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The Internet offers political candidates a new way to campaign. Part of the Internet’s novelty
comes from technological options not available in most other media. Candidates, however,
must weigh various benefits and costs in using a given technological innovation. For example,
technology that allows for increased user interactivity may lead to a more stimulating web site
but might distract users from the campaign’s central message. In this article, the authors use
data from 444 congressional campaign web sites, over two elections, to examine how candi-
dates approach web technology. They investigate the factors that lead candidates to utilize or
avoid particular technological features. They show that technological adoption is determined
by both practical and strategic political considerations. Of particular interest, the competitive-
ness of a candidate’s race leads the candidate to use more sophisticated presentation tech-
nologies but less advanced interactive innovations because these latter options interfere with
the candidate’s message.

Keywords: campaigns; candidate strategy; web technology; new media; Internet campaigning

The Internet has become a vital resource in American political campaigns. It provides
candidates with unmediated and inexpensive access to voters while also offering new

technological options for communication and information presentation. Candidates now
have the opportunity to create web sites with features such as multiple media, personalized
information, and even two-way communication. Although these innovations seem promis-
ing, the decision to use them is far from automatic. Candidates must carefully weigh prac-
tical and political considerations before incorporating new technologies into their web sites
because each innovation has advantages and drawbacks.

Authors’ Note: Authors are listed in alphabetical order.
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In this article, we investigate how and why political candidates use a host of emerging
web technologies. Prior research focuses on a single campaign and either offers a rich
description of the technologies used on a small group of sites (e.g., Bimber & Davis, 2003;
Cornfield, 2004; King, 1999) or focuses on a specific feature found across a wider sample
of online campaigns (e.g., Dulio, Goff, & Thurber, 1999; Schneider & Foot, 2002).1 We
take a more comprehensive approach by exploring multiple technological features found
across a large and representative sample of congressional campaign web sites over two
elections. Specifically, we analyze 444 U.S. House and Senate candidate web sites from the
2002 and 2004 campaigns. We focus on the extent to which candidates have moved beyond
the electronic brochure format by incorporating various presentation (e.g., video, audio)
and interactive (e.g., personalized information, two-way communication) features.2 This
provides insight into how candidates approach technology and balance the various costs
and benefits associated with each innovation.

We then examine the conditions that motivate candidates to use emerging technologies by
supplementing our web data with detailed information on candidates, races, and constituen-
cies. We investigate how the decision to use certain features is affected by such things as avail-
able resources (e.g., campaign funds), increased ease of using technologies (e.g., developments
over time), demand effects (e.g., voter constituency), and strategic dynamics (e.g., race com-
petitiveness). Considering both practical and political motivations provides a clearer picture of
when candidates will use certain technologies and when they will avoid them.3

We start in the next section with an overview of campaigning on the web. We then dis-
cuss how and why candidates might use web technology before describing our data collec-
tion and reporting the results of our analysis. We end with a brief conclusion that highlights
our principal findings.

Campaigning on the Web

In less than a decade, it has become virtually mandatory for candidates to have a campaign
web site. In 1998, only 35% of major-party House candidates and 72% of major-party Senate
candidates posted campaign web sites (Kamarck, 1999, p. 100). By 2004, these numbers had
jumped to 81% and 92%, respectively (Goldsmith, 2004; also see Foot & Schneider, 2006,
pp. 7-11), leading some to suggest that “the question is no longer whether candidates for
major office will have a web site, but what the web site will look like and how it will be used”
(Williams, Aylesworth, & Chapman, 2002, p. 43; also see Williams, 2003).

Campaign web sites have attracted an increasing number of users, and there is some evi-
dence to suggest that they influence voters and, thus, election outcomes. Williams (2003,
p. 4) calculates that individual Senate candidate web sites, for example, received between
1,000 and 800,000 visits in 2000, whereas just 2 years later, the number of hits ranged from
6,854 to 1,615,819.4 Multiplying these visitation statistics by the number of candidate web
sites that now exist, and noting that web site visitors tend to be quite politically active (e.g.,
Norris, 2004), one gets the sense that online campaigns may have notable political influence
that is sure to grow. Moreover, candidate web sites undoubtedly affect many more voters
indirectly through activists who disseminate information (see Foot & Schneider, 2006,
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pp. 86, 129-155; Gordon, 2006) and, perhaps most important, journalists who frequently visit
these sites to gather material (see Ireland & Nash, 2001, pp. 14-15; Schneider & Foot, 2002).

The web’s growing prominence in American political campaigns affects candidates who
must decide how to use this relatively new medium and the emerging technologies it offers.
It is important to understand how candidates make these decisions because the technolo-
gies they select will ultimately affect how voters and journalists receive and process cam-
paign information.5 Indeed, online campaigns provide an intriguing venue for analyzing the
interaction between candidates and observers.6 In the next section, we draw on campaign
and information processing research to explain some of the reasons that candidates might
have for using or avoiding technologies given their presumed effect on web site visitors.

Web Site Technology

To gauge the extent to which candidate web sites utilize emerging technology, we exam-
ine if they incorporate features that would be impossible to include in a single, static paper
brochure. This approach has been used by others (e.g., Foot, Schneider, Xenos, & Dougherty,
2003; Kamarck, 1999), although we clarify the electronic brochure standard by investigating
whether candidates are using particular presentation and interactive features. The specific pre-
sentation features include multimedia content and display options, whereas the interactive
features include personalization functions, external links, and two-way communication. In
constructing their web sites, candidates make strategic choices on each of these dimensions,
which will be based, in large part, on each innovation’s perceived costs and benefits.

Presentation

The Internet offers a platform to bring together multiple forms of media that help to pre-
sent information vibrantly. Audio clips, for example, enable candidates to personalize and
highlight certain information. Similarly, candidates who opt to include dynamic visuals,
such as videos, likely do so to draw the audience’s attention to the display (Graber, 2001)
and possibly to accentuate perceptions of the candidate’s personal qualities (Druckman,
2003; Keeter, 1987). Multimedia features can make a candidate’s web site more engaging,
but they also require some technological skill and available resources, albeit not much.
Moreover, audio and video have the potential drawback of distracting visitors from impor-
tant information found in the text. In this way, moving beyond an electronic brochure may
work against ensuring that key messages are clearly received.

Candidates also must decide how much information to provide and how often to update
information. The Internet is virtually limitless in terms of providing information, and a fre-
quently updated web site allows candidates to get their message across and keep visitors
interested so that they might return. In fact, Davis (1999) notes, “A website that never (or
only infrequently) changes will be visited once or twice and then abandoned. Voters will
not return unless they believe that something new has happened” (p. 116; also see Bimber
& Davis, 2003, pp. 127-130; Cornfield, 2004, pp. 26-27). However, providing too much
information can clutter the web site and make it hard to navigate, and candidates must also
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consider the effort and expense associated with updating multiple pages of information
(see, e.g., Cornfield, 2004, p. 25).

Interactivity

The Internet provides for interactivity, which enables users to actively engage the cam-
paign and/or other users online. Stewart, Pavlou, and Ward (2002) state that “perhaps the
most interesting and novel attribute of the new media is their capability for interactivity,
which is becoming increasingly more pronounced with the infusion of more-advanced
communication media” (p. 368; also see Tedesco, 2004). Interactive features can engage
users by granting them control, which stimulates attention and learning (e.g., Southwell &
Lee, 2004, p. 645), although the attention may not be focused on the exact information the
candidate prefers (Eveland & Dunwoody, 2002).

