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Prosecutorial Discretion
and the Imposition of
Mandatory Minimum
Sentences
Jeffery T. Ulmer
Pennsylvania State University, University Park
Megan C. Kurlychek
State University of New York at Albany
John H. Kramer
Pennsylvania State University, University Park

In Pennsylvania, the imposition of mandatory minimum sentences presents
an important opportunity to examine relatively “pure” prosecutorial discre-
tion over sentencing outcomes. The authors present a multilevel analysis of
the prosecutorial decision to apply a mandatory minimum among mandatory-
eligible offenders sentenced for drug crimes or as repeat, “three-strikes”
offenders. They find that prosecutors’ decisions to apply the mandatory min-
imum are significantly affected by the type and characteristics of offenses
and guideline sentence recommendations, prior record, mode of conviction,
and gender. They also find that Hispanic males are more likely to receive
mandatory minimums and that Black–White differences in mandatory appli-
cation increase with county percentage Black. The authors frame and inter-
pret their analysis and findings in light of the uncertainty reduction theory of
prosecutorial discretion, the view of courts as communities, and an integra-
tive focal concerns perspective on criminal justice decision-making.

Keywords: prosecutorial discretion; mandatory sentences; courts; sentencing

There are two key punishment decisions over which prosecutors have
clear control. One, studied by several researchers, is seeking the death

penalty. Another, which we study here, is the decision to impose mandatory
minimums in contexts where the law gives the prosecutor control over
whether the mandatory minimum statute is applied. Mandatory-minimum
sentencing policies and the consequent displacement of discretion from
judges to prosecutors reflect a larger political trend toward distrust of and
disempowerment of judges and, simultaneously, growth in the trust in and
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empowerment of prosecutors (Farrell 2003; Stith and Cabranes 1998). The
application of mandatory minimums effectively vests prosecutors with sen-
tencing discretion because the prosecutor controls the decision to charge an
offender with a mandatory-eligible crime and, in some states (e.g.,
Pennsylvania), the decision to apply the mandatory to an eligible charge.

Because of the statutory authority vested in prosecutors to move for the
application of mandatory minimums, our study is an examination of prose-
cutorial sentencing. We present a multilevel analysis of the prosecutorial
decision to impose a mandatory minimum among a sample of mandatory-
eligible offenders. We especially focus on the potential roles that race, eth-
nicity, gender, and county court contexts may play in prosecutorial
decisions to apply mandatory minimums to eligible charges. Of particular
concern is that although mandatory minimums target offenses dispropor-
tionately committed by minorities (Beckett and Sasson 2000; Rose and
Clear 1998; Tonry 1992), the prosecutor’s discretion to apply mandatory
minimums might also be biased against minorities (Garland 2001).

The logic of our analysis resembles Crawford, Chiricos, and Kleck’s
(1998; also see Crawford 2000) studies of the application of habitual
offender sentencing provisions in Florida, except that we are isolating pros-
ecutorial discretion over a sentencing outcome, whereas prosecutors appar-
ently do not have total discretion over the application of Florida’s habitual
offender sentencing provision.1 We isolate a sample of offenders eligible for
drug trafficking or second- or third-strike mandatory minimums and then
investigate the factors that predict whether the applicable mandatory is
actually imposed.

In Pennsylvania, the decision to pursue most mandatory minimum sen-
tences belongs solely to the prosecutor.2 First, the prosecutor decides
whether to charge an offense that is eligible for a mandatory minimum.
Then, the prosecutor decides whether to move for the application of the
mandatory minimum. If the prosecutor so moves and the offender is con-
victed, then the court must sentence accordingly (42 Pa. C.S. 9714(d)). If
the prosecutor does not pursue the mandatory, the offender is sentenced
pursuant to the Pennsylvania sentencing guidelines, which are almost
always lower than the mandatory minimums. The Pennsylvania sentencing
guidelines are not coupled to the mandatory minimums. That is, the
Pennsylvania Commission on Sentencing (PCS) did not set the guideline
minimums according to any applicable mandatory minimums. Rather, in
Pennsylvania guidelines and mandatory minimums are two alternative sen-
tencing structures. Given a pool of offenders who are convicted of crimes
for which the prosecutor can choose to apply the mandatory minimum, the
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outcome of whether or not they received a mandatory minimum is solely a
product of prosecutorial discretion.

Prior Literature and Theoretical Expectations

Research on prosecutorial discretion has focused on its history
(Ferdinand 1992; Fisher 2003; Vogel 1999), the role of victims in prosecu-
torial charging decisions and charging decisions in general (e.g., Albonetti
1986, 1987; Kingsnorth and MacIntosh 2004; Schmidt and Steury 1989;
Spears and Spohn 1997; Spohn and Holleran 2001), stereotypical concep-
tions of case appropriateness for prosecution (Adams and Cutshall 1987;
Emmelman 1996; Spears and Spohn 1997; Stanko 1981-1982), and the
social organization of prosecutors’ offices (Flemming, Nardulli, and
Eisenstein 1992; Jacoby 1979). Attempts to isolate prosecutorial discretion
over sentencing outcomes per se are less common than studies that focus on
judicial discretion (see reviews by Free 2002; Spohn 2000; Zatz 2000).
Notable studies of prosecutorial discretion, almost all of which focus on
charging decisions, include Albonetti (1986, 1987), Albonetti and Hepburn
(1996), Nardulli, Eisenstein, and Flemming (1988), Miethe (1987), Miller
and Sloan (1994), Alozie and Johnston (2000), Engen and Steen (2000),
Kingsnorth, MacIntosh, and Sutherland (2002), and Farrell (2003), and we
note relevant findings from these studies in the discussion below. Free
(2002) reviewed 24 studies of prosecutorial charging decisions and 19 stud-
ies of prosecutors’ decisions to seek the death penalty. This review found
convincing evidence that race affected whether prosecutors sought the
death penalty but mixed evidence on whether extralegal factors affected
charging decisions. Of the 24 charging studies, 15 found no significant
effects of race (or sometimes ethnicity) on charging decisions but noted that
other social status factors such as gender and age sometimes affect these
decisions. In discussing gaps in the literature on prosecutorial discretion
under sentencing reforms, Free (p. 226) states that little is known about
whether race and other extralegal characteristics affect prosecutors’ deci-
sions regarding the application of three strikes and other mandatory mini-
mums. Furthermore, Free notes that no studies examine “outside” or
contextual influences on prosecutorial decision-making (exceptions pub-
lished after Free’s review are Griffin and Wooldredge 2006 and Wooldredge
and Thistlethwaite 2004, who include multilevel analyses of charging deci-
sions, but do not focus on mandatory minimums).

Studies of the predictors of prosecutorial decisions to apply mandatory
minimums are thus very scarce. The large majority of pieces published on
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mandatory minimums are found in law journals and consist of commen-
taries about legal issues surrounding them. However, research does show
that prosecutors do not apply mandatory minimum sentences in all eligible
cases. For example, the U.S. Sentencing Commission (1991) estimated that
20 percent of all federal defendants in 1990 were potentially subject to
mandatory minimums, but only 54 percent of this pool of eligible offend-
ers actually received a mandatory minimum sentence (see also Kautt and
Delone 2006). Also, four studies have found that mandatory minimums or
sentencing enhancements for firearms violations were applied in only a
fraction of eligible cases (Bynum 1982; Farrell 2003; Hofer 2000; Loftin,
Heumann, and McDowall 1983).

Most directly relevant to our focus are the findings of Bjerk (2005) and
Farrell (2003). Bjerk found that prosecutors used their charge reduction dis-
cretion to circumvent three-strikes mandatories for some defendants. He
found that this kind of circumvention of three-strikes mandatory minimums
was moderately less likely to occur for men, Hispanics, and, to a lesser
extent, Blacks. Farrell found that Blacks, males, and those convicted by
trial were more likely to receive firearms mandatory minimums. Also rele-
vant to our analysis are the findings of Crawford et al. (1998; also see
Crawford 2000), who isolated a sample of offenders eligible for designa-
tion as habitual offenders and thus for enhanced sentences and then ana-
lyzed whether offenders actually were so designated (a decision that
involved both prosecutorial and judicial discretion).3 These studies found
that race significantly and substantially affected the decision to sentence
similarly eligible offenders as habitual offenders. In addition, Kautt and
Delone (2006) separately modeled sentencing outcomes for federal drug
cases sentenced under the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines versus those sen-
tenced under federal mandatory minimums. They found that gender had a
greater impact on sentence severity (with females getting less severe sen-
tences) among cases sentenced under federal mandatory minimums than
among those sentenced under the guidelines, though the same was not true
for other extralegal factors (e.g., race, ethnicity). Together, these studies
point to the potential for extralegal disparity in the application of manda-
tory minimums and also present mixed findings on this issue.

Thus, the application of mandatory minimums is clearly an important
potential site of prosecutorial discretion with implications for extralegal
sentencing disparity. Although we know that prosecutors choose to apply
mandatory minimum sentences in only a fraction of eligible cases, we do
not know a great deal about what influences these decisions because there
are very few studies where the predictors of these decisions have been
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explicitly modeled. We also know very little about contextual effects of
court characteristics on the application of mandatory minimums.

