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Recent research on congressional elections suggests that voters are more likely to split their votes in ideologically
extreme districts. The authors suggest that in this type of context, uncertainty about candidate position rather than
clarity explains the occurrence of ticket splitting. Using data from a rolling cross-section campaign survey where two
incumbents competed in an overwhelmingly conservative district, the authors find that a substantial proportion of vot-
ers are likely to have difficulty identifying which congressional candidate was more conservative. Moreover, media
exposure contributed to ambiguity over candidate position, which increases the likelihood of ticket splitting.

Keywords: congressional campaigns; elections; rolling cross-section design; Texas

Political context is now recognized as an important
factor in explaining the frequency of split ticket vot-

ing. Although early studies of ticket splitting in the
United States placed an emphasis on individual-level
characteristics such as declining partisan loyalties,
political attitudes, and policy preferences (Jacobson
1990; Wattenberg 1994), their reliance on national sur-
veys meant that context was often overlooked. More
recent studies have adopted an alternative strategy by
examining voting patterns across congressional dis-
tricts to understand why voters might choose to split
their votes between congressional and presidential can-
didates representing competing parties. For example,
both Burden and Kimball (2002) and Grofman et al.
(2000) suggest that ticket splitting is driven partly by
the ideological make-up of the districts and the posi-
tions taken by congressional incumbents. Grofman
et al. suggest that the ideological makeup of a district
may lead candidates to offer a choice of policy posi-
tions that may be quite different than what is offered at
the national level (see also Frymer 1994). Their so-
called “comparative midpoints” (CM) model assumes
that candidates will locate themselves on opposite sides
of the median voter within a particular constituency
and voters will choose the candidate that is closest to
them. Voters are more likely to split their votes in ideo-
logically extreme districts, where the differences
between local and national candidates will be greatest.

One important condition of the model is that it
assumes that voters can discern the ideological posi-
tions of the respective candidates. Although Grofman

et al. (2000) are not explicit about the role of informa-
tion, their theory assumes that candidate positions are
clear and unambiguous. Knowledge about the policy
positions of local candidates leads voters to choose the
candidate to whom they are closest on the issues. If the
district’s median voter bloc is staunchly ideological—
be it liberal or conservative—candidates from both
parties will adjust their platform and messages accord-
ingly. Ticket splitting occurs, then, when conservative
districts vote Republican for president but also elect a
Democrat whose platform is positioned near the dis-
trict’s median voter. Thus, the presidential vote repre-
sents the “sincere” choice; that is, it provides an ideal
representation of the underlying partisanship and ideo-
logical leanings of the district. As Grofman et al. pre-
dict, “in a conservative district, if there is a split, it will
tend to occur . . . with a Democrat winning the con-
gressional election and a Republican presidential can-
didate carrying the district, and not conversely” (p. 38).
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In ideologically extreme districts, information
about a candidate’s policy position may be especially
important, because a candidate that represents a party
that is ideological unrepresentative of the district
must make more of an effort to distinguish oneself
from his or her national counterpart. At the same
time, voters may find it more difficult to distinguish
among candidates who are converging in a narrow
issue space that is on one side of the ideological spec-
trum. The role of uncertainty, and the variations
across electoral contexts in the content and conse-
quences of campaign information flows, occupies a
more prominent position in Burden and Kimball’s
(2002, 162) theory of ticket splitting. For instance,
they suggest that ticket splitting is more common
when candidates converge to the center of the ideo-
logical spectrum. Not only are moderate candidates
likely to distance themselves from their national
party, but they also increase the chances of attracting
votes from the opposite party. Moreover, candidate
convergence is likely to mean that party affiliation is
less useful as a voting heuristic. Both Grofman et al.
(2000) and Burden and Kimball, however, rely on
aggregate voting data merged with incumbent roll
call data to draw inferences about voter choice. In
doing so, they raise fundamental questions about how
voters decide in a given context.

If ticket splitting is more likely to occur in districts
where candidates compete in a narrow issue space,
how do voters tell the difference between two candi-
dates who are either very conservative or very lib-
eral? This raises the question of whether split voting
results from confusion over policy positions or clar-
ity and, in doing so, exposes a fundamental difference
between Grofman et al.’s and Burden and Kimball’s
(2002) theoretical models. Although Grofman et al.
assume that voters are likely to face reasonably clear
choices even in a confined issue space, Burden and
Kimball expect the “blurring boundaries between the
parties” (p. 15) to increase the likelihood of split
ticket outcomes.1

That the visibility and salience of electoral con-
tests may create ambiguity contrasts sharply with
research portraying electoral campaigns as vehicles
of information where voters become progressively
more “enlightened” over the course of the campaign
(Alvarez and Brehm 2002; Gelman and King 1993).
Indeed, candidates may have a strong incentive to
make their positions known. When voters are uncer-
tain about a candidate, they tend to avoid them
(Alvarez 1997).2 That is, according to this view, vot-
ers should be able to more accurately identify the

candidates, their positions, and their respective ideo-
logical placements near the end of a political cam-
paign (albeit one that is salient). Similarly, Fiorina
(1996) assumes that knowledge of candidate’s ideo-
logical positions leads some voters to split their votes
to balance extremist tendencies in one branch by
electing moderates in another. This leads us to pose
the following question: Are voters more likely to split
their votes when they are unable to discern the differ-
ences between congressional candidates?

Although Grofman et al. rely on aggregate data to
investigate patterns of split ticket voting across districts,
their theory rests on assumptions about voter choice that
may be more directly tested using individual-level data
in a particular context. To date, such an analysis has not
been possible because the survey data on congressional
elections are based on national samples, with too few
cases within each district.3 As a result, researchers who
wish to examine these theories have had to rely on
sophisticated methods of ecological inference (see, e.g.,
Burden and Kimball 1998). Such an approach has gen-
erated its share of critics (Cho and Gaines 2004) as
well as defenders (Johnston and Pattie 2002). Our
approach is to use a large scale survey to examine the
question within a specific congressional district
where the dynamics of the race are hypothesized to
elicit split ticket voting. We have selected a context
that featured two candidates in an ideologically
skewed district competing at the time of the 2004
presidential election. The district, located in West
Texas, is overwhelmingly conservative, precisely the
context that is believed to elicit the most common
form of split ticket voting, where voters are likely to
support Republican presidential candidates and
conservative Democratic congressional hopefuls
(Burden and Kimball 2002, 77; Grofman et al. 2000).
In addition, the campaign was also highly salient and
competitive. In this case, both candidates were
incumbents who faced one another in a newly
redrawn district. As a result, the case serves as a “nat-
ural experiment” where the inequalities between
challengers and incumbents that usually dominate
House races are set aside. The race featured a senior
Democrat with a conservative voting record running
against a one-term Republican. Although the district
leans Republican, both candidates were well funded
and experienced making the contest exceptionally
competitive (see Karp et al. 2005).

