S

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION

Sociology of Education

2014, Vol. 87(4) 223-240

© American Sociological Association 2014
DOI: 10.1177/00380407 14546756
http://soe.sagepub.com

®SAGE

Resisting Charters:

A Comparative Policy
Development Analysis of
Washington and Kentucky,
2002-2012

Joseph B. Johnston'

Abstract

Over the past two decades, most states have adopted laws enabling charter schools, as charter advocates
successfully presented charters as the solution to core problems in urban public education. Yet some
states with large urban centers, notably Washington and Kentucky, resisted this seemingly inexorable
trend for years. What explains their resistance! Furthermore, why did Washington—a state with a strong
teachers’ union and long-standing Democratic political control (resources for charter resistance identified
in prior research)—ultimately adopt charters in 2012 while Kentucky has not? | use comparative-historical
narrative analysis to trace differences in charter battles in the urban centers of the two states. | find that
supporters framed charters as the solution in both cases but varied in their ability to name public schools
as the problem in the first place. | identify the source of the discursive resources used by opponents of
charter schools in state-level “educational ecosystems”: the cultural and institutional legacies of a range
of state educational policies.
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INTRODUCTION

Charter school advocates have fundamentally
altered the institution of public education over
the past two decades. Supporters have utilized
the core American values of efficiency and equity
to make their case: Charters are necessary to
induce competition with bureaucratic public
schools, thereby offering enhanced opportunities
for disadvantaged students (Lubienski 2013).
These appeals have resonated with a diverse array
of policymakers and citizens, particularly in urban
areas. For instance, 42 states and the District of
Columbia have charter school laws (Center for
Education Reform 2014), and charters have been
a key part of the defining federal educational

policies of the past two presidential administra-
tions: No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2002
and Race to the Top (RTTT), starting in 2009.
To understand the factors driving the spread of
state charter school laws, scholars have developed
powerful diffusion frameworks (Mintrom 2000;
Renzulli and Roscigno 2005). In particular, these
models show charter proponents from neighboring
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“strong” charter law states spreading policy ideas,
thereby exerting pressure on other states to adopt
similar policies. While these frameworks help to
explain much about charter adoption, they are
incomplete.

For instance, diffusion models cannot explain
state cases of resistance to charter policy adoption.
In this article, I comparatively analyze the two
states without charter school laws, prior to 2012,
with the largest cities: Washington (Seattle) and
Kentucky (Louisville). Because school choice pro-
ponents have gained the most traction in large
urban areas (Carl 2011; Ryan 2010), all else being
equal, these cases should have been most likely of
the remaining states to adopt charter schools. How
then were actors in these two states successful in
combating charter school advocates?

Diffusion models point to strong teachers’
unions and Democratic political control as the
key sources of pushback against charter supporters
(Renzulli and Roscigno 2005). Focusing solely on
such factors, however, makes it difficult to under-
stand the charter adoption outcomes in my paired
comparison. Washington has one of the strongest
teachers’ unions in the country, combined with
long-standing Democratic control of the legisla-
ture and governorship (Winkler, Scull, and Zee-
handelaar 2012). Yet charters were adopted in
Washington in 2012 after a long battle. Con-
versely, Kentucky has a weaker teachers’ union
and has had mixed political control over the past
decade but has yet to adopt charter schools. Why
did Washington adopt charters in 2012 whereas
Kentucky continues to have no charter school law?

Diffusion frameworks do not analyze the pro-
cesses whereby actors discursively engage in pol-
icy battles, which ultimately shape adoption
(Irvine 2002). In the wake of 4 Nation at Risk,
scholarship has identified the national paradig-
matic assumption that public schools are
a “problem” in need of remedy (Hilgartner and
Bosk 1988; Mehta 2013; Stone 1989). Charter
advocates have furthered discursive frames to cou-
ple the “solution” of charter schools with this
diagnosed problem (Kingdon 2010). I argue that
while scholars have documented these general
national patterns, there has been little attention
to important variability across state contexts.

Through a decade-long comparative analysis of
the urban centers of Washington (Seattle) and
Kentucky (Louisville), I document how actors
refuted taken-for-granted national assumptions
about traditional public schools and wielded

alternative discourses to fight back against char-
ters. I then offer a framework for understanding
the source of the divergent frames, and sow these
insights usefully build on existing diffusion frame-
works, to better understand variability in policy
adoption.

IDEAS, POLITICS, AND EDUCA-
TIONAL POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Scholars have relatively recently begun to explore
the importance of ideas and policy discourse in
education policy development (Binder 2000,
2002; Davies 1999, 2002; Irvine 2002; Mehta
2013; Paris 2010; Stevens 2001; Tyack and Cuban
1995; Zimmerman 2002). This work counters
a long-standing lack of attention on the part of
sociologists to education policy development and
politics (Walters 2011) and at the same time con-
tributes to work in political and cultural sociology
on the role of ideas in other policy domains
(Brown 2013; Skrentny 2006; Steensland 2008).
Below, I outline the state of this scholarship and
detail three ways that my analysis of state resis-
tance of charter schools furthers our understanding
of the role of ideas in educational policy
development.

How Ideas Matter. Prior scholarship shows
that discursive resources are important for mar-
ginal challenger groups in educational debates
(Binder 2002; Davies 1999; Stevens 2001). For
instance, Davies (1999) demonstrates how reli-
gious groups, with few resources, co-opted popu-
lar frames of multiculturalism and choice to gar-
ner state funding. This is a central insight from
social movement research—challengers with few
material or political resources utilize discursive
claims to mobilize support and appeal to elites
(Benford and Snow 2000).

Conversely, it is much more of an open ques-
tion as to whether, or how much, ideas matter
for actors and groups in positions of power within
educational battles. Mehta’s (2013) analysis of the
growth of accountability in U.S. education is an
important exception. He shows how a paradigmatic
idea, in the form of a century-long move toward
educational accountability and standards, shaped
the actions of policy elites. Thus, he demonstrates
how nationally popular ideas can both orient back-
ground cognitive assumptions and influence the
kinds of foreground discursive claims elites use
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in educational debates (Campbell 1998). Mehta’s
work builds on analyses of other policy arenas,
like welfare and affirmative action, that detail
how culture shapes the political interests of federal
policymakers (Skrentny 2006; Steensland 2006).

We need to know much more about how actors
in positions of power are both constrained by ideas
and utilize cultural resources in educational policy
debates. 1 add to this literature by investigating
how ideas matter for actors in the important policy
domain of state-level battles over charter schools.
I document how state-level policymakers utilized
discursive resources to forestall charter proponents
wielding nationally popular ideas.

The Source of Policy Ideas. Attempts to
understand how ideas matter for actors beg the
question of where divergent ideas come from in
the first place. Scholars have predominantly
focused on one source of ideas used in educational
policy battles: the national political culture within
which actors operate.

Stevens (2001), for instance, shows how home-
schooling movement organizers drew attention to
the uniqueness of all children and the inability of
intrusive bureaucratic public schools to attend to
their needs. Because the frames used by home-
schooling actors were based in appealing, abstract
American values, they resonated with a broad
audience and helped spur the homeschooling
movement. Irvine’s (2002) analysis demonstrates
that impassioned local actors’ discourse around
sexual education emanated from the tremendous
rise in power of the religious right since the
1960s. The Christian right’s power, she argues,
grew as national actors focused attention on sexua-
lity—long an issue more conducive to arguing
against, rather than for, in the United States.
Drawing from a salient issue in the U.S. political
culture helped fuel the rise of the religious right
nationally, which in turn shaped the discourse uti-
lized by actors in local-level sex education battles.

Charter school proponents used efficiency and
equity frames based in core aspects of U.S. polit-
ical culture—where did their opponents’ discur-
sive resources come from? Prior work does not
provide an explanation for the source of state-level
ideas that diverged from nationally popular reform
movements. The core contribution I make in this
article is to present a conceptual framework for
an additional source of ideas in education battles.
I argue that the discursive resources charter oppo-
nents utilized were based in unique state

institutional configurations I term “educational
ecosystems.” Distinct from the abstract national
political culture, I point to how actors used frames
deployed in prior state-level battles and how the
combination of a range of state-level policies
formed educational ecosystems that made addi-
tional kinds of cultural resources available. Educa-
tional ecosystems were formed through the devel-
opment and legacies of at least four interrelated
educational policies: educational finance reform,
accountability, desegregation, and the social geog-
raphy of school-district boundaries.

Educational finance rulings open possibilities
for legislators to enact changes to shrink the fund-
ing disparities between districts and provide better
education for disadvantaged students (Paris 2010).
State accountability testing policies signal dedica-
tion to quality practices, particularly since the pub-
lication of A Nation at Risk (Mehta 2013).
Lengthy federal desegregation orders can reshape
district boundaries and institutionalize practices
that integrate schools, which can become politi-
cally popular (Orfield and Frankenberg 2013).
The geographic composition of school districts
shapes the relative heterogeneity of families
within schools, key to the reputation of districts
(Wells et al. 2009).

