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This study uses a fresh approach to measure social welfare ambivalence,
addressing the question of who is more ambivalent about such policies—
liberals or conservatives. The findings presented here challenge previous asser-
tions that liberals are typically more ambivalent. I argue that conservatives
are now more ambivalent than liberals because a change in the tone of elite
discourse altered the priming of the potential sources of such ambivalence.
The models of ambivalence presented suggest that these primed sources are
conflicting thoughts or beliefs (cognitive conflict), conflicting feelings
(affective conflict), or beliefs in conflict with feelings (cognitive–affective
conflict). The implications of these findings are discussed.
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When we talk about liberals and conservatives in the United States,
social welfare policy is often at the center of the discussion. Liberals

generally support welfare programs, whereas conservatives generally do
not (see Cook & Barrett, 1992; Jacoby, 1991). This broad generalization
may be accurate, but research suggests that differences across ideology may
be a little more complicated. Some evidence indicates that many Americans
are actually ambivalent when it comes to how they feel about many of these
policies (Cantril & Cantril, 1999; Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Hodson, Maio,
& Esses, 2001). Furthermore, evidence also suggests that the prevalence of
this ambivalence varies across ideology (Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Jacoby,
2002; Steenbergen & Brewer, 2000). The specific questions I address here
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are, first, who is more torn on the issue of social welfare—liberals or conser-
vatives? And second, if one ideological camp is indeed more torn, why?

Previous research has contended that liberals are more ambivalent than
conservatives (Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Jacoby, 2002). Although this may
have been the case in the 1980s and early 1990s, recent research has indicated
that public attitudes about social welfare in general became more favorable
by 2000 (Schneider & Jacoby, 2005). The evidence has suggested that this
shift occurred as a result of a change in elite discourse. It is possible that
this change also altered the distribution of ambivalence across ideology.
This is the argument I make here. Specifically, I contend that conservatives
are now more ambivalent about social welfare than are liberals because the
change of the tone of elite discourse altered the priming of the potential
sources of social welfare ambivalence. I offer a fresh approach for measuring
social welfare ambivalence adapted from earlier work focused on ambivalence
about other policy areas (Craig, Kane, & Martinez, 2002; Craig, Martinez,
Kane, & Gainous, 2005) and use it to demonstrate as such.

Ambivalence and Its Sources

Behavioral researchers have begun to embrace the idea that people do
not necessarily have a single “true” attitude on issues but rather have a store
of multiple and sometimes conflicting attitudes that they might draw on at
any given time (Alvarez & Brehm, 1995; Craig et al., 2002; Eagly & Chaiken,
1993; Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Newby-Clark, McGregor, & Zanna, 2005;
Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin, 1995; Zaller, 1992). The idea that individuals
are often ambivalent, or that they simultaneously possess positive and negative
evaluations of a single attitude object (Alvarez & Brehm, 1995; Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993; Zaller, 1992), has been extensively researched, offering
several potential sources.

Collectively, the literature offers three primary sources of ambivalence,
including cognitive conflict, affective conflict, and cognitive–affective con-
flict, but most individual models of ambivalence fail to integrate all three.
Since it was asserted in The American Voter that citizens have a cognitive
map of politics (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1960) and that psy-
chological forces shape political behavior, research focusing on political
cognition has burgeoned (Popkin, 1991; Sniderman, Brody, & Tetlock,
1991; for a review, see Iyengar & McGuire, 1993). The basic idea is simple:
People make decisions and form attitudes by using cognitive shortcuts such
as party identification and media cues, among many others. These shortcuts



permit individuals to make reasonable decisions with minimal effort (Fiske
& Taylor, 1991; Popkin, 1991). Research has also embraced the idea that
individuals’ attitudes are likely shaped by individuals’ feelings, or affective
orientations, and cognitions (Breckler & Wiggins, 1989; Esses, Haddock, &
Zanna, 1993; Millar & Tesser, 1986). Concerning ambivalence, the theory is
that inconsistencies among separate cognitions and affective orientations, as
well as cognitions and affective orientations, may stimulate ambivalence
surrounding a particular object.

When it comes to the cognitive foundations of attitudes, many assert that
political core values, or overarching normative principles and belief assump-
tions about government, citizenship, and society (McCann, 1997), are a cog-
nitive shortcut. The idea is that individuals do not need a sophisticated
ideology to determine their political preferences. Simply, their preferences or
political evaluations may be based on how consistent or inconsistent policies
or political actions are with certain beliefs they possess (Feldman, 1988).
Policies and actions may be judged to be right or wrong based on their con-
gruence with deeply held values (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). So what
happens when an issue pits opposing values against each other? Cognitive
conflict, as such, may result in ambivalence. In fact, value conflict is the most
often mentioned source of ambivalence (Alvarez & Brehm, 1995; Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993; Katz & Hass, 1988; Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986;
Martinez, Craig, Kane, & Gainous, 2005; Newby-Clark et al., 2005). As val-
ues such as egalitarianism (Feldman, 1988; Feldman & Steenbergen, 2001;
Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Gilens, 1995; Goren, 2001; McCann, 1997) and
economic individualism (Feldman, 1988; Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Gilens,
1995; Goren, 2001; McCann, 1997) are related to citizens’ attitudes about
social welfare,1 conflict between these cognitive orientations may stimulate
social welfare ambivalence.

Some contend that affect undermines an individual’s ability to make rea-
soned decisions (Sears, 2000), whereas others argue that it actually con-
tributes to rational decision making (Marcus, 2003; Marcus, Neuman, &
MacKuen, 2000). For instance, group affect, or how individuals feel about the
members of particular groups (i.e., race, sexual orientation), is a structural
component of attitudes about a host of policies including gay rights (Nelson
& Kinder, 1996; Wilcox & Norrander, 2002), affirmative action (Alvarez &
Brehm, 1997; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Kinder & Winter, 2001; Nelson,
1999; Nelson & Kinder, 1996), and social welfare (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993;
Cook & Barrett, 1992; Gilens, 1995; Jacoby, 2005; Kinder & Winter, 2001;
Nelson, 1999; Sniderman et al., 1991).2 If individuals’ attitudes about social
welfare are structured by how they feel about the perceived beneficiaries, and
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if they are conflicted when it comes to these feelings, it makes sense that this
affective conflict could stimulate ambivalence. Furthermore, if values are a
cognitive base of attitudes about social welfare and feelings about the per-
ceived beneficiaries are an affective base, then it is reasonable to expect that
conflict between these two components (cognitive–affective) could stimulate
ambivalence surrounding this issue.

The Measurement of Social Welfare Ambivalence

Feldman and Zaller (1992) pioneered exploration into the varying preva-
lence of social welfare ambivalence across ideology. They argue that conser-
vatives are less ambivalent about social welfare because liberals are more
likely to experience value conflict. They contend that conservatives prioritize
individualist over egalitarian values, whereas liberals place roughly equal
importance on each. As a result, the values of a liberal are more likely to
come into conflict, stimulating ambivalence about social welfare.