Personalization is a form of interactivity in which the user can personalize his or her
engagement with the campaign through the web site. Users may be given the opportunity
to take a quiz, provide information, or move information around to suit their personal pref-
erences. Candidate web sites can also engage users through targeted marketing. Specifically,
the web site can solicit personal information from the user (e.g., zip code, political lean-
ings, attitudinal measures) and then send crafted messages designed for specific segments
of the population. For example, if a user enters that he or she views education as the most
important campaign issue, then the web site could automatically produce messages about
education (see, e.g., Cornfield, 2004, p. 42; Stewart et al., 2002, pp. 368-369). All of these
personalization features allow users to customize their interaction with the candidate’s web
site. Although personalization often enhances the persuasiveness of the candidate’s mes-
sage (O’Keefe, 2002, pp. 245-246), it can also create segments of incompletely informed
voters who learn less about other aspects of the candidate’s message (Chadwick, 2006,
p. 8). Personalization features can also be challenging to incorporate as the technology is
relatively new. Ultimately, personalization goes well beyond an electronic brochure by
actively engaging users, but it may also lead to a less coherent understanding of the candi-
date’s overall goals and intentions (Stromer-Galley, 2000).

The tradeoff between information control and interactive engagement arises to an even
greater extent when it comes to providing external links. Users who enjoy freedom to
explore will likely be more engaged with the site, although links also allow for more selec-
tivity and limit control over what specific information the audience accesses (see Foot,
Schneider, Dougherty, Xenos, & Larsen, 2003; Tewksbury & Althaus, 2000, p. 458). Of
course, this also depends on exactly where the links lead. For example, links to voter reg-
istration web sites and news articles that the campaign carefully selects are relatively safe
in that the content is predictable and visitors are likely to return to the candidate’s site (Foot
& Schneider, 2006, p. 59). However, links to a political party or presidential candidate are
riskier because the campaign has no control over the information presented there, and it
may not be entirely consistent with the candidate’s message (see Davis, 1999, p. 101).
External links are easy to incorporate, but candidates will have to think carefully about each
individual link and its potential effect on web site visitors.

Web interactivity involves not only content but also the possibility of communication
between the web site and its users, and/or between users themselves (what Bucy, 2004, and
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Kaye & Johnson, 2006, p. 149, call interpersonal interactivity). Communication through fea-
tures such as message boards, forums, and live chats can certainly stimulate attention and
enhance the likelihood of forming “online communities,” which, as Howard Dean’s presi-
dential campaign showed, can have numerous benefits (see Tedesco, 2004, p. 515; Trippi,
2004; on persuasion and interactivity, see O’Keefe, 2002, p. 257; Stewart et al., 2002;
Stromer-Galley, 2000). However, these features, again, allow less control over the flow of
information, require strong logistical capabilities, and may, in fact, be more technologically
interesting than politically useful (see Davis, 1999, p. 115).

New presentation and interactive technologies continue to develop, and many of them
seem to have exciting political applications that enable candidates to move beyond the sta-
tic electronic brochure format. However, each new innovation has tradeoffs that the candi-
date must weigh. In some cases, the innovation may still be rather complicated so that only
certain candidates can think about using it. In other cases, the tension is between retaining
control over the message that visitors receive and the desire to develop an engaging web
site that stimulates interest and support. All of these are important considerations for any
campaign, although, as we will discuss in the next section, there are factors that likely moti-
vate candidates one way or the other.

Explaining Technological Choices

There are various possible determinants of the technological choices that candidates
make for their web sites. Indeed, candidates must consider both practical and political
issues in making these decisions. For example, candidates need to think about the techni-
cal ease of using certain technologies as well as their cost, their demand, and the political
price they may exact. In this section, we elaborate on these considerations and discuss how
they might affect choices to use emerging technologies.

Technology generally becomes easier to use with time. Improvements and advancements
allow candidates to at least consider incorporating features that may have once been too
complex. Therefore, time itself may be a determinant of using particular tools that were
once considered complicated, such as multimedia, personalization features, and two-way
communication. For those elements that have always been quite simple (e.g., external links,
display options), time ought not to be much of a factor (e.g., Foot & Schneider, 2006,
p. 158). A number of candidate-level variables also might affect decisions about technology.
To begin with, well-funded candidates may be more likely to use certain technologies—
particularly complicated ones—because they can afford to pay for developing a sophisti-
cated web site. Conversely, candidates with limited campaign funds may wish to spend
their money on things other than web site technology (Bimber & Davis, 2003, p. 27;
Herrnson, Stokes-Brown, & Hindman, 2007, p. 32). The candidate’s party and gender may
also influence technology decisions, although expectations for each are not entirely obvi-
ous. It may be the case that one party is more technologically savvy than the other (Ireland
& Nash, 2001; Puopolo, 2001, p. 2034)7 and that gender matters in the sense that it gener-
ates different approaches to campaigning (on gender, see, e.g., Gulati & Treul, 2003; Kahn,
1996; Puopolo, 2001, p. 2039). Incumbency status may also affect these decisions in that
challengers may have a stronger inclination to use technology as a way of gaining ground
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on established incumbents (see, e.g., Fenno, 1996; Herrnson, 2004; Herrnson et al., 2007,
pp. 33, 35).

Differences in the office level being contested may factor into the extent to which candi-
date web sites go beyond the electronic brochure standard. Compared to House candidates,
Senate candidates typically have larger constituencies and staffs, which could, all else equal,
incline them toward more technologically sophisticated sites (see, e.g., Bimber & Davis,
2003, pp. 26-27; Dulio et al., 1999; Herrnson, 2004). In fact, a larger staff may be particu-
larly helpful with some of the more intricate features, whereas a more diverse constituency
may encourage Senate candidates to pay greater attention to personalization features.

At the district level, demand effects may influence candidates’ decisions about technol-
ogy. Income and education could be particularly important as wealthy and well-educated
districts tend to have more access to the Internet and thus greater familiarity with certain
technologies (see Bimber & Davis, 2003, pp. 104-107; Foot & Schneider, 2006, p. 171).8

Candidates from districts with presumably less Internet acumen may not feel obligated to
have complex sites or may, in fact, try to present simple sites to ensure their message
reaches the intended audience (see Herrnson et al., 2007, p. 33). Partisanship in the district
(e.g., percentage of Republicans/Democrats) is an obvious political consideration that
might affect decisions about technology in that Republicans tend to be slightly more active
online (Pew, 2000).9

In terms of strategic political considerations, race competitiveness could have an impor-
tant role to play in decisions about web site technology. As races tighten, candidates must
think more about the consequences of their decisions and try to stimulate voters while
retaining control over their message. Technologies that do not severely compromise mes-
sage control (e.g., multimedia, display options) should be most commonly used in tight
races where candidates have an incentive to employ features that make their web sites more
vibrant and engaging. Conversely, technologies that sacrifice message control (e.g., per-
sonalization, external links, two-way communication) ought to be negatively associated
with race competitiveness because candidates in tight races need to ensure that their mes-
sages are clearly articulated and understood. For candidates in close races, message clarity
may trump the extra stimulation that these features provide (see Foot & Schneider, 2006,
p. 172). Ultimately, race competitiveness may be a key factor in determining which tech-
nologies candidates use and which they avoid.

Data

To test these expectations about how and when candidates use web technology, we
examine data from an extensive content analysis of congressional candidate web sites from
the 2002 and 2004 campaigns. In each year, we identified every major-party Senate candi-
date web site and took a random sample of major-party House candidate web sites, strati-
fied by region. A team of trained content analyzers then coded the sites, rendering a total
sample of 444 candidate web sites—59 Senate and 116 House web sites for 2002, and 67
Senate and 202 House web sites for 2004.10 Coders analyzed the entirety of each individ-
ual web site and identified a series of political and technological indicators.11 We then sup-
plemented these web data with information about the candidates, races, and districts.
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Our five dependent variables, which capture the key presentation and interactive dimen-
sions previously discussed, come from the web coding data. To measure presentation fea-
tures, we created a “multimedia” variable that indicates whether the candidate’s web site
included a video and/or audio file. We also measured display features. In particular,
whether the site had more than one page (“pages”) and if there was information on the site
that appeared to be updated (“new info”). Our variable for “personalization” features mea-
sures whether the site included any of the following options to personalize the visitor’s
interaction with the site: to take a quiz, personalize information for targeted marketing,12

arrange information, add quantitative data, and/or add qualitative information. Our second
interactive feature measures the use of external “links” to one of the following: the candi-
date’s political party, a presidential campaign web site (2004 only), a news outlet (2004
only), a registration web site, and/or any other external site. We focus specifically on the
“party link” in parts of our analysis as the particular target of this link may be quite conse-
quential, and it was measured over both campaigns. Our final dependent variable measures
the use of “two-way communication” features as the existence of a live chat function, a can-
didate chat function, and/or a forum (i.e., message board).13