Uncertainty, Attribution, and Focal Concerns of
Sentencing

There is general agreement in the sentencing literature that offense charac-
teristics and criminal history are nearly always the strongest predictors of pun-
ishment outcomes (Spohn 2000; Zatz 2000). The question is whether these are
the only meaningful influences, as law and policy intend. The focal con-
cerns perspective argues that three interpretively defined focal concerns of
punishment—blameworthiness, protection of the community, and practical
constraints—shape and frame punishment decisions. The decision process that
focal concerns describes is one in which legal, organizational (e.g., conviction
by guilty plea vs. trial), and extralegal considerations affect the interpretation
and prioritization of focal concerns through local substantive rationality
(Kramer and Ulmer 2002; Savelsberg 1992). Local substantive rationality and
definitions of focal concerns, in turn, are shaped by distinctive case process-
ing and sentencing norms, political constraints, and social characteristics of
court communities (Eisenstein, Flemming, and Nardulli 1988; Ulmer 1997;
Ulmer and Johnson 2004). This perspective envisions court actors starting
with legal factors such as the offense and prior record as benchmarks but then
making further situational attributions about defendants’ character and risk
based on case characteristics and social statuses (among other factors).
Moreover, recent statements of the focal concerns perspective argue that it is
enhanced by joining it with a court community perspective (Eisenstein et al.
1988; Ulmer 1997). Interpretations of focal concerns are locally variable
because they are embedded in local court community contexts (Johnson 2006;
Ulmer and Bradley 2006; Ulmer and Johnson 2004).

Several theories of extralegal and/or organizational influences on sen-
tencing exist: uncertainty avoidance/causal attribution theory, racial/ethnic
threat theory, and the organizational efficiency hypothesis. Like Ulmer and
Johnson (2004) and others (Curry, Lee, and Rodriguez 2004; Engen et al.
2003; Kramer and Ulmer 2002), we do not pit the focal concerns and court
community perspectives in competition against these other theories. Rather,
we use it as a heuristic framework to integrate and organize the propositions
from various other theories that are compatible in principle with focal concerns
but that are perhaps incomplete explanations of punishment decision-making
on their own.

Ulmer et al. / Mandatory Minimum Sentences 431

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


Albonetti’s (1986, 1987) uncertainty avoidance/causal attribution theory
argues that prosecutors (and judges; see Albonetti 1991) face an uncertain
decision-making environment. Prosecutors want to be effective in control-
ling crime in the community, to be efficient in processing offenders, and to
influence subsequent decision-makers (judges, juries, defense attorneys;
see Frohmann 1991). Prosecutors must therefore engage in uncertainty
management and satisficing behavior that attempts to balance out these
competing pressures. In addition, Albonetti and Hepburn (1996) join this
earlier uncertainty avoidance perspective with causal attribution, etiology
of bias, and labeling theories to argue that prosecutors, like judges (see
Albonetti 1991), make attributions from stereotypes based on ascribed
characteristics of defendants to reduce decision-making uncertainty.

Only one study (Spohn and Holleran 2001) has applied the focal con-
cerns perspective to prosecutorial activity. Spohn and Holleran (2001)
found that prosecutors’ charging decisions in sexual assault cases were
guided by the likelihood of conviction (a practical consideration) and
whether the victim had suffered significant harm (blameworthiness and
community protection focal concerns).4 Recent work also encourages such
extensions of focal concerns beyond judicial sentencing (Kramer and
Ulmer 2002; Ulmer and Johnson 2004), such as Huebner and Bynum’s
(2006) application of the perspective to parole decisions or Demuth and
Steffensmeier’s (2004) analysis of focal concerns and pretrial detention.
Like these earlier works, we use the focal concerns perspective as a heuris-
tic framework to guide our examination of prosecutorial decisions to apply
mandatories because it is congruent with and builds on the themes of uncer-
tainty reduction and causal attribution in Albonetti’s work and because it
can integrate themes of organizational efficiency and racial threat as well
rather than treating these theories as mutually exclusive competitors (for a
discussion of the mutual compatibility of these theories and their potential
for integration, see Curry et al. 2004).

In the face of the uncertainty and decision-making constraints noted
above, prosecutors, like judges, likely make situational imputations about
defendants’ character and expected future behavior. Definitions of defen-
dants in terms of blameworthiness, community protection, and practical
constraints and consequences structure sentencing decisions. Attributions
of offender character based on his or her behavior, history and social sta-
tuses, and situational assessments of practical constraints or consequences,
then, tend to affect the interpretation of defendants in terms of the focal
concerns. As others have made clear (Kramer and Ulmer 2002; Ulmer and
Johnson 2004), the prioritization and interpretation of these focal concerns
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are also expected to be locally variable according to local jurisdictions’
court community culture and organizational constraints.

Practical Constraint and Consequences:
Efficiency and Certainty

We focus on two practical constraints—organizational efficiency and
conviction certainty. Obviously, one important practical constraint on case
processing and sentencing is the need for organizational efficiency. Courts,
and especially prosecutor’s offices, value processing cases in an efficient
manner (Dixon 1995; Engen and Steen 2000). Convictions are also seen as
a measure of prosecutors’ effectiveness, and guilty pleas are a method of
obtaining more certain convictions than might be the case if all cases were
to go to trial (Albonetti 1986, 1987; Smith 1986). Therefore, a chief way in
which court actors achieve efficiency and demonstrate effectiveness (e.g.,
high conviction rates) is by inducing guilty pleas (Engen and Steen 2000).
Therefore, one should expect a uniform pattern of more lenient sentences
accompanying guilty pleas and more severe sentences accompanying trials
(though courts do vary in this regard; see Brereton and Casper 1981; Kautt
2002; Ulmer and Johnson 2004). This should hold true for the imposition
of mandatory minimums as well. Farrell’s (2003) finding that those con-
victed by trial were more likely to receive mandatory minimums for
firearms crimes in Maryland supports this idea.

Similarly, previous qualitative research on the sentencing of serious vio-
lent offenders in Pennsylvania uncovered a process of “de-mandatorizing”
eligible cases as a part of plea agreements (Kramer and Ulmer 2002). The
verb “to de-mandatorize” came from interviews with judges and others and
is apparently widely used by judges, prosecutors, and others in Pennsylvania.
To de-mandatorize a case means that prosecutors choose not to apply the
mandatory to an eligible charge (rather than reducing the charge to one not
eligible for a mandatory minimum). If they choose not to apply the manda-
tory, this allows the defendant to be sentenced by the judge under the guide-
lines (which are mostly less severe), typically with an implicit or explicit
sentence agreement as a part of a plea bargain (also see Ulmer 1997).

This process of de-mandatorizing also points to the certainty of convic-
tion, another strong practical concern for prosecutors (Albonetti 1986). For
a variety of reasons, prosecutors often value getting a relatively certain con-
viction over seeing eligible offenders receive mandatory penalties (Kramer
and Ulmer 2002). In such situations, prosecutors trade severity for certainty
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of punishment, a scenario in line with Albonetti’s (1986, 1987) arguments.
The rationality of de-mandatorizing is also consistent with Smith’s (1986)
description of the rational choice dynamics of plea bargaining. For
example, many of the cases described by Kramer and Ulmer (2002) exhib-
ited evidentiary problems (a practical consideration connected to the prob-
ability of conviction) that encouraged prosecutors to forgo applying the
mandatory in exchange for a plea agreement. In addition, prosecutors also
de-mandatorized cases because the offender was not perceived as a danger
to the community (reflecting community protection).

For all these reasons, we expect negotiated pleas to be associated with a
decreased likelihood of mandatory penalty imposition.5 This leads to the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Mandatory-eligible offenders with negotiated plea agreements
will be less likely to receive mandatory minimums than comparable ones
convicted by trial.

Racial Threat and Status-Based Attributions
about Focal Concerns

The focal concerns perspective is also compatible with the notion of
racial threat (Blumer 1955; Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Steffensmeier and
Demuth 2000, 2001). In the contemporary United States, a wide range of
research suggests that Blacks and Hispanics tend to be objects of crime fear
and may be seen as particularly threatening (see Barkan and Cohn 2005;
Britt 2000; Jacobs, Carmichael, and Kent 2005; Spohn 2000; Spohn and
Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier and Demuth 2001). Survey research by
Chiricos, Welch, and Gertz (2004) and Barkan and Cohn (2005) found that
anti-Black criminal stereotypes and fear of Black crime were associated
with support for more punitive criminal justice policies. Also, some have
suggested that Hispanics (particularly Hispanic males) may have equaled or
displaced Blacks (and Black males) as an object of crime fear and criminal
stereotyping (e.g., Spohn and Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier and Demuth
2000, 2001). We expect offense characteristics and criminal history, along
with mode of conviction, to be the strongest predictors of mandatory mini-
mum application, but we do expect race/ethnicity and sex to exert signifi-
cant influence net of these other predictors.