Using NES data, Feldman and Zaller (1992) measure ambivalence by
counting the number of conflicting considerations, spontaneous statements
of ambivalence, and two-sided remarks (i.e., “Although I think X, I never-
theless favor Y.”), finding strong support for the presence of ambivalence in
many of the respondents. Although the substantive argument may be com-
pelling, scholars have noted validity issues (Alvarez & Brehm, 1995; Craig
et al., 2002). For instance, an individual’s ability to express reasons for sup-
porting or opposing social welfare does not necessarily signify the presence
of an underlying conflict, whether between core values or other idea ele-
ments (Gainous & Martinez, 2005; Katz & Hass, 1988; Schnell, 1993). They
suggest that those who possess conflicting individualist and egalitarian con-
cerns are more likely to be ambivalent, but the evidence is unconvincing
because of their measure. They also fail to consider other sources of ambiva-
lence when it comes to attitudes about social welfare and, as a result, have
an underspecified model.

Jacoby (2002) also finds support for the contention that conservatives are
less ambivalent than liberals. On the other hand, he does not find any signifi-
cant differences regarding the individual ranking of values across ideology.
Contrary to the findings presented here and those of Feldman and Zaller
(1992), Jacoby (2002) suggests that social welfare ambivalence is not
common (also see Jacoby, 2005) and does not look for differences concerning
feelings about the perceived beneficiaries (affective and cognitive–affective
conflict). Steenbergen and Brewer (2000) do include all of these sources of
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ambivalence and, contrary to Feldman and Zaller and to Jacoby, argue that lib-
erals are less ambivalent than conservatives. Although these findings diverge
from the abovementioned studies on this front, they concur with Jacoby that
such ambivalence is not widespread for either group.

Steenbergen and Brewer (2000) and Jacoby (2002) share the same issue
with their measure of ambivalence. They assume ambivalence about social
welfare is present when the theoretical sources of ambivalence can predict
the error variance in a model of attitudes about social welfare. This is prob-
lematic because error variance is high, by definition, when a larger pro-
portion of people are not predicted accurately by the model, whereas
ambivalence exists when an individual person holds both positive and neg-
ative feelings about an issue. Error variances are an accumulation of errors
in the model and may also be a function of nonattitudes, uncertainty, equiv-
ocation, or a host of other factors (see Alvarez & Brehm, 1995; also see
Craig et al., 2002). Perhaps their findings would change if their measures
isolated these possibilities from ambivalence, but the data do not really
offer the opportunity to adequately do so.

Elite Discourse and the Sources of 
Social Welfare Ambivalence

Research using both laboratory (Iyengar, 1991; Iyengar & Kinder, 1987;
Miller & Krosnick, 2000; Valentino, Hutchings, & White, 2002) and natural
experiments (Bartels, 1993; Krosnick & Kinder, 1990; Mutz, 1998; Stoker,
1993) has suggested that the public is not immune from elite influence.
Political discourse is shaped by public officials, the media, and interest
groups, and this discourse provides much of the information citizens have
accessible to form an opinion. This information then shapes cognitive and
affective processes. For instance, Zaller (1992) asserts that this information
is filtered through an individual’s psychological predispositions and is then
converted into to opinion. He asserts that attitudes are really made up of
multiple considerations, and elite discourse may prime conflicting consid-
erations stimulating ambivalence (also see Katz & Haas, 1988).

Schneider and Jacoby (2005) present evidence that indicates this prim-
ing effect has a direct impact on public opinion about social welfare.
Specifically, they highlight a negative shift in elite rhetoric about social
welfare in the mid-1990s that led to less public support for these programs.
They then suggest that elite rhetoric began to become more positive toward
the end of the decade and support bounced back. I argue that this change in
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priming explains why conservatives would now be more ambivalent than
liberals. Earlier research indicating the opposite was based on data from the
late 1980s to the mid-1990s (Feldman & Zaller, 1992; Jacoby, 2002). If
ambivalence is rooted in cognitive, affective, and cognitive–affective con-
flict and the shift in elite discourse around 2000 (Schneider & Jacoby, 2005)
begins to prime these sources of attitudes differently, then there should be
a change in the distribution of ambivalence.

Much of the Republican rhetoric in the early 1990s came out of the
Reagan era and was centered on individualism and limited government. In
the George W. Bush era, this rhetoric has become more positive about the
role of government. For instance, Republican Party leadership showed support
for increased spending on assistance with prescription drugs, as evidenced
by sponsorship of the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement, and
Modernization Act (2003) by the former Republican Speaker of the House,
Dennis Hastert. Media coverage of such elite discourse clearly indicates a
shift in the way individualist, and, to some degree, egalitarian values are
being primed (for evidence of a change in media coverage, see Schneider
& Jacoby, 2005).

Furthermore, Bush’s 2000 campaign, which focused on “compassionate
conservatism,” certainly sent cognitive and affective cues that primed egal-
itarian values, sent a new message concerning individualist pursuits among
conservatives, and likely stimulated an affective response as well. According
to facts listed on the White House’s home page (http://www.whitehouse.gov/),
the president rejects the old argument of big government versus indifferent
government and says that the administration is using an active government
to promote self-government. It is likely that this shift also stimulated affec-
tive responses concerning the less fortunate, including those who would
benefit from social welfare programs. Although most Republican rhetoric
about helping the poor focuses on private or faith-based initiatives, this
change should cue an affective response. On the other hand, Democratic
elite discourse remained generally supportive of an expansive welfare state.
So internal conflict surrounding this issue is not being primed as heavily on
the Democratic side.

The argument here is that these mixed messages have elevated internal
conflict among conservatives, and, as a result, conservatives’ ambivalence
about social welfare has risen. The social welfare measure described below
should alleviate some of the measurement issues described above, thus
permitting tests of both the differing levels of ambivalence across ideology
and the sources of this difference. The central hypotheses tested here are as
follows: First, I hypothesize that liberals are less ambivalent than conservatives.
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Second, I hypothesize that ambivalence, in general, is stimulated by cognitive,
affective, and cognitive–affective conflict. Third, I hypothesize that vari-
ance in social welfare ambivalence across ideology can be accounted for by
differences in the levels of cognitive, affective, and cognitive–affective con-
flict. Taken together, support for these hypotheses indirectly offers support
to the theory that elite discourse primed these sources of ambivalence.

Data and Measurement

The present study is based on a telephone poll conducted from May 10
to May 22, 2004, by the Florida Voter survey organization.3 A total of 607
respondents were randomly chosen from a list of all registered voters in the
state of Florida.4 Only those whose names were drawn from the list were
actually interviewed. Up to four callbacks were attempted on all working
numbers and initial refusals. Using the American Association for Public
Opinion Research’s final disposition standards, the response rate was 39.2%
(see http://www.aapor.org/). The margin of error is plus or minus 4 percent-
age points. I cannot claim generalizability because the data come from one
state. Nonetheless, Florida is a diverse state, and the population approaches
national parameters across many categories, including party identification,
gender, and ethnicity. The survey itself included measures of values, value
importance, feelings about the perceived beneficiaries, attitudes about social
welfare, ambivalence about social welfare, and a variety of control variables.5

The dependent variable, ambivalence about social welfare, is measured
using a method that was adapted from the experimental literature by Craig
and his colleagues (2002). Gainous and Martinez (2005) use this same mea-
sure. Respondents were asked to indicate both how positively and how neg-
atively they viewed several aspects of social welfare policy, using batteries
of questions that were introduced as follows:

I’m now going to read you a series of statements about the kinds of things
some people think the government should be doing to address certain prob-
lems that are facing the country. After each, I’d like you to rate the statement
on a 4-point scale to indicate how positively you feel toward it. If you do not
have any positive feelings, give it the lowest rating of 1; if you have some
positive feelings, rate it a 2; if you have generally positive feelings, rate it a
3; and if you have extremely positive feelings, rate it a 4. Please rate each
statement based solely on how positively you feel about it, while ignoring or
setting aside for the moment any negative feelings you may have. The first
statement is. . . .
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The statements below were read, and respondents were asked to rate each
one separately. Then, following a number of filler questions, the introduction
was repeated except with the words positive and positively replaced by
negative and negatively. Interviewers were told to repeat the instructions as
many times as necessary when respondents seemed unsure or confused at
any point.