In combination, the legacies of these distinct
policies shape the existing discursive repertoires
from which state actors draw to name problems
with the state’s schools and to frame solutions.
My work advances our understanding of how pol-
icy legacies shape discursive resources in two
ways. First, I demonstrate that the connection
between past policies and the policy in question is
institutional as well as cultural. Differences in mul-
tiple earlier education policy battles resulted in
unique state educational ecosystems during the
time charter school battles were fought. The discur-
sive resources actors used to turn back charter
school initiatives emerged from the institutional
arrangements that were created from a range of
prior educational policy decisions as well as
directly from the frames deployed by actors in prior
policy battles. Prior research has focused on educa-
tional actors’ use of cultural resources, especially
popular frames, made available from past policy
battles (e.g., Davies 1999). My research identifies
a new way prior educational policy battles shaped
the charter school debate: The institutional legacies
of a range of prior state-level policies made possi-
ble new discursive resources that actors utilized to
turn back charter school appeals.
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Second, I show that a much wider constellation
of education policies has a consequential influence
on school reform battles than scholars have com-
monly noted as core to their explanatory frame-
works (Binder 2002; Davies 1999; Mehta 2013;
Stevens 2001; for a notable exception, see Ryan
1999). 1 show, for example, that the legacies of
policies seemingly unrelated to charter schools,
such as school desegregation and school finance
reform, matter for the outcome of charter school
debates.

The Constitutive Influence of Ideas. By
highlighting the origin of ideas in state histori-
cal-institutional factors, I borrow the concept of
“discursive institutionalism” from political sociol-
ogy (Beland 2005; Schmidt 2010) and bring it into
the analysis of education policy development. The
central insight of this work is that rather than cul-
ture being a separate force (Elkins and Simeon
1979), culture is constitutive with other political
and institutional dynamics in determining policy
outcomes (Anderson 2008). For example, as prior
diffusion frameworks demonstrate, the political
factors of Democratic control and teachers’ union
strength  influence charter policy adoption
(Renzulli and Roscigno 2005). Identification of
ideational factors does not dismiss political fac-
tors. On the contrary, political actors utilize cul-
tural resources in charter debates. At the same
time, cultural factors cognitively shape actors’
assumptions about a state’s educational system.
Thus, ideational factors, together with particular
state-level institutional and political factors, com-
bine to explain the processes leading to variability
in policy adoption.

The discursive institutionalism analytic frame-
work I utilize can nicely supplement existing dif-
fusion models to help us better understand varia-
tion in policy passage across states. This is
particularly useful in examining education policy
because national reform proposals continue to
clash with unique state educational ecosystems
(Cross 2010; Manna 2011). More dedicated atten-
tion to how political actors navigate unique educa-
tional ecosystems is vital to better understanding
policy adoption variability.

Why is it important to investigate two strag-
gling states in the march toward charter schools’
seeming inevitability? Washington adopted char-
ters in 2012, and Kentucky could adopt charter
schools in the coming years. Charter bills have
been advanced in Kentucky but were turned

back in the 2013 and 2014 legislative sessions.
My analysis is important because in-depth com-
parative studies of negative cases are an especially
fruitful area for conceptual development (Ragin
1997). Washington and Kentucky did not adopt
a nationally popular reform nearly a quarter cen-
tury after charters were first adopted and years
after almost every other state adopted charters.
By understanding how this happened, I provide
new insights into the role of ideas in educational
reform battles.

Overall, the contributions I make (1) detail
how ideas are utilized in charter school battles;
(2) conceptually and empirically demonstrate
a key source of ideas, located in state-level educa-
tional ecosystems; and (3) supplement existing
diffusion explanations by adapting the concept of
discursive institutionalism to educational policy
development.

METHODS

I use comparative-historical narrative analysis to
trace the contrasting processes of charter policy
adoption between the two cases (Mahoney 1999,
2004). I analyze a variety of textual data sources
(newspaper articles, gubernatorial and mayoral
speeches, documents and websites of reform
groups, education-related court cases, and major
state education legislation) to document the dis-
course surrounding charter schools and public
education. I focus on nearly 1,400 newspaper
articles discussing charter schools in particular,
and school choice more generally, in the major
newspaper in the urban hub of each state: the Seat-
tle Times and Louisville’s Courier-Journal. 1 ana-
lyze large urban areas because school choice advo-
cates routinely target cities as necessary places for
reform (Carl 2011; Ryan 2010). The outcomes of
battles over charters in central cities are key to
state-level adoption of school choice reforms.
Newspaper coverage reflects “what elites are
thinking and doing” and, more specifically, how
actors frame their argumentation, which affects
citizens’ viewpoints (DiMaggio, Nag, and Blei
2013:573). Media coverage is less privy to
insiders’ background conversations, but it does
nicely capture the dominant policy discourse. I
use newspaper coverage to gather a running record
of the key events surrounding the debate over
charter schools and how actors viewed charter
and public schools in the two states. I use
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gubernatorial and mayoral speeches to more fully
trace the way elected leaders talked about public
and charter schools over time and how they char-
acterized state education legislation. I analyze the
framing of problems with schools and proposed
policy solutions put forth by reform groups active
in the charter school debates in each state. I inves-
tigate important education court cases and legisla-
tion to understand how policy outcomes may have
shaped the battle over charter schools. I analyze
the period from 2002 to 2012 to understand how
the two states resisted charter schools after (1)
the overwhelming majority of states had already
adopted charter school legislation and (2) charter
schools were adopted in key federal education pol-
icies (NCLB and RTTT).

I conducted my analysis at four levels. For
each article and speech, I did a qualitative discur-
sive analysis focusing on themes, frames, and
characterizations of problems and solutions based
on the master frames for education (choice, qual-
ity, efficiency, and equity) found in extant exem-
plars of comparative education policies across
states (Marshall, Mitchell, and Wirt 1989). I ana-
lyzed each paragraph within the documents to
detail which master frames actors used. I also
noted the relative support actors demonstrated
for charters or the existing public schools. Second,
I listed key factual details and then separately
noted accompanying analytic questions and com-
ments about the facts. In doing this, I compiled
a lengthy chronological list of details of the policy
battles in the two states. Third, I generated
detailed timelines and lists of policy actors for
each state. Here, I reduced the lengthy chronolog-
ical lists from each state into the most essential
clements of the debates and categorized actors
by their level of support for charters. Finally, after
each analysis session I wrote detailed analytic
memos to refine my explanatory framework.

Throughout the analysis, I focused most
intently on elected and appointed leaders, particu-
larly their direct statements. I also paid careful
attention to recurring outside groups and actors,
in addition to newspaper editorials and endorse-
ments; | paid less attention to citizen opinion let-
ters. I gave “thick” periods of analysis, where
charters were heavily debated and legislation
was advanced, the most analytic weight. Through-
out the decade, there were actors on both sides of
the charter debate in each state. Within this vari-
ability, I paid close attention to the overall preva-
lence of different discursive frames and the range

of actors that enacted the discourse. For instance,
in the early years of my analysis of Kentucky,
a free-market think tank called the Bluegrass Insti-
tute sounded key problems about public schools
and trumpeted charters as a necessary alternative.
Yet no other key actors shared these operating
assumptions, and various actors dismissed the
credibility of the Bluegrass Institute. I thus con-
cluded that the group’s discourse was marginal
to the central discursive patterns in Kentucky.

ANALYSIS
Historical Background of Washington

In 1978, Seattle became the first major U.S. city to
voluntarily begin desegregation busing. While
various kinds of integration efforts continued until
the early 2000s, Seattle was never under a court-
mandated desegregation plan. King County con-
tains 19 additional school districts surrounding
the urban district of Seattle Public Schools
(SPS). In 1976, state courts ruled in favor of
SPS, which sued the state for failing to properly
fund the public schools. The legislature responded
by passing the Basic Education Act in 1977, estab-
lishing a minimum level of state funding for all
schools. Yet state funding waned in the decades
since, with Washington consistently ranking
poorly nationally. Finally, Washington began
assessing student learning through statewide test-
ing in the late 1990s.

Wiashington’s Long Battle Ends in
Adoption

From 2002 through 2004, charter advocates sig-
naled key problems with the quality of Seattle’s
public schools, particularly for disadvantaged stu-
dents. For instance, during an SPS board meeting
to discuss charters, Urban League of Metropolitan
Seattle president James Kelly argued, “This [year]
is the 50th anniversary of Brown vs. Board of Edu-
cation. We still have a school system that is
divided and savagely unequal.”' The Gates Foun-
dation funded a 2003 report highlighting poor
graduation rates in Washington.”> The Seattle
Times editors and columnists regularly portrayed
key problems in SPS.?