Hypothesis 2: Eligible Blacks will be more likely to receive mandatory mini-
mums than eligible Whites.
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Hypothesis 3: Eligible Hispanics will be more likely to receive mandatory min-
imums than Whites.

A sizeable literature also shows that females are often seen as less blame-
worthy, less dangerous, and more amenable to rehabilitation and often pre-
sent practical problems for the criminal justice system (e.g., if they have
children). The preponderance of research shows that women are typically
sentenced more leniently than men (see reviews by Curry et al. 2004; Griffin
and Wooldredge 2006; Zatz 2000). If prosecutors and judges view women in
this way, then we would expect to see eligible women receive mandatory
minimums less often than men. One piece of evidence for this hypothesis is
Miethe’s (1987) investigation of the degree to which extralegal factors
affected initial charging, charge reductions or dismissals, and sentence bar-
gaining in Minnesota. He found that males were charged with more severe
offenses and received less favorable sentence bargains from prosecutors.
Furthermore, Alozie and Johnston (2000) found that female drug arrestees
were more likely to be diverted by prosecutors into alternative programs and
that race and ethnicity interacted with gender in such decisions.

Hypothesis 4: Eligible males will be more likely to receive mandatory sentences
than eligible females.

Furthermore, Steffensmeier, Ulmer, and Kramer (1998) argue that the
influence of offender status characteristics are likely to be joint and situa-
tionally contingent (also see Demuth and Steffensmeier 2004; Kautt and
Spohn 2002; Spohn and DeLone 2000). That is, the effect of race or eth-
nicity likely depends on gender or age, for example. Consistent with this
reasoning, sentencing research has often found that young Black and
Hispanic males are sentenced more severely than are other race–age–gender
groupings (Bridges and Steen 1998; Kramer and Ulmer 2002; Spohn and
Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier and Demuth 2000; also see the review by
Zatz 2000). In partial support of this idea, Farrell (2003) found that firearms
mandatories in Maryland were more likely to be applied to Blacks, males,
and younger offenders.

Hypothesis 5: Eligible young Black and Hispanic offenders will be more likely to
receive mandatory sentences than other race/ethnicity–gender–age groupings.

Furthermore, the minority composition of the surrounding community
might influence the odds of mandatories being applied to individual minority
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defendants. Racial group threat theory clearly predicts that the percentage of
the local Black and/or Hispanic population will be positively associated with
more punitive criminal justice (see Blumer 1955; Jacobs et al. 2005). In our
analysis, we expect that prosecutors might differentially apply mandatories
in counties with larger minority populations to assuage White fear of minor-
ity crime and to be seen as protecting the community from offenders the
majority public perceives to be dangerous. The key contextual level predic-
tion of racial group threat theory is that as minority populations become
larger and seem more threatening, individual minorities will be subjected to
greater punishment, at least until the proportion of minorities becomes large
enough to exert greater relatively political power (Jacobs et al. 2005).

Hypothesis 6: Community minority population size will interact with defendant
racial/ethnic status. Minority defendants’ odds of receiving mandatory mini-
mums will increase with county minority population size.

Data and Method

To examine these hypotheses, we isolated a subset of cases from the data
files of the PCS for 1998 to 2000. Cases in this analysis were limited to the
most serious offense per judicial transaction and to those cases sentenced
under the most recently revised (1997) Pennsylvania sentencing guidelines.
By law, the PCS is required to collect information on all misdemeanors and
felonies sentenced in the state, except for first- and second-degree homicide
(which are outside the scope of the guidelines).

From this data set, we then identified and extracted all cases that were
eligible to receive a mandatory minimum sentence based on their convic-
tion charge or charges and offense characteristics (e.g., drug amounts) or
prior record, in which the application of the mandatory was dependent on a
motion from the prosecutor. Because the mandatory minimum provisions
are based on the current offense, the offender’s prior record, and/or, in cases
of drug offenses, the amount of drug possessed, the PCS data include all
variables needed to isolate those convicted cases in which a prosecutor
could have made a motion to apply a mandatory sentence. These offenses
include certain drug-trafficking offenses including possession of a variety
of illegal drugs over certain threshold amounts or in specific circumstances
(e.g., near a school) and offenders convicted of certain serious or violent
felonies for the second or third time.6 In other words, with this subsample
of cases, we can distinguish the cases where the prosecutor could have
applied the mandatory and did not from the ones where he or she did. This
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decision thus represents a situation of prosecutorial discretion over sen-
tence outcomes.

Our dependent variable is a dichotomous outcome of whether or not a
mandatory-eligible offense actually received the applicable mandatory. We
code this variable 0 if the mandatory is not applied and 1 if the mandatory
is applied. The legally relevant control variables that we include in the
analyses are the severity of the current offense, the mandatory eligible
offense type (type of drug offense or whether the offense was a second- or
third-strike-eligible violation), and the prior criminality of the offender.
Offense severity is measured by the offense gravity score (OGS), which
ranges from 1, least serious, to 14, most serious. The offender’s prior record
is measured by the prior record score (PRS), a scale ranging from 0 to 8,
with the last two categories (6 and 8; there is no Category 7) exclusively
reserved for repeat felons and repeat violent offenders. This scale repre-
sents an offender’s past convictions for misdemeanors and felonies and cer-
tain juvenile adjudications. The offense type is measured with dummy
variables. Offense types in our sample include delivery or possession with
intent to deliver marijuana, cocaine, heroin, or another drug, second strike
and third strike. We analyze all cases together and then split the sample into
separate subsamples comprising drug-trafficking offenses and three-strikes
offenses to investigate whether distinctive patterns emerge for different
types of mandatory-eligible offense groupings.

The amount of drugs involved in drug-trafficking offenses is also a
potentially important influence on whether an offender receives a manda-
tory minimum. Distinctions among drug amounts are captured by and mea-
sured in the OGS and presumptive guideline sentence recommendation. We
therefore do not include drug amount as a separate variable because it
would be highly collinear with these two other measures. We measure
mode of conviction with a set of dummy variables, negotiated guilty plea,
nonnegotiated plea, and other (i.e., no contest pleas), with trials serving as
the reference category.

The presumptive guideline sentence recommendation has recently been
used as a measure of what the sentencing guidelines indicate as an appro-
priate sentence (Albonetti 1998; Engen and Gainey 2000). From the prose-
cutor’s viewpoint, the guidelines and the mandatory are two alternative
sentencing structures under which the defendant could be sentenced. We
therefore want to control for the difference between the guideline minimum and
the mandatory rather than simply controlling for the guideline-recommended
sentence itself. We suspect that the size of the difference between the manda-
tory minimum and the guideline minimum may figure into the prosecutor’s
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calculus about the trade-off between applying the mandatory versus allow-
ing the offender to be sentenced under the guidelines. For example, a pros-
ecutor might be more willing to impose the mandatory minimum when it is
considerably greater than the guideline minimum; he or she might believe
that the guideline recommendation is not severe enough. We tested two alter-
native measures of the distance by which the mandatory deviates from the
guideline minimum. We subtracted the presumptive guideline minimum
from the mandatory sentence for each given offense and created the follow-
ing variables: (a) a measure of the size of the difference (in months) for cases
when the mandatory exceeded the guideline minimum and (b) a measure of
the size of the difference when the mandatory was equal to or below the
guideline minimum. These variables allow us to capture the length by which
the mandatory is either greater than (option a) or less than (option b) the pre-
sumptive guideline minimum. We differentiated mandatory distance below
from above the guidelines because these two factors likely have qualitatively
different meaning and different consequences of applying the mandatory for
prosecutors. To us, it made little sense to simply construct one continuous
variable of “distance of the mandatory from the guideline” (either above or
below) because this would have confounded these two very different manda-
tory-guideline relationships. The variable measuring distance below the
guideline recommendation (option b) never achieved significance in any of
our models (and the situation of the guideline exceeding the mandatory min-
imum is rare anyway). However, the variable measuring distance above the
guidelines recommendation (option a) is significant in several models, so we
included this variable as a control.

We created dummy variables for our racial/ethnic and gender distinc-
tions. Also, age was coded as a continuous variable as the number of years
of the offender at the time of sentencing (an age-squared variable was tested
and found nonsignificant and therefore was not included in these analyses).
To address Hypothesis 5, following Steffensmeier et al. (1998) and others
(Kramer and Ulmer 2002; Spohn and Holleran 2000), we later include sev-
eral dummy variables denoting membership in different age, race/ethnicity,
and gender groupings (e.g., young Black males, young Hispanic males,
etc.). For this purpose, we divide age as follows: young offenders 25 and
younger versus older offenders 26 and older. Young White males serve as
the reference category for this portion of the analysis. These race/ethnicity,
gender, and age categories are added to the models (see Table 3) together
as a block, in place of the Black, Hispanic, and female dummy variables
and the continuous-age variable (as done by Kramer and Ulmer 2002;
Spohn and Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier et al. 1998).
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To examine Hypothesis 6, we included county percentage Black as a
direct effect and then in cross-level interaction with defendant race.7 We
also included court size (measured as large, medium, or small based on the
number of judges per county and the courts’ proportion of the state’s over-
all caseload; for details, see Ulmer 1997) and percentage distribution of
offense types brought before the court (defined as drug, property, violent
and other offenses from the full PCS data set for the years included in the
analysis) as control variables. Regarding court size, the court community
perspective predicts that court size is associated with distinctive court com-
munity features, including sentencing severity (see Eisenstein et al.
1988:285). In particular, research in Pennsylvania typically finds that sen-
tencing severity is inversely related to court size (e.g., Kramer and Ulmer
2002; Ulmer 1997; Ulmer and Johnson 2004). Regarding caseload compo-
sition, prior research has found that the proportion of violent crime that
makes up a court’s caseload can influence sentencing practices (Johnson
2005, 2006; Ulmer and Johnson 2004). We therefore control for the percent-
age of court caseloads made up of violent crime. We also explored several
other county-level control variables (e.g., violent crime rates, percentage
drug caseload, percentage Republican), but these were highly correlated
with court size, violent crime caseload, and/or percentage Black.

