The model
was derived from subjective data — employees recounting their
security behaviour. Such recollections may be incomplete and
biased, and need to be validated against objective data of actual
security behaviour.



We also need to explore how relevant established theories of
human behaviour in the face of risk — principally Adams’ (1995)
Risk Thermostat - can be integrated with our new paradigm.
Adams’ model suggests that an individual’s propensity to take
risks will be influenced by the rewards experienced by risk-
taking. In our model, we have indicated that non-compliance
will trigger a heightened awareness of the possible sanctions
resulting from non-compliance. However, if these sanctions do
not arrive (the individual’s lack of compliance is not detected)
then Adams’ risk thermostat will take over and the rewards from
non-compliance (increased working flexibility, data availability
and spare time) will reinforce this behaviour. This indicates that
the window for affecting compliance decisions through
sanctions and monitoring may be small. We intend to explore
these behaviours and their consequences through our work.

In this paper, we talk exclusively about either the individual or
the organisation, but these are not the only participants
considered in a decision making process. Weirich & Sasse
(2001) identified the influence of colleagues’ security
behaviour, so the way how they respond to compliance or non-
compliance needs to be taken into account.

We anticipate that our research will lead to the development of a
software-based compliance management tool. This tool would
be intended for use by information security managers and policy
designers. Appendix 2 shows a mock-up of an interface for such
a tool.

The core function of this tool is to track the effort burden placed
on various groups or individuals by the security tasks they are
required to undertake. The interface would then allow managers
to view this information in several ways.

1) They can select a security task and see which individuals, or
groups of employees, are being asked to perform this task. The
selected task would appear in the centre left window, showing
the cost associated with that task, how often it is performed, and
the groups assigned to or excepted from the task. Selecting a
group or individual from this window will bring up their details
in the centre right window.

2) Selecting a group or individual will bring up their details in
the centre left window. Their current and threshold costs will be
displayed, along with their current burden, as a percentage.
Additionally all tasks associated with this group will be shown
below. These can be selected, thus showing their individual
details in the centre right window. This is the type of view
displayed in the figure.

Below these two windows a timeline will be shown showing the
burden on a the selected group over the current time period
(chosen from day, week, month, year at the top of the window).
If a task is selected this timeline will show how many groups are
performing the task at different times. This timeline allows
points of dangerous friction to be quickly identified.

3) To the left of the interface are the overview and critical item
panels. The overview panel allows the user to browse through
all tasks and groups through an expandable menu system. The
critical items panel alerts the user to groups that are operating
over their threshold, or tasks that are involved in pushing a
group over their threshold. It is anticipated that setting the
conditions for an item to appear in the critical panel will be part
of the functionality of the tool.
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4) This tool would allow managers to plan changes in security
policy or employee structure and see in advance where hotspots
of high friction would be created or removed. Reducing the
friction between business and security is beneficial for both
processes and this tool could play a major role in achieving that
objective. However, we need data to allow us to set up the
thresholds and cost values in the software. Without this data, or
with only poor approximations thereof, this tool would be
useless, and possibly even damaging if it leads to poor decision
making. Providing accurate and usable data to support the core
function of this tool would be the major contribution of our
research.

In summary, we have laid down the seed for a new way of
looking at compliance decision making and its affect on
security. Although the long term aim of the research is to
underpin the creation of a software management tool the real-
world implications of this result, and the nature of its
interactions with existing techniques and methods must first be
more fully evaluated.

8. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank colleagues on the Trust
Economics project (funded by the UK Technology Strategy
Board) for granting access and recruiting the staff who
participated in interviews: Robert Coles at Merrill Lynch
London, and David Pym and Michael Wonham at HP Labs
Bristol. Sincere thanks are due to all interviewees for their time
and willingness to discuss their security behaviour and decision-
making so openly.

9. REFERENCES
[1] J. Adams (1995) Risk. Routledge.

[2] A.Adams & M. A. Sasse (1999): Users Are Not The
Enemy: Why users compromise security mechanisms and
how to take remedial measures. Communications of the
ACM, 42 (12), pp. 40-46 December 1999.

[3] L Flechais, M. A. Sasse, & S. M. V. Hailes. Bringing
security home: A process for developing secure and usable
systems. In ACM/SIGSAC New Security Paradigms
Workshop, 2003.

[4] Steven J. Greenwald, Kenneth G. Olthoff, Victor Raskin,
Willibald Ruch (2004): The User Non-Acceptance
Paradigm: INFOSEC’s Dirsy Little Secret. Proceedings of
the New Security Paradigms Workshop. 2004.

