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Why are people who live in liberal welfare regimes so reluctant to support
welfare policy? And why are people who live in social democratic welfare
regimes so keen to support welfare policy? This article seeks to give an insti-
tutional account of these cross-national differences. Previous attempts to link
institutions and welfare attitudes have not been convincing. The empirical
studies have had large difficulties in finding the expected effects from
regime-dependent differences in self-interest, class interest, and egalitarian
values. This article develops a new theoretical macro–micro link by combining
the literature on deservingness criteria and the welfare regime theory. The
basic ideas are that three regime characteristics, (a) the degree of universalism
in welfare policy, (b) the differences in economic resources between “the
bottom” and “the majority,” and (c) the degree of job opportunities, have a
profound impact on the public deservingness discussion and thereby on public
support for welfare policy.
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Anumber of theoretical explanations have been given to the empirical find-
ing that the electorate in some countries is in favor of welfare policy,

whereas the electorate in other countries is much more reluctant. Primarily
based on the American experience, a number of recent studies have empha-
sized the importance of the degree of ethnic homogeneity (e.g., Alesina &
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Glaeser, 2004; Freeman, 1986; Glazer, 1998; Goodhart, 2004). Another
tradition explains cross-national differences in support for welfare policy
with differences in egalitarian values in different cultures (e.g., Graubard,
1986; Lipset, 1996). As we are skeptical about these two popular explana-
tions, this article will try to advance the third major position, namely, that cross-
national differences in attitudes toward welfare policy can be (partly) explained
by cross-national differences in the institutional structure of the different wel-
fare regimes.

This latter line of reasoning is prevalent within the comparative welfare
state literature, which has often taken Esping-Andersen’s (1990) famous dis-
tinction among liberal, conservative, and social democratic welfare regimes
as a point of departure. The prime examples of these three ideal types are,
respectively, the United States, Germany, and Sweden. Within this tradition,
it is a prevailing idea that the institutional structure has a large impact on
institutions at one point in time and on welfare policies at a later point in
time. This path dependency is partly caused by a feedback mechanism
through the electorate. In Esping-Andersen’s words, “Each case will pro-
duce its own unique fabric of social solidarity” (p. 58). The idea is even more
prominent in Pierson’s (2001) pioneering work on “the new politics of the
welfare state.” Within his work, and in the following bulk of studies on “the
new politics,” it is claimed that the conflict between political leaders want-
ing to change the welfare state and a reluctant electorate is one of the most
salient in contemporary Western politics. It is also claimed that the degree of
resistance from the electorate is highly influenced by the institutional struc-
tures of the welfare state. Naturally, the welfare regime theory is not without
its critics; particularly, the existence of more than three regimes has been
discussed. However, following Esping-Andersen’s (2000) re-examination of
the regime theory, we will continue to operate with three ideal types.

A number of studies have tried to test the institutional line of reasoning
by analyzing survey questions primarily made available by the International
Social Survey Program (ISSP). At first glance, the findings from these stud-
ies point in different directions. Some find evidence for a regime pattern,
especially if they restrict the analysis to the countries that come closest to
Esping-Andersen’s ideal types (Andress & Heien, 2001; Evans, 1996;
Heien & Hofäcker, 1999; Svallfors, 1997). Others report that they do not
find the expected pattern (Arts & Gelissen, 2001; Bean & Papadakis, 1998;
Gelissen, 2000). However, a closer review of the previous studies reveals
that the discrepancy is to a large extent caused by differences in the items
used as dependent variables. The items that measure attitudes toward policies
that primarily concern the poor and unemployed actually seem to follow a
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regime pattern.1 Thus, in terms of support for welfare policy in the “narrow”
or “American” meaning, we have an indication of a pattern with low support
in liberal regimes, moderate support in conservative regimes, and high sup-
port in social democratic regimes.

Nevertheless, it is one thing to find the expected regime pattern in public
attitudes and another thing to explain how this pattern comes about. In this
latter respect, none of the previous empirical studies have been very suc-
cessful. With (often implicit) reference to the power resource theory (Korpi,
1983), scholars have looked for different class effects. Especially the posi-
tion of the middle class—believed to form a “welfare coalition” with the
working class in social democratic regimes and to form an “anti-welfare
coalition” with the upper class in liberal regimes—has been emphasized.
But the empirical studies do not find such a class effect. Actually, class dif-
ferences seem to be very similar in the different regimes (e.g., Evans, 1996;
Svallfors, 1997). Scholars have also looked for effects from short-term self-
interest, especially with reference to the rational choice argument about
concentrated versus dispersed costs. Pierson (2001), for example, points to
the fact that the “welfare clientele” (those who receive benefits plus public
employed) is very big in social democratic regimes, moderate in conserva-
tive regimes, and low in liberal regimes and uses this as an explanation for
differences in public support. In most studies, there is a positive effect from
being unemployed (e.g., Andress & Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2000; Svallfors,
1997), but otherwise it has been difficult to find the expected self-interest
effects. These “disappointing” findings for the institutional line of reason-
ing often lead scholars to emphasize the importance of “culture” or “dom-
inant welfare state ideology” (e.g., Andress & Heien, 2001; Blekesaune &
Quadagno, 2003). However, this culture explanation remains a residual
explanation that is underspecified. In 1998, Korpi and Palme—being the
prime defenders of the power resource theory—rightly argued that “the
empirical testing of the macro-micro-links among institutions and the for-
mation of interest and coalitions provides a major challenge for social sci-
entists” (p. 682).

In our opinion, this “dead end” of the institutional line of reasoning is
caused by the fact that the grand theories of welfare state development (and
thereby also the previous empirical studies guided by these theories) have a
rather “mechanical” perception of the electorate. It is assumed that the wel-
fare attitudes of individuals can be directly deduced from long-term class
interests (the power resource theory), short-term self-interests (the new
politics theory), or internalized values and norms (the culture theory). These
mechanical positions stand in sharp contrast to modern election research,
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where it is broadly recognized that voters’ stands on concrete policy issues
cannot be directly deduced from their self-interests, class interests, or inter-
nalized values and norms (e.g., Merrill & Grofman, 1999).

In an attempt to rescue the institutional line of reasoning, this article aims
to establish a new theory that explains how characteristics of the three wel-
fare regimes influence attitudes toward welfare policies that concern the liv-
ing conditions of the poor and unemployed; call it a theoretical construction
of the missing link between welfare regimes and attitudes or a specification
of the intervening variables. At an overall level, we will try to operate with
a more reflexive “political man” whose policy attitudes are open to different
perceptions of reality. Such a position nicely fits with studies that have
shown that attitudes toward concrete policy proposals are highly dependent
on the framing of the political issues (e.g., Gamson & Modigliani, 1987;
Kangas, 1997; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Nelson, Clawson, & Oxley, 1997).
The overall idea is that the institutional structure of the different welfare
regimes influences or—using another terminology—frames the way the
public perceives the poor and unemployed. Thus, the political preferences of
individuals are not exogenous, as in rational choice theory, but are highly
influenced by the institutional structures (e.g., March & Olsen, 1984, 1989).