We utilize hierarchical modeling procedures to account for the nesting
of cases within counties (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992). The rationale for
and application of hierarchical linear and logistic models with multilevel
sentencing data are now well established and have been discussed in detail
elsewhere (Britt 2000; Fearn 2005; Johnson 2006; Kautt 2002; Ulmer and
Johnson 2004; Weidner, Frase, and Schultz 2005; Wooldredge and
Thistlethwaite 2004). We tested for variance across counties and found that
approximately 6 percent of the variance was accounted for at Level 2 (e.g.,
between counties).8

In addition, we explored the possibility that the slope of each predictor
might vary across contexts by allowing the model to assess random effects.
This is important because if an effect does vary across contexts and the
model does not account for this, the standard error will be underestimated,
thereby effecting tests of significance for that variable. Thus, some vari-
ables were estimated as random effects, whereas others were estimated as
fixed effects.9

Because our dependent variable is dichotomous, we estimate our models
using the natural log of the odds as the link function, resulting in the fol-
lowing model specification. We grand mean centered our Level 1 predictors
because we are interested in between-county variation rather than merely
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controlling for it while looking at individual-level effects. Grand mean cen-
tering risks the introduction of estimation bias in the individual-level effect
because a grand-mean-centered coefficient is a weighted combination of
the between- and within-county effects. However, grand mean centering
also adjusts for compositional differences between counties in estimating
our Level 1 effects. Given our interest in both county-level and individual-
level effects, we elected to grand mean center our variables.

Findings

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for all variables. As Table 1 shows,
many eligible offenders avoid the imposition of mandatory minimums. Put
another way, prosecutors choose to apply the mandatory to eligible offenses
in relatively few cases (18.4 percent in the overall sample and 16.2 percent
in the drug sample). Prosecutors apply the mandatory minimums relatively
more often for second- and third-strike-eligible offenders, though they are
still applied in only a minority (29.0 percent) of cases. Table 1 also shows
that most of the females in the data are drug offenders, with approximately
13.0 percent of the drug-mandatory-eligible population being female (vs. 3.0
percent of the three-strikes-eligible sample). Furthermore, Blacks compose
approximately half of mandatory-eligible offenders in the full and drug-
eligible samples but more than 60.0 percent of the three-strikes sample.

Table 2 shows hierarchical models for the full sample (model 1), the
drug offense subsample (model 2), and the second- and third-strike offense
subsample (model 3). As shown in Table 2, several of our legally relevant
control variables increase, sometimes substantially, the likelihood of pros-
ecutors’ applying of eligible mandatories, at least in the full sample: offense
severity, prior record, and having multiple concurrent convictions. The neg-
ative effect for the mandatory distance above the guideline in the full sam-
ple is particularly interesting. For every 1 month by which the mandatory
exceeds the guideline minimum, the odds of prosecutors applying the
mandatory decline by .007. Thus, when prosecutors face a situation in
which the mandatory minimum substantially exceeds the guidelines, they
tend to not apply it.

We find significant support for our first hypothesis. In model 1 (full
sample), we find that offenders convicted through a negotiated plea have
only about half the odds of those offenders going to trial to have a manda-
tory minimum applied. Offenders convicted through non-negotiated pleas
or other types of dispositions, however, did not significantly differ in the
odds of receiving a mandatory minimum from those offenders going to
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics: Full, Drug, and Three-Strikes Samples

Full Drug Three-Strikes 
Samplea Eligibleb Eligiblec

Independent Variable n Percentage n Percentage n Percentage

Individual level
Mandatory

Applied (1) 836 18.4 607 16.2 229 28.8
Not applied (0) 3,698 81.6 3,132 83.8 566 71.2

Gender
Male (1) 3,991 88.0 3,229 86.4 762 95.8
Female (0) 497 11.0 471 12.6 26 3.3
Missing 46 1.0 39 1.0 7 .9

Race
White (0) 1,249 27.5 1,054 28.2 195 24.5
Black (1) 2,297 50.7 1,811 48.4 486 61.1
Hispanic (1) 861 19.0 769 20.6 92 11.6
Other (0) 38 .8 36 1.0 2 .3
Unknown (0) 89 2.0 69 1.8 20 2.5
Age (M, SD) 29.8 9.6 29.4 9.2 32.0 10.9

Age, race/ethnicity,
gender groups
Young Black males 1,086 24.0 942 25.0 144 18.1
Young Hispanic males 305 6.7 249 6.7 56 7.0
Young White males 334 7.4 279 7.5 55 6.9
Older Black males 1,034 22.8 703 18.8 331 41.6
Older Hispanic males 470 10.4 448 12.0 22 2.7
Older White males 762 16.8 608 16.0 154 19.4
Young Black females 67 1.5 59 1.6 8 1.0
Young Hispanic females 21 .5 21 .6 0
Young White females 60 1.3 60 1.6 0
Older Black females 109 2.4 106 2.8 3 .4
Older Hispanic females 61 1.3 47 1.3 14 1.8
Older White females 179 3.9 178 4.8 1 .1
Offense gravity score 8.06 1.7 7.58 1.4 10.3 1.4

(M, SD)
Prior record score 2.08 2.2 1.43 1.8 5.1 1.26

(M, SD)
Offense type

Personal 795 17.5 795 100.0
Cocaine 3,094 68.2 3,094 82.7
Heroin 312 6.9 312 8.3
Methamphetamines 24 .5 24 .6
Narcotic 32 .7 32 .9
PCP 9 .2 9 .2
Marijuana 268 5.9 268 7.2

Convictions
Single (0) 1,209 26.7 1,086 29.0 123 15.5
Multiple (1) 3,325 73.3 2,653 71.0 672 84.5

(continued)
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trial. The effect is even stronger in the drug subsample, with those con-
victed through a negotiated plea about 60 percent less likely to receive a
mandatory sentence. However, the effect is much smaller and fails to reach
significance in the subsample of three-strike offenders. Interestingly, in this
sample, it is non-negotiated pleas that result in a reduction in the odds of
receiving a mandatory sentence. It should also be noted that the effect of
negotiated pleas exhibited significant random variation between counties in
all three models, and the effect of non-negotiated pleas also had a random
effect in models 1 and 2. Thus, counties significantly vary in how different
types of guilty pleas affect mandatory application.

Although we do not find a significant race effect for Black offenders
(Hypothesis 2), we find support for Hypothesis 3 in that Hispanic offend-
ers have about almost twice the odds (1.95) of receiving a mandatory sen-
tence compared to White offenders in model 1 (full sample). This effect is
slightly smaller (1.5) in model 2 (drug sample) but remains significant. In
model 3 (three-strikes sample), the effect increases to more than 4 times the
odds of receiving a mandatory. Specifically, Hispanic offenders have about
4.5 times greater odds of having a mandatory applied than do White offenders
in the three-strikes sample.

Also, in support of Hypothesis 4, we find males’ odds to be considerably
greater (about 1.4 times in the full model and 1.7 times in the drug sub-
sample) for receiving a mandatory than those for female offenders. Again,
our findings differ for the three-strikes subsample with the effect of gender,
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Table 1 (continued)

Full Drug Three-Strikes 
Samplea Eligibleb Eligiblec

Independent Variable n Percentage n Percentage n Percentage

Disposition
Trial (0) 467 10.3 258 6.9 209 26.3
Non-negotiated (1) 827 18.2 677 18.1 150 18.9
Negotiated (1) 2,593 57.2 2,264 60.6 329 41.4
Other or unknown (1) 647 14.3 540 14.4 107 13.5
Mandatory Length M SD M SD M SD
Length above guideline 30.18 46.61 14.79 12.4 101.98 73.0

minimum
Length below guideline –1.10 6.3 –.87 4.1 –2.17 12.2

minimum

a. n = 4,534.
b. n = 3,739.
c. n = 795.
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regardless of the fact that it is larger in size, failing to reach statistical sig-
nificance. This finding is likely because of the low number of females in
this particular portion of the sample. In fact, we only leave gender in the
model for the three-strikes subsample for comparability purposes, and
removing gender from this model does not change any of our other find-
ings. Also, age moderately reduces the odds of mandatory application in the
full sample and drug subsample.