Our analysis relies on 10 independent variables. Measures for “2004” (i.e., year),
“Senate” (i.e., office level), “Democrat” (i.e., candidate’s party), and “female” (i.e., candi-
date gender) are all straightforward dichotomous variables taken from The Almanac of
American Politics (Barone & Cohen, 2003, 2005; Barone, Cohen, & Cook, 2001) where
necessary. “Incumbency” is measured with dummy variables for “challenger,” “open seat
candidate,” and “incumbent” (we exclude the challenger category in our multivariate analy-
ses). Our first district-level variable is “district partisanship,” which is based on the per-
centage of votes in the district (or state) cast for George W. Bush in 2004 as reported in The
Almanac of American Politics. The district-level measures for “income” and “education”
come from the 2000 Census. “District income” is the average household income (in tens of
thousands of dollars) in the district (or state), and “district education” is the percentage of
people in the district (or state) with at least a high school education. We measured each can-
didate’s available resources with data from the Federal Election Commission on the amount
of money each raised in millions of dollars. Finally, we used data from The Almanac of
American Politics to create a race competitiveness measure. We took the difference in the
vote totals from the winner and loser and then, following convention (Foot & Schneider,
2006, p. 173; Jacobson, 1992, p. 33), broke the races into thirds: “highly competitive,”
“mildly competitive,” and “noncompetitive.”14

Table 1 provides descriptive information on the independent variables. Our sample
includes 175 candidate web sites from 2002 (39.4%) and 269 from 2004 (60.6%). Slightly
more than 28% of the sites were from Senate candidates, 46.4% came from Democrats, and
15.1% were from female candidates. In terms of candidate status, 43.7% of our sample
were incumbents, 41.2% were challengers, and 14.9% were candidates involved in open
seat races. The district-level percentage of Bush voters in 2004 ranged from 13% to 86%,
with an average score of 53.57%. Average district-level income ranged from $34,962 to
$109,760, with a mean of $54,054, whereas the percentage of the population in each dis-
trict (or state) with at least a high school education ranged from 50.4% to 92.5%, with a
mean of 81.43%. Finally, the average candidate in our sample raised slightly more than $2
million ($2.03 million), and the average margin of victory was 29.42 points.
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The Prevalence of Web Technology

To what extent have candidates moved beyond the electronic brochure standard by using
emerging web technologies? Table 2 reports the percentage of congressional candidate web
sites in our sample that utilized individual technological features. The results are broken
into year and office level to provide further insight into possible trends.

Table 2 shows that in terms of multimedia features, 43.7% of candidate web sites went
beyond static presentations (i.e., only text, pictures, or graphics) to include dynamic con-
tent such as audio and/or video.15 Although nearly all candidate web sites include pictures
(97.3%) or graphics (87.2%) (data not in table), less than half of the candidates in our sam-
ple made their sites more stimulating and vibrant with video and/or audio files. This is
somewhat surprising given the relative ease of using these features; however, the margin-
ally significant increase between years (39% in 2002 and 47.6% in 2004; z = 1.79, p =
.0728) and the robust difference between office levels (36.8% for House and 63.5% for
Senate; z = 5.25, p < .01) suggests that usability and resources may be a factor in deciding
whether to use multimedia technology. Moreover, the fact that well-funded Senate candi-
dates are more likely to have ready-made audio and video clips for other venues might help
explain why they use this technology more than their House counterparts.

432 Social Science Computer Review

Table 1
Descriptive Data on the Independent Variables

Variable n Datum

Year 444 2002 = 39.4%
2004 = 60.6%

Office 444 House = 71.6%
Senate = 28.4%

Party 444 Democrat = 46.4%
Republican = 53.4%
Third Party = 0.2%a

Incumbency status 443 Incumbent = 43.8%
Challenger = 41.3%
Open Seat = 14.9%

Gender 444 Male = 84.9%
Female = 15.1%

Average district partisanship (percentage for Bush in 2004) 444 53.57%
SD = 10.80

Average district income 444 $54,053.90
SD = 11,678.07

Average district education (percentage with more than high school) 444 81.43%
SD = 5.98

Average funds raised (millions of dollars) 426 $2.03
SD = 2.87

Average race competitiveness (margin of victory) 444 29.42%
SD = 19.66

a. The data set includes Bernard Sanders (I-Vermont), who was the incumbent member of the House of
Representatives for Vermont’s at-large seat, making him a major-party candidate for his district. 
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In terms of display options, we find that virtually all candidates have taken advantage of
the Internet’s limitless potential to provide information over multiple pages. In fact, 92.6%
of all candidates in 2002 had multiple pages, and by 2004, there was only one candidate
(for the House) who offered a single-page web site that would be virtually identical to a
paper brochure (92.6% in 2002 and 99.75% in 2004; z = 3.65, p < .01). We also find that
in 2004 (we did not code this in 2002) the majority of candidates (80.2%) made the effort
to update information on their sites. The fact that Senate candidates (92.5%) were signifi-
cantly more likely to do this than House candidates (76.1%, z = 3.71, p < .01) suggests that
available resources may play a role in the decision to use this capability.

The results in Table 2 also show that on average, one quarter of congressional candidates
incorporated some sort of personalized interaction feature on their web sites (e.g., quiz,
moving content, targeted marketing). However, there are significant differences over time
and across office level. Whereas only 18.3% of House and Senate candidates in 2002 used
personalization features, 29.4% used them in 2004 (z = 2.75, p < .01)—a sign that they are
getting more popular with time. Also, 32.5% of Senate candidates across the two cam-
paigns used these features compared to 22% at the House level (z = 2.19, p = .03). Overall,
the relatively low adoption rate could be primary evidence that most candidates want to
shape the possible range of experiences that individuals have on their sites and preserve the
integrity of information they provide, in the context that was intended. However, the dif-
ferences over time and across office levels could suggest that the use of personalized inter-
action features is being influenced by the increasing ease with which they can be used and
the resources and objectives of Senate candidates who may want to offer a more customized
experience to visitors from their larger and more diverse constituencies.

A clearer dynamic that offers users more choice and thus offers the candidate less con-
trol over what users see is the availability of external links. Our results show that 72.7% of
candidates provided external links. Moreover, there has been a statistically significant
increase across congressional candidate web sites from 2002 (65.1%) to 2004 (77.7%,
z = 3.61, p < .01). Differences between House and Senate candidates are statistically
insignificant (73.3% for House candidates, 71.4% for Senate candidates; z = .40, p = .69).
Although the general evidence suggests that candidates are fairly comfortable with providing
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Table 2
Percentage of Sites with Dynamic Features

2002 2004

Feature House Senate House Senate Average

Multimedia 30.2 57.6 40.4 69.2 43.7
Pages 92.2 93.2 99.5 100.0 96.8
New information — — 76.1 92.5 80.2
Personalization 19.0 16.9 23.8 46.3 25.0
Links 66.4 62.7 77.2 79.1 72.7
Two-way communication 9.5 3.4 9.4 13.4 9.2
N 116 59 202 67 444

Note: Dashes indicate that no data were coded.
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external links, further analysis indicates key differences based on where the links lead.
Across 2002 and 2004, 44.2% of our House and Senate candidates provided links to rela-
tively safe voter registration web sites. Candidates in 2004 were equally likely (45.4%) to
provide links to news sources, including links to specific articles or reports about the can-
didate. However, when it comes to the riskier links to party and presidential candidate sites,
congressional candidates are much more hesitant. In 2004, only 15.2% of campaign web
sites linked to a presidential candidate site, whereas 27.6% linked to their party’s web site
in 2002 and 2004. This suggests that candidates take a calculated approach toward external
links by providing safe links more frequently than potentially risky links.