At a more concrete level, we base our line of reasoning on a combination
of the welfare regime theory and the literature on deservingness criteria, which
for some strange reason have lived rather separate lives. In the first section, we
briefly introduce some of the main arguments within the deservingness litera-
ture and describe the lack of effort to link this literature to institutional rea-
soning. We also present a figure of our theoretical reasoning. In the following
three sections, we describe how three different regime characteristics are likely
to influence the public perceptions of the poor and unemployed and thereby
the judgment of deservingness and the support for concrete welfare policies.
We discuss the impact from the degree of universalism or selectivism, the dif-
ferences in economic resources between the bottom and the majority, and the
degree of job opportunities. These add up to the overall expectation (which,
without much discussion, is taken for granted in previous empirical studies)
that support for welfare policy is low in liberal regimes, moderate in conserv-
ative regimes, and high in social democratic regimes, at least when we speak
about welfare policy in the narrow sense. In the following three sections, we
try to verify our line of reasoning using the World Values Study from 1990.
The analysis shows that welfare regimes do influence the public perception of
the poor and unemployed, which further influences support for welfare policy.
In the last section, we summarize the main argument and discuss the two
competing theories.
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The Five Deservingness Criteria and Public
Support for Welfare Policy

Our understanding of public support for welfare policies takes its point of
departure in the literature on deservingness. The main effort of this tradition
has been to pinpoint which criteria the public use to judge whether a person
or a group deserves help. In this regard, the studies conducted by Feagin
(1972), Feather (1974), Cook (1979), De Swaan (1988), Will (1993), and
Van Oorschot (2000) are extremely helpful to our purpose. The literature on
deservingness seems capable of explaining the pattern of public support for
social policy that Coughlin (1980) found in his pioneering cross-national
study. He found what he calls “a universal dimension of support” because
the ranking of the deserving groups followed the same line in all the coun-
tries included in his study. The public was most in favor of support for old
people, followed by support for the sick and disabled, needy families with
children, and the unemployed. The group given the least support was people
on social assistance. Petterson (1995), Van Oorschot (2000), Van Oorschot
and Arts (2005), and others have confirmed this ranking. If we follow the
review in Van Oorschot, we arrive at the following five deservingness criteria:

1. Control (the less in control of neediness, the higher the degree of deserv-
ingness)

2. Need (the greater the level of need, the higher the degree of deserving-
ness)

3. Identity (the higher the degree of group belonging, the higher the degree
of deservingness)

4. Attitude (the more grateful, docile, and compliant, the higher the degree
of deservingness)

5. Reciprocity (the higher the level of previous or future payback, the higher
the degree of deservingness)

Both Van Oorschot’s empirical findings on the Dutch case and the previous
studies show that the issue of control is especially important. Thus, the key to
explain modest support for the unemployed is the perception that they are
much more in control of their situation than the disabled, the sick, and pen-
sioners. In De Swaan’s historical study of the modern welfare state, he
labeled the criterion “disablity.” In Cook’s study of Americans’ views on sup-
porting the poor, she labels the criterion “locus of responsibility.” Finally,
Will also found that the most important deservingness criterion was the
degree to which the problems facing poor families were beyond the immedi-
ate control of the individuals. Naturally, the level of need also plays a part,
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but within the Anglo-Saxon poverty tradition, need is more or less taken for
granted, as welfare policy is all about support for those in need. The applica-
tion of the need criterion is more difficult in social democratic regimes, where
everyone is entitled, and in conservative regimes, where those who have paid
contributions are entitled. We will return to this question below.

The identity criterion refers to the importance of feeling a shared identity
with the groups who are to be supported. Using the label of proximity, De Swann
(1988) argues that the boundary of the area can be defined by kinship rela-
tions, by place of residence, or, more generally, by the boundaries of a certain
identity group, such as “our family,” “our town,” “our church,” or “our
people.” The question of identity has been given strong attention in recent,
primarily American studies that investigate the link between ethnic divides
and public welfare attitudes (e.g., Alesina & Glaeser, 2004; Gilens, 2000; see
also Quadagno, 1994). These studies, however, do not explicitly relate to the
deservingness literature, and they do not apprehend the institutional embed-
dedness of this identity discussion (see below).

The attitude criteria refer to the ways recipients respond to public support.
De Swann (1988) uses the term docility to highlight that the poor who hide
their misery and ask for nothing are seen as more deserving than those who
make impudent demands. Cook (1979) uses the terms gratefulness and pleas-
antness. Finally, the attitude criteria can be linked to a more general criterion
of reciprocity, for example, such behavior as “the smile of thanks,” but also,
in a modern context, actively looking for a job and willingness to participate
in reinsertion programs. Van Oorschot (2000) furthermore argues that the
needy who at the moment are unable to reciprocate might fulfill this criterion
if they have contributed to “us” in the past or are likely to do so in the future.

Thus, the large support for public assistance to the old found by Coughlin
(1980) and others might be explained by the perception that (a) they are not
in control of their neediness; (b) they belong to “us;” (c) they are often grate-
ful, docile, and compliant; and (d) they have contributed to “us” during their
working age. At the other extreme, the low support for the group on social
assistance is caused by the perception that (a) they could get a job if they
wanted (i.e., they are in control of their neediness), (b) they do not fully
belong to “us,” (c) they are often ungrateful, and (d) they have not often con-
tributed much to “us” in the past. It is more difficult to see how the old and
people on social assistance differ in terms of need.

The task in the following is to theorize how the regime context influences
the ability of the poor and unemployed to fulfill these seemingly universal
deservingness criteria. Figure 1 presents the main causal reasoning, which
will be elaborated in the following sections.
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The Link Between Degree of Universalism and
Fulfillment of the Deservingness Criteria

According to Esping-Andersen (1990, 2000), the three welfare regimes
are distinguished by differences in terms of welfare state, labor market, and
family structures. But it is especially on the state dimension that we can
find theoretical inspiration from previous studies. Within the welfare state
literature, it is a classic thesis that systems dominated by universal benefits
and services (the ideal policy of the social democratic welfare regime) and
systems dominated by selective benefits and services (the ideal policy of
the liberal welfare regime) generate quite different public discussions and
perceptions of recipients. The typical coverage of the incidence of long-
term unemployment in liberal and social democratic welfare regimes is
quite different. If we take the United States, the country closest to the lib-
eral ideal, the unemployed are covered by a short period with unemploy-
ment benefits, and after that, those in need (i.e., those without private
savings or insurance) are covered by selective benefits and services such as
Medicaid, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, food stamps, general
assistance, and so on. In contrast, the unemployed in Sweden, the country
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closest to the social democratic ideal, are covered by a long period with
unemployment benefits, combined with a large number of citizenship-based
services and benefits such as general health care, child allowance, basic
old-age pension, housing allowances, and so on. Means-tested social assis-
tance is available to those who have not qualified for unemployment bene-
fits, but it only plays a minor role.

Following Rothstein (1998), the first step of the argument is simply to
point to the fact that a selective policy that aims to provide the needy with
economic resources must determine (a) who is needy and (b) how much they
need. Therefore, “The public discussion of social policy in a selective system
often becomes a question of what the well-adjusted majority should do
about the less well-adjusted, in varying degrees, socially marginalized
minority” (Rothstein, 1998, p. 158). The general fairness of the policy is also
open to challenge, as the majority might start asking “a) where the line
between the needy and the non-needy should be drawn, and b) whether the
needy themselves are not to blame for their predicament” (p. 159). Relating
this argument to the deservingness criteria presented in the previous sec-
tion, one could say that a system dominated by selective welfare policies
opens discussions of need and control (see Table 1). The identity dimension
of deservingness is also influenced by this logic, connected to selective
policy, as “the very act of separating out the needy almost always stamps
them as socially inferior, as ‘others’ with other types of social characteris-
tics and needs” (p. 158).

Furthermore, it is obvious that the boundaries between “them” and “us”
generated by a selective welfare policy highlight who benefits from the
welfare state (i.e., those who pay little or no tax and receive targeted ben-
efits) and who loses on the welfare state (i.e., those who pay tax but do not
receive any benefits). Thus, the reciprocity of the system will be perceived
as very low, which increases the importance of grateful, docile, and com-
pliant attitudes among those who receive the targeted benefits or services.
Finally, this logic of selective welfare policy tends to generate vicious
circles or even self-fulfilling prophecies because the needy, exactly
because they are labeled as not being ordinary people, alter their behavior.
It creates a further division between “them” and “us” and probably makes
it more difficult to find grateful, docile, and compliant attitudes among
recipients.