Overall, model 1 (full sample) and model 2 (drug subsample) show quite
similar results, which is not surprising given the large portion of the full
sample that is composed of drug offenders. However, the only hypothesized
effect that achieves significance in model 3 is the effect of being Hispanic.
Striking differences also exist regarding some of the control variables
across the three models that are worth mentioning. First, type of offense,
age, multiple convictions, prior record, and OGS all fail to achieve signifi-
cance in the three-strikes-eligible subsample. Regarding prior record, it is
plausible that the significance of this relationship is reduced by a concen-
tration of offenders in this sample in the upper-half portion of the prior
record scale because of the underlying nature of the sample. Obviously, to
be eligible for a second- or third-strike mandatory, the offender must have
prior convictions for violent felonies, locating him or her in the upper
ranges of the PRS. The loss of significance for the other control variables
may reflect a true difference across models or possibly reflect the loss of
power in this model as the sample size is less than one fourth of the origi-
nal sample.

In Hypothesis 5, we proposed that young, male, minority (Black and
Hispanic) offenders would have a higher probability of having a mandatory
sentence applied. Table 3 presents the finding from the analyses (with the
predictors listed in Table 2 included but not shown).

The results are mixed for Hypothesis 5. We find young Hispanic males
to be much more likely than young White males to receive mandatory sen-
tences in the full sample and the drug-eligible subsample and older
Hispanic males to be moderately more likely to receive mandatory mini-
mums in the full sample. This coincides with recent sentencing studies
focused on judicial discretion, which find young Hispanic males in partic-
ular to be singled out for more severe punishment (e.g., Kramer and Ulmer
2002; Spohn and Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier and Demuth 2000, 2001).
However, we find that young Black males are not particularly disadvan-
taged in prosecutors’ decisions to apply mandatory minimums. No signifi-
cant effects are found for female offenders. However, this is likely because
of the small number of females in each age–race–gender category. In fact,

444 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


because of the small number of females in the three-strikes-eligible sub-
sample, there were insufficient data to test the corresponding race/ethnicity–
age groupings for females at all in this model.

At the contextual level, we hypothesized that county racial composition
would interact with offender ethnicity such that minorities would be more
severely punished in counties with larger minority populations. The find-
ings are more complex than we hypothesized. As shown in Table 4, the race
by percentage Black interaction reaches significance in the full sample and
the three-strikes sample.

For the full sample, although the main effect of percentage Black
decreases the overall odds of receiving a mandatory, the interaction effect
between county percentage Black and offender’s race (being Black) is pos-
itive.10 Figure 1 shows this relationship graphically. Figure 1 reveals that in
the full sample, the odds of receiving a mandatory decrease for both White
and Black offenders as the percentage Black in the county increases.
However, the mandatory odds decrease less for Black offenders than for
White offenders (the figures cut off at 50 percent Black because no county
exceeds about 44 percent Black). This leads to larger gaps in the likelihood
of a mandatory application between Whites and Blacks as percentage Black
in the county increases. Figure 2 shows the race–percentage Black interac-
tion in the three-strikes subsample. Here, again, although the odds of
receiving a mandatory decrease for both White and Black offenders as per-
centage Black in the county increases, the rate of decrease is less for Black

Ulmer et al. / Mandatory Minimum Sentences 445

Table 3
Effects of Age, Race/Ethnicity, and Gender Categories

on Mandatory Application

Full Model Drug Model Three-Strikes Model

β SE Odds β SE Odds β SE Odds

Older White male –.064 .197 .938 –.114 .223 .892 1.079 .664 2.942
Young Black male .287 .181 1.332 .186 .201 1.204 –.309 1.039 .734
Older Black male .138 .183 1.148 –.077 .211 .926 .536 .653 1.709
Young Hispanic male 1.034 .217 2.812*** .648 .247 1.912** –1.748 1.788 .174
Older Hispanic male .450 .216 1.568* .262 .233 1.300 .381 1.525 1.464
Young White female –.819 .640 .441 –1.001 .642 .368
Older White female –.237 .314 .789 –.373 .323 .689
Young Black female –.285 .462 .752 –.065 .482 .937
Older Black female –.336 .357 .715 –.456 .367 .634
Young Hispanic female –.562 1.067 .570 –.649 1.081 .523
Older Hispanic female .472 .391 1.603 –1.421 .758 .241
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offenders, creating a similar pattern in which the Black–White difference in
mandatory application increases as county percentage Black increases.
Thus, the Black–White gap in mandatory application increases with county
percentage Black, even though race does not have a significant main effect
and even though both Blacks’ and Whites’ odds of getting mandatory min-
imums decrease with percentage Black.

Discussion

Some limitations of these data are that they lack measures of defendants’
socioeconomic status, type of attorney, pretrial release status (bail), identity
or characteristics of victims, and evidence strength or data on charging
decisions or the likelihood of conviction, as these variables are not col-
lected by the PCS and it was not feasible to otherwise acquire this infor-
mation for inclusion in the current study. In particular, because we have no
data on charging decisions, we cannot determine how often prosecutors
reduce a mandatory-eligible charge to a lesser charge. We thus can say
nothing about the processes by which prosecutors decide to charge a
mandatory-eligible offense in the first place nor about any plea bargaining
that may lie behind this decision. Unfortunately, these are limitations
shared with many sentencing studies (see review by Zatz 2000).

However, although some have noted that mandatory sentences foster
charge manipulation (Bjerk 2005; Farrell 2003; Tonry 1992), in states such

446 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency

Table 4
Cross Level Interaction Effect: Offender’s Race with Racial

Composition of County

Three-Strikes 
Full Model Drug Sample Sample

β SE Odds β SE Odds β SE Odds

Intercept –1.89 .17 –2.1 .19 –1.67 .36
Race of offender

Black .0326 .130 1.033 .03 .148 1.031 –.292 .338 .747
Racial composition of 

county
Percentage Black –.044 .134 .989 .001 .023 1.001 –.130 .052 .878*

in county
Interaction term .019 .007 1.017* .008 .009 1.008 .047 .015 1.048**
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as Pennsylvania, the availability to prosecutors of the choice between
mandatory minimums and guidelines would seem to render charge bar-
gaining less relevant or necessary. This is because, in contrast to the manda-
tory sentencing contexts in other states (as described by Bjerk 2005),
prosecutors need not reduce charges to use the mandatory minimums as
plea-bargaining leverage. That is, prosecutors can threaten to apply the
mandatory or allow the offender to be sentenced under the (usually lower)
guidelines without altering the charge in any way. In other words,
Pennsylvania’s system enables sentence bargaining between mandatory
sentences and guidelines. Thus, the lack of data relevant to charge reduc-
tion, although not ideal, may not be as serious a limitation to our analysis
as it might at first seem.

With these caveats in mind, the key question posed by our analysis is,
what affects prosecutorial decisions to apply mandatory minimums? The
answers appear to be rather complicated. Our findings support some of our
hypotheses outright but present a complex picture for others.

We found a pattern of support for Hypothesis 1. Prosecutors applied
mandatory minimums substantially less often to those who negotiated guilty
pleas in the full sample and drug subsample and substantially less often to
those with non-negotiated guilty pleas in the three-strikes subsample. In all
analyses, those convicted by trial were more likely to receive mandatory
minimums. This suggests that prosecutors may use the threat of applying a
longer mandatory sentence as a key piece of leverage to obtain guilty pleas
(either negotiated, as in the full and drug sample, or non-negotiated, as in the
three-strikes subsample) and thus more certain convictions, a scenario
predicted by Tonry (1992). It also suggests that prosecutors frequently
de-mandatorize cases in exchange for plea agreements, in that negotiated
plea agreements tended to protect offenders from mandatory minimums.

In terms of focal concerns, plea agreements and trial convictions may
signal a variety of different things about defendant blameworthiness, dan-
gerousness, or practical constraints to prosecutors. On one hand, working
with the prosecution to reach a plea agreement, or outright pleading guilty
(as in a non-negotiated or open plea), might indicate remorse (or might also
follow from cooperation with law enforcement), which might lower per-
ceived moral blameworthiness. In addition, ethnographic data suggest that
pleading guilty and showing remorse are often seen as first steps toward
rehabilitation (Ulmer and Kramer 1996). On the other hand, if a defendant
makes the entire courtroom work group go to trial and then loses, ethno-
graphic data indicate that this often indicates a lack of remorse, a lack of
truthfulness, and, by implication, increased blameworthiness (Flemming
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et al. 1992; Ulmer 1997). These kinds of explanations may lie behind the
finding for the three-strikes model, in which non-negotiated pleas are
rewarded with significantly lower odds of mandatory imposition, but the
same is not true for negotiated pleas (the effect is in the expected direction
but not substantively large or significant). That is, pleading guilty without
a bargained agreement may be taken by prosecutors as a signal of remorse
in the three-strikes-eligible cases. By contrast, the lack of a significant
effect for negotiated pleas in the three-strikes-eligible subsample may indi-
cate that prosecutors are not especially willing to withhold three-strikes
mandatory minimums as a plea agreement concession.