Our case permits us to explore several questions
that have heretofore gone largely unaddressed in the
literature. First, literature investigating how incum-
bency advantage affects the likelihood of split ticket
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outcomes overlooks other unique circumstances that
may emerge, such as open seat elections or elections
with dueling incumbents. These types of races are not
just more evenly matched but are also likely to be
more salient to voters given their competitiveness.
Voters are thus likely to have more information about
both of the candidates and their positions than in
other contexts. This is a key assumption made by the
Grofman et al. model.

Second, in selecting this distinctive case, we are
able to explore why, within the context of a competi-
tive congressional campaign, voters split their tickets.
As discussed earlier, prior research has—justifiably,
perhaps, given the lack of competitive House races—
paid less attention to how voters behave when con-
gressional elections are hotly contested. Finally, in
terms of campaign strategies and media effects, our
research design allows us to assess how perceptions
of the candidates change as the election approaches.

We have organized the articles as follows: We
begin with a brief description of the race for the nine-
teenth congressional district in Texas. We then sum-
marize our theoretical expectations and test the
theory using data collected from a survey conducted
during the course of the campaign.

The Context: Two Incumbents Compete in
Texas’ Nineteenth Congressional District

The race for the nineteenth district was one of five in
the state of Texas where incumbents faced one another
in 2004, a consequence of a controversial strategy by
Republicans to redraw the state’s congressional dis-
tricts after winning control of the state legislature in
2002. The newly created Nineteenth Congressional
District, stretching across the Texas panhandle, incor-
porated an overwhelmingly conservative area. In 2004,
77.5 percent of the vote is estimated to have gone to
Bush (Polidata 2005). Survey responses suggest that a
majority of the voting age population consider them-
selves to be conservative and almost 30 percent con-
sider themselves to be moderate. This is in stark contrast
to the national average, where, on average, just more
than 30 percent identify themselves as conservative.
Similarly, only 20 percent of respondents identify them-
selves as Democrats, which is again well below the
national average. Republicans have more than a two-
to-one advantage over Democrats, while 22 percent
do not identify with either party. The district is pre-
dominately white, though 12 percent consider them-
selves to be Hispanic and 4 percent are African
American (see Table 1).

Charlie Stenholm was forced to run for reelection
in the newly drawn nineteenth district after his polit-
ical base was split into two separate congressional
districts. Stenholm was one of several conservative
Democrats from Texas elected in 1978. He ran unop-
posed in general elections from 1980 to 1990 but later
encountered tough opposition (Barone and Cohen
2003). In 1996, Stenholm received 52 percent of the
vote, having raised and spent far more than his opponent
(Barone and Ujifusa 1999). In 2000, Stenholm received
51 percent of the vote in a district that went 71 to 28 per-
cent for President Bush (Toobin 2003). His persever-
ance in a conservative district can be attributed to his
moderate-conservative issue positions, his House voting
record, and his efforts to publicly align himself with
national Republican leaders. In doing so, Stenholm
publicly touted his ardent anti-abortionist sentiments,
his opposition to stringent gun control legislation,
and his commitment to fiscal conservatism. Moreover,
Stenholm’s lifetime American Democrats for Action
(ADA) score, which is based on key roll call votes and
ranges from 0 to 100—0 being conservative and 100
being liberal—is 50, although this has fluctuated wildly.
For instance, his pre-1990 ADA score was 11; however,
the score jumped sharply during the 1990s to a high of
60 in 2003 (Barone and Cohen 2003). Stenholm’s
adjusted ADA score, which takes into account fluctu-
ations from 1993 to 1999, is 36.1 (Groseclose and
Milyo 2005, 1203). In contrast, his opponent, Randy
Neugebauer, a one-term congressmen, had an ADA
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Table 1
Profile of the Texas Nineteenth

Congressional District (%)

Nineteenth District U.S.

Liberal 12.3 19.9
Moderate 28.5 24.5
Conservative 51.7 31.5
Do not think in these 7.5 24.0

terms/Don’t know
Democrat 19.8 31.8
Independent 22.2 33.2
Republican 47.9 28.9
Other 2.9 1.2
Do not think in these 7.2 5.0

terms/Don’t know
White 81.3 72.8
Hispanic 12.0 6.7
African American 3.6 15.0
Other 3.1 5.5
n 1,397 1,212

Source: Banducci and Mitchell 2004; American National
Election Survey 2004



score that was a conservative-friendly 10 (Barone and
Cohen 2003).

As expected, the 2004 race was competitive and
was one of the most expensive in the country. Each
candidate spent well more than $2 million in the gen-
eral election. The Republican incumbent spent more
than a half a million more, assuming about $220,000
of debt. Most of the money spent during the cam-
paign was used to pay for television advertisements
that were aired on a continuous basis throughout the
course of the campaign.

Although he was a long-time Democrat, Stenholm
portrayed himself as an “Independent voice for West
Texas.” Throughout the congressional campaign,
Stenholm’s advertisements featured stark images of
bipartisanship, with Stenholm embracing Ronald
Reagan or George W. Bush in an effort to signal to his
new constituents both his “independence”—that is, from
the Democratic leadership—and his close ties to the
Republican Party. Neugebauer countered with advertise-
ments portraying Stenholm as ideologically out of step
with the overwhelmingly conservative predispositions of
constituents within the newly redrawn district.