Our results also show that congressional candidates have yet to fully utilize the Internet’s
potential for two-way communication. In the aggregate, only 9.2% of candidate web sites
had at least one two-way communication feature (i.e., live chat, forum, candidate chat).
Although there was virtually no difference between levels of office (9.4% for House can-
didates and 8.7% for Senate candidates; z = .233, p = .816), there has been a slight, albeit
statistically marginal, increase from 2002 (7.4%) to 2004 (10.4%; z = 1.10, p = .27). Still,
approximately 90% of all candidates have avoided any use of two-way communication fea-
tures on their web sites. By not utilizing the web’s potential for two-way communication,
candidates retain control over the messages found on their web sites although they miss an
opportunity to engage visitors in dialogue about the candidate and the campaign.
Admittedly, two-way communication technology may have been difficult to implement in
2002, although by 2004, it would have been relatively easy for candidates to provide some
sort of forum for two-way communication and/or discussion (e.g., forum, message board).
The fact that this technology is still relatively underutilized suggests that the desire to con-
trol the message may be quite important for candidates (see Stromer-Galley, 2000;
Stromer-Galley & Foot, 2002).

There are certainly signs that by and large, congressional candidates are moving beyond the
static electronic brochure standard, albeit with some hesitation. In terms of presenting infor-
mation, a strong majority of Senate candidates and a growing segment of House candidates are
incorporating multimedia features that make their sites more vibrant and engaging. Virtually
all candidate sites have multiple pages, and a very large proportion keep their sites fresh with
updated information—something that would be impossible with a brochure. In terms of inter-
activity, there has been somewhat less progress with only a quarter of candidate web sites’ uti-
lizing personalized interaction features and less than 10% of sites’offering venues for two-way
communication. As for external links, candidates seem more willing to provide links to sources
that may potentially help them (e.g., voter registration, news stories about the candidate) than
to web sites where the candidate relinquishes control over the message (e.g., party, presiden-
tial candidate). This overall pattern of results suggests that candidates are indeed quite calcu-
lating when deciding about web technology and tend to prefer features that make their sites
more compelling without sufficient costs or potential for message distortion.

Explaining the Use of Web Technology

We have alluded to some of the factors (i.e., year and office level) that may affect the
way candidates use web technology. However, we now conduct a more robust test of the

434 Social Science Computer Review

 © 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at NORTHWESTERN UNIV LIBRARY on November 6, 2007 http://ssc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ssc.sagepub.com


considerations that motivate candidates to embrace or avoid particular innovations. Table 3
presents the results of logistic regressions for the use of five key technological features
mentioned above. We have excluded “pages” from this analysis due to a lack of variation
on that measure (96.8% of candidate web sites had more than one page). In addition, Table
3 reports the results for “party link” instead of all external links because the analysis above
shows important differences between links based on where they go on the World Wide Web.

The first column in Table 3 shows that using multimedia to present information—
namely, with audio and/or video—is a function of both practical feasibility (e.g., time,
available resources) and political motivations (e.g., race competitiveness). The fact that
multimedia use increased from 2002 to 2004 reflects the growing availability of this tech-
nology, and its positive association with funds raised further suggests that feasibility issues
are at play. The results also show that incumbents are less likely than challengers (the
excluded base) to use audio and/or video.

In Table 4, we report the changes in the relative odds of using the different features for
one-unit changes in the significant independent variables. For example, the odds of using
multimedia are 50.2% less for incumbents than they are for challengers.16 We also find that
multimedia use is positively associated with district-level education, which is a demand
feature that presumably reflects the need to appeal to a more sophisticated electorate that
is likely to be online. In terms of purely political motivations, we find that the odds of using
multimedia increase by 42.5% for every one-unit increase in race competitiveness (e.g.,
from uncompetitive to moderately competitive races), which is a clear indication that as
races get closer, candidates look to utilize technologies that can make their sites more
vibrant without exacting large resources or message distortion costs.

To understand how candidates think about displaying information, we analyzed the fac-
tors associated with updating candidate web sites in 2004 (updating was not measured in
2002). Here, again, we find both practical feasibility and political motivations at work.
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Table 3
Determinants of Web Technology Use

New Party Two-Way 
Multimedia Information Personalization Link Communication

2004 .559** (.228) .765*** (.255) –.039 (.235) .303 (.374)
Senate .264 (.312) 1.211* (.706) .480 (.320) –.166 (.341) –.722 (.546)
Democrat .338 (.217) .429 (.351) .691*** (.236) .329 (.230) .928*** (.361)
Open seat –.358 (.357) –.722 (.689) .279 (.375) .456 (.393) .696 (.503)
Incumbent –.698*** (.254) –.951** (.403) –.175 (.270) .556** (.267) –.633 (.415)
Female –.130 (.307) .960 (.652) –.144 (.340) .613** (.309) –.968 (.641)
District partisanship –.004 (.011) .011 (.016) .002 (.012) .009 (.011) .001 (.017)
District income –.125 (.119) .071 (.187) –.184 (.139) –.017 (.117) –.040 (.190)
District education .046** (.023) .007 (.036) .009 (.025) .050* (.026) .005 (.037)
Funds raised .249*** (.074) .094 (.139) .057 (.053) –.079 (.070) .158** (.071)
Race competitiveness .354** (.157) .446* (.252) –.258 (.168) –.434*** (.164) –.562** (.248)
Constant –4.450** (1.752) –1.010 (2.540) –1.487 (1.898) –4.949** (1.942) –1.958 (2.682)
Log likelihood –503.763 –221.256 –449.357 –471.397 –241.543
n 420 256 426 424 426

Note: Entries are Logit coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
*p < .10 **p < .05 ***p < .01 (two-tailed tests).
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Specifically, the decision to keep a candidate’s web site fresh and dynamic is driven by
office level, incumbency status, and race competitiveness. The fact that Senate candidates
are more likely to update than House candidates suggests that large staffs can better handle
this time-consuming chore and that Senate candidates may feel a stronger need to provide
current information to their larger and more heterogeneous constituencies. The fact that
incumbents are 61.3% less likely to update their sites than challengers speaks to the idea
that incumbents typically feel more secure and less pressured to gain repeat visitors.
Although other candidate characteristics and demand effects are insignificant predictors,
we again find that race competitiveness plays an expected role in the decision to update
information (odds of updating increase by 56.2% for every one-unit increase in race com-
petitiveness). As races get tighter, candidates are more inclined to enhance their web sites
with features such as updated information that make their sites more interesting without
jeopardizing message clarity.

Overall, then, in terms of presenting information on their web sites, we find that candi-
dates are influenced by both practical and political considerations. Feasibility issues (e.g.,
ease of using technology, staff size, and financial resources) are naturally important,
although we also find consistent political incentives to provide vibrant and fresh informa-
tion that come from incumbency status and race competitiveness. Ultimately, the inclusion
of presentation features that go beyond the electronic brochure standard seems to be a func-
tion of both practicality and strategic motivations.

What determines the extent to which candidates use interactive technologies on their
web sites? In terms of offering personalized interactive features, we find that feasibility is
a major consideration, although race competitiveness seems to play a role as well. Our
results show that personalized interaction features grew more popular over time—the odds
increased by 114.8% between 2002 and 2004. This clearly indicates that candidates
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Table 4
Percentage Change in Odds of Web Technology Use

New Party Two-Way 
Multimedia Information Personalization Link Communication

2004 74.9 — 114.8 — —
Senate — 235.7 61.7 (p = .133) — —
Democrat — — 99.6 — 152.9
Open seat — — — — —
Incumbent –50.2 –61.3 — 74.3 —
Female — — — 84.5 —
District partisanship — — — — —
District income — — — — —
District education 4.7 — — 5.2 —
Funds raised 28.3 — — — 17.1
Race competitiveness 42.5 56.2 –22.7 (p = .124) –35.2 –43.0
n 420 256 426 424 426

Note: Entries represent the percentage change in the odds for each one-unit increase in the independent
variable based on the equation 100 ×× (Exp(B) – 1). Dashes indicate that the variables were not statistically
significant.
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warmed up to this technology as it improved and became easier to use. We also find some
marginally significant evidence that Senate candidates used features such as quizzes, mov-
ing information, and targeted marketing more than House candidates (p = .133), presum-
ably because their larger staffs were better equipped to incorporate this technology and
because of the fact that there might be a greater incentive to offer personalization features
to a more diverse constituency. The fact that Democratic candidates used this technology
significantly more than Republicans is somewhat difficult to explain given that Republican
strategists have gained a reputation for effective targeted marketing. Perhaps it stems from
the Democrats’ minority status. It is also important to note that we find a negative, albeit
marginally significant (p = .124), relationship between race competitiveness and personal-
ized interaction features, which suggests that as races tighten, candidates are less likely to
offer technologies that could interfere with the campaign’s message. It seems that candi-
dates in close races would have an incentive to avoid features that allow visitors to person-
alize their interaction with the site—these candidates need, more than others, to ensure that
visitors get a clear and uniform understanding of their positions and campaign themes even
if that means that the site is less engaging.