Charter proponents argued for legislation to
offer choices for students in the bureaucratic pub-
lic system. In the 2003 and 2004 legislative
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sessions, Senate Education Committee chair Steve
Johnson (R) sponsored charter bills. In particular,
he was interested in how charters could make the
system more efficient: “We know what competi-
tion does to most of us. It sharpens what we do.
Empowering parents with the authority to choose
schools prompts all schools to improve.”* A coali-
tion of Democrats backed the charter efforts,
including House Education Committee chair
Dave Quall who summed up his support by saying,
“historically, the Democratic Party has always
supported causes that support people of color.
I’'m doing what I’ve always done. I’'m a supporter
of the underdog.” Charter school efforts were
voted down by the legislature in 2003, but a March
2004 bill narrowly passed that allowed for the cre-
ation of 45 schools over the next six years. Outgo-
ing Democratic governor Gary Locke pledged he
would sign the bill “reserved” for schools to
mainly serve disadvantaged children.®

Charter detractors met the legislation with
fierce resistance before and after passage. The
Seattle school board passed a heated resolution
against any charter legislation.” In an op-ed
responding to the charter legislation, board presi-
dent Mary Bass argued that charters were
a “dangerous, unproven experiment that will
threaten the progress that Seattle and other dis-
tricts have made toward . . . innovation, student
diversity, school autonomy, and academic
excellence.”® Charter opponents argued that alter-
native policies were necessary to continue to
improve SPS. For instance, Washington Education
Association (WEA) president Charles Haase
harshly critiqued charters in a 2004 op-ed:
“They represent a dangerous distraction from the
real threat to continued school improvement in
our state: inadequate, unstable funding.”®

Charter advocates panned the actions of the
Seattle school board and their supporters. For
instance, a Seattle Times editorial dismissed the
board’s “rookie mistake” resolution against char-
ters: “The knee-jerk position is an affront to legis-
lators and educators who have studied the issue for
years and are crafting bipartisan legislation that
aims to benefit some of the state’s most disadvan-
taged students.”'® The Center for Reinventing
Public Education at the University of Washington
also came down hard on the district’s board. Asso-
ciate director Robin Lake argued that “if nothing
changes, the district will continue, by virtue of
inflexibility and neglect, to drive away new school
possibilities for low-income children. If not

charter public schools, what is the board’s solu-
tion? Families making choices today are
waiting.”!!

Anticharter actors were undeterred. WEA’s
76,000 members voted overwhelmingly to file
a referendum against the charter legislation.'
Over a few short months, WEA formed a coalition
called “Protect Our Public Schools” and collected
more than 100,000 signatures to place Referen-
dum 55 on the ballot in November 2004."* The
incoming gubernatorial Democratic candidate
Christine Gregoire campaigned against the charter
legislation. Key Democratic lawmakers, including
former Senate education chair Rosemary McAu-
liffe, also fought against charters, pointing partic-
ular attention to the prior referendum failures of
charters in 1996 and 2000."

Leading up to the November ballot, this coali-
tion of charter opponents was outspent by a group
of prominent donors. Bill Gates, Don Fisher, Jeff
Bezos, John Walton, and other noteworthy names
contributed to the nearly $4 million raised by char-
ter supporters. Charter opponents, in contrast,
raised just over $1 million."® Yet in November,
voters overturned the charter legislation by
a wide margin through Referendum 55, voting
down charters for a third time in nine years.'®

What explains charter opponents’ success in
2004? Powerful individuals and groups backed
the already-passed charter legislation and high-
lighted key problems with SPS, yet charter detrac-
tors were still able to succeed. I point attention to
charter opponents’ ability to wield credible alter-
native solutions in 2004, in the form of (1) already
passed but unfunded initiatives, (2) current district
polices, and (3) new funding proposals that fell by
the wayside by 2012.

In November 2000, voters passed two ballot
initiatives to increase funding for schools to (1)
decrease class sizes in public schools (Initiative
728) and (2) increase teacher salaries (Initiative
732).'7 Yet the legislature never acted upon the
initiatives, due in part to unanticipated budget def-
icits. An SPS board member, along with a local
superintendent, published an op-ed summing up
their position:

We know that smaller class size, a well-
qualified educator in every classroom and
effective instructional practices provide
quality results. . . . Voters know this, too.
That is why voters approved two initiatives
to fund these very things in Washington’s
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public schools. Instead of fully funding the
education initiatives passed by the voters,
the Legislature passed a charter-school bill
that takes money away from our public
schools.'®

In early 2004, the League of Education Voters
(LEV) introduced Referendum 884 to raise state
sales tax by 1 percent to increase education fund-
ing. This proposal was backed by Governor Gary
Locke as a core part of his desired legacy. While
Locke supported the 2004 charter school legisla-
tion, he also pushed for increased funding for pub-
lic schools. For instance, in his 2004 State of the
State address, Locke said,

Building a world-class education system
requires funding. The investment required
to take our education system to the world-
class level is significant but absolutely nec-
essary. The funding source must be dedi-
cated, permanent and stable. That’s why
I’ve challenged the education community
to develop the Washington Education Trust
Fund. And that’s why I will champion this
effort. It’s time for our state to properly
fund education."

Finally, SPS had a long-standing tradition of school
choice within the district. In the early 2000s, Seattle
continued to have a popular school choice plan and
used it to integrate schools. For instance, board
president Mary Bass argued that SPS remained
“committed to policies that will foster diversity
throughout our system . . . designed to voluntarily
draw a diverse student body into a school commu-
nity, rather than forcing students together through
mandatory busing or leaving them isolated within
homogeneous neighborhoods.”*

Detractors of charter schools effectively pre-
sented alternative solutions to problems within
SPS based on already passed, but unfunded, legis-
lation; ongoing district policies; and a current ini-
tiative backed by the governor.’' Actors argued
that SPS offered important choices that allowed
disadvantaged children schooling options, and
they were committed to improving the quality of
schools through greater funding.

While charter detractors were victorious with
passage of Referendum 55 in November 2004,
each of their alternative solutions was turned
back. Voters rejected Referendum 884 in Novem-
ber 2004, and the legislature never fully funded

the 2000 initiatives. As I will show, SPS’s popular
school choice plan was greatly diminished in the
coming years.

Declining Trust in SPS. Following the 2004
referendum against charter legislation, another
legislative charter proposal did not arise for sev-
eral years. However, charter supporters took
advantage of two key events highlighting the dete-
riorating quality of SPS between 2005 and 2008:
(1) school closures and choice plan reductions in
SPS and (2) a 2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision
removing SPS’s authority to use students’ race in
school assignment decisions.

SPS faced a projected $20 million budget
shortfall for the 2006 to 2007 school year.”> Wash-
ington ranked 42nd in the country in per-pupil
spending, and Seattle Times reporters pointed to
the inefficient management of SPS in recent
years.”> SPS superintendent Raj Manhas and the
school board began to formulate a two-part plan
to deal with the deficit: closing schools and can-
celing, or greatly reducing, the district’s school
choice plan. Seattle had not closed a school since
1989, but seven closed in 2006 with more pro-
posed closings coming in 2008.%* These closings
were met with protests by parents and teachers
outside multiple schools.?®

Citizen concerns about school closures merged
with additional worries about limitations to the
long-standing choice program.?® Parents of stu-
dents attending special programs were particularly
vocal. One such alternative program, Garfield
High School, educated 400 gifted students bused
from around the district. Parents fiercely resisted
Manhas’s proposed reassignment of these students
to their respective neighborhood schools.?” While
the Garfield High School proposal was shelved,
other reductions to the choice plan were ultimately
implemented. These restrictions in choice contrib-
uted to the overall dip in perceived quality for the
district noted throughout the Seattle Times cover-
age. For instance, a columnist wrote,

I left this week’s standing-room-only meet-
ing feeling dispirited. My daughter enters
Seattle public schools next fall. I am a prod-
uct of the public system. I believe strongly
in its ideal—that all kids deserve a shot at
a great education. But like thousands of
parents in this city, I'm lucky to have the
means to send my daughter somewhere
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else if I have to. I have a choice. The late
superintendent John Stanford used to say
that the city’s schools can’t afford to lose
the people who have a choice. Now it feels
like they’re saying they can’t afford to keep
us. ™

On June 28, 2007, in Parents Involved v. Seat-
tle, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that student race
could no longer be used as a factor in assigning
students to schools. In the early 2000s, SPS’s inte-
gration policy gave priority to students who would
improve the racial profile of a school.?’ These
integration efforts were challenged by the group
Parents Involved in Community Schools, who
argued that children were being denied access to
public schools. Kathleen Brose, president of the
group, wrote following the U.S. Supreme Court
decision,

We told the School District in 2000 that the
use of the race of a student to decide to
assign our ninth-graders to a high school
was illegal, unconstitutional, immoral and
just plain wrong. Our children were denied
entrance to certain high schools because of
their skin color, and both nonwhite and
white children were affected by this racist
policy. . . . The case started in Seattle and
now has impacted every school district in
the nation.*

Following the initiation of the lawsuit, SPS drop-
ped the use of racial assignment, pending the law-
suit’s result. The Supreme Court decision in 2007
ensured that racial integration would no longer be
part of district policy.

School closures, reduction in the choice plan,
and removal of integration efforts all weakened
SPS’s supporters. Charter supporters, in contrast,
began to rally support, particularly in light of the
developments in SPS. For instance, a research fel-
low at Stanford’s Hoover Institute wrote an op-ed
following the court decision, arguing that SPS
must put diversity concerns on the “back burner”
in favor of charter schools, which are “simply put
. . . the best hope for narrowing urban achievement
gaps.” ! Bill Gates also seized the opportunity:

Washington is one of the most inhospitable
states in the country for educators who want
to give new ideas a chance. Our foundation
works with an innovative group called

KIPP—the Knowledge Is Power Program.
. . . KIPP would like to work in Washington
state, but it can’t. Unlike 40 other states in
the country, Washington does not allow
charter schools—so the government can’t
give KIPP permission to run its model
here. . . . If we have the will, we can make
Washington a world leader in education
and economic growth for the 21st century.*?