The high-information campaign in a contest fea-
turing two ideologically similar candidates presents
an excellent case to test the CM model. The model
leads us to expect that, within the newly formed dis-
trict, ticket splitting will generally entail a vote for
President Bush and a vote for Charlie Stenholm (a so-
called Republican-Democrat [RD] split). Conversely,
we expect to find few instances of Democrat-
Republican (DR) ticket splitting: that is, a respondent
casting a vote for John Kerry and Randy Neugebauer.
Aside from the pattern of split voting, we are also
interested in examining how ambiguity or uncertainty
over the position of the candidates influences the
likelihood of casting a split ticket vote. Although the
CM model assumes voter knowledge of policy posi-
tions, it is also reasonable to expect that split voting
will occur among those who have difficulty discern-
ing a difference between the candidates. We assume
that the ability to discern a difference will depend on
media exposure and political awareness. In the next
section, we describe the data and these expectations
in more detail.

Data

To test these hypotheses, we rely on a pre-election
survey of eligible voters in the nineteenth congressional
district conducted by the Earl Survey Research
Laboratory based in the Department of Political Science

at Texas Tech University. The survey employed a
rolling cross-sectional (RCS) design where daily
replicates of forty to fifty respondents were selected
at random to complete a telephone interview during a
twenty-nine-day period beginning on October 4,
2004, and ending on November 1, 2004, the day
before the general election (Banducci and Mitchell
2004). Its essence is to take a one-shot cross-section
and distribute interviewing on a daily basis during the
course of the campaign. Properly done, the date on
which a respondent is interviewed is as much a prod-
uct of random selection as the initial selection of that
respondent in the sample. Because observations are
temporally distributed yet closely spaced, the design
moves survey research close to true causal inference
(Johnston and Brady 2002, 283). The RCS design is
particularly well suited for examining campaign effects
and was used in 2000 as the basis for the 2000 National
Annenberg Election Study, a massive survey of more
than 37,000 respondents interviewed between July and
November 2000 (see Johnston, Hagen, and Jamieson
2004; Romer et al. 2004). It has also been used in other
national election studies, in countries such as Britain,
Canada, and New Zealand, but has not (to our knowl-
edge) been applied in the context of a specific U.S.
congressional election.

The RCS design allows us to test hypotheses asso-
ciated with changes that occur over time. Following
Gelman and King (1993), we hypothesize that citi-
zens will gain more information about the candidates
during the course of the campaign. More specifically,
citizens near the end of the campaign should be more
likely to recall the names of the candidates and dis-
cern ideological differences between the candidates
than in the early stages of the campaign. If, as we
hypothesize, ambiguity leads to ticket splitting, then
the propensity to split one’s vote should decline as
the election progresses and voters become more
“enlightened.” Reflecting the saliency of the race,
about 50 percent of the respondents correctly recalled
both of the names of the candidates in the early stages
of the campaign. By the end of the campaign, more
than two-thirds of the respondents knew the names of
the candidates, whereas about 20 percent could not
recall the name of either candidate. As a measure of
ambiguity, we rely on a question that asked which
congressional candidate was more conservative.4

Uncertainty about candidate position is measured by
those who respond that they fail to perceive a differ-
ence between the two candidates.5 Ambiguity about
candidate position may also lead some to identify
the Democrat as the more conservative candidate.6
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Overall, about half of the respondents identified
Neugebauer as the most conservative candidate,
whereas about 20 percent identified Stenholm as more
conservative and 10 percent saw little difference
between the candidates. As Figure 1 reveals, responses
remained relatively stable during the course of the cam-
paign. However, in the last week, the proportion identi-
fying Stenholm as the most conservative candidate is
reduced by half. However, this does not result in an
increase in the proportion that sees the Republican as the
more conservative candidate. Instead, in the final week
of the campaign, the proportion that either could not tell
a difference between the two candidates or simply did
not know which candidate was more conservative
increases from 25 to 40 percent. Such a trend illustrates
that in the days before the election, when the campaign’s
salience peaks, voters were more likely to be uncertain
about the relative differences between the two candi-
dates than at any other time during the campaign.

Results

As Table 2 shows, virtually all of the voters who
intended to split their votes were Bush voters who
intended to vote for Charlie Stenholm. Overall, they
compose 14 percent of the sample, compared to just
2 percent who intended to vote for Kerry and
Neugebauer. Although the pattern of split ticket vot-
ing is consistent with expectations, the overall level
of split voting is not substantially higher than the
national average, as Grofman et al. would predict.
When one considers just those voters who express a
clear preference for both major party candidates, the
estimated level of split voting in the district is about

20 percent. This figure compares to a nationwide esti-
mate of 17 percent who report splitting their votes
between House and Presidential candidates representing
the two major parties (National Election Studies 2004).

Although the results presented earlier suggest that
Bush voters are more likely than Kerry voters to
engage in split voting, it is not clear what leads some
of them to vote for the Democratic candidate. Our
theory suggests that uncertainty is a key factor. As
discussed earlier, both candidates had an incentive to
emphasize their conservative voting records, given
the conservative nature of the district. But each can-
didate’s emphasis on distinguishing themselves from
their opponent was likely to differ. If Stenholm was
to increase his base of support, he had to do so by
persuading a substantial number of Bush voters to
split their votes. One strategy would be to attract sup-
port from those who failed to discern a difference
between the candidates. Therefore, as the Democratic
candidate, Charlie Stenholm’s likely strategy was to
minimize the perceived ideological differences between
himself and his opponent. Such a strategy was reflected
by the campaign’s slogan of portraying Stenholm as an
“Independent voice for West Texas” or by the pho-
tographs in many of the television advertisements
showing Stenholm posing with current and former
Republican presidents. On the other hand, Neugebauer
was likely to adopt a different strategy. While empha-
sizing his conservative voting record, he also had a clear
incentive to remind voters of Stenholm’s ties with the
Democratic Party. Shrewdly, however, the Stenholm
campaign’s efforts to disassociate him from the
Democratic Party were met by retaliatory advertise-
ments sponsored by the Neugebauer campaign that
sought to neutralize this message.

The extent to which such strategies were success-
ful depends not just on the saliency of the campaign
but also on one’s exposure to the media. Although the
campaign was intense, as both candidates’ advertise-
ments saturated the airwaves, a person who watched
little television would still have a low level of exposure.
Thus, it is important to take into account the extent to
which citizens were exposed to the information carried
in campaign advertisements. Given the opposing strate-
gies of the two candidates, we hypothesize that citizens
who recall seeing more Neugebauer advertisements will
be less likely to be uncertain about the ideological dif-
ferences between the candidates. In contrast, those
who recall seeing more Stenholm advertisements are
more likely to be uncertain about the candidate’s
position or perhaps may even identify Stenholm as
the more conservative candidate.
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Note: Five-day moving averages.
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Figure 1
Which Candidate is More Conservative?