The specific aspects of social welfare policy that respondents were asked
to evaluate are as follows: “The government should . . .”

• Ensure that every citizen has adequate medical insurance.
• Provide programs to help homeless people find a place to live.
• Ensure that every child has access to a good education.
• Provide programs that improve the standard of living of poor Americans.
• See to it that everyone who wants a job has one.
• Provide child care programs to assist working parents.
• Ensure that the retirement benefits that citizens have built up over the

years are protected.

Measures of ambivalence about social welfare policy were calculated
using the following algorithm developed by Thompson and her colleagues
(1995; also see Kaplan, 1972):6

Ambivalence = [(P + N) ÷ 2] – |P – N|

in which P is the positive reaction score and N is the negative reaction score.
The range of scores for each of the seven items described above is –0.5 to
4.0, with intervals of 0.5 (see Craig et al., 2002). Then, an index of ambiva-
lence was constructed. A principal components factor analysis confirmed
that all seven load on a single factor, and the reliability of an additive index
constructed from them is very high (α = .860).7 This high value may also be
indicative of response set. Because the questions are all posed in the same
direction, it is possible that respondents had a tendency to repeat the same
response. In addition, the questions are all posed from a liberal point of
view. That is, they are all framed around what “the government should” do.
This could stimulate more ambivalent responses from conservatives because
it primes ideas about what government should do, and as a result of conser-
vatives’ beliefs in limited government, they may offer more ambivalent
responses than they would if all the statements were not one way.

On the other hand, this measure addresses the potential validity issues of
the previously discussed measures by including indicators of both positive
and negative components of an attitude. Again, those measures that infer
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ambivalence from the error in prediction equations (Jacoby, 2002;
Steenbergen & Brewer, 2000) are likely capturing other things because error
variance is certainly the product of numerous factors, including nonattitude,
uncertainty, or even underspecification of the model (see Alvarez & Brehm,
1995; also Craig et al., 2002). Although the new measure could suffer from
some of the same problems, the likelihood of validity problems is decreased
by simply gauging positive and negative responses instead of inferring them.
The same can be said for how the new measure compares to that utilized by
Feldman and Zaller (1992). Although expressing support and opposition for
social welfare in an open-ended question could certainly be an indicator of
the simultaneous possession of positive and negative feelings, this phenom-
enon is more clearly observed by simply asking respondents for both.

The validity of the new measure can be at least partially confirmed by
seeing how well it correlates with theoretical predictors of ambivalence.
Although attitude strength is not the same thing as ambivalence, research
has suggested that ambivalence is associated with weaker attitudes (Bassili,
1996; Craig et al., 2002). The data here confirm as such. There is a nega-
tive relationship between social welfare ambivalence and social welfare
attitude extremity (taub = –.11, p < .001).8 Although the magnitude of the
relationship is modest, the statistical significance is high. In addition, the
models that follow also confirm the construct validity of the new measure
because cognitive, affective, and cognitive–affective conflict are all signif-
icant predictors of it. Of course, this assumes that the theory is correct and
that these measures are valid.

The models that follow include a series of independent variables. First,
I employed a traditional 7-point indicator of ideology. Respondents were
read the following statement:

We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. On a scale
of 1 through 7, where “1” is very liberal and “7” is very conservative, where
would you place yourself on this scale or haven’t you thought much about this?

For the purpose of this analysis, this measure was collapsed so that those
who reported a score of 1 to 3 were categorized as liberals, 4 as moderates,
and 5 to 7 as conservatives. These cutoffs were chosen to clearly delineate
between liberals and conservatives as separate groups. This allows the differ-
ences to show more clearly in the tests that follow. If the scale were not col-
lapsed, the tests would tell us if people categorized as a 1 on the scale were
more ambivalent than those who were a 2, or 3 to 4, and so on. The purpose
is to look for distinct differences across groups.

Gainous / Social Welfare Ambivalence 9



Before creating a measure of cognitive conflict, individual measures of
individualism and egalitarianism were constructed. Respondents were read
a series of companion statements and asked to say which came closer to their
own opinion. For individualism,9 the item pairs were (a) the government
should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living, or
the government should just let each person get ahead on his or her own, and
(b) we need a strong government to handle today’s complex economic prob-
lems, or the free market can handle these problems without government
being involved. For egalitarianism, the item pairs were (a) we have gone too
far in pushing equal rights in this country, or we should do more to make
sure that everyone is treated equally, and (b) if people were treated more
equally in this country, we would have many fewer problems, or this country
would be better off if we worried less about how equal people are. In all
cases, responses were coded from 1 (strong support for the first statement in
the pair) to 5 (strong support for the second statement); for the second egal-
itarianism pair, this scoring was reversed to provide consistency in direction
of wording. The two sets of items were then combined into indices with
scores ranging from 2 to 10 (high values reflecting stronger support for indi-
vidualist or egalitarian values).10

I calculated a measure of cognitive conflict, which captures the magnitude
of the difference between these values, using the same algorithm as the one
described earlier for measuring social welfare ambivalence, that is,

cognitive conflict = [individualism + egalitarianism] 
÷ 2 – |individualism – egalitarianism|

with higher values representing more conflict. This measure was then nor-
malized by centering it between 0 and 1.11

Even if the theory that value conflict stimulates ambivalence is correct, it
is possible that value hierarchies (Jacoby, 2002; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz,
1992) are structured in ways that sometimes serve to reduce the likelihood
of ambivalence occurring. If an individual places more importance on one
value than another, the conflict will not necessarily matter; simply, the pre-
ferred value will prevail and determine the person’s response to the issue in
question. Jacoby (2002) presents evidence suggesting that most citizens
infrequently place equal importance on values of equality and liberty, among
others. Thus, if conflict between egalitarianism and individualism is poten-
tially a source of ambivalence about social welfare policy, lower levels of
ambivalence should be expected among people who consider one of those
two values to be much more important than the other.
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So I use a measure of value importance as a control. It is based on
responses to two separate items, introduced as follows: “As you know, not
everyone agrees on the different goals or values that our nation ought to pur-
sue. I’m going to list three different goals and have you tell me how impor-
tant each of them is to you personally.” Egalitarianism and individualism
importance was then determined based on answers to a pair of questions:

a. The first goal is equality, by which we mean a narrowing of the gap in
wealth and power between rich and poor. How important is equality to
you–extremely important, important, only somewhat important, or not
important at all?

b. And the third goal is a free marketplace, by which we mean all citizens
having a chance to get ahead on their own without the government getting
involved. How important is a free marketplace to you–extremely impor-
tant, important, only somewhat important, or not important at all?12

Responses were recoded so that higher values represent greater importance.
In addition, the relative importance of one value as opposed to the other was
calculated as the absolute value of individualism importance subtracted from
egalitarianism importance; higher numbers indicate that one of these values
has priority over the other for the individual.