The logic of a system dominated by universal welfare policy is in all
aspects contrary to the logic within a system dominated by selective policies.
In the Scandinavian systems of “Rolls-Royce universalism,” no line needs to
be drawn between the needy and the non-needy. Thus, the discussion of
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need and to what extent the poor and unemployed are in control of their
neediness becomes more or less irrelevant. As Rothstein (1998) argues,

Welfare policy does not, therefore, turn into a question of what should be done
about “the poor” and “the maladjusted,” but rather a question of what consti-
tutes general fairness in respect to the relation between citizens and the state.
The question becomes not “how shall we solve their problem?” but rather
“how shall we solve our common problem (healthcare, education, pensions,
etc.)?” (p. 160)

Instead of defining a line between “them” and “us,” universal benefits and
services actually help define everybody within the nation-state as belonging
to one group. The vicious cycle of selective welfare policy is replaced by a
positive circle.

The reciprocity discussion is also suppressed in social democratic regimes.
For the majority of citizens, it is not an easy task to calculate whether one is a
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Table 1
The Effects From Respectively Selective and

Universal Social Policy on Different
Dimensions of Deservingness

A Welfare State A Welfare State 
Dimensions of Dominated by Selective Dominated by Universal 
Deservingness Benefits and Services Benefits and Services

Need Open the discussion of whether Close the discussion of 
recipients are in need whether recipients are in 

need
Control Open the discussion of whether Close the discussion of 

recipients are to blame whether recipients are to 
blame

Identity Define the recipients as a special Define the recipients as 
group distinguished from the equal citizens who belong 
well-adjusted majority to a national “us”

Reciprocity Highlight the boundary between Blur the boundary between 
those who give and those those who give and those 
who receive who receive

Attitude Open the discussion of whether Close the discussion of 
recipients receive benefits and whether recipients receive 
services with a grateful, docile, benefits and services with 
and compliant attitude a grateful, docile, and 

compliant attitude
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net winner or a net loser, even though welfare states dominated by universal
policy have been shown to be the most redistributive nation-states in the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) area. If
the cost-benefit analysis were done at the individual level in a given year, the
calculation would be manageable. The market value of the universal bene-
fits and services received in that year would be subtracted from the amount
paid in value-added tax (VAT), income tax, and different duties. But the
calculation is complicated, and it becomes even more complicated if the cost-
benefit analysis is done at the household level and within a lifetime perspec-
tive. In that case, the amount of VAT, income tax, duties, and so on paid by
the family during a lifetime would be subtracted from the value of free edu-
cation for the children, the old-age pension of one’s partner, the likely use of
free hospitals, the likely use of unemployment benefits, and so on. The most
likely end result is that an ordinary citizen does not start to calculate at all.2

So the point is that both the programmatic structure and the very size of the
ideal social democratic regime (see also Korpi & Palme, 1998) blur the
boundary between net winners and net losers, which restrains the reciproc-
ity discussion. Finally, as the institutional logic of universalism suppresses
the discussion of need, control, identity, and reciprocity, the attitudes among
recipients of benefits and services also become more or less irrelevant.
Nobody expects citizens—including the poor and the unemployed—to be
grateful because they receive a basic old-age pension, have access to free
hospital treatment, have access to heavily subsidized child care, and so on.
Following this line of reasoning, we have theoretical reasons to believe that
because of institutional mechanisms, the poor and unemployed in liberal
regimes will be asked to fulfill much harder deservingness criteria than the
poor and unemployed in social democratic regimes. Thereby, we have
established the first part of the institutional explanation for high support
for welfare policy in social democratic regimes and low support in liberal
regimes.3

The Link Between Degree of Generosity and
Fulfillment of the Need Criterion

The degree of generosity and the degree of universalism or selectivism of
the welfare regimes are often not clearly distinguished from each other,
probably because they often go together. However, we argue that the degree
of generosity has an independent effect on the identity discussion. It is a
classic thesis that pursuing a welfare policy that allows recipients to continue
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an “ordinary” lifestyle reduces the risk of stigmatizing (otherwise) poor and
unemployed citizens. The basic argument is that reduced differences in eco-
nomic resources between the majority and the bottom of society generates
more similar living styles, which as a consequence makes it easier for the bot-
tom to fulfill the identity criterion. In social democratic regimes, the unem-
ployed use the same child care facilities, schools, hospitals, nursing homes,
and so on as the more well-off citizens. The generosity of the welfare states
also allows the unemployed to live in ordinary neighborhoods. Thereby, we
have a self-reinforcing feedback mechanism where policies that generate
good living conditions among the potential poor produce public support for
“more of the same.” And the other way around: If those at the bottom of
society are not provided decent economic resources, they are forced to have
a way of living that is quite different from the way of living of the major-
ity. Thereby, it becomes harder to fulfill the identity criterion, and we have
a negative feedback mechanism on public opinion. It is quite symptomatic
that the largest discussions about dependency culture took place in liberal
regimes, which provide the least generous benefits and services (for the
United Kingdom, see Dean & Taylor-Gooby, 1992; for the United States, see
Murray, 1984). To boldly put it, one can argue that the lack of identification
with Blacks in the United States is not a matter of only Black being Black.
It is also a matter of Black being poor.

In terms of poverty risk, a number of empirical studies have demonstrated
that the risks tend to be highest in liberal regimes, medium in conservative
regimes, and lowest in social democratic regimes. If we take the countries
closest to the ideal types, we find the expected pattern. Measured by Gini
coefficients based on OECD data from the mid-1990s, the disposal income
distribution was most equal in Sweden (23.0), less equal in Germany (28.2),
and most unequal in the United States (34.4; Förster & Pearson, 2002, p. 38).
If we take the percentage of the total populations that have an income below
50% of the median (equivalence) income, we see the same pattern. In
Sweden, 6.6% fell below this threshold in the mid-1990s; in Germany, the
share was 8.2%; and in the United States, the share was 17.8% (Luxembourg
Income Study, 2005). These conventional figures for the whole population
also include poverty among children and the elderly. If we use figures that
narrowly measure the poverty risk among the group of able-bodied persons
in the working age, which is our main concern, the pattern is even clearer.
Relative poverty rates among the unemployed can, for example, be calculated
from the European Household Panel Study, and the results are convincing,
even though the extreme cases of Sweden and the United States are not
included. In Denmark, another social democratic regime, only 8.1% of the
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unemployed fell below the relative poverty threshold of 50% of the mean
income. In Germany, the share was 26.8%, and in the United Kingdom, the
share was 48.5% (Gallie, Jacobs, & Paugam, 2000, p. 51).

Thus, on a one-dimensional scale, the difference in economic resources
between the bottom and the majority is high in the ideal liberal regime,
medium in the ideal conservative regime, and low in the ideal social demo-
cratic regime. Thus, we can expect an effect that should make it the most
difficult to fulfill the identity criterion in liberal regimes and the easiest in
social democratic regimes.4 This is the second part of our institutional
argument.

The Link Between Degree of Job Opportunities
and Fulfillment of the Control Criterion

It is not only the generosity and the character of the welfare policy in the
different welfare regimes that influence the deservingness discussion. The
labor market structures in the different regimes are also likely to have a pro-
found impact. Esping-Andersen and a number of “institutional economists”
have shown that the programmatic structure of the welfare state is interwo-
ven with the labor market. In his 1990 book, Esping-Andersen (pp. 144-161)
described how welfare policy creates important structures that influence
how workers through early retirement can exit from the workforce, how
workers can claim paid absence from work, and how women especially can
enter the workforce. However, his main interest was how these institutional
regime differences have influenced the transformation from industrial to
postindustrial economies (Esping-Andersen, 1990, 1996, 2000). The pres-
sure on the industrial production structure comes from external factors such
as increased economic integration and new technologies and from internal
factors such as the women’s desire to participate in the workforce.