We rely on a measure of self-reported exposure to
campaign advertisements. The measure takes into
account the frequency of exposure, measured by
whether a respondent recalled seeing “a lot,” “sev-
eral,” “just one or two,” or “no” advertisements.
Reflecting the competitiveness of the campaign, 41
percent reported seeing a lot of Neugebauer adver-
tisements, whereas 35 percent reported seeing a lot of
Stenholm ads. Between 16 to 18 percent reported not
seeing any ads. During the course of the campaign, as
Figure 2 reveals, the proportion of respondents
reporting seeing a lot of advertisements increases
from about 30 percent to about 50 percent.

Aside from media exposure, there are other factors
that have the potential to influence whether individuals

are able to discern a difference between the candi-
dates. The fact that both candidates were incum-
bents suggests that voters from their respective
districts are more likely to be aware of their own
representative’s position. To control for these
incumbency effects, we use a dummy variable that
represents whether a respondent is located in a can-
didate’s prior congressional district. Respondents
were classified by their reported zip code to deter-
mine which candidate had previously represented the
respondent. Consistent with the nature of the newly
drawn district, Neugebauer had a distinct advantage
over his opponent. Of our respondents, 47 percent were
located in Neugebauer’s old district, compared to 32
percent who were in Stenholm’s district. The remaining
respondents either overlapped or were situated outside
either incumbent’s previous district. Neugebauer’s
old district was more likely to be Republican than
Stenholm’s. Specifically, 53 percent of the respon-
dents in Neugebauer’s district identified with the
Republican Party compared to 44 percent in Stenholm’s
old district.

Individual characteristics may also lead citizens
to discern ideological differences between the can-
didates. These include levels of formal education
and political interest. Those who have the ability to
recall the names of the candidates should be more
likely to be aware of the differences between the
candidates. We use an ordinal measure based on
whether the respondent could correctly recall both
names of the candidates, one name, or neither of the
names. Dummy variables are included for party
identification (leaving Democrats as the reference
category) to control for possible projection effects.
Finally, we include a count variable that measures
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Table 2
Split Voting Patterns

House Vote Intention

Neugebauer Stenholm Other Undecided Abstain

Bush 44.0 14.0 2.7 8.7 2.2
(592) (188) (36) (117) (30)

Presidential Kerry 2.3 14.1 1.8 2.0 0.4
Vote Intention (31) (190) (24) (27) (5)

Other 0.2 1.0 0.7 0.1 0.7
(3) (13) (10) (2) (9)

Undecided 0.3 1.6 0.1 1.6 0.3
(4) (21) (2) (21) (4)

Abstain 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8
(3) (1) (1) (1) (11)

Note: Sample size in parenthesis; n = 1,346.

Note: Figures represent percentage who report seeing “a lot” of
television advertisements from the candidate in the past few days.
Five-day centered moving averages.
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the length of the campaign on a weekly basis to cap-
ture any unobserved temporal trend.7

Table 3 reports the results of a model predicting
whether respondents had difficulty discerning a dif-
ference between the two candidates. The dependent
variable is based on the item illustrated in Figure 1
assessing which candidate citizens viewed as being
more conservative. Uncertainty is measured by those
who see little difference between the candidates.
Because the dependent variable has three categories,
we use a multinomial logist model (MNL) to estimate
the model, leaving those identifying the Republican
candidate (Neugebauer) as the more conservative
candidate as the reference category.

The results suggest that exposure to campaign
advertisements made a difference. Those who recalled
seeing a lot of Stenholm advertisements are signifi-
cantly more likely to identify Stenholm as the more
conservative candidate. Specifically, the probability of
viewing Stenholm as the more conservative candidate
increases by 17 percent for those who reported seeing a
lot of Stenholm advertisements. Similarly, exposure to
Neugebauer advertisements decreases the probability
of identifying Stenholm as the more conservative can-
didate. Moreover, although exposure to advertisements
increases the likelihood of perceiving a difference
between the candidates, it does not appear to contribute
to uncertainty over the candidate’s ideological position.
This suggests that rather than creating uncertainty, the
advertisements helped viewers distinguish the candi-
dates from one another.

Both Republicans and Independents are less likely
than Democrats to identify Stenholm as the more
conservative candidate, and Republicans are less
likely to be uncertain. Stenholm’s constituents, on the
other hand, are more likely to be uncertain or per-
ceive Stenholm as the more conservative candidate.
Those who could recall the names of the candidates
as well as those with higher levels of education are
also less likely to be uncertain. Together, these results
suggest that voters responded to information carried
by the campaign. Potential supporters as well as
those exposed to information from the Democratic
candidate are more likely to be uncertain, whereas
those identifying with the Republican candidate and
exposed to the Republican candidate’s ads are less
likely to perceive the Democrat as the more conserv-
ative candidate. Respondents surveyed later in the
campaign do not appear to be significantly more (or
less) likely to be uncertain or to have placed
Stenholm as the more conservative candidate.8

To assess how uncertainty influences split voting, we
estimate another model that predicts ticket splitting.
Following Burden and Kimball, we assume that the
blurring of ideological differences will contribute to
uncertainty, which will increase the likelihood of
ticket splitting. Furthermore, Alvarez (1997, 36) sug-
gests that uncertainty about a candidate’s position
may also alter the probability of support depending
on one’s ideological predisposition. In situations of
ideological uncertainty, voters may rely more heavily
on nonpolicy characteristics of the candidates. We
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Table 3
Uncertainty about Ideological Difference between Candidates