Charter Advocates Finally Succeed. From
2009 to 2012, charter proponents took advantage
of three developments that contributed to their
eventual success in adopting charters in Novem-
ber 2012. First, the Obama administration
announced the RTTT competitive initiative. Sec-
ond, multiple events occurred in SPS that signaled
the declining quality of the district. Third, in Jan-
uary 2012, the Washington State Supreme Court
ruled the legislature was underfunding the public
schools and thus was in direct violation of the
state constitution.

RTTT gave states the opportunity to apply for
billions of dollars through a competitive federal
grant program based on a number of criteria,
including the adoption and expansion of charter
schools.*> All the finalists in each round of
RTTT allowed charters, with the exception of
Kentucky. In President Obama’s first education
speech in March 2009, he noted that any limits
on charter schools were not “good for our chil-
dren, our economy, or our country.”**

Washington had no success in the RTTT pro-
gram; it was one of nine states not to submit an
application in the first round, with Governor
Christine Gregoire acknowledging the state would
likely not be competitive.*> Key RTTT criteria,
including enhanced teacher evaluations and merit
pay, had long been opposed by Washington Dem-
ocrats and the teachers’ union. Additionally, legis-
lation was passed in 2009 to scale back testing
requirements for high school graduation, a move
fundamentally opposed to the criteria in RTTT.>
Washington applied in the second round of
RTTT in 2010, but it was not named a finalist.
Charter advocates expected the results. A Seattle
Times columnist called them “unsurprising.””’
The executive director of LEV noted, “we started
behind, and we offered less.”*® Legislators attemp-
ted to move forward with various kinds of educa-
tional changes, but these efforts were not enough
to ultimately garner RTTT funding.*
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At the same time, several events helped to fur-
ther portray SPS as lacking in quality. First, 165 of
Seattle’s newest teachers were laid off based on
union seniority rules. This led a group of irate citi-
zens to file a petition about the state of SPS, which
included comments like,

Wake up and see how union refusal to con-
sider merit is damaging the profession and
our kids. . .. We are extremely frustrated
about policies that make little sense that
are eroding the quality of the schools. . . .
Teacher unions are an anachronism . . . an
insult to our intelligence as parents.*’

Second, SPS adopted a new student assignment
plan whereby students’ home locations would
determine where they went to school, further
reducing choice options and increasing the homo-
geneity of students within schools.*! Third, SPS
superintendent Maria Goodloe-Johnson was fired
in March 2011 over a financial scandal.*

Finally, in McCleary v. Washington, the Wash-
ington Supreme Court ruled in January 2012 that
the state was in violation of constitutionally guar-
anteed minimum school funding. This was a long-
sought victory for WEA and others who had
pushed for increased funding for years.* The
McCleary ruling gave the legislature six years to
develop changes; however, it came at the begin-
ning of a statewide election year, and no substan-
tive progress was made during 2012 to respond to
the ruling. Even so, McCleary pushed education to
the forefront of the gubernatorial debates and
opened a policy window for charter advocates to
once again argue for the need for charters.

One week after the McCleary ruling, a group of
Democratic and Republican lawmakers introduced
a charter school bill. Cosponsors of the bill, Steve
Litzow (R) and Eric Pettigrew (D), made their
case in an op-ed:

The state Supreme Court recently answered
a question . . . by ruling that state govern-
ment isn’t doing enough to fund basic educa-
tion. . . . So let’s ask another question that
acknowledges the realities of our state’s sit-
uation: Without breaking the bank, can the
Legislature do anything during its 60-day
session to move toward the world-class K-
12 system our state needs while taking a giant
stride to close the “opportunity gap” and
offer hope to parents and children who feel

trapped by low-performing schools? . ..
These public charters would be free, optional
and open to any student in Washington. . . .
The ultimate answer to the McCleary deci-
sion is to fund education first. In the mean-
time these . . . proposals would complement,
not conflict with, the reforms . . . cited by
the justices.**

Other charter supporters rallied support for the
cause. Robin Lake of the Center on Reinventing
Public Education testified in a House panel, “After
20 years, I think charter schools have a proven
track record.”® Arguing for the immediate need
for charter schools, Pettigrew described his child-
hood growing up in a poor area of Los Angeles
with a single mother: “I think there are a lot
more Eric Pettigrews we are leaving on the table
every day.”*

Charter detractors, like WEA president Mary
Lindquist, countered that the charter proposal
was “a distraction from the real debate and not
a full-funding solution.”” Governor Gregoire
vowed to veto any charter school bill.*® Senate
education chair McAuliffe refused to call a vote
on the charter school legislation, ultimately killing
the bill.*

Unlike in 2004, when charter legislation was
passed and then overturned via ballot referendum,
the opposite scenario played out in 2012. A coali-
tion of groups and powerful actors gathered
350,000 signatures, placing Referendum 1240 on
the November ballot.”® This coalition included
LEV, which had opposed charters in 2004. LEV
cofounder Lisa McFarlane explained that Presi-
dent Obama’s education platform made her
rethink her position. She wished “more kids could
have [the option of charters]. The resistance feels
silly.”*" This position was echoed by top Demo-
cratic donors™ and highlighted in the Seattle
Times endorsement of the Republican candidate
for governor Rob McKenna.*

Prominent procharter donors spent heavily on
Initiative 1240, with Bill Gates, Alice Walton,
and others amassing nearly $11 million.>* As in
2004, anticharter actors were heavily outspent.
SPS, WEA, and other labor groups fought back
against charters, noting how they distracted from
the McCleary decision.”> Even though SPS’s
math and English test scores were above the state
average (Office of Superintendent of Public
Instruction of Washington 2012), Initiative 1240
passed by a narrow margin, allowing charter
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schools in the state.’® A Seattle Times editorial
captured the sentiment of key charter supporters
leading up to the vote:

Washington state is failing too many of'its 1
million public-school children. . . . Debate
about K-12 education after the McCleary
decision focuses too narrowly on money.
Figuring out how public schools can serve
students more effectively is just as central
to the education-reform conversation. . . .
Washington has had some success boosting
academic performance, but not enough to
stem the widening gap between education
opportunities for white students and those
for minority and low-income students. . . .
To cure that omission, voters should
approve Initiative 1240.

Historical Background of Kentucky

Louisville was under a federal desegregation order
from 1974 to 2000. Prior to the desegregation
order, multiple different public school systems
operated in the county surrounding Louisville.
Following the order, one countywide metropolitan
district, Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS),
was formed.*® After a 1989 state court school-
finance decision, the legislature enacted the Ken-
tucky Educational Reform Act (KERA). This leg-
islation made core changes to state funding of
schools, prompting continued funding increases
over the next decade (Hunter 1999). KERA also
established an advanced state testing accountabil-
ity system more than a decade before NCLB.

Kentucky’s Continued Resistance

While procharter advocates effectively framed
Seattle’s schools as failing from the outset, actors
in Louisville rejected attempts by charter advo-
cates to characterize JCPS in negative terms. Prior
to RTTT, nearly all the prominent education actors
in Kentucky expressed confidence in the state’s
schools generally and JCPS specifically.

For instance, Kentucky’s Commonwealth
Accountability Testing System (CATS) was ranked
near the top of the nation for multiple years by Edu-
cation Week in the mid-2000s.”® CATS began after
the passage of KERA in 1990, which elected lead-
ers continued to point to as a sterling accomplish-
ment. For instance, Governor Paul Patton’s (D)
2003 State of the State address proclaimed,

I’ve said it before and I’ll say it again, the
Kentucky Education Reform Act is the
greatest display of statesmanship and confi-
dence in the people of Kentucky that I've
seen in my lifetime. . . . By every gauge
available, Kentucky schools are better,
much better, than they were; and they’re
getting better every day. . .. Our students
are now performing above the national
average in math, science, and language
arts; who would have ever thought that
that turn-around could happen here in Ken-
tucky, the state that twelve years ago could
only say “thank God for Mississippi.”®

During the same period in which SPS was closing
schools, the JCPS board was approving plans to
build new schools.®' This was part of long-term
growth in student enrollment, and the district
neared 100,000 students by 2008.°> Courier-
Journal editorials routinely portrayed JCPS as
a quality school district that was particularly atten-
tive to disadvantaged students. For instance, in
response to NCLB test results identifying numer-
ous schools within the district as needing improve-
ment, editorials panned the NCLB results as infe-
rior to the CATS results and an inaccurate
reflection of the quality of the public schools:

This state has adopted higher than average
(and higher than required) academic stand-
ards, which are now hurting instead of help-
ing its schools’ reputation. . . . These prob-
lems especially penalize an urban district
like ours in Louisville. The Jefferson County
schools are widely recognized as doing one of
the best jobs in the nation in meeting the chal-
lenges of urban education. Years of state and
national tests document steady gains. . . . The
No Child Left Behind solutions don’t fit Jef-
ferson County any better than the ratings. The
supposed remedy for schools that fall short is
to allow their students to transfer elsewhere.
But Jefferson County already has an elaborate
school choice system. ... None of its stu-
dents fit the conservative rhetoric of being
“trapped in a failing school.” They are all
there by choice.”