The most discussed indication of these pressures is the high rate of unem-
ployment that haunted most Western welfare states during the 1980s and
1990s. Very generally speaking, the situation is that the social democratic
regimes have followed a trajectory where new jobs were generated in the
public sector. It boosted employment considerably, created opportunities for
women, and prevented declining wages in service jobs. At the same time, an
active labor market policy was designed to train manual workers for new
postindustrial jobs. The liberal regimes followed a neoliberal trajectory,
where new service jobs are created in the private sector. It also boosted
employment and created opportunities for women, but at the same time
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inequality increased, and a large group of working poor was established.
Finally, conservative regimes followed a labor reduction route. It did not
boost employment in the service sector. Instead the male “insider” bread-
winner was protected against the risk of unemployment through strict job
protection and early retirement schemes (Esping-Andersen, 1996).

Now the point is that these different employment trajectories influence
the public perception of the poor and unemployed. Especially the degree to
which poor and unemployed groups are believed to be in control of their
neediness is influenced by the level of unemployment. Therefore, the poor
and unemployed in conservative regimes are seen as less in control of their
neediness than are the poor and unemployed in social democratic and liberal
regimes, where job growth in the public and private sectors, respectively,
generates job opportunities. Recent empirical studies strongly support such
an impact from labor market structures. Using Eurobarometer surveys,
Gallie and Paugam (2002, p. 21) found a clear connection between level of
unemployment in European countries and the perception that poverty was
caused by laziness among the unemployed. Using the World Value Study,
the same finding is reached by Larsen (2006). Blekesaune and Quadagno
(2003), using the ISSP role of government module, also found a strong con-
nection between level of unemployment and support for welfare policy (see
also Eardley & Matheson, 1999).

However, it is not just the level of unemployment that matters. The dif-
ferences in wage-setting mechanisms in each regime are also likely to have
an impact. The poor and unemployed are perceived to be more in control of
unemployment in countries where individuals are able to negotiate the
wages themselves. This is possible in liberal regimes, where the importance
of unions always has been limited and was further undermined by the
neoliberal employment strategy during the 1980s and 1990s. To boldly put
it, this institutional setting facilitates the perception that everybody can get
a job in the private service sector if only they are willing to reduce their
wage demands. This is not possible in social democratic and conservative
regimes, where unions still have considerable influence on wage setting,
especially in blue-collar sectors. So the poor and unemployed cannot escape
unemployment by lowering their wage demands. Finally, the degree of job
protection for the “insiders” (Lindbeck & Snower, 1988), which is very high
in conservative regimes, also contributes to the perception of the poor and
unemployed being out of control. Therefore, it is no surprise that Larsen
(2005) finds that the share answering “that most poor people have very little
chance of escaping poverty” (p. 62) is highest in two conservative regimes
(Germany = 83%, Spain = 73%).
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Alesina and Glaeser (2004) have rightly argued that the American percep-
tion of the poor, as having a good chance to escape poverty, does not coincide
with the facts. Referring to Gottschalk and Spolaore (2002), who compare the
United States and Germany, and to Checchi, Ichino, and Rustichini (1999),
who compare the United States and Italy, reality seems to be that the poor
are more “trapped” in the United States than in Germany and Italy. In the
United States, 60% of the bottom quintile in 1984 were still in this quintile
in 1993, compared to 43% in Germany. In the United States, 25% of the
fathers in the bottom quartile have children who are also in this quartile. In
Italy, the share is 21%. To explain this paradox, Alesina and Glaeser refer to
different ideologies (p. 76) and later to a general negative perception of the
poor caused by racial divides (pp. 133-183). In contrast, we point at regime-
dependent labor market structures as a more straightforward explanation. Job
growth in the private service sector and the ability of individuals to negoti-
ate their salary might not on average increase the chance of moving out of
the lowest quintile, but the possibility of getting a job gives the public the
impression that each individual has a decent chance.

Thus, based on the argument of structural differences in service sector
expansion, wage-setting mechanisms, and job protection, we would expect
the labor markets to facilitate perceptions of little control of neediness among
the poor and unemployed in conservative regimes, medium control of needi-
ness in social democratic regimes, and high control of neediness in liberal
regimes. This is the third part of our institutional argument.

Empirical Testing

Above, we have established a new theoretical link between welfare regimes
and public attitudes. The three relevant regime dimensions were the degree
of selectivism, the difference in economic resources between the bottom and
the majority, and the degree of job opportunities. The ideal liberal welfare
regime had high scores on all three dimensions, and therefore the poor and
unemployed have difficulties in meeting the deservingness criteria. The ideal
social democratic welfare regime had low scores on the two former dimen-
sions and a medium score on the job opportunity dimension. Therefore, the
poor and unemployed can more easily fulfill the deservingness criteria.
Finally, the ideal conservative welfare regime had medium scores on the
two former dimensions and a low score on the job opportunity dimension.
Therefore, we expect that the perceptions of the poor and unemployed in
conservative regimes fall in between the perceptions found in the liberal
and social democratic regimes.
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Now the question is whether we can find empirical evidence for this new
line of reasoning. The link between welfare regimes (typically measured by
dummy variables) and support for welfare policy (in the narrow sense, mea-
sured by the ISSP items) is well established (see above). The task is to test
the soundness of the suggested intervening variables. To verify our theory, we
would need comparative data on the dimensions deduced from the deserv-
ingness literature (i.e., the question of control, need, identity, reciprocity, and
gratefulness; see Figure 1). Unfortunately, such comparative data are simply
not available. Therefore, we will test our argument by using a proxy found
in the World Value Study from 1990 (not available in the 1999 wave). The
data cover the 3 countries closest to the ideal and another 13 countries of rel-
evance. Therefore, we end up with 16 countries and 25,679 respondents in
the data set.

The respondents were asked “why there are people in this country who
live in need” and were given the following four possibilities: (a) “because
they have been unlucky,” (b) “because of laziness and lack of willpower,”
(c) “because there is much injustice in our society,” and (d) “it’s an inevitable
part of modern progress.” In our opinion, people who choose to explain
poverty with “laziness and lack of willpower” indicate that the poor and
unemployed are perceived to be in control of their neediness (i.e., they
could get a job if they wanted). In the other cases, the poor and unemployed
can hardly be seen as being in control. However, the proxy also taps parts
of the identity dimension. Explaining poverty with “laziness and lack of
willpower” also denotes that the poor are culturally distinct from the major-
ity, who share a common work ethic.

Now the first question is whether we can find a connection between wel-
fare regimes and this proxy. The second question is whether we can find a
connection between this proxy and public support for welfare policy. We
should expect to see both of these connections if perceptions of control and
identity are the intervening variables between welfare regimes and cross-
national differences in public support.

The Link Between Welfare Regimes and
Fulfillment of the Deservingness Criteria

If we consider only the three countries closest to Esping-Andersen’s
(1990, 2000) ideal types, the expected pattern emerges. In the United States,
39% explain poverty with laziness and willpower, whereas the share is only
16% in Sweden. With 23%, Germany (West) comes in between, as expected.
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However, we are also able to show that the expected pattern is present when
the more deviant cases are included. The 16 available countries are grouped
following Esping-Andersen. The United States, Canada, the United Kingdom,
and Ireland make up the liberal cluster. Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland,
and the somewhat deviant case, the Netherlands, make up the social democra-
tic cluster. Finally, Germany (West), France, Belgium, Austria, Spain, Portugal,
and Italy make up the conservative cluster.