Multinomial Logit
Uncertain about Candidates Stenholm More Conservative

Coefficients Coefficient SE Min� Max Coefficient SE Min� Max

Interest in campaign –0.12** (.06) –.10 –0.03 (.07) .01
Recall names of candidates –0.26** (.09) –.11 –0.02 (.11) .02
Stenholm adverstisements –0.01 (.11) –.07 0.39** (.14) .17
Neugebauer adverstisements –0.17 (.11) –.04 –0.38** (.13) –.15
Education –0.21** (.07) –.13 –0.20 (.08) –.07
Female 0.40** (.16) .09 –0.16** (.18) –.05
Age 0.01* (.00) .14 0.02 (.01) .08
Republican –1.08** (.22) .21 –1.79** (.23) –.13
Independent –0.08 (.22) .08 –0.86** (.24) .12
Stenholm’s constituents 0.67** (.17) .03 1.06** (.19) .09
District overlap 0.37 (.24) .08 0.70** (.29) .03
Week 0.13 (.07) .05 0.06 (.09) .08
Constant 0.42 (.43) –0.36 (.50)
Nagelkerke R2 0.11
n 1,054

*p < .05; **p < .01.
Note: Reference category is Neugebauer more conservative.



might anticipate that under these circumstances,
Stenholm might attract votes disproportionately from
Republicans. Indeed, this assumption was the basis for
his campaign strategy. Therefore, we hypothesize that
conservatives who either perceived Stenholm as being
more conservative or failed to distinguish a difference
between the two candidates will be more likely to split
their votes. To test this hypothesis, we estimate a sec-
ond model that includes an interaction term between
ideology and whether a respondent perceived Stenholm
as the more conservative candidate. A second interac-
tion term is used to test for the effects of uncertainty. As
control variables, we include a measure of strength of
ideology based on the assumption that moderates are
more likely to split their votes than those at either end
of the ideological spectrum.9 Independents may also be
more likely to split their votes, so a dummy variable is
included to control for these effects. We also include a
control for incumbency and a trend variable represent-
ing the week of the campaign that respondents were
interviewed. Undecided voters and nonvoters have been
dropped from the analysis.

As can be seen in Table 4, those who perceived
Stenholm as the more conservative candidate are 43
percent more likely to split their vote. Uncertainty
about the candidate’s position is also an influential

variable. Specifically, those who are uncertain about
the candidates’ position are 25 percent more likely to
split their votes than those who are certain. However,
when the interaction terms are included in the model,
the main effects of uncertainty and perceived candi-
date position are no longer significant. The positive
interaction terms indicates that conservatives who are
either uncertain or who believe Stenholm is the more
conservative candidate are more likely to split their
votes. To help illustrate these effects, Figure 3 shows
the estimated probability of splitting by ideology,
holding all other variables at their mean values. The
probability of splitting decreases for conservatives
who are certain that the Republican candidate is more
conservative (the reference category). However, the
effect of ideology is reversed for those who believe
that Stenholm is the more conservative candidate.
The gap between the confidence intervals on the right
side of the ideological spectrum indicates that the
estimated differences in perceptions of the candi-
dates’ position are large enough to be substantive.
Finally, Independents are more likely to split their votes
than Democrats. Factors that do not appear to have an
influence include name recollection, education, and age.
There also does not appear to be a significant trend over
the course of the campaign.
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Table 4
Ticket Splitting

Model 1 Model 2

Logit Coefficients Coefficient SE Min� Max Coefficient SE Min� Max

Uncertain about 1.32** (.24) .25 –1.26 (.99) –.16
ideological difference

Stenholm more conservative 2.09** (.25) .43 –0.92 (.93) –.12
Republican 0.43 (.29) .07 0.55 (.29) .09
Independent 1.27** (.28) .24 1.32** (.28) .24
Ideology 0.11 (.12) .07 –0.39* (.18) –.27
Uncertainty x ideology 0.74** (.28) .72
Stenholm more 0.89** (.27) .80

conservative x ideology
Strength of Ideology 0.07 (.13) .02 0.04 (.13) .01
Education 0.02 (.09) .01 0.01 (.09) .00
Age –0.01 (.01) –.09 –0.01 (.01) –.09
Female –0.08 (.19) –.01 –0.07 (.20) –.01
Recall names of candidates –0.02 (.12) –.01 –0.01 (.12) .00
Stenholm’s constituents 0.37 (.21) .06 0.40 (.21) .06
District overlap 0.31 (.31) .05 0.32 (.32) .05
Week –0.05 (.09) –.02 –0.05 (.10) –.02
Constant –2.82** (.68) –1.09 (.78)
Nagelkerke R2 0.16 0.17
n 756 756

*p < .05; **p < .01.
Note: Undecided voters and nonvoters have been dropped from the analysis.



Discussion

The CM model suggests that split ticket voting is
more likely to occur in ideologically skewed districts,
where congressional candidates are likely to adopt
more extreme positions to appeal to the median voter.
Policy positions are thus assumed to play an important
role in leading voters to support candidates whose party
voters might not otherwise support. Although the
model finds empirical support when tested with aggre-
gate data, questions remain about how information
leads voters to split their votes. Given the assumption
that candidates must adopt policy positions that repre-
sent a departure from the norm, it seems equally plau-
sible that such convergence leads to ambiguity,
particularly in a more homogenous context, where the
issue space is narrowed. Such ambiguity may in fact be
an asset for those candidates who must compete in a
context where their party is not competitive. This may
explain why voters are more likely to split their votes in
districts that are ideologically skewed.

We have focused on a single congressional race
where the two candidates presented themselves as
conservatives to examine the circumstances that lead
voters to split their tickets. In a typical congressional
election where information is low, the ideological
positions of the candidates are likely to matter less
than other factors, such as incumbency or name
recognition. This in itself raises some questions about

the parsimony of the CM model. It may simply demand
too much on the part of the voter in a typical election.
Our analysis is based on an election that was hotly con-
tested in which voters were likely to be exposed to a
great deal of information about the candidates and their
positions. As a result, the case provides an ideal setting
for testing the model. Even in this relatively extreme
case, voters did not necessarily have a clear idea of how
the candidates differed on various issues. Indeed, there
was sufficient ambiguity over their relative position,
caused in part by the Democrat’s incentive to appeal to
a conservative base of voters. Such uncertainty appears
to have been a factor that led some conservative voters
who cast votes for George W. Bush to split their ticket
and vote for the Democratic candidate.