It has been suggested that attitudes about social welfare are shaped in part
by one’s perceptions of which groups gain most from the various programs.
Apart from the obvious (poor people), many citizens think of African
Americans as being among the principal beneficiaries of governmental wel-
fare policies (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Cook & Barrett, 1992; Gilens, 1995;
Sniderman et al., 1991; also see Jacoby, 2005). Accordingly, feelings about
welfare beneficiaries were measured with two additive indices, one for posi-
tive feelings and another for negative feelings. These indices are based on
answers to two questions tapping respondents’ affect toward “poor people”
and “Blacks.” Respondents were read the following introduction:

Next, I’d like to do the same thing except with a list of different government
institutions and groups that are active in politics. Once again: If you do not
have any positive feelings toward the institution or group, give it the lowest
rating of 1; if you have some positive feelings, rate it a 2; if you have gener-
ally positive feelings, rate it a 3; and if you have extremely positive feelings,
rate it a 4. Please rate each institution or group based solely on how positively
you feel about it, while ignoring or setting aside for the moment any negative
feelings you may have. The first group is. . . .

Gainous / Social Welfare Ambivalence 11



Then, the names of the groups and institutions were read (including poor
people and Blacks), and respondents were asked to separately rate each one.
Then, like the social welfare items, the introduction was repeated except with
the words positive and positively replaced by negative and negatively follow-
ing a number of filler questions. As before, scores range from 1 (no positive
or negative feelings) to 4 (extremely positive or negative feelings) and from 2
to 8 after summing each respectively. The positive items and negative items
scaled well together, indicating that people shared similar feeling across these
two groups (positive feelings α = .772, negative feelings α = .868).

I used these indices as the affective components for the measure of affec-
tive conflict by summing the positive responses to poor people and Blacks,
summing the negative responses to poor people and Blacks and then plug-
ging these indicators into the same algorithm used above, juxtaposing pos-
itive responses against negative responses. This index was normalized to
have values that range between 0 and 1.

Next, I used the values and feelings about the perceived beneficiaries
indices to construct a measure of cognitive–affective conflict. The idea here
is that conflict between individualist values and positive feelings about the
perceived beneficiaries and between egalitarian values and negative feelings
about the perceived beneficiaries should stimulate ambivalence. Rather than
doing separate measures for each, the index for positive feelings about the
beneficiary and individualist values is inverted and each is added to negative
feelings about the beneficiary and egalitarian values respectively. Flipping
them gives them the same directional effect on attitudes about social welfare.
Because there is no reason to expect that conflict is more likely to stimulate
ambivalence for individualist–positive feelings or egalitarian–negative feel-
ings conflict, inverting the indices permits one measure of cognitive–affective
conflict. After summing the inverted indices with the noninverted ones, each
was rescaled so that all values fall between 0 and 1. Then, I constructed an
index of cognitive conflict via the same algorithm used for the other indica-
tors. This index was also normalized to have values between 0 and 1.

I employed two other control variables as well. First, I included a mea-
sure of income to control for variation in attitudes about social welfare
based on self-interest (see Goren 2001). Respondents were asked to place
themselves in one of the following categories: between $0 and $10,000,
between $10,000 and $30,000, between $30,000 and $50,000, between
$50,000 and $70,000, and $70,000 or more).

Evidence has suggested that there is a relationship between ambivalence
and levels of political sophistication. Zaller (1992) proposes that individuals
can reliably resist the arguments to which they are exposed only to the extent
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that they possess information about these arguments. He asserts that, in com-
bination with the idea that most Americans are not very politically aware, cit-
izens will be unlikely to exhibit high levels of resistance because of low levels
of information. Thus, in an environment wherein communications on both
sides of the issues is evenly distributed, it is likely that individual attitudinal
ambivalence will arise. Alvarez and Brehm (1995, 1997) also argue that those
who are least informed are more likely to be ambivalent across several policy
domains. They ask political knowledge questions in each study to measure
information levels. The present study also employed a measure of political
knowledge. Respondents were read the following introduction:

Here are a few questions about the government in Washington. Many people
don’t know the answers to these questions, but even if you’re not sure I’d like
you to tell me your best guess.

Then, they were asked the following questions: (a) “First, do you happen to
know what job or political office is currently held by John Ashcroft?” (b)
“Who has the final responsibility to decide if a law is constitutional or not–is
it the president, Congress, or the Supreme Court?” (c) “Would you say that
one of the parties is more conservative than the other at the national level?
If yes: Which party is more conservative?”13 Dummy variables were created
for each correct response (0 = incorrect, 1 = correct). Those who responded
with “don’t know” were also counted as incorrect. An additive index was
constructed by adding the three together (α = .36), in which higher values
represent more political knowledge.

Results

Differences in the Prevalence of 
Ambivalence Across Ideology

The results shown in Table 1 suggest several important points. First,
liberals are less ambivalent than conservatives when it comes to how they
evaluate social welfare programs. Next, although liberals may be less
ambivalent than conservatives, it appears that they experience a considerable
amount of ambivalence as well. Finally, there is some degree of variability
in the levels of ambivalence observed across the seven program areas that
form the basis for the social welfare ambivalence index, and this variation
is far from trivial.
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Mean ambivalence scores for liberals are lower across all seven policy
areas. As a result, liberals have a lower score on the index. These differences
are significant at the .01 level concerning ambivalence about universal med-
ical insurance and improving the standard of living of poor Americans. The
probability that there is no difference across ideology regarding ambivalence
about programs to ensure that all children receive a good education is .09, .12
for protecting retirement benefits, and .15 for programs to protect the home-
less. The difference concerning ensuring full employment and providing
child care programs is relatively higher than the other policy areas (.36 for
child care and .27 for the job guarantee item). Most important, the difference
across ideology on the index of social welfare ambivalence is significant with
a p value of .01, suggesting that there is a clear overall pattern in which
liberals are less ambivalent than conservatives.14

Although liberals may be less ambivalent than conservatives, it appears
that ambivalence is fairly common for both. If a score of higher than zero
is considered as evidence of some degree of ambivalence (see Craig et al.,
2002), the percentage of conservatives in the sample who are ambivalent
ranges from 29.0% (ensuring that every child has access to a good education)
to 64.2% (programs to improve the standard of living for poor Americans).
The percentage of liberals who are ambivalent ranges from 20.5% to 57.5%
on the same policy areas. Again, this variation across policy areas, for both
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Table 1
Prevalence of Social Welfare Ambivalence Across Ideology