Using a simple ordinary least squares model, it is estimated that belong-
ing to the social democratic cluster reduces the share answering “laziness
and lack of willpower” by 13.4 percentage points (see Table 2, Model I).
The liberal cluster is used as a reference category. It is also estimated that
belonging to the conservative cluster reduces the share answering “laziness”
by 5.0 percentage points. Thus, as expected, we find a strong effect from liv-
ing in a social democratic regime and a medium effect from living in a con-
servative regime. The former is highly significant, even with only 16 cases.
The latter effect is significant at 0.25 levels. However, the overall regime
effect clearly would be significant if we had included regime belonging as
an ordinal variable. The explained variation in Model I is 43%.

Naturally, not all the cases neatly follow the pattern (if so, the two
dummy variables would explain 100% of the variation). However, some of
the deviant cases can be explained by the fact that they differ on the job
opportunity dimension. That holds for Austria, which, in contrast to the
other conservative regimes, experienced low unemployment rates through-
out the 1980s and 1990s. Thus, it comes as no surprise that a large share in
Austria (37%) answer that poverty is caused by laziness. It also holds for
Ireland, which until the 1990s experienced some of the highest unemploy-
ment levels in Europe. Thus, it is no surprise that fewer than expected (from
the regime belonging) explain poverty with laziness (21%). This argument
is formalized in Model II (see Table 2). Here, we have included level of
unemployment (OECD standardized) as a separate variable. It is estimated
that a 1-percentage-point increase in unemployment reduces the share
answering “laziness” by 0.8 percentage points. The effect is significant at a
.10 level (which is acceptable given the number of cases). Furthermore, the
impact from the original regime dummies increases, as expected (from 13.4
to 16.6 in social democratic case and from 5.0 to 5.8 in the conservative
case), and the explained variation significantly increases (from 43% to
54%). These estimates clearly support our argument.

One could naturally still pose the question of whether the regime dum-
mies only tap the dimensions we have discussed above. The residual culture
explanation is not seen as a strong competitor, as it does not deliver a better

160 Comparative Political Studies

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 11, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://cps.sagepub.com/


suggestion for the intervening variables. The heterogeneity explanation
offers more competition. Following Alesina and Glaeser (2004), the argu-
ment would be that the so-called ethnic fractionalization is low in the
social democratic regimes and high in the liberal regimes. Thus, the fulfill-
ment of the identity criteria could have more to do with ethnic divides than
the institutional structure of the welfare regimes. To control for this objection,
we have included Alesina and Glaeser’s ethnic fractionalization measure in
Model III. Their figures are based on information from Encyclopaedia Britannica,
and they calculate the probability of two randomly selected individuals belong-
ing to different ethnic groups (Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kaurlat, &
Wacziarg, 2003). The increase in the share answering “laziness” is esti-
mated to be 10.3 percentage points if one goes from a totally homogeneous
society (the probability of selecting 2 people belonging to different ethnic
groups is 0) to a totally heterogeneous society (the probability of selecting
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Table 2
Prediction of Proportion Answering in Poverty Caused by

“Laziness and Lack of Willpower” Based on Degree
of Regime Belonging, Level of Unemployment,

and Ethnic Fractionalization (Ordinary
Least Squares)

Model I II III

Belonging to social democratic
regime (dummy)

βa −13.4 −16.6 −14.0
Sig. .01 .03 .02

Belonging to conservative
regime (dummy)

β −5.0 −5.8 −4.4
Sig. .25 .16 .30

Level of unemployment
β −.8 −.89
Sig. .10 .09

Ethnic fractionalization
β 10.3
Sig. .27

R2 .43 .54 .59
N 16 16 16

Source: World Value Study (1990).
a. Unstandardized.
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2 people belonging to different ethnic groups is 1). In the real world, the
cross-national differences are much more modest. Measured by the stan-
dardized beta coefficient (not shown), ethnic fractionalization is the weak-
est of the variables included in Model III. Furthermore, the effects from the
regime dummies are not seriously reduced (from 16.6 to 14.0 on the social
democratic dummy and from 5.8 to 4.4 on the conservative dummy). One
could add more control variables, but the limited number of cases makes
further elaboration more or less impossible. However, the analyses we can
make support the argument that welfare regimes influence the perception of
the poor and unemployed.

The Link Between Deservingness and
Support for Welfare Policy

The second task is to test whether the deservingness judgments measured
by our proxy are linked to support for welfare policy. Unfortunately, the lat-
ter questions were measured in the ISSP surveys and not in the World Value
Survey. However, for eight countries we can correlate the share answering
“laziness and lack of willpower” with support for welfare policy at the aggre-
gated level. For public support, we use an additive index of the three ISSP
items (attitude to “redistribution,” “provide jobs to all,” and “provide basic
income”) from the social inequality module used in the previous studies that
confirm a regime pattern. The result is a strong correlation (.69) at the aggre-
gated level; the larger the share answering “laziness and lack of willpower,”
the lower the support for welfare policy (Larsen, 2006, p. 90).

At the individual level, it is possible to the test the correlation between
deservingness perceptions and support for welfare policy on less fragile
data. In a national (Danish) sample, we have measured two deservingness
dimensions and public support for social assistance. The perceived degree of
control was measured by the question “How do you believe the opportuni-
ties are for recipients of social assistance to get into the Danish labor
market?” The perceived degree of shared identity between the bottom and
the majority was measured by the question “How do you believe the work
ethic, i.e., the desire and willingness to work, is among claimants of social
assistance as compared to work ethic among employed?” In both cases, we
found a strong connection between these deservingness dimensions and
public support for social assistance (Larsen, 2006, pp. 123-138). Thus, the
national data confirm that the dimensions discussed above are highly relevant
to explain variations in attitudes toward welfare policy. Further analyses
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show that these connections remain strong and significant when political ori-
entation is taken into account. Thus, the measured perceptions are not a
simple reflection of basic egalitarian and antiegalitarian values (Larsen,
2006, pp. 134-135).

Conclusion and Discussion

This article has been an endeavor to rescue the institutional explanation
of cross-national differences in support for welfare policy. The combination
of welfare regime theory and deservingness literature allowed us to specify
the link between the macro level of welfare regimes and the micro level of
public attitudes. This combination also allowed us to operate with a “politi-
cal man” whose formation of attitudes was less “mechanical” and more open
to perceptions of reality. To heroically put it, it has been an attempt to pro-
vide the grand theories of welfare state development with a better micro
foundation. It is clear that more empirical research must be done in this field.
But using the World Value Survey from 1990, we were able to verify a con-
nection between welfare regimes and perceptions of the poor and unem-
ployed. We were also able to verify the presence of a strong connection
between perception of control and identity and support for welfare policy.