Throughout the 2000s, the Bluegrass Institute,
a free-market think tank, promoted charter schools
and deployed frames that substantively differed
from the operating assumptions of state actors
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regarding the quality of Kentucky’s public
schools. The institute, along with some local pas-
tors, argued that JCPS was a deteriorating school
district and was turning its back on disadvantaged
minority children.%* They proposed charters as
a necessary alternative to a school system in which
students were being completely “left out” of the
process.”® The Bluegrass Institute’s director Jim
Waters argued,

Permitting charter schools allowed to oper-
ate free of the stranglehold of teachers
unions and other defenders of educational
failure offers a reasonable way of addressing
these deficiencies while allowing poor and
minority students the same educational
opportunities as those from families with
bigger paychecks. Fifty years ago, our nation
had soldiers standing in the doorways of
public schools to ensure that little black
boys and girls could learn alongside little
white boys and girls. Now, school bureau-
crats, politicians and editorial boards stand
in the doorways of failing schools, seem-
ingly determined to keep children especially
black girls and boys trapped in Kentucky’s
deteriorating education system.*

Starting in 2005, the Bluegrass Institute
attempted to gather 100,000 signatures to push
the legislature toward charter schools. Yet by
2007 they had only gathered “a couple thousand”
signatures.®”” No lawmaker sponsored a charter
school bill until 2009. The Republican governor
Emie Fletcher did not mention charter schools
once in any of his State of the State addresses
from 2004 to 2007. The institute’s position on
the public schools and their proposals were
roundly dismissed. For instance, Terry Hibpsh-
man, a database analyst for the Kentucky Educa-
tion Professional Standards Board, responded to
a Bluegrass report saying, “I have a lot of respect
for the institute. I’'m very conservative, personally,
and I share a lot of their politics. But I thought
their study was flawed to the point of being mis-
leading.”®® The president of the Jefferson County
teachers’ union, Brent McKim, said, “[The Blue-
grass Institute has] no credible academic or educa-
tional background to warrant discussion.”® Edito-
rials by the Courier-Journal written in response to
the Bluegrass Institute excoriated the prospect of
charters, with titles like “Charters Fall Short,””
“The Missing Facts,”’! and “Charter Schools’

Mirage.”” A 2005 editorial explained, “The insti-
tute consistently uses skewed, selective and dis-
torted data to push its free-market political agenda
and to deny the extensive evidence of Kentucky’s
education progress.””

JCPS’s managed choice plan. Throughout the
2000s, JCPS operated a countywide “managed
choice” assignment plan whereby families were
offered a variety of school options and student
racial characteristics were used to integrate
schools. As in SPS, a group of parents filed a law-
suit against the district claiming their children
were being discriminated against because of their
race.”® But unlike SPS, JCPS left their district pol-
icy in place up until the 2007 U.S. Supreme Court
decision.

Following the ruling, key JCPS actors fought to
continue something similar to their previous plan
in the short term, while developing and then
implementing new plans for integrating schools
in the following years. Testimony from the Civil
Rights Project’s director Gary Orfield early in
the trial proceedings argued that if the policy
was suspended “people would lose all sense that
the schools were reasonably equivalent.””> JCPS
board member Linda Duncan noted that “this
community does value and know the importance
of their kids coming together to learn.”’® Jefferson
County PTA president Paul Wolf argued, “Our
neighborhoods are not integrated. Until they are
... the school systems should be integrated.””’
JCPS superintendent Sheldon Berman stated,
“This community really values an integrated
school system. It is a core value within Jefferson
County. We will find some creative ways to con-
tinue to model that.””

Some parents fought back against JCPS’s
intended plan, filing lawsuits specifically citing
the lengthy bus ride times their children were
enduring.”” Yet these lawsuits were ultimately
turned back by state courts. Berman and his staff,
buoyed by support from Louisville mayor Jerry
Abramson and NAACP president Rauol Cunning-
ham, undertook months of work with the school
board to develop new solutions following the court
ruling.%° Using individual students’ racial charac-
teristics was deemed against the law, so JCPS
used census neighborhood characteristics to con-
tinue its long-standing integration efforts.®! Ber-
man rejected plans of assigning students to their
neighborhood schools, saying such plans would
“segregate our schools, not just by race, but by
income and other socio-economic factors.”®
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In Seattle, charter school supporters high-
lighted SPS’s decision to end its managed choice
policy after the 2007 Supreme Court decision to
direct attention to the problem of disadvantaged
children’s being trapped in poor-quality public
schools. JCPS, on the other hand, reaffirmed that
the public schools were maintaining policies
focused on disadvantaged students, helping to del-
egitimize charter supporters’ arguments in the pol-
icy battles to come.

Legislative Charter Battles Begin. Follow-
ing the initiation of RTTT, key educational actors
in Kentucky began to devise ways to improve
Kentucky’s application for the sizeable federal
grant. In 2009, Terry Holliday, the newly
appointed Kentucky education commissioner,
said his top priority was to make Kentucky an
RTTT winner.®* The Gates Foundation gave Ken-
tucky a $250,000 grant to aid in preparing its
RTTT application.®* A key portion of Kentucky’s
application was Senate Bill 1, passed by the legis-
lature in 2009. Backed by the teachers’ union and
Democratic governor Steve Beshear, Senate Bill 1
updated CATS with a new system of standards
and testing. CATS had been a key sign of quality
and accountability for Kentucky schools since
KERA, but Senate Bill 1 allowed Kentucky to
be the first in the nation to adopt Common Core
standards in math and language arts, a key nation-
ally recognized validator of rigorous accountabil-
ity at the time.3® Conversely, during this same
period, Washington was scaling back accountabil-
ity testing for students.

In March 2010, Kentucky was named one of the
16 finalists for the first round of RTTT funding.®®
In addition to new accountability provisions passed
in 2009, the legislature passed House Bill 176 at the
beginning of the 2010 legislative session, which
allowed public school systems more options to
improve low-performing schools.®” The decisive
legislative action was rewarded by a federal grant
of $56 million from the Obama administration,
and it bolstered Kentucky’s RTTT application.®®
Commissioner Holliday declared that “thanks to
the support of Gov. Beshear, the House and the
Senate, along with local school officials, school
boards . .. across the state, Kentucky will lead
the nation in the next wave of educational
improvement.” House Education Committee
chairman Carl Rollins (D) explained that the law
accomplished two things: “First, it makes our

application that much stronger, but just as impor-
tantly, the speed in which it was enacted also shows
federal officials just how committed we are to tak-
ing our schools to the next level.”*

Yet Kentucky was not named one of the win-
ners for the first round of RTTT funding, finishing
ninth overall. Federal review comments of Ken-
tucky’s application noted a key limitation, saying,
“the state has been viewed as a pioneer in school
reform and innovation for many years, but
receives no points because it has no charter school
law.”®! The results came in March 2010, while the
legislature was still in session, occasioning a legis-
lative debate of charter school bills introduced by
Representative Brad Montrell (R). Education com-
missioner Holliday and others noted how the
adoption of charter schools would have aided Ken-
tucky’s RTTT application and how much it would
aid its second round application.”* A charter
school bill barely passed the Senate, but it was
never voted upon in the House. Representative
Rollins argued, “I’m not going to do something
bad for the state just because the federal govern-
ment wants us t0.””> A Courier-Journal editorial
strenuously objected to the charter bill:

The fact is that in Kentucky, we already
have many of the advantages of charter
schools—but they exist within the public
education system. . . . In Jefferson County,
the wide array of choices provided for stu-
dents has proved to be appealing to parents
and also to businesses, which consider the
quality of public education when making
choices about where to locate. Unpersua-
sive is the argument that, if Kentucky had
already approved charter schools we would
have been ranked higher to qualify for fund-
ing under the Race to the Top program, the
results of which were announced earlier this
week. While it is true that having charter
schools could have boosted the state’s
scores significantly in this particular com-
petition for federal aid, there are many other
changes in the education pipeline that make
officials optimistic Kentucky can move
higher in the next round. The fact is that
charter schools, as an experiment, have
not delivered the kind of results their adher-
ents claim for them.**

Later in 2010, Kentucky was named a finalist
in the second round of RTTT but once again did
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not win. Key actors cited the lack of charter
schools as a core reason for Kentucky’s failure.
For example, Education Commissioner Holliday
acknowledged that “if we had charter schools,
we’d be in the money.”” Charter supporters,
including Senate president and gubernatorial chal-
lenger David Williams (R), used the results as
a rallying point to propose another charter bill at
the beginning of the 2011 legislative session.”®
This time, however, charter proponents merged
the charter schools bill with another proposal to
mandate that all parents be allowed to enroll their
children in the public school nearest to where they
live.”” Charter advocates were responding to some
parents’ continued concerns about the new student
assignment plan put in place by JCPS following
the 2007 Parents Involved v. Seattle decision.
Williams argued, “I’'m a great believer in diver-
sity, and I have a long history of supporting and
enhancing civil rights issues. The best thing you
can do for any child is get them a quality educa-
tion. Putting these kids on buses for hours on
end does not necessarily accomplish that goal.”*®