Mean Ambivalence Percentage Ambivalent

Liberals Conservatives p Value Liberals Conservatives

Standard of living 0.67 1.05 .00 48.8 64.2
Homeless 0.79 0.95 .15 57.5 60.8
Job guarantee 0.79 0.92 .27 54.3 57.0
Child care 0.67 0.77 .36 51.2 52.2
Medical insurance 0.06 0.54 .00 21.3 40.3
Retirement benefits 0.21 0.41 .12 22.0 30.6
Education 0.13 0.33 .09 20.5 29.0
7-item index 3.32 4.98 .01 39.4 46.4
Number of cases 127 372

Note: Data are from a Florida Voter survey of registered voters conducted in May 2004. p value
represents the probability that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference
between liberals and conservatives across these items (t tests, equal variances assumed).
Percentage ambivalent entries in the table indicate the proportion who have ambivalence scores
greater than 0. Percentages for the 7-item index are an average of the 7 individual percentages.



liberals and conservatives, is not trivial. The percentage of those who are
ambivalent is higher on policies that would assist the homeless, improve the
standard of living of poor Americans, ensure full employment, and provide
child care programs to assist working parents. On each of these issues, more
than half of the Florida sample, liberals and conservatives, have ambiva-
lence scores greater than zero. Ambivalence is less common with regard to
universal medical insurance, programs to ensure that all children receive a
good education, and protecting retirement benefits.

Differences in the Sources of 
Ambivalence Across Ideology

Now I address the potential sources of the differences between liberals
and conservatives. Table 2 contains each group’s mean scores for cognitive
conflict, affective conflict, and cognitive–affective conflict. Mean scores for
values, value importance, the relative difference of importance, and positive
and negative group affect are also included. As expected, liberals are gener-
ally more egalitarian and less individualist than are conservatives. Liberals
are more likely than conservatives to rate egalitarianism highly. Although
they rate individualism lower, the difference is not significant. The differ-
ence across ideology concerning the relative difference of the importance of
these values is not significant either. It appears that conservatives are slightly
more likely to have cognitive conflict.

When it comes to affective conflict and cognitive–affective conflict, lib-
erals are slightly less likely to experience these types of conflict, but these
differences are not significant. Unexpectedly, conservatives have more pos-
itive feelings about Blacks and poor people than liberals. This is contrary to
common stereotypes. There is evidence that suggests conservatives are more
mixed when it comes to racial issues (Federico, 2005), but no research that
tells us why conservatives would have greater affect toward Blacks and the
poor. This could be a social desirability effect in which conservatives are
compensating for the popular negative stereotypes by positively responding
toward these groups. It may also be a response to the changing cues sent by
Bush’s “compassionate conservatism.” In addition, the Bush administration
made a concerted effort in his 2000 election to appoint more minorities to
high office, including the nomination of Condoleezza Rice to secretary of
state, among others. Although these bivariate descriptions are illustrative, it
cannot be concluded that any of these types of conflict are good explanations
for why conservatives appear to be more ambivalent than liberals until this
proposition is tested in a multivariate setting.
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Multivariate Test of Difference Across Ideology

The results of the test of both the sources of social welfare ambivalence
and the reasons for the difference across ideology are contained in Tables 3
and 4. They lend support to the contention that all three types of conflict are
indeed sources of social welfare ambivalence. They also indicate that affec-
tive conflict explains more of the variance in ambivalence across ideology
than the other types of conflict. But in the end, consistent with the idea that
changes in how all types of conflict have been primed, the bulk of variance
that is explained here results when they are considered simultaneously. The
test involves comparing results across a series of ordered logit models of
social welfare ambivalence. If cognitive, affective, or cognitive–affective
conflict were the best explanation of the difference in ambivalence across
ideology, ideology should become insignificant as a predictor of ambivalence
about social welfare when the explanation of the variance across ideology
is introduced to the model.

The first model (Model I) includes only ideology as an explanatory vari-
able excluding conservatives as the reference category. Model II adds the
control variables income and political knowledge. This is followed by intro-
ducing the cognitive conflict item (Model III) and the value importance

16 American Politics Research

Table 2
Differences Across Ideology: Sources of Ambivalence 

About Social Welfare

Liberals Conservatives p Value

Cognitive items
Egalitarianism (0-1) 0.79 0.66 .00
Individualism (0-1) 0.37 0.46 .00
Egalitarianism importance (1-4) 3.31 2.85 .00
Individualism importance (1-4) 2.98 3.09 .22
Relative difference (0-3) 0.88 0.95 .48
Cognitive conflict (0-1) 0.39 0.43 .08
Affective items
Positive group affect (0-1) 0.27 0.33 .02
Negative group affect (0-1) 0.21 0.25 .15
Affective conflict (0-1) 0.29 0.32 .24
Cognitive–affective conflict (0-1) 0.34 0.37 .17
Number of cases 127 372

Note: Data are from a Florida Voter survey of registered voters conducted in May 2004. p value
represents the probability that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference
between liberals and conservatives across these items (t tests, equal variances assumed).



indicators. Next, cognitive–affective conflict is added and the purely cogni-
tive items are removed (Model IV), and then the same is done with affective
conflict (Model V). This process allows us to determine if these sources of
conflict, and which ones, explain the variance across ideology. Finally, the
fully specified models are in Table 4. The affective and cognitive–affective
conflict measures are in separate models to avoid multicollinearity.15

Looking at the magnitude and significance of the estimates for each type of
conflict while controlling for the effects of the other serves to confirm the
results of the above-described test and also allows us to see if they must be
considered simultaneously to explain away the difference.
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Table 3
Source of Differences in Social Welfare 

Ambivalence across Ideology

Model I Model II Model III Model IV Model V

Liberal –0.54*** –0.55*** –0.42** –0.43** –0.35*
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Moderate 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.11 0.13
(0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19)

Cognitive conflict — — 1.54*** — —
— — (0.29) — —

Egalitarianism importance — — –0.46*** — —
— — (0.09) — —

Individualism importance — — –0.39*** — —
— — (0.09) — —

Relative difference — — –0.24*** — —
— — (0.09) — —

Cognitive affective conflict — — — 3.72*** —
— — — (0.34) —

Affective conflict — — — — 4.19***
— — — — (0.30)

Income — –0.05 –0.03 0.01 0.04
— (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07)

Political knowledge — 0.11 0.14* 0.10 0.06
— (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

–2 log likelihood 516.371 2156.35 4295.77 4115.99 3632.48
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 .02 .02 .14 .21 .30
Number of cases 607 607 607 607 607

Note: Data are from a Florida Voter survey of registered voters conducted in May 2004. Table
entries are ordered logit estimates obtained using maximum likelihood estimation. Standard
errors are in parentheses. Threshold levels are not shown. Missing values were replaced using
multiple imputation.
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01.