This article has also been an attempt to establish a competing theory of
the homogeneity explanation and the culture explanation. The homogeneity
explanation basically claims that low support in liberal states for welfare
policy primarily has to do with the presence of ethnic heterogeneity. The
argument is primarily inferred from the American experience. The claim is
that the presence of Native Americans and the importation of slaves simply
gave and continue to give fundamentally different preconditions for the wel-
fare discussion in the United States. This idea is widespread among
American scholars and is supported by studies that show a strong correlation
between attitudes toward the race issue and the welfare issue (e.g., Gilens,
2000; Quadagno, 1994). Moreover, this explanation gains more and more
influence as recent European discussions about immigration sometimes also
link up with the welfare discussions. From their study of ethnic fractional-
ization, Alesina and Glaeser (2004) infer that eventually increased ethnic
heterogeneity will lower Europeans’ passion for welfare policy (for a simi-
lar argument, see also Freeman, 1986; Glazer, 1998; Goodhart, 2004).
However, simply by turning the argument around, one becomes more uneasy
about the argument (i.e., to claim that higher support for welfare policy in
European countries is caused by ethnic homogeneity). Naturally, the United
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States has had a large Black minority, but European history is also filled
with clashes between different ethnic groups. The building of nation-states
had a homogenizing effect, a process that was not given the same time in
previous colonies. However, this long process of turning inhabitants of a
given area into national citizens also established new and persistent divides
between the majority and the ethnic minorities who wanted their own nation-
state or wanted to belong to another nation-state (e.g., Bommes & Geddes,
2000). Furthermore, a number of empirical studies have contested the link
between homogeneity and support for welfare policy (e.g., Banting &
Kymlicka, in press; Taylor-Gooby, 2005). Finally, Alesina and Glaeser
(2004) and others may argue that the degree of ethnic homogeneity was
crucial for establishing different kinds of welfare institutions, but they still
need to take into account that once welfare institutions are established, they
get an impact on their own. It is this institutional feedback on public sup-
port that has been theorized in this article.

The second popular explanation of cross-national differences in support
for welfare policy is the culture thesis. It basically claims that lower sup-
port in the United States and other liberal regimes is caused by a “passion
for freedom over inequality.” This argument is in line with Lipset’s (1996)
thesis of an American exceptionalism. And the other way around: The cul-
ture thesis claims that the high support in social democratic regimes is
caused by a “passion for equality” (Graubard, 1986). This explanation is wide-
spread among Europeans, probably because, from a European perspective,
it reproduces the “nice” idea about a socially responsible Europe and a
socially irresponsible United States. However, the argument contradicts one
of the very first and strongest impressions Europeans got after crossing the
Atlantic. Coming from France, Tocqueville described in detail, and was indeed
somewhat worried about, the “passion for equality” that prevailed in the
United States. Naturally, it was first of all a call for equality of opportunities,
and naturally much has happened in Europe since then. But the overall
impression is that the liberal regimes are rooted in quite egalitarian cultures.
The comparative studies that try to measure justice beliefs or level of egali-
tarianism do not find a distinct liberal antiegalitarian culture (see Larsen,
2006, pp. 34-43). Larsen (2006, p. 40) actually shows that, measured in terms
of perception of just wage differences (which probably is the most valid and
reliable cross-national measure we can establish), the most antiegalitarian
attitudes are found in the conservative welfare regimes and not in the United
States or the other liberal welfare state regimes (as Tocqueville would pre-
dict if he were still alive). What distinguishes Americans and others who live
in liberal welfare state regimes is not a general antiegalitarian attitude.
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Instead, we find a specific antiegalitarian attitude toward the bottom, which
(partly) can be given an institutional explanation.

Finally, our institutional line of reasoning gives a new perspective on the
future public support for welfare policy. The prospect is that future support
will depend not just on the future configuration of class interests, self-
interests, ethnic homogeneity, or shifts in egalitarian values; it will also depend
on the institutions in place. Within this perspective, the increased use of
selective welfare policies, increased levels of inequality, and increased
deregulation of labor markets are indeed worrying developments, for these
could uphold public support for welfare policy in the long run.

Notes

1. The studies that find a regime pattern primarily use the International Social Survey
Program items that measure whether it should be a public responsibility to “provide job for all,”
“provide everyone a guaranteed basic income,” and “reduce income differences.” See Larsen
(2006, pp. 25-44), for a further discussion.

2. This argument is in line with Goul Andersen’s (in press) findings on the Danish case.
He shows that even if we delimit the analyses to the group of private employees without their
own or family experience of unemployment, there is no majority against the welfare policy in
general. He also shows that support for increased public expenditures in a given area is not
higher among employees working in this area.

3. Now the question is how this reasoning applies to the welfare policy conducted by the
ideal-type conservative regime. In terms of expected support for welfare policy, the previous
empirical studies simply put—without much further discussion—the conservative regimes
between the “extreme” liberal and social democratic welfare regimes. On a scale between uni-
versalism and selectivism, it is fair to place the conservative regimes in between, but a number
of more substantial arguments can be made (see Larsen, 2006, pp. 45-64).

4. However, one also could argue that if the pursued welfare policy—following whatever
principle—manages to provide (potentially) poor and unemployed groups with good life con-
ditions, one should expect the public to make tougher judgments about the fulfillment of the
need criterion. Therefore, Figure 1 includes a dotted arrow to the need criterion. Thus, we prob-
ably have a second order feedback process on deservingness that restrains what above seemed
to be self-reinforcing first order feedback processes. Nevertheless, to explain the regime pattern
in public support for welfare policy, it is fair to assume that the first order “identity effect” is
more relevant than the second order “need effect.”

References

Alesina, A., Devleeschauwer, A., Easterly, W., Kaurlat, S., & Wacziarg, R. (2003). Fractionaliza-
tion. Journal of Economic Growth, 8, 155-194.

Alesina, A., & Glaeser, E. L. (2004). Fighting poverty in the US and Europe. A world of dif-
ference. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Larsen / Welfare Attitudes 165

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 11, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://cps.sagepub.com/


Andress, H., & Heien, T. (2001). Four worlds of welfare state attitudes? A comparison of
Germany, Norway, and the United States. European Sociological Review, 17, 337-356.

Arts, W., & Gelissen, J. (2001). Welfare states, solidarity and justice principles: Does the type
really matter? Acta Sociologica, 44, 283-299.

Banting, K., & Kymlicka, W. (Eds.). (in press). Multiculturalism and the welfare state:
Recognition and redistribution in contemporary democracies. Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press.

Bean, C., & Papadakis, E. (1998). A comparison of mass attitudes towards the welfare state in
different institutional regimes, 1985-1990. International Journal of Public Opinion Research,
10, 211-236.

Blekesaune, M., & Quadagno, J. (2003). Public attitudes to welfare state policies: A compar-
ative analysis of 24 nations. European Sociological Review, 19, 415-427.

Bommes, M., & Geddes, A. (Eds.). (2000). Immigration and welfare: Challenging the borders
of the welfare state. London: Routledge.

Checchi, D., Ichino, A., & Rustichini, A. (1999). More equal and less mobile? Education,
financing and intergenerational mobility in Italy and in the US. Journal of Public Economics,
74, 351-393.

Cook, F. (1979). Who should be helped: Public support for social services. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage.

Checchi, R. M. (1980). Ideology, public opinion and welfare policy: Attitudes towards taxes
and spending in industrial societies. Berkeley: University of California.

Dean, H., & Taylor-Gooby, P. (1992). Dependency culture: The explosion of a myth. New York:
Harvester Wheatsheaf.

De Swaan, A. (1988). In care of the state. Amsterdam, the Netherlands: Bakker.
Eardley, T., & Matheson, G. (1999). Australian attitudes to unemployment and unemployed

people. Sydney, Australia: University of New South Wales, Social Policy Research Centre.
Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge, UK: Polity.
Esping-Andersen, G. (1996). After the golden age? Welfare state dilemmas in a global economy.

In G. Esping-Andersen (Ed.), Welfare states in transition. National adaptions in global
economies (pp. 1-31). London: Sage.

Esping-Andersen, G. (2000). Social foundations of postindustrial economies. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Evans, G. (1996). Cross-national differences in support for welfare and redistribution: An eval-
uation of competing theories. In B. Taylor & K. Thomson (Eds.), Understanding change
in social attitudes (pp. 185-208). Aldershot, UK: Dartmouth.

Feagin, J. (1972). Poverty we still believe that God helps who help themselves. Psychology
Today, 6, 101-129.

Feather, N. (1974). Explanation of poverty in Australian and American samples: The person,
society and fate. Australian Journal of Psychology, 26, 199-216.