External links are another feature that can stimulate attention but also have potential
political drawbacks. To get a sense of what motivates candidates to use or avoid external
links, we focused on the determinants of providing a link to the candidate’s political party
web site because it provides a clear example of the tension that external links cause.17 Table 3
shows that the decision to provide a party link is driven by race competitiveness, candidate
status and gender, and district-level education. Party links are provided fairly uniformly
across elections, office levels, and party affiliations, although the odds that an incumbent
will use them are 74.3% higher than they are for challengers. Moreover, female candidates
are 84.5% more likely than male candidates to link to the party’s web site, which speaks to
their possible need to define themselves clearly to the electorate. Although district parti-
sanship and average income are insignificant, we find that district-level education is posi-
tively associated with party links, which is consistent with a growing sentiment that more
sophisticated constituents tend to be stronger partisans (see Wilson, 2006). Again, however,
we find that as races tighten, candidates shy away from features that jeopardize their con-
trol over the information that visitors will receive (the odds decrease by 35.2% for each
level of race competitiveness). Candidates in tight races have a greater need to ensure that
visitors stay on their sites and are not distracted by visiting a party web site, where the can-
didate has no control over what the visitor will encounter.

Finally, our analysis of the reasons candidates might use or avoid two-way communication
features again highlights the importance of political considerations when deciding about web
technology. Results in the final column of Table 3 show that the use of two-way communica-
tion features such as chats and message boards is driven by party affiliation, funds raised, and
race competitiveness. The fact that Democrats are more likely to offer two-way communica-
tion features may be the result of Howard Dean’s success with these technologies in the 2004
presidential election. (It also may relate to their minority party status because they may attract
users likely to criticize the majority Republican Party; see Druckman, Kifer, & Parkin, 2007).
In terms of funds raised, the odds of using two-way communication increase by 17.1% for
every million dollars raised, which suggests that resources play a role in determining whether
this technology is used. We also find, once again, that race competitiveness is an important
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factor in determining the use of technology. In this case, the odds of using two-way commu-
nication drop by 43% for every one-level increase in race competitiveness, which confirms
the hesitancy that candidates in tight races have for relinquishing control over their web site’s
central message, even if it means that the site will be less engaging.

The pattern of results reported in Tables 3 and 4 is quite clear in that decisions about
using web technology have both practical and political components. Feasibility is a neces-
sary precondition for using technology, and the results show that the use of particular fea-
tures tends to increase with enhanced feasibility whether by improved technology over time
(i.e., 2004), having larger office staffs (i.e., Senate), or having more available resources
(i.e., funds raised). In terms of demand effects from the district, we find that the partisan-
ship and average income in the district never matter, although higher levels of education
tend to be associated with more sophisticated web sites. Whereas demand effects generally
play a secondary role in decisions about technology, strategic political considerations are
consistently consequential. Incumbents typically created less dynamic web sites than chal-
lengers, and for each technology, race competitiveness was either a significant or a nearly
significant predictor. In fact, race competitiveness was positively associated with using pre-
sentation technologies that exacted few political costs while being negatively associated
with using interactive technologies that jeopardized control over the campaign’s message.
Clearly, being able to include a technology is not enough; candidates must also have polit-
ical motivations for going beyond the electronic brochure standard.

Conclusion

The emergence of the Internet has provided political candidates with a new way to cam-
paign, and technological innovations continually provide opportunities for candidates to
connect with web site visitors. Although each new feature has its own potential benefits, it
also has its own unique drawbacks that candidates must consider before using it. By ana-
lyzing both presentation and interactive features on a large and representative sample of
congressional campaign web sites, we have shown that candidates have generally moved
beyond an electronic brochure standard, although they have had some trepidation in doing
so. Moreover, our results show that their hesitancy in using these technologies is based not
only on practical considerations of feasibility but also on critical political considerations
that force candidates to weigh the strategic benefits and costs of each feature.

Research on how and why candidates use web technology will undoubtedly continue.
However, the results reported here make it clear that there is a need to understand the adop-
tion of web technology as much more than a simple case of viability and comfort with inno-
vations; it is, in fact, also very much a serious political question in which strategic
campaign considerations play a large role.

Notes

1. However, see Foot and Schneider (2006) and Herrnson, Stokes-Brown, and Hindman (2007).
2. The concept of an electronic brochure has been used in other studies including Kamarck (1999), Foot,

Schneider, Xenos, and Dougherty (2003), and Herrnson et al. (2007).
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3. Although there are some similarities, our approach is sufficiently different from that of Foot and
Schneider (2006, pp. 157-186). Most notably, we conceptualize technological features more specifically and
focus our analyses on them, which differs from Foot and Schneider’s broader examination of “informing,
involving, connecting, and mobilizing” practices. Moreover, we examine the motivations for using distinct tech-
nological features rather than broad categories of features such as “informing” or “involving” practices.

4. Williams’s (2003) numbers include both major-party and third-party Senate candidates.
5. For example, Lupia and Philpot (2005) show that visitors are most affected by web sites that present

information in a way that is consistent with the visitors’ tastes.
6. Studying candidate web sites also enables researchers to gain a better understanding of campaign-

ing more generally because campaign web sites are unlike debates or ads in that they are used by nearly all can-
didates and offer an unmediated composite of a campaign, thus giving a complete view of the campaign’s
messages.

7. After analyzing Senate candidate web sites in 2000, Puopolo (2001, p. 2038) claimed that “Republicans
win the title of ‘Most Web Savvy.’”

8. Foot and Schneider (2006) suggested, “To the extent that political campaigns gauge their Web cam-
paigning strategy on the basis of their target electorate’s use of the internet, both family income and level of
education serve as reasonable proxies for these factors” (p. 171).

9. According to Pew (2000),

More Republicans than Democrats went online for election news (37% of Republican online users vs.
34% of Democrats). . . . Republicans hold a clear advantage in online activism over Democrats, mea-
sured in terms of interactive participation. More GOP consumers of online election news reported send-
ing or receiving e-mail supporting or opposing a candidate (29% to 20% among Democrats);
Republicans were also more likely to participate in online polls (39% to 31%) and more likely to con-
tribute money through candidate websites (6% to 3%).

10. Details about the entire coding project are available from the authors. In addition to introducing new ele-
ments from literature on political campaigns and information processing, we build on Paul and Fiebich’s (2002)
“elements of digital storytelling.” Our framework differs from other content analyses (e.g., Bimber & Davis,
2003; Gulati & Treul, 2003; Xenos & Foot, 2005) in that it is more systematic, includes multiple years and
office levels, and examines the entire candidate web site rather than just the front page.

11. To assess the reliability of the coding, we randomly sampled approximately 30% of the web sites and
had one of two reliability coders code these sites. Specific reliability statistics are available from the authors;
in general, we found high levels of reliability, nearly always exceeding the .80 threshold (see Neuendorf, 2002,
p. 143; Riffe, Lacy, & Fico, 1998, p. 131).