First, in Model I, the estimate of the relationship between being liberal
and social welfare ambivalence is significant and negative. Because the
dummy variable for conservatives is excluded as the reference category, this
suggests that, compared to conservatives, liberals are less ambivalent. The
significance of ideology does not change at all when the income and politi-
cal knowledge controls are introduced to the model (Model II), and neither
is significant. So these controls do not account for the variance explained by
ideology. Next, Model III suggests that cognitive conflict in the form of
opposing values is a significant predictor of social welfare ambivalence when
controlling for the personal importance individuals place on both individualist
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Table 4
Fully Specified Models of Social Welfare Ambivalence

95% Confidence 
Coeff. SE Interval

Model 1
Liberal –0.33 0.18 –0.69 0.03
Moderate 0.13 0.19 –0.24 0.51
Cognitive conflict 1.32 0.29 0.75 1.90
Cognitive–affective conflict 3.44 0.34 2.78 4.11
Egalitarianism importance –0.39 0.09 –0.56 –0.22
Individualism importance –0.35 0.09 –0.51 –0.18
Relative difference –0.18 0.09 –0.35 –0.01
Income 0.01 0.08 –0.14 0.16
Political knowledge 0.13 0.08 –0.02 0.28
–2 log likelihood 4253.66
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 .28
Model 2
Liberal –0.27 0.18 –0.63 0.09
Moderate 0.15 0.19 –0.22 0.53
Cognitive conflict 1.54 0.29 0.97 2.11
Affective conflict 3.93 0.30 3.34 4.53
Egalitarianism importance –0.28 0.09 –0.45 –0.11
Individualism importance –0.25 0.09 –0.42 –0.09
Relative difference –0.18 0.09 –0.35 –0.01
Income 0.05 0.08 –0.10 0.20
Political knowledge 0.08 0.08 –0.07 0.24
–2 log likelihood 4199.94
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0.35
N 607

Note: Data are from a Florida Voter survey of registered voters conducted in May 2004. Table
entries are ordered logit coefficients, associated standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals.
Threshold levels are not shown. Missing values were replaced using multiple imputation.



and egalitarian values and the relative difference therein.16 Each of the value
importance controls are significant and negative, indicating that ambivalence
is lower as one value becomes more important and as one becomes more
important relative to the other. The significance of cognitive conflict taken
together with the significance of the importance indicators suggests that
regardless of the importance of either value, conflict between the two still
stimulates ambivalence. Income remains insignificant but political knowledge
becomes significant at the .10 level. The relationship suggests that ambiva-
lence increases as political knowledge increases when controlling for the
cognitive items. This is the only model in which this is the case. Although
these cognitive items appear to structure ambivalence about social welfare,
they do not completely explain the difference across ideology. Ideology
remains a significant predictor of ambivalence.

Nonetheless, the magnitude and significance of the ideology estimate do
drop off some when cognitive conflict and value importance are added to the
model.17 Therefore, varying value conflict across ideology does begin to
explain, at least partially, why conservatives are more ambivalent than liber-
als. Again, this finding indirectly contributes to the theory that elite discourse
has shifted attitudes about social welfare. Before the turn of the century,
Republican discourse focused on lowering taxes and protecting individual
rights. Although they have not abandoned these ideas, as suggested above, the
rhetoric changed, and Republican leadership began to embrace a role for gov-
ernment. Although the data here do not permit a direct test of this change, it
has been highlighted in other research (Schneider & Jacoby, 2005). This
earlier work provides a theoretical framework to explain the change in the
types of cues being sent, and the empirical evidence here is what should be
expected based on this shift.

After introducing the cognitive-affect conflict items in Model IV, it
would appear that conflict between values and feelings toward the per-
ceived beneficiaries of welfare does not completely explain the variance
across ideology. Although the magnitude and significance do again slightly
drop off, the effects of ideology are still nontrivial. Finally, in Model V, the
results indicate that affective conflict explains more of the variance across
ideology than the other types of conflict. Although this may be the case,
ideology is still fairly reliable (p = .053). This is a significant drop off from
the other models, but this is not enough to assert that affective conflict is
the sole explanation of why liberals seem to be less ambivalent about social
welfare than conservatives.

The models contained in Table 4 suggest that the best explanation in these
data of the variance of social welfare ambivalence across ideology is all of the
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above. In other words, the simultaneous consideration of each of the types of
conflict explains more of the variance across ideology than any one of the
types of conflict.18 The significance and magnitude of the estimate for ideol-
ogy dissipate more than in any of the single conflict models in the cognitive
and cognitive–affective conflict model (p = .07) and become insignificant in
the cognitive–affective conflict model (p = .14). All of the cognitive and
affective items are significant in both models (0 is not bounded in any of the
95% confidence intervals). This indicates that cognitive, cognitive–affective,
and affective conflict are significant sources of social welfare ambivalence
even when controlling for each other. The value importance indicators remain
significant and negative. The income and political sophistication controls are
not significant.

The results do suggest that the affective component explains more of the
variance than the cognitive, but this is most pronounced when controlling
for the cognitive components. This makes sense given the theory that
the changing cues in elite discourse have centered on both cognitive and
affective messages that could influence social welfare attitudes. Again,
these data offer no direct test of this change, but the results are consistent
with the theory.

Conclusion

The findings presented in this study offer several conclusions. First, social
welfare ambivalence appears to be fairly common. Next, the results also indi-
cate that self-identified liberals are less ambivalent about social welfare than
their ideological counterparts. Finally, the results suggest that although affec-
tive conflict appears to explain more of the ideological differences in ambiva-
lence, this is mostly true when they are all considered simultaneously.
Nonetheless, the fact that how people feel about the perceived beneficiaries
is the most powerful explanation of ambivalence in general is powerful in
itself, regardless of its relationship to ideology. This speaks volumes about
the structural components of social welfare attitudes in general and about
where Americans are when it comes to attitudes about race. We know that the
bulk of social welfare resources are distributed to poor Whites, but clearly the
perception is that African Americans are the primary beneficiaries. These
ideas certainly call for further investigation.

Taken all together, the findings here lend support to the contention that
elite discourse does in fact shape public opinion. This is not new, but the
results here indicate that this relationship may be slightly more complicated
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than previously noted. Research has presented evidence that attitudes are
not simple bipolar evaluations. Rather, they are made up of a range of con-
siderations, often resulting in ambivalence. Therefore, it should be expected
that the relationship between elite discourse and attitudes is more complex.
The evidence presented here certainly suggests this to be the case. It appears
that elite discourse helps shape public opinion but has not eliminated social
welfare ambivalence among either liberals or conservatives.

This opens the door for further investigation. For instance, research has
suggested that ambivalent attitudes may not be stable (Bargh, Chaiken,
Govender, & Pratto, 1992; Hill & Kriesi, 2001; Zaller & Feldman, 1992). If
ambivalent attitudes are less stable and elite discourse influences ambiva-
lence, the magnitude of the effect of elite discourse on ambivalent attitudes
should be greater. Simply, those who are ambivalent may be more malleable.
This still remains to be seen. Furthermore, more needs to be done to explore
how social welfare ambivalence affects voting behavior. Potentially, the rela-
tionship between social welfare policy preferences and vote choice could be
moderated by ambivalence. Simply, the link between such preferences and
vote choice may be weaker for those who are ambivalent. If the prevalence
of ambivalence varies across ideology, this potential moderating effect may
vary across ideology as well. Because liberals appear to be less ambivalent
than conservatives, the moderating effect between policy preference and
vote choice may not be as strong for them. These are questions that also need
to be answered.

Although the results here do suggest that social welfare ambivalence
varies across ideology, they also suggest that ambivalence among liberals is
not trivial. Apparently, the public, including liberals and conservatives, is just
not ready to choose one side over the other.