We believe this example provides a more thorough
explanation of what occurs in voter’s minds in a con-
text where candidates have an incentive to adopt sim-
ilar positions on one side of the ideological spectrum.
The CM model advanced by Grofman et al. suggests
that voters who may otherwise support a party’s can-
didate will defect and choose an alternative if that
candidate positions himself or herself in line with the dis-
trict. Our analysis suggests that such behavior may lead
to uncertainty, which is more consistent with Burden and
Kimball’s theory. Such a view also calls into question
“balancing theory,” which assumes that voters know the
positions of the candidates and cast split tickets to pro-
mote moderate policy outcomes (Fiorina 1996).

Voters may not necessarily be choosing the candi-
date for ideological reasons but rather because of the
uncertainty of their position. Such a finding not only
provides an explanation for the occurrence of split
voting in certain contexts but also is relevant to wider
debates about voting behavior.

Appendix
Interest in Campaign

How much thought have you given to the upcoming con-
gressional election in this district? Would you say a lot,
some, a little or none?

Recall Names of Candidates

Can you recall the names of the candidates in this con-
gressional district race? DO NOT READ NAMES

Exposure to Ads (questions were rotated)

In the past few days, would you say you have seen a lot,
several, just one or two, or no television ads from Randy
Neugebauer?

Karp, Garland / Ideological Ambiguity and Split Ticket Voting 9

Note: Estimates are derived from Table 4, holding all other vari-
ables constant at the mean values. Broken lines indicate 95% con-
fidence interval.
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In the past few days, would you say you have seen a lot,
several, just one or two, or no television ads from Charlie
Stenholm?

Uncertainty about Ideological Difference

In your opinion, is Charlie Stenholm or Randy Neugebauer
(rotate) the more conservative candidate? 1 = no difference,
don’t know, Charlie Stenholm; 0 = Randy Neugebauer.

Notes

1. In addition, according to Grofman et al., candidates’ plat-
forms will not cross. As a result, Republican candidates will be to
the right of the median voter and Democratic candidates will be
to the left. For Burden and Kimball (2002), however, this model-
ing simplification may be unnecessarily stringent. That is, partic-
ularly in moderate districts, the convergence of rivals toward the
median voter, and the rhetorical equivocation that ensues, may
confuse voters’ subjective assessments of candidates’ ideological
placements.

2. Alvarez (1997), for instance, estimates that the probability
that a voter will support a candidate who lies closely to their sin-
cere policy preference diminishes by 50 percent if the voter is
unable to discern the candidate’s true ideological position.

3. For example, Frymer, Kim, and Bimes (1997) use National
Election Studies data to investigate how respondents’ perceptions
of House candidates’ ideological positions influence split ticket
voting. However, their analysis is based on a sample size of just
eighty-eight respondents distributed across an unreported number
of Southern congressional districts (see p. 209). Burden and
Kimball (2002) also use NES data to examine whether voters
who fail to perceive a difference between the parties are more
likely to split their votes. Because the measure is based on assess-
ments of the national parties, it cannot capture perceptions of
congressional candidates within a specific context.

4. The question was first asked on October 6, 2004.
5. Those who respond “don’t know” are included in this category.
6. Although both candidates have a conservative voting record

and take similar positions on social issues, Neugebauer’s is more
consistently conservative whereas Stenholm’s record on average
is moderate. Party labels also provide a useful cue for voters’
placement of candidates’ ideological position vis-à-vis their
opponents (Downs 1957; Popkin 1991) and each candidate’s
competency in numerous issue areas (Petrocik 1996).

7. Ideally, contextual variables such as campaign spending on
a daily basis could be used to model campaign dynamics.
Unfortunately, these data are incomplete.

8. Substituting the week count variable for dummy variables
for each week indicates that respondents surveyed in the second
and fourth weeks are more likely to be uncertain than those sur-
veyed in the first week.

9. This is analogous to controlling for the strength of parti-
sanship, which unfortunately is not available.

References

Alvarez, R. Michael. 1997. Information and elections. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

——— and John Brehm. 2002. Hard choices, easy answers:
Values, information, and American public opinion. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Banducci, Susan A., and Nathan K. Mitchell. 2004. The 2004
race for the 19th Congressional District: A rolling cross sec-
tion survey, computer file and documentation. Lubbock: Earl
Survey Research Lab, Texas Tech University.

Barone, Michael, and Richard E. Cohen. 2003. Almanac of American
politics, 2004. Washington, DC: National Journal Group.

Barone, Michael, and Grant Ujifusa. 1999. Almanac of American
politics, 2000. Washington, DC: National Journal Group.

Burden, Barry C., and David C. Kimball. 1998. A new approach
to the study of ticket splitting. American Political Science
Review 92 (September): 533–44.

Burden, Barry C., and David C. Kimball. 2002. Why Americans
split their tickets: Campaigns, competition, and divided gov-
ernment. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Cho, Wendy K. Tam, and Brian J. Gaines. 2004. The limits of
ecological inference: The case of split-ticket voting. American
Journal of Political Science 48: 152–71.

Downs, Anthony. 1957. An economic theory of democracy. New
York: HarperCollins.

Fiorina, Morris. 1996. Divided government, 2nd ed. Needham
Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Frymer, Paul. 1994. Ideological consensus within divided party
government. Political Science Quarterly 109: 287–311.

——— Thomas Paul Kim, and Terri S. Bimes. 1997. Party elites,
ideological voters, and divided party government. Legislative
Studies Quarterly 22: 195–216.

Gelman, Andrew, and Gary King. 1993. Why are American pres-
idential election polls so variable when votes are so pre-
dictable? British Journal of Political Science 23: 409–51.

Groseclose, Tim, and Jeffrey Milyo. 2005. A measure of media
bias. Quarterly Journal of Economics 120: 1191–237.

Grofman, Bernard, William Koetzle, Michael P. McDonald, and
Thomas L. Brunell. 2000. A new look at split-ticket outcomes
for House and President: The comparative midpoints model.
Journal of Politics 62: 34–50.

Jacobson, Gary C. 1990. The electoral origins of divided govern-
ment. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Johnston, Richard, and Henry E. Brady. 2002. The rolling cross-
section design. Electoral Studies 21: 283–95.

Johnston, Richard, Michael G. Hagen, and Kathleen Hall Jamieson.
2004. The 2000 presidential election and the foundations of party
politics. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Johnston, Ronald J., and Charles M. Pattie. 2002. On estimates of
split-ticket voting. Unpublished paper.