12. Our specific coding instructions for “personal” were,

On any part of the site that you examined, could you personalize the information, such that you would
receive information that may differ from what another web visitor would receive (even if this would lead
you to some other page; you don’t need to examine this other page, but note its presence)? For example,
you might enter your zip code and receive voting information, or something else specific to you (or people
like you) such as information about an issue you care about. (Note this does not apply to information for
general groups such as senior citizens.) The codes are: 0 = no personalized information at all; 1 = per-
sonalized information.

13. Again, our web coding covered a host of other variables, including some technological measures such as
one-way communication (e.g., e-mail subscriptions, voter contact) and structural features (e.g., blinking, scrolling,
graphic movement). However, we focus only on those technological features, with sufficient variances, that indi-
cate the extent to which candidates are moving beyond the electronic brochure standard. Also, we do not include
blogs as part of two-way communication because they had yet to really develop this capability by 2004.

14. We do not use a continuous measure for race competitiveness because we do not expect slight differ-
ences to be meaningful. Dividing the measure into thirds follows convention (Jacobson, 1992, p. 33) and facil-
itates interpretation. Highly competitive races have an average margin of victory of 10.6% (with a maximum of
20%), whereas mildly competitive races are between 21% and 35% (average is 29.1%) and noncompetitive
races have margins of victory larger than 36% (average is 52.4%).
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15. Six cases were excluded from this part of the analysis because coders were not using computers with
audio capabilities and thus could not accurately measure the existence of audio features.

16. We calculate the percentage change in odds with the formula 100 ×× (Exp(B) – 1).
17. Our logistic regression for “external links” more generally found positive and significant associations

with year (p = .004) and Democratic candidates (p = .017) whereas none of the other factors reached statistical
significance. These somewhat inconclusive results are likely the result of the differences between external links
in terms of where they take the visitor.

References

Barone, M., & Cohen, R. E. (2003). The almanac of American politics: 2004. Washington, DC: National
Journal Group.

Barone, M., & Cohen, R. E. (2005). The almanac of American politics: 2006. Washington, DC: National
Journal Group.

Barone, M., Cohen, R. E., & Cook, C. E., Jr. (2001). The almanac of American politics: 2002. Washington, DC:
National Journal Group.

Bimber, B., & Davis, R. (2003). Campaigning online: The Internet in U.S. elections. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Bucy, E. P. (2004). Interactivity in society: Locating an elusive concept. Information Society, 20(5), 373-383.
Chadwick, A. (2006). Internet politics: States, citizens, and new communication technologies. New York:

Oxford University Press.
Cornfield, M. (2004). Politics moves online: Campaigning and the Internet. New York: Century Foundation

Press.
Davis, R. (1999). The web of politics: The Internet’s impact on the American political system. New York:

Oxford University Press.
Druckman, J. N. (2003). The power of television images: The first Kennedy-Nixon debate revisited. Journal of

Politics, 65, 559-571.
Druckman, J. N., Kifer, M. J., & Parkin, M. (2007, April 13). Going negative in a new media age:

Congressional campaign websites, 2002-2006. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, Chicago.

Dulio, D. A., Goff, D. L., & Thurber, J. A. (1999). Untangled web: Internet use during the 1998 election. PS:
Political Science and Politics, 32(1), 53-59.

Eveland, W. P., & Dunwoody, S. (2002). An investigation of elaboration and selective scanning as mediators of
learning from the web and print. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 46, 34-53.

Fenno, R. F., Jr. (1996). Senators on the campaign trail: The politics of representation. Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press.

Foot, K. A., & Schneider, S. M. (2006). Web campaigning. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Foot, K. A., Schneider, S. M., Dougherty, M., Xenos, M., & Larsen, E. (2003). Analyzing linking practices:

Candidates sites in the 2002 U.S. electoral web sphere. Journal of Computer Mediated Communication,
8(4). Retrieved June 22, 2007, from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol8/issue4/foot.html

Foot, K. A., Schneider, S. M., Xenos, M., & Dougherty, M. (2003). Opportunities for civic engagement
on campaign sites. Retrieved June 22, 2007, from http://politicalweb.info/reports/
information.html

Gordon, R. (2006, June 19). Internet rewrites political playbook: Tech savvy campaigns go online to find votes,
volunteers, funds. San Francisco Chronicle, p. A1.

Graber, D. (2001). Processing politics: Learning from television in the Internet age. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Goldsmith, S. (2004). Major-party candidates work on the web, while many challengers stay offline. Retrieved
December 2004, from http://uwnews.washington.edu/ni/public/print2.asp

Gulati, G. J., & Treul, S. (2003, August 23). Divided by gender: Congressional elections and presentation of
self on the Internet. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,
Philadelphia.

440 Social Science Computer Review

 © 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at NORTHWESTERN UNIV LIBRARY on November 6, 2007 http://ssc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ssc.sagepub.com


Herrnson, P. S. (2004). Congressional elections: Campaigning at home and in Washington. Washington, DC:
CQ Press.

Herrnson, P. S., Stokes-Brown, A. K., & Hindman, M. (2007). Campaign politics and the digital divide:
Constituency characteristics, strategic considerations, and candidate Internet use in state legislative elec-
tions. Political Research Quarterly, 60(1), 31-42.

Ireland, E., & Nash, P. T. (2001). Winning campaigns online: Strategies for candidates and causes (2nd ed.).
Bethesda, MD: Science Writers Press.

Jacobson, G. (1992). The politics of congressional elections (3rd ed.). New York: HarperCollins.
Kahn, K. F. (1996). The political consequences of being a woman. New York: Columbia University Press.
Kamarck, E. C. (1999). Campaigning on the Internet in the elections of 1998. In E. C. Kamarck & J. S. Nye Jr.

(Eds.), Democracy.com: Governance in a networked world (pp. 99-123). Hollis, NH: Hollis.
Kaye, B. K., & Johnson, T. J. (2006). The age of reasons: Motives for using different components of the Internet

for political information. In A. P. Williams & J. C. Tedesco (Eds.), The Internet election: Perspectives on the
web in campaign 2004 (pp. 147-167). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Keeter, S. (1987). The illusion of intimacy: Television and the role of candidate personal qualities in voter
choice. Public Opinion Quarterly, 51(3), 344-358.

King, D. C. (1999). Catching voters in the web. In E. C. Kamarck & J. S. Nye Jr. (Eds.), Democracy.com:
Governance in a networked world (pp. 125-131). Hollis, NH: Hollis.

Lupia, A., & Philpot, T. S. (2005). Views from inside the net: How websites affect young adults’ political inter-
est. Journal of Politics, 67(4), 1112-1142.

Neuendorf, K. A. (2002). The content analysis guidebook. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Norris, P. (2004). Who surfs? New technology, old voters, and virtual democracy in U.S. elections 1992-2000.

In E. C. Kamarck (Ed.), Democracy.com? (pp. 100-120). Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.
O’Keefe, D. J. (2002). Persuasion: Theory and research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Paul, N., & Fiebich, C. (2002). The elements of digital storytelling. Retrieved June 22, 2007, from

http://www.inms.umn.edu/elements/index.php
Pew. (2000). Internet election news audience seeks convenience, familiar names. Retrieved February 3, 2007,

from http://people-press.org/reports/print.php3?PageID=137
Puopolo, S. T. (2001). The web and U.S. senatorial campaigns 2000. American Behavioral Scientist, 44(12),

2030-2047.
Riffe, D., Lacy, S., & Fico, F. (1998). Analyzing media messages: Using quantitative content analysis in

research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Schneider, S. M., & Foot, K. A. (2002). Online structure for political action: Exploring presidential web sites

from the 2000 American election. Javnost—The Public, 9(2), 43-60.
Southwell, B. G., & Lee, M. (2004). A pitfall of new media? User controls exacerbate editing effects on mem-

ory. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 81(3), 643-656.
Stewart, D. W., Pavlou, P., & Ward, S. (2002). Media influences on marketing communications. In J. Bryant &

D. Zillmann (Eds.), Media effects: Advances in theory and research (pp. 353-396). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Stromer-Galley, J. (2000). Online interaction and why candidates avoid it. Journal of Communication, 50(4),
111-132.