In addition, plea agreements and trials entail a variety of practical con-
straints and consequences that might influence prosecutors’ decisions to
apply mandatory penalties. One key practical constraint is, of course, orga-
nizational efficiency. Rewarding eligible defendants for pleading guilty by
forgoing the imposition of mandatory sentences encourages guilty pleas
and moves cases through the system. Second, as Albonetti (1987) argues,
plea agreements have an uncertainty reduction value for prosecutors. They
allow prosecutors to avoid the uncertainties of trials and to obtain convic-
tions they might not otherwise get (see Kramer and Ulmer 2002:918-19;
also see Smith 1986). Organizational efficiency and uncertainty reduction
might be especially pertinent explanations for the significant effects of
negotiated pleas on mandatory application in the full sample and especially
the drug subsample. Drug cases are so numerous and might be compara-
tively fraught with evidentiary uncertainty (because of vagaries of infor-
mant testimony, disputes over drug amounts and purity, search and seizure
issues, etc.) that prosecutors might be more willing to de-mandatorize such
cases in exchange for relatively fast and certain convictions.

In fact, one of our “side findings” deserves further research. When pros-
ecutors are faced with a situation in which the mandatory substantially
exceeds the guidelines, they tend to not apply the mandatory. This suggests
the possibility that when prosecutors are faced with mandatory minimums
they think are excessive (i.e., if the mandatory exceeds the prosecutor’s
sense of the defendant’s blameworthiness or danger to the community),
they opt for guideline sentencing. Furthermore, this pattern of opting for
guideline sentencing when the mandatory is significantly more severe
likely characterizes drug cases much more than three-strikes cases.
Prosecutors likely see three-strikes offenders (all of whom are convicted of
and have a history of serious personal crimes) as particularly blameworthy
and/or dangerous offenders and are less willing to forgo substantial manda-
tory minimums sentences for them.
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Regarding Hypothesis 2, we found little evidence of a direct effect of
being Black on receiving the mandatory minimums. However, Hispanics
were considerably more likely to receive mandatory minimums across the
board, which supports Hypothesis 3. In support of Hypothesis 4, we found
that prosecutors apply mandatory minimums against males more than
females in all of our models. This finding is consistent with studies in the
sentencing literature that argue that females are often seen by judges as less
blameworthy, less dangerous, and more amenable to rehabilitation and pre-
sent more practical problems (e.g., the potential impact of a female defen-
dant’s imprisonment on her children, if any) and are thus usually sentenced
more leniently than are men (see reviews by Demuth and Steffensmeier
2004; Zatz 2000). If so, this study and others (Alozie and Johnston 2000;
Miethe 1987) extend that argument to prosecutors and judges.

Previous research suggests that judges attribute greater seriousness or
risk to certain classes of offenders such as young Black males and young
Hispanic males. We suggested in Hypothesis 5 that this effect may also gen-
eralize to prosecutorial discretion. We found partial support for this hypoth-
esis, with prosecutors being strongly more likely to apply mandatory
minimums to young Hispanic males and moderately more likely to do so to
older Hispanic males in the full sample. Young Hispanic males also seem to
be singled out for mandatory application among drug cases. Overall, these
patterns at least partially support the focal concerns perspective’s and causal
attribution/uncertainty avoidance theory’s contentions that the effect of
defendant social statuses on criminal punishment is often situational. That is,
the social status characteristics of defendants combine in specific situations
of decision-making discretion to mobilize attributions about character, dan-
gerousness, rehabilitative potential, or practical consequences and can do so
differently in different types of cases. In the case of decisions to apply
mandatory sentences, Hispanic males seem to be particularly targeted, espe-
cially young Hispanic males convicted of drug offenses. We did not find that
young Black males were particularly disadvantaged in mandatory minimum
application. This finding may reflect the fact that previous studies have
found the primary effect of being young, Black, and male to occur in the
incarceration decision more than sentence-length decisions (see the review
by Zatz 2000). Because the mandatory application versus guideline sen-
tencing choice is primarily one involving sentence length, our findings may
not be as surprising as they appear. Furthermore, the data analyzed by
Steffensmeier et al. (1998) were from the early 1990s, and gender-specific
patterns of racial/ethnic sentencing disparity may have changed by the late
1990s, particularly because the number of Hispanics in Pennsylvania
increased in the mid to late 1990s (Steffensmeier and Demuth 2001).
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Hypothesis 6 is the key contextual proposition for racial group threat
theory: Minorities will be subjected to greater social control in contexts
where minority populations are larger and seen as more threatening. What we
found instead was that, in the full sample, Whites’ likelihood of receiving
mandatory sentences decreased to a greater extent than did Blacks’. A simi-
lar pattern occurred in the three-strikes subsample. Thus, in both cases, the
Black–White gap in mandatory application increased with county percentage
Black. That the Black–White gap increased with percentage Black is consis-
tent with racial threat, but the finding that Blacks’ odds of receiving manda-
tory minimums also decline (though not as sharply as Whites’) with county
percentage Black cannot easily be accounted for by racial threat theory.

In connection with Hypotheses 2, 3, 5, and 6, our findings have complex
and mixed implications for racial threat theory: (a) Hispanics may be
replacing African Americans as a minority that mobilizes stereotypes of
criminal dangerousness or blameworthiness (also see Spohn and Holleran
2000; Steffensmeier and Demuth 2000, 2001); (b) racial/ethnic threat
responses may be gender and age specific, that is, focused on particular age
and gender groups (in this case, primarily young Hispanic males); and (c)
the county racial composition may condition the extent and nature of racial
advantage or disadvantage in mandatory sentencing in complex ways that
cannot be fully explained by racial threat theory.

Beyond these effects in our models, however, it is crucial to realize that
about 70 percent of all the mandatory-eligible offenders in our sample were
Black or Hispanic, especially Black (51 percent; see Table 1). These percent-
ages are grossly disproportionate to the size of these groups in Pennsylvania’s
population (about 10 percent Black, 4 percent Hispanic). These descriptive
figures, along with some of the findings from our models, could support an
argument that mandatory minimums are a type of what Bonilla-Silva (1997)
calls “racialized social systems.” That is, even though they are racially neu-
tral on paper, mandatory minimums disproportionately affect Blacks and
Hispanics minorities because they encompass offenses in which they are dis-
proportionately involved (Beckett and Sasson 2000; Tonry 1992).

Conclusion

Our findings support the long-suspected notion that mandatory mini-
mums are not mandatory at all but simply substitute prosecutorial discre-
tion for judicial discretion (Tonry 1992). It is well known that more than 90
percent of cases in most jurisdictions in the United States are guilty pleas, and
a large portion of these are plea agreements negotiated with a prosecutor.
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This fact seems to have been forgotten by the many studies throughout the
literature that frame sentencing as the study of judicial discretion. However,
prosecutors have great influence through charging, sentence bargaining,
and, in the case examined here, the application of mandatory minimums.
Our findings suggest that the focal concerns perspective is a useful heuris-
tic for prosecutorial decision criteria regarding sentencing outcomes, just as
prior research shows it to be useful for conceptualizing judicial discretion.
We argue that legally relevant factors, case processing concerns (i.e., reward-
ing guilty pleas), and social statuses (i.e., gender, ethnicity, and age) shape
prosecutors’ perceptions of blameworthiness and community protection
and thus their decisions to apply mandatories. In addition, the social con-
texts surrounding courts (e.g., violent crime rates, percentage Black) might
shape prosecutors’ perceptions of both community protection and practical
constraints (e.g., political ramifications of seeking or not seeking mandato-
ries for certain offenders).

We encourage much more research on prosecutorial decisions that
directly affect sentencing outcomes. Too often, studies of sentencing and
sentencing discretion focus on judges and leave out prosecutors, crucial
players in the courtroom work groups. There appear to be an increasing
number of legal situations in which prosecutors have great or perhaps even
complete control over sentencing outcomes (Stith and Cabranes 1998). For
example, motions for “substantial assistance” departures under the U.S.
Sentencing Guidelines are controlled by federal prosecutors, as are guideline
sentence reductions for defendants’ “acceptance of responsibility” (see
http://www.ussc.gov/guidelin.htm). In jurisdictions with capital punishment,
prosecutors have the discretion to seek the death penalty or not. Future
research should examine these kinds of prosecutorial decisions about sen-
tencing as we have examined the application of mandatory minimums.

Notes

1. Florida statute 775.084(3)(a)(6) states,

For an offense committed on or after October 1, 1995, if the state attorney pursues
a habitual felony offender sanction or a habitual violent felony offender sanction
against the defendant and the court, in a separate proceeding pursuant to this para-
graph, determines that the defendant meets the criteria under subsection (1) for
imposition such sanction, the court must sentence the defendant as a habitual felony
offender or a habitual violent felony offender, subject to imprisonment pursuant to
this section unless the court finds that such sentence is not necessary for the protec-
tion of the public. (Italics added)
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Thus, the habitual offender designations studied by Crawford, Chiricos, and Kleck (1998;
also see Crawford 2000), although informative, do not isolate prosecutorial discretion the way
that the mandatory minimums we analyze here do because (a) the court in addition to the pros-
ecutor determines that the defendant meets the criteria for its application and (b) the court can
find that the designation is “not necessary” and choose not to apply it.