Förster, M., & Pearson M. (2002). Income distribution and poverty in the OECD area: Trends
and driving forces. OECD Economic Studies, 34, 7-39.

Freeman, G. (1986). Migration and the political economy of the welfare state. Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 485, 51-63.

Gallie, D., Jacobs, S., & Paugam, S. (2000). Poverty and financial hardship among the unem-
ployed. In D. Gallie & S. Paugam (Eds.), Welfare regimes and the experience of unemploy-
ment in Europe (pp. 47-69). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Gallie, D., & Paugam, S. (2002). Social precarity and social integration (Report for the European
Commission Based on Eurobarometer 56.1). Brussels, Belgium: European Commission.

166 Comparative Political Studies

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 11, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://cps.sagepub.com/


Gamson, W. A., & Modigliani, A. (1987). The changing culture of affirmative action. Research
in Political Sociology, 3, 137-177.

Gelissen, J. (2000). Popular support for institutionalised solidarity: A comparison between
European welfare states. International Journal of Social Welfare, 9, 285-300.

Gilens, M. (2000). Why Americans hate welfare. Race, media, and the politics of antipoverty
policy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Glazer, N. (1998). The American welfare state: Exceptional no longer? In H. Cavanna (Ed.),
Challenges to the welfare state: Internal and external dynamics for change (pp. 7-20).
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Goodhart, D. (2004). “Too diverse?” Prospect Magazine, 95, 30-37.
Gottschalk, P., & Spolaore, E. (2002). On the evaluation of economic mobility. Review of

Economic Studies, 69, 191-208.
Goul Andersen, J. (in press). Public support for the Danish welfare state. Interests and values,

institutions and performance. In E. Albæk, L. Eliason, A. S. Nørgaard, & H. Schwartz (Eds.),
Crisis, miracles and beyond: Negotiated adaptation of the Danish welfare state. Aarhus,
Denmark: Aarhus University Press.

Graubard, S. R. (Ed.). (1986). Norden: The passion for equality. Oslo, Norway: Norwegian
University Press.

Heien, T., & Hofäcker, D. (1999). How do welfare regimes influence attitudes? A comparison of
five European countries and the United States 1985-1996 (Working Paper No. 9). Bielefeld,
Germany: Universität Bielefeld.

Kangas, O. E. (1997). Self-interest and the common good: The impact of norms, selfishness
and context in social policy opinions. Journal of Socio-Economics, 26, 475-494.

Kinder, D. R., & Sanders, L. M. (1996). Divided by color: Racial politics and democratic
ideals. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Korpi, W. (1983). The democratic class struggle. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Korpi, W., & Palme, J. (1998). The paradox of redistribution and strategies of equality: Welfare

state institutions, inequality, and poverty in the Western countries. American Sociological
Review, 63, 661-687.

Larsen, C. A. (2005). The three worlds of deservingness. A comparative study of welfare regimes,
deservingness criteria, and public support for welfare policy. Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, Aalborg University, Denmark.

Larsen, C. A. (2006). The institutional logic of welfare attitudes: How welfare regimes influence
public support. Hampshire, UK: Ashgate.

Lindbeck, A., & Snower, D. (1988). The insider–outsider theory of unemployment. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Lipset, S. M. (1996). American exceptionalism. New York: Norton.
Luxembourg Income Study. (2005). LIS key figures. Available from Luxembourg Income

Study Web site, http://www.lisproject.org/
March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1984). The new institutionalism: Organizational factors in polit-

ical life. American Political Science Review, 78, 738-749.
March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1989). Rediscovering institutions. New York: Free Press.
Merrill, S., & Grofman, B. (1999). A unified theory of voting. Directional and proximity spatial

models. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Murray, C. (1984). Losing ground: American social policy, 1950-1980. New York: Basic

Books.
Nelson, T. E., Clawson, R. A., & Oxley, Z. M. (1997). Media framing of a civil liberties conflict

and its effect on tolerance. American Political Science Review, 91, 567-583.

Larsen / Welfare Attitudes 167

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 11, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://cps.sagepub.com/


Petterson, P. A. (1995). The welfare state: The security dimension. In O. Borre & E. Scarbourgh
(Eds.), The scope of government (pp. 198-234). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Pierson, P. (2001). Coping with permanent austerity: Welfare state restructuring in affluent
democracies. In P. Pierson (Eds.), The new politics of the welfare state (pp. 410-457).
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Quadagno, J. (1994). The color of welfare. How racism undermined the war on poverty.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Rothstein, B. (1998). Just institutions matter: The moral and political logic of the universal
welfare state. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Svallfors, S. (1997). Worlds of welfare and attitudes to redistribution: A comparison of eight
western nations. European Sociological Review, 13, 283-304.

Taylor-Gooby, P. (2005). Is the future American? Can Left politics preserve European welfare
states from erosion through growing “racial” diversity? Journal of Social Policy, 34(4),
661-673.

Van Oorschot, W. (2000). Who should get what, and why? On deservingness criteria and the
conditionality of solidarity among the public. Policy & Politics, 28, 33-48.

Van Oorschot, W., & Arts, W. (2005). The social capital of European welfare states: The
crowding out hypothesis revisited. Journal of European Social Policy, 15, 5-26.

Will, J. (1993). The dimensions of poverty: Public perceptions of the deserving poor. Social
Science Research, 22, 312-332.

Christian Albrekt Larsen is assistant professor at the Centre for Comparative Welfare Studies
at Aalborg University. He has published three books about welfare policy and marginalization
(2003), the politics of Danish welfare reforms (2004), and the connection between welfare
regimes and attitudes (2006). He has also published a number of international articles; the lat-
est, in Comparative Politics, is about welfare regimes and social capital.

168 Comparative Political Studies

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 11, 2016cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://cps.sagepub.com/