Stromer-Galley, J., & Foot, K. A. (2002). Citizen perceptions of online interactivity and implications for polit-
ical campaign communication. Journal of Computer Mediated Communication, 8(1), Retrieved August 28,
2007, from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol8/issue1/stromerandfoot.html.

Tedesco, J. C. (2004). Changing the channel: Use of the Internet for communicating about politics. In L. L. Kaid
(Ed.), Handbook of Political Communication Research (pp. 507-532). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Tewksbury, D., & Althaus, S. L. (2000). Differences in knowledge acquisition among readers of the paper and
online versions of a national newspaper. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 77, 457-479.

Trippi, J. (2004). The revolution will not be televised: Democracy, the Internet, and the overthrow of everything.
New York: HarperCollins.

Williams, C. B. (2003, April 5). An assessment of candidate web site performance and effectiveness. Paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago.

Druckman et al. / Congressional Candidate Web Sites 441

 © 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at NORTHWESTERN UNIV LIBRARY on November 6, 2007 http://ssc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ssc.sagepub.com


Williams, C. B., Aylesworth, A., & Chapman, K. J. (2002). The 2000 e-campaign for U.S. senate. Journal of
Political Marketing, 1(4), 39-64.

Wilson, J. Q. (2006, February 15). Divided we stand. The Wall Street Journal Online. Retrieved August 28,
2007, from http://www.opinionjournal.com/federation/feature/?id=110007966

Xenos, M., & Foot, K. A. (2005). Politics as usual, or politics unusual? Position-taking and dialogue on cam-
paign websites in the 2002 U.S. elections. Journal of Communication, 55(1), 169-185.

James N. Druckman is an associate professor of political science and a faculty fellow at the Institute for Policy
Research at Northwestern University. His research focuses on preference formation and political communica-
tion. He is currently an associate editor of Public Opinion Quarterly. He may be contacted at druckman@
northwestern.edu.

Martin J. Kifer is a PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science at the University of Minnesota.
His research interests include negativity in congressional campaigns, American foreign policy and security
assistance, and foreign policy attitudes. He may be contacted at kife0003@umn.edu.

Michael Parkin is an assistant professor of politics at Oberlin College. His research focuses on new media
candidate strategies and their effect on voters. He may be contacted at michael.parkin@oberlin.edu.

442 Social Science Computer Review

 © 2007 SAGE Publications. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at NORTHWESTERN UNIV LIBRARY on November 6, 2007 http://ssc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://ssc.sagepub.com