2. Although minimums always apply for murder 1 and 2 charges, the prosecutor must
make a motion to apply the mandatory for other cases, including all drug-related mandatory
minimums and Pennsylvania’s second and third strikes mandatory provisions. These latter
provisions are included in our analyses.

3. See note 1.
4. Wooldredge and Thistlethwaite (2004) draw from focal concerns in their sentencing

analyses but do not explicitly frame their analyses of charging and prosecution decisions
around focal concerns.

5. The order of causality for mode of conviction on the imposition of mandatory sentences
is debatable. On one hand, prosecutors might hold out the possibility of not applying the
mandatory in exchange for a guilty plea. On the other hand, qualitative research by Ulmer
(1997) reports that, at least sometimes, prosecutors may decide to pursue the mandatory
penalty, and defense attorneys feel that they then have nothing to lose by going to trial. If the
defendant is convicted after trial, he or she then faces the mandatory minimum. Either way,
qualitative evidence suggests that withholding the mandatory is often a powerful inducement
to plead guilty, whatever the prosecutor’s motives.

6. These offenses are third degree murder and attempted murder, aggravated assault with
serious bodily injury or attempted serious bodily injury, rape and involuntary deviant sexual
intercourse, robbery with serious bodily injury or threatened serious bodily injury, and bur-
glary of an occupied home. When an offender faces a second or third conviction for any of
these offenses, the prosecutor may move that the second or third strike mandatory minimum
be applied.

7. Percentage Hispanic did not sufficiently vary across counties to include this variable at
the county level. A total of 58 counties had less than 2 percent Hispanic population, and only
9 counties had greater than 2 percent Hispanic population.

8. An interclass correlation coefficient is typically not reported with a dichotomous out-
come because the Level 1 variance is artificially constrained to be between 0 and 1. Alternate
methods of computing the variance are possible using the assumption that the Level 1 mean
equals 0 and the Level 1 variance equals Π2 ÷ 3. However, there is still much debate regard-
ing the meaningfulness of the resulting statistic (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992). Nevertheless,
for informative purposes, we chose to simply estimate our unconditional model under this
assumption above, which produces variance components that can be used to estimate the pro-
portion of the total variance existing at Level 2 (for an analogous use of this strategy, see
Johnson 2006:279, 281). The variance components are as follows:

Variance Component SD df χ2 p Value

Level 2 .00968 .09837 58 371.01 .000
Level 1 .14085 .37530

9. Effects with significant random variance components were as follows. Full model:
negotiated plea, nonnegotiated plea, and race; drug subsample: negotiated plea, nonnegotiated
plea, and heroin; three-strikes subsample: negotiated plea, third strike.
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10. The cross-level interaction term represents the effect of being Black in a given county
with a given percentage Black population. To properly interpret the cross-level interaction
effect, one must simultaneously consider all three coefficients in the cross-level interaction
model (not the direct effects in Table 2). For a Black offender, this effect is obtained as follows:

IB + (1 × coefficient for Black ) 
+ (percentage Black × coefficient for percentage Black) 
+ (1 × percentage Black × interaction term)

where IB is the intercept for the model with White as the reference category. For a White
offender, this effect is simply the slope of the coefficient for percentage Black plus the inter-
cept (IW) from an identical model with Black as the reference category rather than White (in
other words, the effect is obtained by substituting 0 for 1 in the above formula.

References

Adams, Kenneth and Charles Cutshall. 1987. “Refusing to Prosecute Minor Offenses: The
Relative Influence of Legal and Extralegal Factors.” Justice Quarterly 4:595-609.

Albonetti, Celesta. 1986. “Criminality, Prosecutorial Screening, and Uncertainty: Toward a Theory
of Discretionary Decision Making in Felony Case Processing.” Criminology 23:623-44.

————. 1987. “Prosecutorial Discretion: The Effects of Uncertainty.” Law and Society
Review 21:291-313.

————. 1991. “An Integration of Theories to Explain Judicial Discretion.” Social Problems
38:247-66.

————. 1998. “The Role of Gender and Departures in the Sentencing of Defendants
Convicted of a White Collar Offense Under the Federal Sentencing Guidelines.” Pp. 3-48
in Sociology of Crime, Law, and Deviance, edited by J. Ulmer. Greenwich, CT: JAI.

Albonetti, Celesta and John Hepburn. 1996. “Prosecutorial Discretion to Defer Criminalization:
The Effects of Defendant’s Ascribed and Achieved Status Characteristics.” Journal of
Quantitative Criminology 12(1):63-81.

Alozie, Nicholas O. and C. Wayne Johnston. 2000. “Probing the Limits of Female Advantage
in Criminal Processing: Pretrial Diversion of Drug Offenders in an Urban County.” Justice
System Journal 21(3):239-59.

Barkan, Steven and Steven Cohn. 2005. “Why Whites Favor Spending More Money to Fight
Crime: The Role of Racial Prejudice.” Social Problems 52(2):300-14.

Beckett, Katherine and Theodore Sasson. 2000. The Politics of Injustice: Crime and
Punishment in America. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.

Bjerk, David. 2005. “Making the Crime Fit the Penalty: The Role of Prosecutorial Discretion
Under Mandatory Minimum Sentencing.” Journal of Law and Economics 48:591-625.

Blumer, Herbert. 1955. “Reflections on Theory of Race Relations.” Pp. 3-21 in Race Relations
in World Perspective, edited by A. W. Lind. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.

Bobo, Lawrence and Vincent Hutchings. 1996. “Perceptions of Racial Group Competition:
Extending Blumer’s Theory of Group Position to a Multiracial Social Context.” American
Sociological Review 61:951-72.

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 1997. “Rethinking Racism: Toward a Structural Interpretation.”
American Sociological Review 62(3):465-80.

Brereton, David and Jonathan Casper. 1981. “Does It Pay to Plead Guilty? Differential
Sentencing and the Functioning of Criminal Courts.” Law and Society Review 16(1):45-70.

454 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


Bridges, George S. and Sara Steen. 1998. “Racial Disparities in Official Assessments of
Juvenile Offenders.” American Sociological Review 63(4):554-71.

Britt, Chester. 2000. “Social Context and Racial Disparities in Punishment Decisions.” Justice
Quarterly 17(4):707-32.

Bryk, Anthony and Stephen Raudenbush. 1992. Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and
Data Analysis Methods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Bynum, Timothy S. 1982. “Prosecutorial Discretion and the Implementation of a Legislative
Mandate.” Pp. 47-59 in Implementing Criminal Justice Policies, edited by M. Morash.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Chiricos, Ted, Kelly Welch, and Marc Gertz. 2004. “Racial Typification of Crime and Support
for Punitive Measures.” Criminology 42(2):359-90.

Crawford, Charles. 2000. “Gender, Race, and Habitual Offender Sentencing in Florida.”
Criminology 38(1):263-80.

Crawford, Charles, Ted Chiricos, and Gary Kleck. 1998. “Race, Racial Threat, and Sentencing
of Habitual Offenders.” Criminology 36(3):481-513.

Curry, Theodore R., Gang Lee, and S. Fernando Rodriguez. 2004. “Does Victim Gender
Increase Sentence Severity? Further Explanations of Gender Dynamics and Sentencing
Outcomes.” Crime & Delinquency 50(3):319-43.

Demuth, Stephen and Darrell Steffensmeier. 2004. “The Impact of Gender and Race-Ethnicity
in the Pretrial Release Process.” Social Problems 51(2):222-42.

Dixon, Jo. 1995. “The Organizational Context of Criminal Sentencing.” American Journal of
Sociology 100:1157-98.

Emmelman, Debra. 1996. “Trial by Plea Bargain: Case Settlement as a Product of Recursive
Decision Making.” Law and Society Review 30(2):335-60.

Engen, Rodney and Randy Gainey. 2000. “Modeling the Effects of Legally-Relevant and
Extra-Legal Factors Under Sentencing Guidelines: The Rules Have Changed.”
Criminology 38:1207-30.

Engen, Rodney, Randy Gainey, Robert Crutchfield, and Joseph Weis. 2003. “Discretion and
Disparity Under Sentencing Guidelines: The Role of Departures and Structured
Sentencing Alternatives.” Criminology 41:99-130.

Engen, Rodney and Sara Steen. 2000. “The Power to Punish: Discretion and Sentencing
Reform in the War on Drugs.” American Journal of Sociology 105:1357-95.

Eisenstein, James, Roy Flemming, and Peter Nardulli. 1988. The Contours of Justice:
Communities and Their Courts. Boston: Little, Brown.

Farrell, Jill. 2003. “Mandatory Minimum Firearm Penalties: A Source of Sentencing
Disparity.” Justice Research and Policy 5(1):95-115.

Fearn, Noelle. 2005. “A Multilevel Analysis of Community Effects on Criminal Sentencing.”
Justice Quarterly 22:452-87.