[5] Lawrence A. Gordon & Martin P. Loeb (2006): Managing
Cybersecurity Resources: A Cost-Benefit Analysis.
Mcgraw-Hill.

[6] Hemantha S. B. Herath & Tehaswini C. Herath (2007):
Cyber-Insurance: Copula Pricing Framework and
Implications for Risk Management. Proceedings of the
Sixth Workshop on the Economics of Information Security,
Carnegie Mellon University, June 7-8, 2007.

[7] C. Derrick Huang, Qing Hu & Ravi S. Behara (2006):
Economics of Information Security Investment in the Case
of Simultaneous Attacks. Proceedings of the Fifth
Workshop on the Economics of Information Security,
Cambridge University, June 26-28, 2006.



[8] M. Eric Johnson & Eric Goetz (2007): Embedding
Information Security into the Organisation. IEEE Security
& Privacy May/June 2007 pp 16 — 24.

[91 M. Eric Johnson & Scott Dynes (2007): Inadvertent
Disclosure — Information Leaks in Extended Enterprise.
Proceedings of the Sixth Workshop on the Economics of
Information Security, Carnegie Mellon University, June 7-
8,2007.

[10] Vincent Kumar, Rahul Telang & Tridas Mukhopahhyay
(2007): Optimally securing interconnected information
systems and assets. Proceedings of the Sixth Workshop on
the Economics of Information Security, Carnegie Mellon
University, June 7-8, 2007.

[11] Norman, D. A. (1983): Some Observations on Mental
Models. In Gentner, D. A. & Stevens, A. A. [Eds.] Mental
models. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

[12] B. Schneier (2000): Secrets and Lies: Digital Security in a
Networked World. Wiley.

[13] Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative
research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques.
Sage Publications.

56

[14] D.Weirich & M. A. Sasse (2001): Pretty Good Persuasion:
A first step towards effective password security for the
Real World. Proceedings of the New Security Paradigms
Workshop 2001 (Sept. 10-13, Cloudcroft, NM), pp. 137-
143. ACM Press.

[15] Weirich (2005): Persuasive Password Security.
Unpublished PhD Thesis, Department of Computer
Science, University College London, UK.

[16] Whitten, A. & Tygar, J. D. Why Johnny Can't Encrypt: A
Usability Evaluation of PGP 5.0. Proceedings of the 8th
USENIX Security Symposium, August 1999, Washington
1999.

[17] Yee, K P. (2005) User Interaction Design for Secure
Systems. In L. Faith Cranor & S. Garfinkel [Eds.]: Security
and Usability: Designing secure systems that people can
use 2005. pp 13-30. O'Reilly Books.

[18] Zurko, M. E. & Simon, R. T. User-Centered Security. New
Security Paradigms Workshop 1997.



‘parodyoad Ayradoad

[emoo[oiul s . uonesiuedIQ

‘s1oured pue songea[[od

1s3uowre uonendax
pue  [[Impoo3  poonpay
‘santunyioddo a3ueyoxa

pue UONBIOQE[[OD JO SSOT]

-Inyrey
opm 105 Arpiqisuodsar
10 suonpoues JO NS ON
“)Jo} BIEP JO 9SBO UI ISIN0JAI
[e39] ‘Ayodoad [emos[[our
JO SSO[ JO S JOMOT]

‘uo1ssaxdxa ysnoyy
Jo wWopa2ly pue
Ananonpoxd 1omoT siouyred
)M UONBULIOJUI JO 0FURY XD
poonpay  'sondedq[oo M
Suneioqeqjoo  oqym  Korjod
JOo  soyoearq  popuojuIu()

‘[enuapIJU0D
Se payIew
1oyue[q Byep 39
‘saspoeld Sunpiom
uo suopewI] g

*SJBOIY} UOUIUIOD SNOLIBA
JO 90BJ] OU) UI QINO0S oIoW

'SSO]
Jo 2ouonbasuoo 1839 9[qIssod
‘paordwos  oq 03  o[qeun
syse} ssouisng Jo  ‘ssodo0id

ssoursng AIessoodu  91e}I[1oe]

"oIn[Iej JOpIm 10J
Anpiqisuodsar 10 suonoues Jo
S ON "Oljjes} pastoyjneun

‘Ananonpoid Jo sso
"A[9ATIO9JJ9 SJIOM 0} dNUNUOD
0] punolexiom e 3uisn ojul
Pa010} 1[99} Aewr [enpIAIPU]
oiqissod  oq  108u0]  ou
Aew syse) ureyd)) ‘padueyo