Notes

1. Feldman and Steenbergen (2001) contended that “humanitarianism” is also important as
a predictor of citizens’ attitudes about social welfare.

2. Nelson (1999) did suggest that cognitive elements of out-group attitudes dominate affect
in their influence on policy opinion, but this study is not concerned with the primacy of one
effect over another.

3. Additional information can be obtained from the author or from Florida Voter directly
(954-584-0204).

4. Registered voters were used as the sampling frame as opposed to the general population
because the survey was focused on voting behavior.

5. Although the modal number of missing values was less than 1% across the variables
used here, these values were replaced anyway to avoid the loss of any information. I employed
the MICE (multiple imputation using chained equations; see Horton & Lipsitz, 2001) routine
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in the R statistical package to impute missing data. MICE replaces each missing value with a
random draw from a distribution estimated from a maximum likelihood function based on
other variables in the data set. The imputed data set was based on the mean values from five
replicate data sets created by MICE. The substantive results did not change after imputation,
but this process does provide more precise results.

6. This model is derived from a version of the semantic differential (Osgood, Suci, &
Tannenbaum, 1957), as modified by Kaplan (1972), in an effort to show that people’s overall
attitudes are made up of both positive and negative elements. Thompson and her colleagues
(1995) adjusted the model to better account for the presence of polarized beliefs. See Craig,
Kane, and Martinez (2002) for a more complete discussion of this measure as employed in a
large-sample survey.

7. It is important to note that people’s attitudes about social welfare policies may have
multiple dimensions (see Jacoby, 1994), but as confirmatory factor analysis indicates here,
ambivalence about such policies appears to be unidimensional. In other words, people who are
ambivalent about one type of policy are often ambivalent about others.

8. Social welfare attitude extremity was measured by asking respondents the following
question:

Some people think the government should provide fewer services, even in areas such
as health and education, in order to reduce spending. Others feel it is important for the
government to provide more services to citizens even if it means an increase in spend-
ing. Which of these positions is closer to your own views? [Do you feel strongly or not
so strongly about this?]

Answers were scored from 1 (strongly prefer fewer services and reduced spending) to 5
(strongly prefer more services even if it means higher taxes). The scale was then folded such
that more extreme attitudes (1 and 5 scores) were coded as 3, moderate attitudes (2 and 4
scores) were coded as 2, and weak attitudes (3 score) as 1. This item was part of an experi-
ment in which half the sample was asked the question with one additional option (“Or are you
torn between the two?”) added at the end. People were naturally more likely to select a
“mixed” response that was presented to them (24.0% said they were torn) than to volunteer
one on their own (12.5%). Both groups are combined for purposes of the analysis here.
Previous work using these data in a model of ambivalence about social welfare demonstrated
that the impact of the wording difference was trivial (see Gainous & Martinez, 2005). Also, if
there is a negative relationship between attitude extremity and ambivalence, and if conserva-
tives are more ambivalent than liberals, we might also expect conservatives to have weaker
attitudes. The evidence to suggest this is the case here is limited (t test equal variances
assumed p = .14).

9. These questions were designed to tap support for economic individualism, or a belief
in the freedom to accumulate wealth. Scholars with a different substantive focus might prefer
to measure individualism differently, for example, conceptualizing it in terms of a belief in
freedom of expression.

10. Correlations (Pearson’s r) are .180 (p < .001) for the two individualism pairs and .244
(p < .001) for the two egalitarianism pairs. The stronger relationships that are typically found
when similar items are presented individually to respondents rather than as pairwise compar-
isons (e.g., Goren, 2001) may be, to some degree, a product of the response set problem that
often plagues agree–disagree questions.
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11. Because the correlations between the separate value items were relatively low, I created
separate conflict scales involving every possible single-item combination, and the substantive
results of the tests that follow did not change.

12. The survey included a measure of the importance of traditional moral values, which
was asked between these two questions.

13. No responses to the first part of the question were coded as incorrect.
14. Although previous research has specifically dealt with liberals and conservatives, the

theory here might suggest that moderates would be more ambivalent than liberals and less
ambivalent than conservatives. t tests partially confirm this expectation. Moderates are more
ambivalent than liberals (p = .054) but not significantly less ambivalent than conservatives
(p = .883).

15. These items are strongly related (taub = .62, p < .001), but neither is strongly related
to cognitive conflict.

16. Cognitive conflict is also significant without controlling for the personal importance
placed on each value.

17. This change is significantly less pronounced if the value importance indicators are not
included.

18. The pseudo r2 is also highest in these models, indicating that more variance is
explained in the fully specified models.

References

Alvarez, R. M., & Brehm, J. (1995). American ambivalence towards abortion policy:
Development of a heteroskedastic probit model of competing values. American Journal of
Political Science, 39, 1055-1082.

Alvarez, R. M., & Brehm, J. (1997). Are Americans ambivalent towards racial policies?
American Journal of Political Science, 41, 345-374.

Bargh, J. A., Chaiken, S., Govender, R., & Pratto, F. (1992). The generality of the automatic
attitude activation effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 893-912.

Bartels, L. M. (1993). Messages received: The political impact of media exposure. American
Political Science Review, 87, 267-285.

Bassili, J. N. (1996). Meta-judgmental versus operative indexes of psychological attributes:
The case of measures of attitude strength. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
71, 637-653.

Bobo, L., & Kluegel, J. R. (1993). Opposition to race targeting: Self-interest, stratification
ideology, or racial attitudes. American Sociological Review, 58, 443-464.

Breckler, S. J., & Wiggins, E. C. (1989). Affect versus evaluation in the structure of attitudes.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 253-271.

Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., Miller, W. E., & Stokes, D. E. (1960). The American voter.
New York: John Wiley.

Cantril, A. H., & Cantril, S. D. (1999). Reading mixed signals: Ambivalence in American
public opinion about government. Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Cook, F. L., & Barrett, E. J. (1992). Support for the American welfare state: The views of
Congress and the public. New York: Columbia University Press.

Craig, S. C., Kane, J. G., & Martinez, M. D. (2002). Sometimes you feel like a nut, sometimes
you don’t: Citizens’ ambivalence about abortion. Political Psychology, 23, 285-301.

Gainous / Social Welfare Ambivalence 23



Craig, S. C., Martinez, M. D., Kane, J. G., & Gainous, J. (2005). Core values, value conflict,
and citizens’ ambivalence about gay rights. Political Research Quarterly, 58, 5-17.

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace.
Esses, V. M., Haddock, G., & Zanna, M. P. (1993). Values, stereotypes and emotions as deter-

minants of intergroup attitudes. In D. L. Hamilton & D. M. Mackie (Eds.), Affect, cognition,
and stereotyping: Interactive processes in group perception (pp. 137-166). San Diego, CA:
Academic Press.

Federico, C. M. (2005). Education, ideology, and racial ambivalence: Conflict amplification
or conflict resolution? In S. C. Craig & M. D. Martinez (Eds.), Ambivalence, politics, and
public policy (pp. 83-102). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Feldman, S. (1988). Structure and consistency in public opinion: The role of core beliefs and
values. American Journal of Political Science, 32, 416-440.

Feldman, S., & Steenbergen, M. R. (2001). The humanitarian foundation of public support for
social welfare. American Journal of Political Science, 45, 658-677.