This combined Senate bill was met with harsh
resistance and turned back in the legislature.
Louisville NAACP president Raoul Cunningham
said, “The bill will resegregate the Jefferson
County Public Schools system—there is no ques-
tion and no doubt about that.””” State senator Ger-
ald Neal (D) also opposed the bill, arguing that
“diversity is a high priority, because we are trying
to become a community of one, we are trying to
overcome the legacies of the past, we are trying
to sweep it away.”'”’ The JCPS superintendent
and board expressed heavy opposition, noting,
among other things, that the financial costs of
moving back to neighborhood schools would be
“hundreds of millions of dollars.”'®" Superinten-
dent Berman noted that “the kind of chaos this
would create is extraordinary.”'”® Governor
Beshear and Representative Rollins both argued
that school assignment decisions had long been
the provenance of local school districts and should
continue to be.!*

While Senator Williams and others pointed to
some parental concerns about bus ride times,
JCPS worked with Gary Orfield, director of the
Civil Rights Project, to survey JCPS parents across
the district. They released a report in early 2011
that cited overwhelming support for JCPS’s
assignment plan, with 90 percent of parents
believing that diversity benefitted their children
educationally and that the district’s plan should

“ensure that students learn with students from dif-
ferent races and economic backgrounds.”'™ Long-
time JCPS director of student assignment Pat Todd
explained, “Since 1975, we’ve had multiple
opportunities to go back to neighborhood schools.
But this community has done the soul-searching
and was always willing to stay the course.”'%®

In December 2011, Kentucky was awarded $17
million in the third round of RTTT—this round
went to states that had previously been finalists
but had not been awarded funding.'” Yet charter
advocates were undeterred. Another charter bill
was filed for the 2012 legislative session by Rep-
resentative Brad Montrell (R).!” This time, a new
nonprofit organization called Kentuckians Advo-
cating Reform in Education began to run televi-
sion and radio ads to support charters.'” In an
op-ed the group argued, “It will be a surprise to
some Kentuckians, but not to others, that oppo-
nents of change have quite effectively blocked
any attempt to have serious conversations about
charter schools. Unfortunately, their blockades
have come at the expense of thousands of at-risk
children who have for decades not been served
well by traditional public schools.”!””

Once again, the charter bill died in the legisla-
ture.'” Instead, a “Districts of Innovation” bill
was passed to allow public school districts, includ-
ing JCPS, enhanced flexibility in attempting to
further innovate and provide excellence for stu-
dents.""! The legislature entrusted Kentucky pub-
lic schools to continue improvement at the
expense of charter school supporters.''? This
occurred even though “objective” evidence
showed that JCPS was performing poorly. JCPS’s
math and English test scores were below the Ken-
tucky state average (Kentucky Department of Edu-
cation 2012), whereas SPS’s scores were above
the state average during the same time. Yet charter
supporters in Kentucky were unable to use this
evidence to effectively cast JCPS in a negative
light. Instead, as JCPS teachers’ association presi-
dent Brent McKim noted,

There are much better ways than charter
schools to promote innovation. The Jeffer-
son County Public Schools are at the center
of creativity and bold initiative, launching
high-quality programs for students, such
as many successful new magnet schools.
This has only been possible because our
community has come together to support
JCPS. The fragmentation and disruption
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created by charter schools would only
undermine the community’s efforts to cre-
ate powerful programs in an equitable
way. 112

CONCLUSION

Charter proponents in both states used similar
kinds of equity and efficiency frames to present
charters as a necessary solution. However, charter
advocates varied in their ability to name public
education as a problem in the first place. Charter
supporters eventually successfully established the
problem in Washington: poor-quality bureaucratic
public schools, particularly for the most disadvan-
taged students. Conversely, in Kentucky, nearly
all the key actors dismissed attempts by charter
advocates to name the public schools as a problem
in need of a solution, instead characterizing Ken-
tucky schools as quality institutions. These differ-
ences in problem framing are core to understand-
ing the variability in charter adoption between
the two cases.

How can we make sense of these differences? I
argue that actors drew discursive resources from
the unique educational policy histories in their
states. In Kentucky, the landmark 1990 KERA
reshaped the landscape of public education in the
state. Schools were funded more equitably, and
an advanced testing accountability system was
enacted. Additionally, the long-standing federal
desegregation order in Louisville formed a unified,
countywide metropolitan school district. On the
other hand, school funding in Washington waned
for decades in advance of the passage of charter
schools. Washington was relatively late in adopt-
ing statewide testing. And while Seattle was
a leader in voluntarily integrating schools through
busing, SPS remained isolated as the city school
system surrounded by many other districts in the
Seattle metropolitan area.

These quite different policy histories shaped
assumptions and provided discursive resources
for actors. Yet they did not predetermine outcomes
of the charter battles in the two states. Without
actors’ continued fight against charters throughout
the 2000s, the legacies of past policies would
never have been enough to forestall charter sup-
porters. In particular, actors in Kentucky took
advantage of opportunities to continue to advance
other educational reforms as alternatives to char-
ters. For instance, in an attempt to further improve
the popular CATS system developed under

KERA, Kentucky was the first state in the nation
to adopt nationally recognized accountability
standards. Likewise, Kentucky responded quite
differently to parents’ lawsuits over student
assignment. While SPS ended its integration pol-
icy, JCPS implemented innovative new ways to
integrate schools across the district. Actors in
Kentucky continued to make the case for the qual-
ity of the public schools, using a language of
achievement and diversity.

My analysis demonstrates how institutional
factors constitutively combined with frames
deployed by political actors. Charter advocates
won support with a wide array of policy elites
across the nation by naming key problems in pub-
lic education and framing charters as the solution.
Understanding how states varied from the national
pattern entails an analysis of the discourse charter
detractors utilized, the political actors and groups
that rallied together to reject charters, and the state
institutional context in which the battles took
place.

There are two potential alternative explana-
tions for the charter adoption differences: the ref-
erenda process and the strength of outside groups.
First, Washington has a referenda process whereby
citizen groups can amass signatures to place initia-
tives on the ballot, thereby superseding the tradi-
tional legislative process. Kentucky does not
have a similar process. Can this explain the com-
parative differences in adoption? Charter advo-
cates utilized Washington’s referenda process in
2012 to ensure charter adoption. Yet in 2004, the
referenda process was the sole avenue charter
opponents had to turn back the adopted charter
legislation. Thus, the referenda process was uti-
lized to undermine and aid charter proponents.
Second, comparative differences could be
explained by the presence of powerful groups,
like the Gates Foundation located in Seattle. Yet
this explanation on its own cannot account for
why Washington resisted charters for more than
two decades in the first place. More specifically,
Gates and other large donors heavily outspent
charter detractors in the 2004 referendum battle
in Washington, but voters still overwhelmingly
turned back charter schools.

In this article, I document the public battles
over charter schools in the two states. I argue
that analyzing actors’ discourse and tracing its
sources to unique institutional configurations is
important to understanding patterns of policy
adoption across the United States. Future research
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should document actors’ insider perspectives in
charter school (and other educational reform) bat-
tles by conducting in-depth interviews to refine the
framework I present. For instance, future scholar-
ship could expand the analysis of charter school
resistance to the battles in the other seven states
that do not currently have charter school laws
(Center for Education Reform 2014). Or scholars
could analyze other education reform domains to
test whether the educational ecosystem factors |
identify shape the possibilities for actors in other
education policy battles.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

I am especially grateful to Pam Walters for support and
guidance throughout this project. I would also like to
thank Art Alderson, Brian Powell, Brian Steensland,
Rob Warren, Natasha Yurk, members of the Politics
Economy and Culture Workshop at Indiana University,
and several Sociology of Education anonymous reviewers
for helpful comments on prior drafts.

NOTES

1. Bhatt, Sanjay. January 6, 2004. “Seattle board may
vote against charter schools.” Seattle Times.

2. Rosenberg, Matt. October 8, 2003. “Stop making
excuses: Close the learning gap.” Seattle Times.

3. Rosenberg, Matt. January 1, 2004. “Charter-school
foes are running out of excuses.” Seattle Times.

4. Query, Paul. March 13, 2003. “State Senate votes
for charter schools.” Seattle Times.

5. Shaw, Linda. March 13, 2004. “Charter-school
champion sees a new learning tool.” Seattle Times.

6. Shaw, Linda. March 11, 2004. “Legislators clear
path for charter schools.” Seattle Times.

7. January 8, 2004. “Seattle School Board opposes
charter schools.” Seattle Times.

8. Bass, Mary. March 8, 2004. “Charter-school pro-
posals threaten Seattle progress.” Seattle Times.

9. Hasse, Charles. February 4, 2004. “Charter schools,
an underperforming distraction.” Seattle Times.

10. Editorial. December 21, 2003. “A serious, rookie
mistake by Seattle School Board.” Seattle Times.

11. Lake, Robin J. February 5, 2004. “Seattle students
ill-served by hostility to charter schools.” Seattle
Times.

12. Shaw, Linda. March 27, 2004. “Teachers union
plans charter-school challenge.” Seattle Times.

13. Queary, Paul. June 8, 2004. “Charter foes say
they’ll have signatures to force public vote.” Seattle
Times.

14. Shaw, Linda. June 9, 2003. “Couple remains relent-
less in fight for charter schools.” Seattle Times.

15. Shaw, Linda. October 13, 2004. “Charter-school
contributions climb.” Seattle Times.

16.

20.

21.

22.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Shaw, Linda. November 3, 2004. “Charter schools
fail; state law is overturned by wide margin.” Seat-
tle Times.