<<
  /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 false
  /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
    /ACaslon-Bold
    /ACaslon-BoldItalic
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeCorpID-Acrobat
    /AdobeCorpID-Adobe
    /AdobeCorpID-Bullet
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBl
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBlIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLtIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadPkg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-PScript
    /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
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-ItalicOsF
    /Aldus-Roman
    /Aldus-RomanSC
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanTypewriter-Bold
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldA
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Cond
    /AmericanTypewriter-CondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Light
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightA
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Medium
    /AmericanTypewriter-MediumA
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AuroraBT-BoldCondensed
    /AuroraBT-RomanCondensed
    /AuroraOpti-Condensed
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /Avenir-Black
    /Avenir-BlackOblique
    /Avenir-Book
    /Avenir-BookOblique
    /Avenir-Heavy
    /Avenir-HeavyOblique
    /Avenir-Light
    /Avenir-LightOblique
    /Avenir-Medium
    /Avenir-MediumOblique
    /Avenir-Oblique
    /Avenir-Roman
    /BaileySansITC-Bold
    /BaileySansITC-BoldItalic
    /BaileySansITC-Book
    /BaileySansITC-BookItalic
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /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
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Benguiat-Bold
    /Benguiat-BoldItalic
    /Benguiat-Book
    /Benguiat-BookItalic
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Benguiat-Medium
    /Benguiat-MediumItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BlockBE-Condensed
    /BlockBE-ExtraCn
    /BlockBE-ExtraCnIt
    /BlockBE-Heavy
    /BlockBE-Italic
    /BlockBE-Regular
    /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
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Caliban
    /CarminaBT-Bold
    /CarminaBT-BoldItalic
    /CarminaBT-Light
    /CarminaBT-LightItalic
    /CarminaBT-Medium
    /CarminaBT-MediumItalic
    /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
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /Century-HandtooledBold
    /Century-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /Century-Light
    /Century-LightItalic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldCond
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Roman
    /Century-Ultra
    /Century-UltraItalic
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalicHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBdIt
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /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
    /CMR10
    /CMR8
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY8
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /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
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Bold
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Roman
    /Della-RobbiaItalicBT
    /Della-RobbiaSCaps
    /Del-NormalSmallCaps
    /Delphin-IA
    /Delphin-IIA
    /Delta-Bold
    /Delta-BoldItalic
    /Delta-Book
    /Delta-BookItalic
    /Delta-Light
    /Delta-LightItalic
    /Delta-Medium
    /Delta-MediumItalic
    /Delta-Outline
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /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
    /ELANGO-IB-A03
    /ELANGO-IB-A75
    /ELANGO-IB-A99
    /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
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldCondensed
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-BoldOblique
    /Eurostile-Condensed
    /Eurostile-Demi
    /Eurostile-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EurostileLTStd-Demi
    /EurostileLTStd-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-Oblique
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /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
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Flood
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDAaOsF
    /FontanaNDAaOsF-Italic
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-Semibold
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-SemiboldIta
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Bold
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-BoldItalic
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Light
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /ForteMT
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FrankfurterHigD
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Heavy
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /Freeform721BT-Bold
    /Freeform721BT-BoldItalic
    /Freeform721BT-Italic
    /Freeform721BT-Roman
    /FreestyleScrD
    /FreestyleScript
    /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
    /GaramondBE-Bold
    /GaramondBE-BoldExpert
    /GaramondBE-BoldOsF
    /GaramondBE-CnExpert
    /GaramondBE-Condensed
    /GaramondBE-CondensedSC
    /GaramondBE-Italic
    /GaramondBE-ItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-Medium
    /GaramondBE-MediumCn
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalic
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumSC
    /GaramondBE-Regular
    /GaramondBE-RegularExpert
    /GaramondBE-RegularSC
    /GaramondBE-SwashItalic
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BoldItalic
    /Garamond-Book
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /Garamond-HandtooledBold
    /Garamond-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /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-Light
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-LightItalic
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Ligh
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-LighItal
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-BoldSC
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThree-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-SC
    /GaramondThreeSMSIISpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSitalicSpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /Garamond-Ultra
    /Garamond-UltraCondensed
    /Garamond-UltraCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-UltraItalic
    /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-BoldExtraCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-ExtraBoldDisplay
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-LightShadowed
    /GillSans-Shadowed
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Gothic-Thirteen
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /GoudyCatalogueBT-Regular
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-RegularCond
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Black
    /GoudySans-BlackItalic
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySans-Book
    /GoudySans-BookItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Black
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BlackItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Light
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /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-Light-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Thin
    /Helvetica-ExtraCompressed
    /Helvetica-Fraction
    /Helvetica-FractionBold
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman-SemiBold
    /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-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-Thin
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLightItal
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Helvetica-UltraCompressed
    /HelvExtCompressed
    /HelvLight
    /HelvUltCompressed
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist531BT-BlackA
    /Humanist531BT-BoldA
    /Humanist531BT-RomanA
    /Humanist531BT-UltraBlackA
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackCondB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanCondensedB
    /Humanist970BT-BoldC
    /Humanist970BT-RomanC
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Black
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Bold
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Italic
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Roman
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /Iglesia-Light
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Light
    /Imago-LightItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /ITCGaramondMM
    /ITCGaramondMM-It
    /JAKEOpti-Regular
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /JansonText-RomanSC
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /Juniper
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Demi
    /KabelITCbyBT-Medium
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Kaufmann
    /Kaufmann-Bold
    /KeplMM-Or2
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /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
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Linotext
    /Lithos-Black
    /LithosBold
    /Lithos-Bold
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaHandwritingItalic
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LucidaSansTypewriter
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Bd
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-BdObl
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Obl
    /LucidaTypewriter
    /LucidaTypewriter-Bold
    /LucidaTypewriter-BoldObl
    /LucidaTypewriter-Obl
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Machine
    /Machine-Bold
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /MatrixScriptBold
    /MatrixScriptBoldLin
    /MatrixScriptBook
    /MatrixScriptBookLin
    /MatrixScriptRegular
    /MatrixScriptRegularLin
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Bold
    /Meridien-BoldItalic
    /Meridien-Italic
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /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
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /MyriadMM
    /MyriadMM-It
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
    /NeuzeitS-BookHeavy
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Bold
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-BoldSC
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-ItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-SC
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothic
    /NewsGothic-Bold
    /NewsGothic-BoldOblique
    /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
    /NewsGothic-Oblique
    /New-Symbol
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Bold
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Book
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OceanSansMM
    /OceanSansMM-It
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OnyxMT
    /Optima
    /Optima-Bold
    /Optima-BoldItalic
    /Optima-BoldOblique
    /Optima-ExtraBlack
    /Optima-ExtraBlackItalic
    /Optima-Italic
    /Optima-Oblique
    /OSPIRE-Plain
    /OttaIA
    /Otta-wa
    /Ottawa-BoldA
    /OttawaPSMT
    /Oxford
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Parisian
    /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
    /Poetica-SuppLowercaseEndI
    /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
    /Raleigh
    /Raleigh-Bold
    /Raleigh-DemiBold
    /Raleigh-Medium
    /Revival565BT-Bold
    /Revival565BT-BoldItalic
    /Revival565BT-Italic
    /Revival565BT-Roman
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /RMTMI
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /RotisSansSerif
    /RotisSansSerif-Bold
    /RotisSansSerif-ExtraBold
    /RotisSansSerif-Italic
    /RotisSansSerif-Light
    /RotisSansSerif-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSans
    /RotisSemiSans-Bold
    /RotisSemiSans-ExtraBold
    /RotisSemiSans-Italic
    /RotisSemiSans-Light
    /RotisSemiSans-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSerif
    /RotisSemiSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif
    /RotisSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif-Italic
    /RunicMT-Condensed
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-Roman
    /SackersGothicLight
    /SackersGothicLightAlt
    /SackersItalianScript
    /SackersItalianScriptAlt
    /Sam
    /Sanvito-Light
    /SanvitoMM
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /Semitica
    /Semitica-Italic
    /SIVAMATH
    /Siva-Special
    /SMS-SPELA
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpecialAA
    /Special-Gali
    /Sp-Sym
    /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
    /Swiss921BT-RegularA
    /Symbol
    /Syntax-Black
    /Syntax-Bold
    /Syntax-Italic
    /Syntax-Roman
    /Syntax-UltraBlack
    /Tekton
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldA
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-NewRoman
    /Times-NewRomanBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-PhoneticAlternate
    /Times-PhoneticIPA
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSmallCaps
    /Times-Sc
    /Times-SCB
    /Times-special
    /TimesTenGreekP-Upright
    /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
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /Transitional551BT-MediumB
    /Transitional551BT-MediumItalicB
    /Univers
    /Universal-GreekwithMathPi
    /Universal-NewswithCommPi
    /Univers-BlackExt
    /Univers-BlackExtObl
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldExt
    /Univers-BoldExtObl
    /Univers-BoldOblique
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-Extended
    /Univers-ExtendedObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExt
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExtObl
    /Univers-Light
    /Univers-LightOblique
    /UniversLTStd-Black
    /UniversLTStd-BlackObl
    /Univers-Oblique
    /Utopia-Black
    /Utopia-BlackOsF
    /Utopia-Bold
    /Utopia-BoldItalic
    /Utopia-Italic
    /Utopia-Ornaments
    /Utopia-Regular
    /Utopia-Semibold
    /Utopia-SemiboldItalic
    /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
    /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

  /DetectCurves 0.100000
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings for creating PDF files for submission to The Sheridan Press. These settings configured for Acrobat v6.0 08/06/03.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