Feldman, S., & Zaller, J. (1992). The political culture of ambivalence: Ideological responses
to the welfare state. American Journal of Political Science, 36, 268-307.

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social cognition (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Gainous, J., & Martinez, M. D. (2005). What happens when we simultaneously want opposite

things? Ambivalence about social welfare. In S. C. Craig & M. D. Martinez (Eds.),
Ambivalence, politics, and public policy (pp. 47-62). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Gilens, M. (1995). Racial attitudes and opposition to welfare. Journal of Politics, 57, 994-1014.
Goren, P. (2001). Core principles and policy reasoning in mass publics: A test of two theories.

British Journal of Political Science, 31, 159-177.
Hill, J. L., & Kriesi, H. (2001). An extension and test of Converse’s “black-and-white” model

of response stability. American Political Science Review, 95, 397-413.
Hodson, G., Maio, G. R., & Esses, V. M. (2001). The role of attitudinal ambivalence in suscep-

tibility to consensus information. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 23, 197-205.
Horton, N. J., & Lipsitz, S. R. (2001). Multiple imputation in practice: Comparison of

software packages for regression models with missing variables. American Statistician,
55, 244-254.

Iyengar, S. (1991). Is anyone responsible? How television frames political issues. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Iyengar, S., & Kinder, D. R. (1987). News that matters: Television and American opinion.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Iyengar, S., & McGuire, W. J. (1993). Explorations in political psychology. Durham, NC:
Duke University Press.

Jacoby, W. G. (1991). Ideological identification and issue attitudes. American Journal of
Political Science, 35, 178-205.

Jacoby, W. G. (1994). Public attitudes toward government spending. American Journal of
Political Science, 38, 336-361.

Jacoby, W. G. (2002). Core values and political attitudes. In B. Norrander & C. Wilcox (Eds.),
Understanding public opinion (2nd ed., pp. 177-202). Washington, DC: CQ Press.

Jacoby, W. G. (2005). Is it really ambivalence? Public opinion toward government spending.
In S. C. Craig & M. D. Martinez (Eds.), Ambivalence and the structure of political opin-
ion (pp. 149-172). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kaplan, K. J. (1972). On the ambivalence-indifference problem in attitude theory and mea-
surement: A suggested modification of the semantic differential technique. Psychological
Bulletin, 77, 361-372.

24 American Politics Research



Katz, I., & Hass, G. (1988). Racial ambivalence and American value conflict: Correlational
and priming studies of dual cognitive structures. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 55, 893-905.

Katz, I., Wackenhut, J., & Hass, R. G. (1986). Racial ambivalence, value duality, and behavior.
In J. F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, discrimination, and racism (pp. 35-59).
New York: Academic Press.

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

Kinder, D. R., & Winter, N. (2001). Exploring the racial divide: Blacks, Whites, and opinion
on national policy. American Journal of Political Science, 45, 439-456.

Krosnick, J. A., & Kinder, D. R. (1990). Altering the foundations of support for the president
through priming. American Political Science Review, 84, 497-512.

Marcus, G. E. (2003). The psychology of emotions. In D. O. Sears, L. Huddy, & R. Jervis (Eds.),
Oxford handbook of political psychology (pp. 182-22). New York: Oxford University Press.

Marcus, G. E., Neuman, W. R., & MacKuen, M. (2000). Affective intelligence and political
judgment. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Martinez, M. D., Craig, S. C., Kane, J. G., & Gainous, J. (2005). Ambivalence and value con-
flict: A test of two issues. In S. C. Craig & M. D. Martinez (Eds.), Ambivalence, politics,
and public policy (pp. 63-82). New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

McCann, J. A. (1997). Electoral choices and core value change: The 1992 presidential cam-
paign. American Journal of Political Science, 41, 564-583.

Millar, M. G., & Tesser, A. (1986). Effects of affective and cognitive focus on the attitude-
behavior relation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 270-276.

Miller, J. M., & Krosnick, J. A. (2000). News media impact on the ingredients of presidential
evaluations: Politically knowledgeable citizens are guided by a trusted source. American
Journal of Political Science, 44, 301-315.

Mutz, D. C. (1998). Impersonal influence. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Nelson, T. E. (1999). Group affect and attribution in social policy opinion. Journal of Politics,

61, 331-362.
Nelson, T. E., & Kinder, D. R. (1996). Issue frames and group-centrism in American public

opinion. Journal of Politics, 58, 1055-1078.
Newby-Clark, I. R., McGregor, I., & Zanna, M. P. (2005). Ambivalence and accessibility:

The consequences of accessible ambivalence. In S. C. Craig & M. D. Martinez (Eds.),
Ambivalence and the structure of political opinion (pp. 33-53). New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J., & Tannenbaum, P. H. (1957). The measurement of meaning. Urbana:
University of Illinois Press.

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

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York: Free Press.
Schneider, S. K., & Jacoby, W. G. (2005). Elite discourse and American public opinion: The

case of welfare spending. Political Research Quarterly, 58, 367-379.
Schnell, F. (1993). The foundations of abortion attitudes: The role of values and value conflict.

In M. L. Goggin (Ed.), Understanding the new politics of abortion (pp. 23-43). Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content of structure of values: Theoretical advances
and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1-65). Orlando, FL: Academic Press.

Gainous / Social Welfare Ambivalence 25



Sears, D. O. (2000). The role of affect in symbolic politics. In J. H. Kuklinski (Ed.), Citizens
and politics: Perspective from political psychology (pp. 14-40). New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Sniderman, P. M., Brody, R. A., & Tetlock, P. E. (1991). Reasoning and choice: Explorations
in political psychology. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Steenbergen, M. R., & Brewer, P. R. (2000). The not-so-ambivalent public: Policy attitudes in
the political culture of ambivalence. In W. E. Saris & P. M. Sniderman (Eds.), The issue of
belief: Essays in the intersection of non-attitudes and attitude change (pp. 101-142).
Amsterdam: Universiteit van Amsterdam, Amsterdam School of Communication Research.

Stoker, L. (1993). Judging presidential character: The demise of Gary Hart. Political Behavior,
15, 193-223.

Thompson, M., Zanna, M. P., & Griffin, D. W. (1995). Let’s not be indifferent about (attitudi-
nal) ambivalence. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude strength: Antecedents
and consequences (pp. 361-386). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Valentino, N. A., Hutchings, V. L., & White, I. K. (2002). Cues that matter: How political ads
prime racial attitudes during campaigns. American Political Science Review, 96, 75-90.

Wilcox, C., & Norrander, B. (2002). Of moods and morals: The dynamics of opinion on abor-
tion and gay rights. In B. Norrander & C. Wilcox (Eds.), Understanding public opinion
(2nd ed., pp. 121-147). Washington, DC: CQ Press.

Zaller, J. R. (1992). The nature and origins of mass opinion. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Zaller, J. R., & Feldman, S. (1992). A simple theory of the survey response: Answering questions
versus revealing preferences. American Journal of Political Science, 36, 579-616.

Jason Gainous, PhD, is an assistant professor in the Department of Political Science at the
University of Louisville. His research interests include American politics, political behavior
and psychology, and methodology.

26 American Politics Research



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

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