Hasse, Charles. February 2, 2004. “Charter schools,
an underperforming distraction.” Seattle Times.
Flynn, Darlene and James M. Welsh. September 15,
2004. “Charter schools wrong course for more inno-
vative education.” Seattle Times.

Locke, Gary. January 13, 2004. State of the State
Address, Washington. www.pewstates.org.

Bass, Mary. March 8, 2004. “Charter-school pro-
posals threaten Seattle progress.” Seattle Times.
September 29, 2004. “Education News.” Seattle
Times.

Bhatt, Sanjay. February 21, 2005. “School closures
are a risk, experts say.” Seattle Times.

. Shaw, Linda. February 10, 2005. “Can cuts in Seat-

tle schools avoid the ugly list?” Seattle Times.
Editorial. December 1, 2008. “Seattle School Dis-
trict: Looking ahead rather than over their
shoulders.” Seattle Times.

Shaw, Linda. April 27, 2005. “Protestors rally
against school closures plan.” Seattle Times.

Bhatt, Sanjay. May 9, 2005. “Seattle tradition of
school choice faces ax.” Seattle Times.

Bhatt, Sanjay. April 22, 2005. “District cuts could
impact Garfield’s high achievers.” Seattle Times.
Westneat, Danny. April 22, 2005. “School changes
unsettling.” Seattle Times.

Porter, Cole. June 29, 2007. “How the racial-tie-
breaker case began.” Seattle Times.

Brose, Kathleen. July 12, 2007. “Seattle’s school
parents vindicated.” Seattle Times.

Julian, Liam. July 6, 2007. “Mission now is to help
Seattle narrow the achievement gap.” Seattle Times.
Gates, Bill. November 16, 2006. “Getting our chil-
dren ready for school, college and work.” Seattle
Times.

Quaid, Libby. July 24, 2009. “Obama offers ‘Race
to the Top’ contest for schools.” Seattle Times.
Quaid, Libby. March 10, 2009. “Obama backs
teacher merit pay, charter schools.” Seattle Times.
La Corte, Rachel. July 13, 2009. “More than 827
million spent in Washington.” Seattle Times.

Eide, Christopher. March 17, 2009. “Step up to
WASL math requirement, don’t hide from it.” Seat-
tle Times.

Varner, Lynne. July 27, 2010. “No Race to the Top
money, no surprise.” Seattle Times.

Shaw, Linda. July 27, 2010. “Washington not a final-
ist for Race to Top school money.” Seattle Times.
Smith, Brad. September 2, 2010. “If Washington isn’t
racing to the top, where are we going?” Seattle Times.
Westneat, Danny. May 27, 2009. “Shake-up in
schools coming soon.” Seattle Times.

Siegel, Mike. October 11, 2009. “Proposed assign-
ment plan gives Seattle Public Schools needed pre-
dictability.” Seattle Times.

Downloaded from soe.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://soe.sagepub.com/

238

Sociology of Education 87(4)

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.
47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

S5.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Shaw, Linda. December 5, 2012. “Former Seattle
schools chief Goodloe-Johnson dies.” Seattle Times.
Lindquist, Mary. January 7, 2010. “Education
reform must begin with adequate state funding.”
Seattle Times.

Litzow, Steve and Eric Pettigrew. January 17, 2012.
“Here’s what can be done to reform K-12 education
in another tough budget year.” Seattle Times.
Blankinship, Donna Gordon. January 20, 2012.
“Lively debate in WA House panel on charter
schools.” Seattle Times.

Ibid.

Rosenthal, Brian M. January 1, 2012. “Lawmakers
propose charter schools, new evaluation method.”
Seattle Times.

Kaminsky, Jonathan. March 13, 2012. “Governor
pledges to veto charter schools bill.” Seattle Times.
Baker, Mike and Donna Blankinship. February 3,
2012. “Democrats’ dispute on charter schools stalls
state education bills.” Seattle Times.

July 25, 2012. “Charter schools measure officially
on Washington ballot.” Seattle Times.

Shaw, Linda. October 23, 2012. “Former foe now
embraces charter schools, campaigns for [-1240.”
Seattle Times.

Garber, Andrew. February 25, 2012. “Dems draw
fire from top donors in rift over education reform.”
Seattle Times.

Editorial. June 29, 2012. “The Times recommends:
Rob McKenna for governor.” Seattle Times.

Shaw, Linda. October 30, 2012. “Another week,
another million for charter school initiative.” Seattle
Times.

Rosenthal, Brian M. August 28, 2012. “Charter-
school debate’s 4th round no less intense.” Seattle
Times.

Blankinship, Donna Gordon. November 12, 2012.
“Washington becomes 42nd state to allow charter
schools.” Seattle Times.

Editorial. September 6, 2012. “K-12: REFORMS
AND MONEY.” Seattle Times.

One other public school district comprising one
school, Anchorage Public Elementary School, oper-
ates in Jefferson County. The K-8 school currently
enrolls around 375 students.

Rodriguez, Nancy. January 6, 2005. “Headline:
Study gives CATS another ‘A.”” Courier-Journal.
Patton, Paul. January 10, 2003. State of the State
Address, Kentucky. www.pewstates.org.

Kenning, Chris. December 14, 2004. “District
approves plan to build three new schools in eastern
Jefferson.” Courier-Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. November 9, 2013. “Time run-
ning out to build JCPS school at growing Norton
Commons.” Courier-Journal.

Editorial. November 11, 2003. “The school ratings
game.” Courier-Journal.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.
76.

71.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.
85.
86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

Kenning, Chris. April 30, 2005. “Coleman says
Louisville needs charter school.” Courier-Journal.
Rodriguez, Nancy. April 28, 2006. “Groups unite to
aid minority students.” Courier-Journal.

Waters, Jim. May 9, 2006. “Readers Forum: Charter
schools needed.” Courier-Journal.

Dunlop, R. G. February 13, 2007. “Group’s effect
on policy limited.” Courier-Journal.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Editorial. August 19, 2004. “Charters fall short.”
Courier-Journal.

Editorial. January 28, 2005. “The missing facts.”
Courier-Journal.

Editorial. April 29, 2006.
mirage.” Courier-Journal.
Editorial. January 28, 2005. “The missing facts.”
Courier-Journal.

Kenning, Chris. December 13, 2003. “School
desegregation rules defended.” Courier-Journal.
Ibid.

Kenning, Chris. January 27, 2008. “District ready to
unveil school assignment plans.” Courier-Journal.
Kenning, Chris. June 29, 2007. “SUPREME
COURT DESEGREGATION DECISION; 5-4 rul-
ing limits use of race by district.” Courier-Journal.
Rodriguez, Nancy. June 29, 2007. “SUPREME
COURT DESEGREGATION DECISIONS; Plain-
tiffs: Act now, District: Not yet.” Courier-Journal.
Konz, Antoinette. June 17, 2010. “JCPS student-
assignment plan challenged in new suit.” Courier-
Journal.

Kenning, Chris. January 27, 2008. “District ready to
unveil school assignment plans.” Courier-Journal.
Konz, Antoinette. February 1, 2008. “Temporary
desegregation plan approved.” Courier-Journal.
Konz, Antoinette. January 29, 2008. “DESEGRE-
GATION: THE NEW PROPOSAL; REJECTED
OPTIONS; Berman: Simple plans would seg-
regate.” Courier-Journal.

Steitzer, Stephenie. August 5, 2009. “Kentucky to
pursue federal education grant.” Courier-Journal.
Ibid.

Ujifusa, Andrew. November 7, 2012. “Kentucky
Road-Tests Common Core.” Education Week.
Konz, Antoinette. March 5, 2010. “Kentucky
among final runners in Race to the Top.” Courier-
Journal.

Steitzer, Stephenie. January 14, 2010. “Bill to help
schools clears legislature.” Courier-Journal.
Kenning, Chris. April 22, 2010. “Kentucky’s worst-
performing schools get $56 million in federal help.”
Courier-Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. January 15, 2010. “Beshear signs
bill to help low-performing schools.” Courier-
Journal.

Ibid.

“Charter schools’

Downloaded from soe.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://soe.sagepub.com/

Johnston

239

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.
99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

Konz, Antoinette. March 30, 2010. “Kentucky to try
again for Race to the Top money.” Courier-Journal.
Steitzer, Stephenie. April 2, 2010. “Kentucky Sen-
ate approves charter schools in bid for federal edu-
cation funds.” Courier-Journal.

Ibid.

Editorial. April 3, 2010. “No to charter schools.”
Courier-Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. August 25, 2010. “State loses
2nd chance for federal school aid: Lack of charter
schools tied.” Courier-Journal.

Loftus, Tom. January 2, 2011. “Kentucky’s short
legislative session may be long on politics.” Cou-
rier-Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. August 27, 2010. “Berman:
Magnet schools threatened: JCPS chief says bill
would end choice.” Courier-Journal.

Ibid.

Steitzer, Stephenie. January 12, 2011. “Senate
schools plan likely dead: Bill unlikely to get a hear-
ing in House.” Courier-Journal.

Steitzer, Stephenie. January 7, 2011. “Neighbor-
hood schools bill goes to Senate: JCPS members
protest move.” Courier-Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. September 29, 2010. “Neighbor-
hood schools plan may cost state.” Courier-
Journal.