Karp, Jeffrey A., Marshall W. Garland, Eric A. Booth, Aaron W.
Colvin, and Joseph W. Robbins. 2005. Split ticket voting and
political context: What happens when elections are actually
competitive? Paper presented at the Annual Conference of
the Midwest Political Science Association, April 7-10,
Chicago.

National Election Studies (www.electionstudies.org). 2004. The
2004 national election study [dataset]. Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan, Center for Political Studies [producer and
distributor].

Petrocik, John R. 1996. Issue ownership in presidential elections
with a 1980 case study. American Journal of Political Science
40: 825–50.

Polidata. 2005. Reference tools for demographic and political research.
Available at http://www.polidata.us/pub/reports/48a4a4a.pdf

10 Political Research Quarterly



Popkin, Samuel L. 1991. The reasoning voter: Communication and
persuasion in presidential campaigns. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Romer, Daniel, Kate Kenski, Paul Waldeman, Christopher
Adasiewicz, and Kathleen Hall Jamieson. 2004. Capturing
campaign dynamics: The national Annenberg election survey.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Toobin, Jeffrey. 2003. The great election grab: When does gerry-
mandering become a threat to democracy? New Yorker
Magazine, February 20.

Wattenberg, Martin P. 1994. The decline of American political par-
ties, 1952-1992. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Jeffrey A. Karp is an associate professor in political
science at the University of Exeter. His research focuses on
comparative political behavior. His most recent publica-
tions examine such topics as attitudes toward electoral

reform, minority representation, and political mobilization
and appear in British Journal of Political Science, Journal
of Politics, and Electoral Studies.

Marshall W. Garland is a Ph.D. candidate in the
Department of Political Science at Texas Tech University,
in Lubbock. His research interests include comparative
political economy and behavior and the sources of domes-
tic and interstate conflict.