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Bold
    /ACaslon-BoldItalic
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeCorpID-Acrobat
    /AdobeCorpID-Adobe
    /AdobeCorpID-Bullet
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBl
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBlIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLtIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadPkg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-PScript
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldExIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Ex
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-ItalicOsF
    /Aldus-Roman
    /Aldus-RomanSC
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanTypewriter-Bold
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldA
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Cond
    /AmericanTypewriter-CondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Light
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightA
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Medium
    /AmericanTypewriter-MediumA
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AuroraBT-BoldCondensed
    /AuroraBT-RomanCondensed
    /AuroraOpti-Condensed
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /Avenir-Black
    /Avenir-BlackOblique
    /Avenir-Book
    /Avenir-BookOblique
    /Avenir-Heavy
    /Avenir-HeavyOblique
    /Avenir-Light
    /Avenir-LightOblique
    /Avenir-Medium
    /Avenir-MediumOblique
    /Avenir-Oblique
    /Avenir-Roman
    /BaileySansITC-Bold
    /BaileySansITC-BoldItalic
    /BaileySansITC-Book
    /BaileySansITC-BookItalic
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Baskerville-Normal-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-Black
    /BauerBodoni-BlackCond
    /BauerBodoni-BlackItalic
    /BauerBodoni-Bold
    /BauerBodoni-BoldCond
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalic
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-BoldOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-ItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Roman
    /BauerBodoni-RomanSC
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Benguiat-Bold
    /Benguiat-BoldItalic
    /Benguiat-Book
    /Benguiat-BookItalic
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Benguiat-Medium
    /Benguiat-MediumItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BlockBE-Condensed
    /BlockBE-ExtraCn
    /BlockBE-ExtraCnIt
    /BlockBE-Heavy
    /BlockBE-Italic
    /BlockBE-Regular
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Caliban
    /CarminaBT-Bold
    /CarminaBT-BoldItalic
    /CarminaBT-Light
    /CarminaBT-LightItalic
    /CarminaBT-Medium
    /CarminaBT-MediumItalic
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOpenFace
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /Century-HandtooledBold
    /Century-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /Century-Light
    /Century-LightItalic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldCond
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Roman
    /Century-Ultra
    /Century-UltraItalic
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalicHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBdIt
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMR10
    /CMR8
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY8
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Bold
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Roman
    /Della-RobbiaItalicBT
    /Della-RobbiaSCaps
    /Del-NormalSmallCaps
    /Delphin-IA
    /Delphin-IIA
    /Delta-Bold
    /Delta-BoldItalic
    /Delta-Book
    /Delta-BookItalic
    /Delta-Light
    /Delta-LightItalic
    /Delta-Medium
    /Delta-MediumItalic
    /Delta-Outline
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /DomCasual
    /DomCasual-Bold
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ELANGO-IB-A03
    /ELANGO-IB-A75
    /ELANGO-IB-A99
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /ElGreco
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldCondensed
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-BoldOblique
    /Eurostile-Condensed
    /Eurostile-Demi
    /Eurostile-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EurostileLTStd-Demi
    /EurostileLTStd-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-Oblique
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /FairfieldLH-Bold
    /FairfieldLH-BoldItalic
    /FairfieldLH-BoldSC
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionBold
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionHeavy
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionLight
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionMedium
    /FairfieldLH-Heavy
    /FairfieldLH-HeavyItalic
    /FairfieldLH-HeavySC
    /FairfieldLH-Light
    /FairfieldLH-LightItalic
    /FairfieldLH-LightSC
    /FairfieldLH-Medium
    /FairfieldLH-MediumItalic
    /FairfieldLH-MediumSC
    /FairfieldLH-SwBoldItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwHeavyItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwLightItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwMediumItalicOsF
    /Fences
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Flood
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDAaOsF
    /FontanaNDAaOsF-Italic
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-Semibold
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-SemiboldIta
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Bold
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-BoldItalic
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Light
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /ForteMT
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FrankfurterHigD
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Heavy
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /Freeform721BT-Bold
    /Freeform721BT-BoldItalic
    /Freeform721BT-Italic
    /Freeform721BT-Roman
    /FreestyleScrD
    /FreestyleScript
    /Freestylescript
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-CondensedLight
    /Futura-CondensedLightOblique
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /Futura-Thin
    /Galliard-Black
    /Galliard-BlackItalic
    /Galliard-Bold
    /Galliard-BoldItalic
    /Galliard-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Galliard-Roman
    /Galliard-Ultra
    /Galliard-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /GaramondBE-Bold
    /GaramondBE-BoldExpert
    /GaramondBE-BoldOsF
    /GaramondBE-CnExpert
    /GaramondBE-Condensed
    /GaramondBE-CondensedSC
    /GaramondBE-Italic
    /GaramondBE-ItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-Medium
    /GaramondBE-MediumCn
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalic
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumSC
    /GaramondBE-Regular
    /GaramondBE-RegularExpert
    /GaramondBE-RegularSC
    /GaramondBE-SwashItalic
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BoldItalic
    /Garamond-Book
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /Garamond-HandtooledBold
    /Garamond-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-Light
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-LightItalic
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Ligh
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-LighItal
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-BoldSC
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThree-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-SC
    /GaramondThreeSMSIISpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSitalicSpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /Garamond-Ultra
    /Garamond-UltraCondensed
    /Garamond-UltraCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-UltraItalic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldExtraCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-ExtraBoldDisplay
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-LightShadowed
    /GillSans-Shadowed
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Gothic-Thirteen
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /GoudyCatalogueBT-Regular
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-RegularCond
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Black
    /GoudySans-BlackItalic
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySans-Book
    /GoudySans-BookItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Black
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BlackItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Light
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Compressed
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Thin
    /Helvetica-ExtraCompressed
    /Helvetica-Fraction
    /Helvetica-FractionBold
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-Black
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-Thin
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLightItal
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Helvetica-UltraCompressed
    /HelvExtCompressed
    /HelvLight
    /HelvUltCompressed
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist531BT-BlackA
    /Humanist531BT-BoldA
    /Humanist531BT-RomanA
    /Humanist531BT-UltraBlackA
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackCondB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanCondensedB
    /Humanist970BT-BoldC
    /Humanist970BT-RomanC
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Black
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Bold
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Italic
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Roman
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /Iglesia-Light
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Light
    /Imago-LightItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /ITCGaramondMM
    /ITCGaramondMM-It
    /JAKEOpti-Regular
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /JansonText-RomanSC
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /Juniper
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Demi
    /KabelITCbyBT-Medium
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Kaufmann
    /Kaufmann-Bold
    /KeplMM-Or2
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Linotext
    /Lithos-Black
    /LithosBold
    /Lithos-Bold
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaHandwritingItalic
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LucidaSansTypewriter
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Bd
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-BdObl
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Obl
    /LucidaTypewriter
    /LucidaTypewriter-Bold
    /LucidaTypewriter-BoldObl
    /LucidaTypewriter-Obl
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Machine
    /Machine-Bold
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /MatrixScriptBold
    /MatrixScriptBoldLin
    /MatrixScriptBook
    /MatrixScriptBookLin
    /MatrixScriptRegular
    /MatrixScriptRegularLin
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Bold
    /Meridien-BoldItalic
    /Meridien-Italic
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MrsEavesAllPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesAllSmallCaps
    /MrsEavesBold
    /MrsEavesFractions
    /MrsEavesItalic
    /MrsEavesPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesRoman
    /MrsEavesRomanLining
    /MrsEavesSmallCaps
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /MyriadMM
    /MyriadMM-It
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
    /NeuzeitS-BookHeavy
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Bold
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-BoldSC
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-ItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-SC
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothic
    /NewsGothic-Bold
    /NewsGothic-BoldOblique
    /NewsGothicBT-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Demi
    /NewsGothicBT-DemiItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-ExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Italic
    /NewsGothicBT-ItalicCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Light
    /NewsGothicBT-LightItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-RomanCondensed
    /NewsGothic-Oblique
    /New-Symbol
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Bold
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Book
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OceanSansMM
    /OceanSansMM-It
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OnyxMT
    /Optima
    /Optima-Bold
    /Optima-BoldItalic
    /Optima-BoldOblique
    /Optima-ExtraBlack
    /Optima-ExtraBlackItalic
    /Optima-Italic
    /Optima-Oblique
    /OSPIRE-Plain
    /OttaIA
    /Otta-wa
    /Ottawa-BoldA
    /OttawaPSMT
    /Oxford
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Parisian
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PhotinaMT
    /PhotinaMT-Bold
    /PhotinaMT-BoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-Italic
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBold
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBold
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBoldItalic
    /Plantin
    /Plantin-Bold
    /Plantin-BoldItalic
    /Plantin-Italic
    /Plantin-Light
    /Plantin-LightItalic
    /Plantin-Semibold
    /Plantin-SemiboldItalic
    /Poetica-ChanceryI
    /Poetica-SuppLowercaseEndI
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /ProseAntique-Bold
    /ProseAntique-Normal
    /QuaySansEF-Black
    /QuaySansEF-BlackItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Book
    /QuaySansEF-BookItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Medium
    /QuaySansEF-MediumItalic
    /Quorum-Black
    /Quorum-Bold
    /Quorum-Book
    /Quorum-Light
    /Quorum-Medium
    /Raleigh
    /Raleigh-Bold
    /Raleigh-DemiBold
    /Raleigh-Medium
    /Revival565BT-Bold
    /Revival565BT-BoldItalic
    /Revival565BT-Italic
    /Revival565BT-Roman
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /RMTMI
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /RotisSansSerif
    /RotisSansSerif-Bold
    /RotisSansSerif-ExtraBold
    /RotisSansSerif-Italic
    /RotisSansSerif-Light
    /RotisSansSerif-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSans
    /RotisSemiSans-Bold
    /RotisSemiSans-ExtraBold
    /RotisSemiSans-Italic
    /RotisSemiSans-Light
    /RotisSemiSans-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSerif
    /RotisSemiSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif
    /RotisSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif-Italic
    /RunicMT-Condensed
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-Roman
    /SackersGothicLight
    /SackersGothicLightAlt
    /SackersItalianScript
    /SackersItalianScriptAlt
    /Sam
    /Sanvito-Light
    /SanvitoMM
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /Semitica
    /Semitica-Italic
    /SIVAMATH
    /Siva-Special
    /SMS-SPELA
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpecialAA
    /Special-Gali
    /Sp-Sym
    /StempelGaramond-Bold
    /StempelGaramond-BoldItalic
    /StempelGaramond-Italic
    /StempelGaramond-Roman
    /StoneSans
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Italic
    /StoneSans-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSans-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /StoneSerif
    /StoneSerif-Italic
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSerif-Semibold
    /StoneSerif-SemiboldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BlackRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Heavy
    /Swiss721BT-HeavyItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Medium
    /Swiss721BT-MediumItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Swiss721BT-Thin
    /Swiss721BT-ThinItalic
    /Swiss921BT-RegularA
    /Symbol
    /Syntax-Black
    /Syntax-Bold
    /Syntax-Italic
    /Syntax-Roman
    /Syntax-UltraBlack
    /Tekton
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldA
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-NewRoman
    /Times-NewRomanBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-PhoneticAlternate
    /Times-PhoneticIPA
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSmallCaps
    /Times-Sc
    /Times-SCB
    /Times-special
    /TimesTenGreekP-Upright
    /TradeGothic
    /TradeGothic-Bold
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwenty
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwentyObl
    /TradeGothic-BoldOblique
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwo
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwoOblique
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteen
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteenObl
    /TradeGothicLH-BoldExtended
    /TradeGothicLH-Extended
    /TradeGothic-Light
    /TradeGothic-LightOblique
    /TradeGothic-Oblique
    /Trajan-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /Transitional551BT-MediumB
    /Transitional551BT-MediumItalicB
    /Univers
    /Universal-GreekwithMathPi
    /Universal-NewswithCommPi
    /Univers-BlackExt
    /Univers-BlackExtObl
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldExt
    /Univers-BoldExtObl
    /Univers-BoldOblique
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-Extended
    /Univers-ExtendedObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExt
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExtObl
    /Univers-Light
    /Univers-LightOblique
    /UniversLTStd-Black
    /UniversLTStd-BlackObl
    /Univers-Oblique
    /Utopia-Black
    /Utopia-BlackOsF
    /Utopia-Bold
    /Utopia-BoldItalic
    /Utopia-Italic
    /Utopia-Ornaments
    /Utopia-Regular
    /Utopia-Semibold
    /Utopia-SemiboldItalic
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Viva-Regular
    /Weidemann-Black
    /Weidemann-BlackItalic
    /Weidemann-Bold
    /Weidemann-BoldItalic
    /Weidemann-Book
    /Weidemann-BookItalic
    /Weidemann-Medium
    /Weidemann-MediumItalic
    /WindsorBT-Elongated
    /WindsorBT-Light
    /WindsorBT-LightCondensed
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WNCYB10
    /WNCYI10
    /WNCYR10
    /WNCYSC10
    /WNCYSS10
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Bold
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-BoldItal
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Italic
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Roman
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Demi
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfDingbatsITCbyBT-Regular
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Demi
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-DemiItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Ultra
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-UltraItalic
    /ZurichBT-Black
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-BlackItalic
    /ZurichBT-Bold
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtended
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraBlack
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Italic
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Light
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-LightExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightItalic
    /ZurichBT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZurichBT-UltraBlackExtended
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings for creating PDF files for submission to The Sheridan Press. These settings configured for Acrobat v6.0 08/06/03.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