"PI00Iq
yuowdo[oAdp
21BMIJOS

IoJ souryoew

[enaIA Suruunt

J0J papoau suod 39

dmmonpsenul  uonesiuedIO | 03 pastwordwod  AJnodg | wol pajdojoid SI [enplAIpu] | 9 01 padu soonoeld SUDIOAN | C[[BMII QAIOLISOY  f
'SSO[ "S)oNS
BIED [enU9l0d  "OOIOPfIoM “BIEp JO AJN[IqR[TeAR gsn padAous
"S901A9P S UQOIS | d[iqowt pue STwRUAp ‘oInjrey | Jo sso[ 9qIssod -uondAioud | jo osn pajepuew ‘30
IO 1SO[ JO 9Sed Qy) Ul Med[ | SS9 B SulUBOW BJRP IJJSuen | OpIM  Jof  Ayjiqisuodsar | -un/uondA1ous 0] anp | “I9Jsuen}/o3eiols Bjep
eyep unerruny jo 1o8uep oN | 03 pamnbor owm 103uoT | 10 suonoues Jo S ON | Blep Adoo 01 swn Teuonippy | Ioj uondAroud Suisn ¢
Jser e 'S.NdA
1eadar 0} SuiAey JB UONJRIISNI] | [BUONIPPE O JOAUUOD
"2Injrey 1opIim 10J | "A[ojeInode piomssed 01 spiomssed
‘S[enpIAIput "SSOUQAII0QJJO | AMIqIsuodsal JO suonoues Jo | [[ed9d1 0} PeO]  9ANRIU0o Sunoyue-a1
pasuoyIneuUn 0}  PII0[q | 9JI0JNIoM Suronpal | Ys1I ON "Ss9o01d ssouisnq J0j | PaseaIou] SWoISAs palmbai ‘80 "uoneonuUAYINE
SUI)SAS reuonesiuedIQ | ssoooid  ssouisng  JOMO[S | ATBSS0QU SWIQISAS 0] SSQ00Y | AUy Sulssodoe  ur  Ae[P([g [euonippy g
-aanjrey
opm 105 Arpqisuodsar -own ut pajejdwioo
Jo suoroues Jo S ON ‘U | Sureq syse) (Teonuo
o101s/pakonsap/pastordwod | Ajqissod) 1oyjo  Funuoaard
oM IN | 0] | PoYoO[q/paMO[S  9q  OS[e ‘ueds
O0UBYD SSOT ‘NBAIQINO SNIA | [[IM  UONEISYIOA, 'palInoul SILIIA POjEWOINe
"ONUAARI | Jo ased ur pasearour xdwod | st Aeuad own vy amposord Appoom g9
‘paaoidunr | Sunoedwnr  snyp 2010 IOM [euosiod/uonelsyiom | douruuUIRW A} Aq pAdnIsip “S€} 9ouRUJUIBW
K1Inoos [euonesuedi)) | Jo  Ajanonpord  padnpay | S [ENPIAIPUl  JO  UONIAJOIJ | JSBI  POpuUdIUI S [ENPIAIPUL | PIMPIYDS A[enud) |
(renprarpur oyp £q paareorod (renprarpur ayp £q paareorad duendwo) uerduo)

Se) sjjoudy [euonesuesdiQ

Se) §)s0)) [euonesiuesiI)

JO syyoudg [enpIAIpU]

30 $350D) [enpIAIpUY

Ldnodpise ], AIInddg

HALLDAdSHAd

STVANAIAIANI FHL WOYHA AONVI'TdINOD HLIM AALVIOOSSY SLITANALI ANV SLSOD 40 H'TAV.L I XIANAddV

57



¥e

(A4 0c 8l Sl ¥l ¢l

O®

:suondeoxg

a®

:s|enpialpu| paubissy
O®

:sdnoury peubissy
uony U = Aousnbeig

0l 8 9 4 [A 0

Aeq jensiu|
siebeuep :dnoin

saydley esueuajuep Addy [ ] .

lleW-3 2unoag asn _J
eleq gsn dAoug _P_
|[emauay piomssedq [ | ..

oe
:syse| peubissy

%ZG = Usping
0LZ = PIoYsely |

O =1s0D 0Zl =1s0Q |80
‘eyeq gsn idAioug :s1abeuepy
S T e s

«

SEnpIpU| PSR ) &

fastoyg jpaguy ) @

e | Aundeg ]
£ 5] funoas )
T dunasg
L e funaag [
2eE | PORUY ) (=
sdnolg eanu] ) ®

Ma

EL

"TOOL INHINHOVNVIA HONVI'TdINOD V 4O HOVAHALNI 43S HHL 40 dAAMOON T XIANHAddV

wa)| sfeusp] wel ppy &

58




<<
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /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 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /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 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /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 2.33333
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2001
  ]
  /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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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 [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