Karp, Garland / Ideological Ambiguity and Split Ticket Voting 11



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldExIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Ex
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmericanaBT-Bold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBold
    /AmericanaBT-ExtraBoldCondensed
    /AmericanaBT-Italic
    /AmericanaBT-Roman
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AshleyScriptMT
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Bold
    /AvantGarde-BoldObl
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-CondBold
    /AvantGarde-CondBook
    /AvantGarde-CondDemi
    /AvantGarde-CondMedium
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /AvantGarde-ExtraLight
    /AvantGarde-ExtraLightObl
    /AvantGarde-Medium
    /AvantGarde-MediumObl
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Baskerville-Normal-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-Black
    /BauerBodoni-BlackCond
    /BauerBodoni-BlackItalic
    /BauerBodoni-Bold
    /BauerBodoni-BoldCond
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalic
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-BoldOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-ItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Roman
    /BauerBodoni-RomanSC
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BickhamScriptMM
    /BickhamScriptMM-AltI
    /BickhamScriptMM-AltII
    /BickhamScriptMM-Beg
    /BickhamScriptMM-End
    /BickhamScriptMM-Lig
    /BickhamScriptMM-Or
    /BickhamScriptMM-SwCaps
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Caliban
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOpenFace
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /Century-Light
    /Century-LightItalic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /Century-Ultra
    /Century-UltraItalic
    /ChaparralMM
    /ChaparralMM-Ep
    /ChaparralMM-It
    /ChaparralMM-ItEp
    /ChaparralMM-ItSC
    /ChaparralMM-Or
    /ChaparralMM-SC
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMB10
    /CMBSY10
    /CMBSY5
    /CMBSY6
    /CMBSY7
    /CMBSY8
    /CMBSY9
    /CMBX10
    /CMBX12
    /CMBX5
    /CMBX6
    /CMBX7
    /CMBX8
    /CMBX9
    /CMBXSL10
    /CMBXTI10
    /CMCSC10
    /CMCSC8
    /CMSS10
    /CMSS12
    /CMSS17
    /CMSS8
    /CMSS9
    /CMSSBX10
    /CMSSDC10
    /CMSSI10
    /CMSSI12
    /CMSSI17
    /CMSSI8
    /CMSSI9
    /CMSSQ8
    /CMSSQI8
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY5
    /CMTEX9
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /ConcordeNova-Italic
    /ConcordeNova-ItalicExp
    /ConcordeNova-ItalicOsF
    /ConcordeNova-Medium
    /ConcordeNova-MediumExp
    /ConcordeNova-MediumSC
    /ConcordeNova-Regular
    /ConcordeNova-RegularExp
    /ConcordeNova-RegularSC
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /Delta-Bold
    /Delta-BoldItalic
    /Delta-Book
    /Delta-BookItalic
    /Delta-Light
    /Delta-LightItalic
    /Delta-Medium
    /Delta-MediumItalic
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /DomCasual
    /DomCasual-Bold
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /ElGreco
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EuroMono-Bold
    /EuroMono-BoldItalic
    /EuroMono-Italic
    /EuroMono-Regular
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSansITC-Black
    /EuroSansITC-BlackItalic
    /EuroSansITC-Bold
    /EuroSansITC-BoldItalic
    /EuroSansITC-Book
    /EuroSansITC-BookItalic
    /EuroSansITC-Medium
    /EuroSansITC-MediumItalic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /FairfieldLH-Bold
    /FairfieldLH-BoldItalic
    /FairfieldLH-BoldSC
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionBold
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionHeavy
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionLight
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionMedium
    /FairfieldLH-Heavy
    /FairfieldLH-HeavyItalic
    /FairfieldLH-HeavySC
    /FairfieldLH-Light
    /FairfieldLH-LightItalic
    /FairfieldLH-LightSC
    /FairfieldLH-Medium
    /FairfieldLH-MediumItalic
    /FairfieldLH-MediumSC
    /FairfieldLH-SwBoldItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwHeavyItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwLightItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwMediumItalicOsF
    /Fences
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Flood
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Bold
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-BoldItalic
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Light
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /ForteMT
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FreestyleScript
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-CondensedLight
    /Futura-CondensedLightOblique
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /Futura-Thin
    /Galliard-Black
    /Galliard-BlackItalic
    /Galliard-Bold
    /Galliard-BoldItalic
    /Galliard-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Galliard-Roman
    /Galliard-Ultra
    /Galliard-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-BoldItalicOsF
    /Goudy-BoldOsF
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Heavyface
    /Goudy-HeavyfaceItalic
    /Goudy-Italic
    /Goudy-ItalicOsF
    /GoudyModernMT
    /GoudyModernMT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Black
    /GoudySans-BlackItalic
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySans-Book
    /GoudySans-BookItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Goudy-SC
    /GoudyTextMT
    /GoudyTextMT-Alternate
    /GoudyTextMT-Dfr
    /GoudyTextMT-LombardicCapitals
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Compressed
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-ExtraCompressed
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-Black
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLightItal
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /JansonText-RomanSC
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KeplMM-Or2
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /KlangMT
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaHandwritingItalic
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /Memphis-Bold
    /Memphis-BoldItalic
    /Memphis-ExtraBold
    /Memphis-Light
    /Memphis-LightItalic
    /Memphis-Medium
    /Memphis-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /MexicanBorders
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MonolineScriptMT
    /MrsEavesAllPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesAllSmallCaps
    /MrsEavesBold
    /MrsEavesFractions
    /MrsEavesItalic
    /MrsEavesPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesRoman
    /MrsEavesRomanLining
    /MrsEavesSmallCaps
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MT-Extra
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
    /NeuzeitS-BookHeavy
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Bold
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewBerolinaMT
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Demi
    /NewsGothicBT-DemiItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-ExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Italic
    /NewsGothicBT-ItalicCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Light
    /NewsGothicBT-LightItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-RomanCondensed
    /New-Symbol
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OceanSansMM
    /OceanSansMM-It
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /Optima
    /Optima-Bold
    /Optima-BoldItalic
    /Optima-ExtraBlack
    /Optima-ExtraBlackItalic
    /Optima-Italic
    /OttaIA
    /Otta-wa
    /Ottawa-BoldA
    /OttawaPSMT
    /Oxford
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalaceScriptMT-SemiBold
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PhotinaMT
    /PhotinaMT-Bold
    /PhotinaMT-BoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-Italic
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBold
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBold
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBoldItalic
    /Plantin
    /Plantin-Bold
    /Plantin-BoldItalic
    /Plantin-Italic
    /Plantin-Light
    /Plantin-LightItalic
    /Plantin-Semibold
    /Plantin-SemiboldItalic
    /Poetica-ChanceryI
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /ProseAntique-Bold
    /ProseAntique-Normal
    /QuaySansEF-Black
    /QuaySansEF-BlackItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Book
    /QuaySansEF-BookItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Medium
    /QuaySansEF-MediumItalic
    /Quorum-Black
    /Quorum-Bold
    /Quorum-Book
    /Quorum-Light
    /Quorum-Medium
    /Revival565BT-Bold
    /Revival565BT-BoldItalic
    /Revival565BT-Italic
    /Revival565BT-Roman
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /RMTMI
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldCondensed
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /RussellSquare
    /RussellSquare-Oblique
    /RuzickaFreehandLH-Bold
    /RuzickaFreehandLH-BoldSC
    /RuzickaFreehandLH-Roman
    /RuzickaFreehandLH-RomanSC
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-Roman
    /Sanvito-Light
    /SanvitoMM
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /ScotchRomanMT
    /ScotchRomanMT-Italic
    /Semitica
    /Semitica-Italic
    /SerifGothic
    /SerifGothic-Bold
    /SignaCondColumn-Light
    /SignaCond-Light
    /SignaCond-LightExpert
    /SIVAMATH
    /Siva-Special
    /SMS-SPELA
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpecialAA
    /Special-Gali
    /SpringLP
    /SpringLP-Light
    /Sp-Sym
    /SpumoniLP
    /StempelGaramond-Bold
    /StempelGaramond-BoldItalic
    /StempelGaramond-Italic
    /StempelGaramond-Roman
    /StoneSans
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Italic
    /StoneSans-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSans-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /StoneSerif
    /StoneSerif-Italic
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSerif-Semibold
    /StoneSerif-SemiboldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BlackRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Heavy
    /Swiss721BT-HeavyItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Medium
    /Swiss721BT-MediumItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Swiss721BT-Thin
    /Swiss721BT-ThinItalic
    /Symbol
    /Tekton
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldA
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-NewRoman
    /Times-NewRomanBold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMT-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMT-CondItalic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-PhoneticAlternate
    /Times-PhoneticIPA
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-Sc
    /Times-SCB
    /Times-special
    /TradeGothic
    /TradeGothic-Bold
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwenty
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwentyObl
    /TradeGothic-BoldOblique
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwo
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwoOblique
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteen
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteenObl
    /TradeGothicLH-BoldExtended
    /TradeGothicLH-Extended
    /TradeGothic-Light
    /TradeGothic-LightOblique
    /TradeGothic-Oblique
    /Trajan-Bold
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Univers
    /Universal-NewswithCommPi
    /Univers-Black
    /Univers-BlackExt
    /Univers-BlackExtObl
    /Univers-BlackOblique
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldExt
    /Univers-BoldExtObl
    /Univers-BoldItalic
    /Univers-BoldOblique
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-Extended
    /Univers-ExtendedObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlack
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExt
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExtObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlackObl
    /Univers-Italic
    /Univers-Light
    /Univers-LightOblique
    /Univers-LightUltraCondensed
    /Univers-Oblique
    /Univers-ThinUltraCondensed
    /Univers-UltraCondensed
    /Utopia-Regular
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Viva-Regular
    /Weidemann-Black
    /Weidemann-BlackItalic
    /Weidemann-Bold
    /Weidemann-BoldItalic
    /Weidemann-Book
    /Weidemann-BookItalic
    /Weidemann-Medium
    /Weidemann-MediumItalic
    /WindsorBT-Elongated
    /WindsorBT-Light
    /WindsorBT-LightCondensed
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WNCYB10
    /WNCYI10
    /WNCYR10
    /WNCYSC10
    /WNCYSS10
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Bold
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-BoldItal
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Italic
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Roman
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Demi
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfDingbatsITCbyBT-Regular
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Demi
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-DemiItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Ultra
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-UltraItalic
    /ZiptyDo
    /ZurichBT-Black
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-BlackItalic
    /ZurichBT-Bold
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtended
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraBlack
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Italic
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Light
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-LightExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightItalic
    /ZurichBT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZurichBT-UltraBlackExtended
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