Konz, Antoinette. August 27, 2010. “Berman:
Magnet schools threatened: JCPS chief says bill
would end choice.” Courier-Journal.

Steitzer, Stephenie. January 7, 2011. “Neighbor-
hood schools bill goes to Senate: JCPS members
protest move.” Courier-Journal.

Kenning, Chris. January 28, 2011. “NEW SUR-
VEY SAYS . .. 90% of JCPS parents favor diver-
sity goal: Expert: Assignment plan needs a ‘tune-
up.”” Courier-Journal.

Kenning, Chris. September 21, 2010. “Student
assignment architect is leaving: Diversity advocate
Todd demonized at times.” Courier-Journal.
Konz, Antoinette. December 23, 2011. “KEN-
TUCKY SCHOOLS TO GET $17M.” Courier-
Journal.

Joseph, Lord. January 12, 2012. “Heiner group
pushing charter schools.” Courier-Journal.

Ibid.

Heiner, Hal and Wayne Lewis. January 30, 2012.
“Why public charter schools are important.” Cou-
rier-Journal.

Wynn, Mike. February 15, 2012. “Bill for charter
school stalls.” Courier-Journal.

Wynn, Mike. January 31, 2012. “House panel
backs bill to give school districts flexibility on
some regulations.” Courier-Journal.

Editorial. January 18, 2012. “Charter school
mirage.” Courier-Journal.

McKim, Brent. February 9, 2012. “The many
problems of charter schools.” Courier-Journal.

REFERENCES

Anderson, Elisabeth. 2008. “Experts, Ideas, and Policy
Change: The Russell Sage Foundation and Small
Loan Reform 1900-1941.” Theory and Society 37:
271-310.

Beland, Daniel. 2005. “Ideas and Social Policy: An Insti-
tutionalist Perspective.” Social Policy and Adminis-
tration 39:1-18.

Benford, Robert D. and David A. Snow. 2000. “Framing
Processes and Social Movements: An Overview and
Assessment.” Annual Review of Sociology 2:611-39.

Binder, Amy. 2000. “Why Do Some Curricular Chal-
lenges Work While Others Do Not? The Case of
Three Afrocentric Challenges.” Sociology of Educa-
tion 73:69-91.

Binder, Amy. 2002. Contentious Curricula: Afrocen-
trism and Creationism in American Public Schools.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Brown, Hana E. 2013. “Racialized Conflict and Policy
Spillover Effects: The Role of Race in the Contem-
porary U.S. Welfare State.” American Journal of
Sociology 119:394-443.

Campbell, John L. 1998. “Institutional Analysis and the
Role of Ideas in Political Economy.” Theory and
Society 27:377-409.

Carl, Jim. 2011. Freedom of Choice: Vouchers in Amer-
ican Education. Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger.

Center for Education Reform. 2014. “Charter School
Law Rankings” Retrieved February 6, 2014 (http://
www.edreform.com/2014/03/2014-charter-school-
law-rankings-scorecard/).

Cross, Christopher T. 2010. Political Education:
National Policy Comes of Age. New York: Teachers
College Press.

Davies, Scott. 1999. “From Moral Duty to Cultural
Rights: A Case Study in Political Framing in Educa-
tion.” Sociology of Education 72:1-21.

Davies, Scott. 2002. “The Paradox of Progressive Edu-
cation: A Frame Analysis.” Sociology of Education
75:269-86.

DiMaggio, Paul, Manish Nag, and David Blei. 2013.
“Exploiting Affinities between Topic Modeling and
the Sociological Perspective on Culture: Application
to Newspaper Coverage of U.S. Government Arts
Funding.” Poetics 41:570—606.

Elkins, David and Richard Simeon. 1979. “A Cause in
Search of Its Effects, or What Does Political Culture
Explain?” Comparative Politics 11:127-46.

Hilgartner, Stephen and Charles Bosk. 1988. “The Rise
and Fall of Social Problems: A Public Arenas
Model.” American Journal of Sociology 94:53-78.

Hunter, Molly A. 1999. “All Eyes Forward: Public
Engagement and Educational Reform in Kentucky.”
Journal of Law and Education 28:485-98.

Trvine, Janice M. 2002. Talk about Sex: The Battles over
Sex Education in the United States. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

Downloaded from soe.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://soe.sagepub.com/

240

Sociology of Education 87(4)

Kentucky Department of Education. 2012. “2011-2012
JCPS District Report Card.” Retrieved July 1, 2014
(http://applications.education.ky.gov/src/Default.
aspx).

Kingdon, John W. 2010. Agendas, Alternatives, and
Public Policies. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Lubienski, Christopher. 2013. “Privatising Form or
Function? Equity, Outcomes and Influence in Amer-
ican Charter Schools.” Oxford Review of Education
39:498-513.

Mahoney, James. 1999. “Nominal, Ordinal, and Narra-
tive Appraisal in Macrocausal Analysis.” American
Journal of Sociology 104:1154-96.

Mahoney, James. 2004. “Comparative-historical Meth-
odology.” Annual Review of Sociology 30:81-101.

Manna, Paul. 2011. Collision Course: Federal Educa-
tion Policy Meets State and Local Realities. Wash-
ington, DC: CQ Press.

Marshall, Catherine, Douglass Mitchell, and Fredrick
Wirt. 1989. Culture and Education Policy in the
American States. London: Routledge.

Mehta, Jal. 2013. The Allure of Order: High Hopes,
Dashed Expectations, and the Troubled Quest to
Remake American Schooling. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press.

Mintrom, Michael. 2000. Policy Entrepreneurs and
School Choice. Washington, DC: Georgetown Uni-
versity Press.

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction of Wash-
ington. 2012. “2011-2012 Seattle Public Schools
State Report Card.” Retrieved July 1, 2014 (http:/
reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?group
Level=District&schoolld=100&reportLevel=Dis
trict& orgLinkld=100&yrs=&year=2011-12).

Orfield, Gary and Erica Frankenberg. 2013. “Experienc-
ing Integration in Louisville: Attitudes on Choice
and Diversity in a Changing Legal Environment.”
Pp. 238-54 in Educational Delusions? Why Choice
Can Deepen Inequality and How to Make Schools
Fair, edited by G. Orfield and E. Frankenberg. Ber-
keley: University of California Press.

Paris, Michael. 2010. Framing Equal Opportunity: Law
and the Politics of School Finance Reform. Stanford,
CA: Stanford Law Books.

Ragin, Charles C. 1997. “Turning the Tables: How
Case-oriented Research Challenges Variable-or-
iented Research.” Comparative Social Research 16:
27-42.

Renzulli, Linda A. and Vincent J. Roscigno. 2005.
“Charter School Policy, Implementation, and Diffu-
sion across the United States.” Sociology of Educa-
tion 78:344-65.

Ryan, James E. 1999. “Schools, Race, and Money.” Yale
Law Journal 109:249-316.

Ryan, James E. 2010. Five Miles Away, a World Apart:
One City, Two Schools, and the Story of Educational
Opportunity in Modern America. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Schmidt, Vivien A. 2010. “Reconciling Ideas and Insti-
tutions through Discursive Institutionalism.” Pp.
47-64 in Ideas and Politics in Social Science
Research, edited by D. Beland and R. H. Cox.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Skrentny, John. 2006. “Policy-elite Perceptions and
Social Movement Success: Understanding Variations
in Group Inclusion in Affirmative Action.” American
Journal of Sociology 111:1762—1815.

Steensland, Brian. 2006. “Cultural Categories and the
American Welfare State: The Case of Guaranteed
Income Policy.” American Journal of Sociology
111:1273-1326.

Steensland, Brian. 2008. The Failed Welfare Revolution:
America’s Struggle over Guaranteed Income Policy.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Stevens, Mitchell. 2001. Kingdom of Children: Culture
and Controversy in the Homeschooling Movement.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Stone, Deborah. 1989. “Causal Stories and the Forma-
tion of Policy Agendas.” Political Science Quarterly
104:281-300.

Tyack, David and Larry Cuban. 1995. Tinkering toward
Utopia: A Century of Public School Reform. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Walters, Pamela Barnhouse. 2011. “Toward a Theory of
the Political Construction of Empty Spaces in Public
Education.” Pp. 53-85 in Frontiers in Sociology of
Education, edited by M. T. Hallinan. Dordrecht,
the Netherlands: Springer.

Wells, Amy Stuart, Jennifer Jellison Holme, Anita Tijer-
ina Revilla, and Awo Korantemaa Atanda. 2009.
Both Sides Now: The Story of Desegregation’s Grad-
uates. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Winkler, Amber M., Janie Scull, and Dara Zeehandelaar.
2012. How Strong Are U.S. Teacher Unions? A
State-by-state Comparison. Washington, DC: Ford-
ham Institute.

Zimmerman, Jonathan. 2002. Whose America? Culture
Wars in the Public Schools. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press.

Author Biography

Joseph B. Johnston is a PhD Candidate in Sociology at
Indiana University. He studies the comparative/historical
development of educational policies that contribute to, or
reduce, inequality.

Downloaded from soe.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://soe.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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments 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
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /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
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 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
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /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
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ENU (Use these settings for creating PDF files for submission to The Sheridan Press. These settings configured for Acrobat v6.0 08/06/03.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /NLD <>
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