Ferdinand, Theordore. 1992. Boston’s Lower Criminal Courts, 1814-1850. Newark: University
of Delaware Press.

Fisher, George. 2003. Plea Bargaining’s Triumph. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Flemming, Roy B., Peter F. Nardulli, and James Eisenstein. 1992. The Craft of Justice: Politics

and Work in Criminal Court Communities. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Free, Marvin. 2002. “Race and Presentencing Decisions in the United States: A Summary and

Critique of the Research.” Criminal Justice Review 27(2):203-32.
Frohmann, Lisa. 1991. “Discrediting Victims’ Allegations of Sexual Assault: Prosecutorial

Accounts of Case Rejections.” Social Problems 38:213-26.
Garland, David. 2001. Culture of Control: Crime and Social Order in Contemporary Society.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ulmer et al. / Mandatory Minimum Sentences 455

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


Griffin, Timothy and John Wooldredge. 2006. “Sex Based Disparities in Felony Dispositions
Before Versus After Sentencing Guidelines.” Criminology 44(4):893-924.

Hofer, Paul. 2000. “Federal Sentencing for Violent and Drug Trafficking Crimes Involving
Firearms: Recent Changes and Prospects for Improvement.” American Criminal Law
Review 37(4):41-73.

Huebner, Beth and Timothy Bynum. 2006. “An Analysis of Parole Decision Making Using a
Sample of Sex Offenders: A Focal Concerns Perspective.” Criminology 44(4):961-92.

Jacobs, David, Jason Carmichael, and Stephanie Kent. 2005. “Vigilantism, Current Racial
Threat, and Death Sentences.” American Sociological Review 70(4):656-77.

Jacoby, Joan. 1979. “The Charging Policies of Prosecutors.” Pp. 75-97 in The Prosecutor,
edited by William McDonald. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Johnson, Brian D. 2005. “Contextual Disparities in Guideline Departures: Courtroom Social
Contexts, Guideline Compliance, and Extralegal Disparities in Criminal Sentencing.”
Criminology 43(3):761-98.

————. 2006. “The Multilevel Context of Judicial Sentencing: Integrating Judge and
County Level Influences.” Criminology 44(2):259-98.

Kautt, Paula. 2002. “Location, Location, Location: Interdistrict and Intercircuit Variation in
Sentencing Outcomes for Federal Drug-Trafficking Offenses.” Justice Quarterly
19(4):633-71.

Kautt, Paula and Miriam Delone. 2006. “Sentencing Outcomes Under Competing But
Coexisting Sentencing Interventions: Untying the Gordian Knot.” Criminal Justice Review
31(2):105-31.

Kautt, Paula and Cassia Spohn. 2002. “Cracking Down on Black Drug Offenders? Testing for
Interactions Among Offenders’ Race, Drug Type, and Sentencing Strategy in Federal Drug
Sentences.” Justice Quarterly 19(1):1-35.

Kingsnorth, Rodney F. and Randall C. MacIntosh. 2004. “Domestic Violence: Predictors of
Victim Support for Official Action.” Justice Quarterly 21(2):301-28.

Kingsnorth, Rodney, Randall MacIntosh, and Sandra Sutherland. 2002. “Criminal Charge or
Probation Violation? Prosecutorial Discretion and Implications for Research in Criminal
Court Processing.” Criminology 40(3):553-79.

Kramer, John H. and Jeffery Ulmer. 2002. “Downward Departures for Serious Violent
Offenders: Local Court ‘Corrections’ to Pennsylvania’s Sentencing Guidelines.”
Criminology 40(4):601-36.

Loftin, Colin, Milton Heumann, and David McDowall. 1983. “Mandatory Sentencing and
Firearms Violence: Evaluating an Alternative to Gun Control.” Law and Society Review
17:287-318.

Miethe, Terence. 1987. “Charging and Plea Bargaining Practices Under Determinate
Sentencing: An Investigation of the Hydraulic Displacement of Discretion.” Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology 78(1):155-76.

Miller, JoAnn Langley and John Sloan. 1994. “A Study of Criminal Justice Discretion.”
Journal of Criminal Justice 22(2):107-23.

Nardulli, Peter F., James Eisenstein, and Roy B. Flemming. 1988. The Tenor of Justice:
Criminal Courts and the Guilty Plea Process. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

Rose, Dina and Todd Clear. 1998. “Incarceration, Social Capital, and Crime: Implications for
Social Disorganization.” Criminology 36(3):441-81.

Savelsberg, Joachim. 1992. “Law That Does Not Fit Society: Sentencing Guidelines as a
Neoclassical Reaction to the Dilemmas of Substantivized Law.” American Journal of
Sociology 97:1346-81.

456 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


Schmidt, Janell and Ellen Hochstedler Steury. 1989. “Prosecutorial Discretion in Filing
Charges in Domestic Violence Cases.” Criminology 27(3):487-509.

Smith, Douglas A. 1986. “The Plea Bargaining Controversy.” Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology 77(3):949-68.

Spears, J. and Cassia Spohn. 1997. “The Effect of Evidence Factors and Victim Characteristics
on Prosecutors’ Charging Decisions.” Justice Quarterly 16:559-78.

Spohn, Cassia. 2000. “Thirty Years of Sentencing Reform: The Quest for a Racially Neutral
Sentencing Process.” Criminal Justice: The National Institute of Justice Journal 3:427-501.

Spohn, Cassia and Miriam DeLone. 2000. “When Does Race Matter? An Analysis of the
Conditions Under Which Race Affects Sentence Severity.” Sociology of Crime, Law, and
Deviance 2:3-37.

Spohn, Cassia and David Holleran. 2000. “The Imprisonment Penalty Paid by Young
Unemployed Black and Hispanic Male Offenders.” Criminology 38:281-306.

————. 2001. “Prosecuting Sexual Assault: A Comparison of Charging Decisions in Sexual
Assault Cases Involving Strangers, Acquaintances, and Intimate Partners.” Justice
Quarterly 18(3):651-88.

Stanko, Elizabeth A. 1981-1982. “The Impact of Victim Assessment on Prosecutors’ Screening
Decisions: The Case of the New Your County District Attorney’s Office.” Law and Society
Review 16(2):225-39.

Steffensmeier, Darrell and Stephen Demuth. 2000. “Ethnicity and Sentencing Outcomes in
U.S. Federal Courts: Who is Punished More Harshly?” American Sociological Review
65:705-29.

————. 2001. “Ethnicity and Judges’ Sentencing Decisions: Hispanic-Black-White
Comparisons.” Criminology 39:145-78.

Steffensmeier, Darrell, Jeffery T. Ulmer, and John Kramer. 1998. “The Interaction of Race,
Gender, and Age in Criminal Sentencing: The Punishment Cost of Being Young, Black,
and Male.” Criminology 36:763-98.

Stith, Kate and Jose A. Cabranes. 1998. Fear of Judging: Sentencing Guidelines in the Federal
Courts. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Tonry, Michael. 1992. “Mandatory Penalties.” Pp. 243-73 in Crime and Justice: A Review of
Research, vol. 16, edited by M. Tonry. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ulmer, Jeffery T. 1997. Social Worlds of Sentencing: Court Communities Under Sentencing
Guidelines. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Ulmer, Jeffery and Mindy S. Bradley. 2006. “Variation in Trial Penalties Among Serious
Violent Offenses.” Criminology 44(3):631-70.

Ulmer, Jeffery and Brian D. Johnson. 2004. “Sentencing in Context: A Multilevel Analysis.”
Criminology 42(1):137-77.

Ulmer, Jeffery T. and John H. Kramer. 1996. “Court Communities Under Sentencing
Guidelines: Dilemmas of Formal Rationality and Sentencing Disparity.” Criminology
34(3):306-32.

U.S. Sentencing Commission. 1991. The Federal Sentencing Guidelines: A Report on the
Operation of the Guidelines System and Short-Term Impacts on Disparity in Sentencing, Use
of Incarceration, and Prosecutorial Discretion and Plea Bargaining. Washington, DC: Author.

Vogel, Mary Elizabeth. (1999) “The Social Origins of Plea Bargaining: Conflict and the Law
in the Process of State Formation, 1830-1860.” Law and Society Review 33:216-46.

Weidner, Robert, Richard Frase, and Jennifer Schultz. 2005. “The Impact of Contextual
Factors on the Decision to Imprison in Large Urban Jurisdictions: A Multilevel Analysis.”
Crime & Delinquency 51(3):400-24.

Ulmer et al. / Mandatory Minimum Sentences 457

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.sagepub.com


Wooldredge, John and Amy Thistlethwaite. 2004. “Bilevel Disparities in Court Dispositions
for Intimate Assault.” Criminology 42(2):417-56.

Zatz, Marjorie. 2000. “The Convergence of Race, Ethnicity, Gender, and Class on Court
Decisionmaking: Looking Toward the 21st Century.” Criminal Justice: The National
Institute of Justice Journal 3:503-52.

Jeffery T. Ulmer is associate professor of sociology and crime, law, and justice at Penn State
University. He has published journal articles on topics such as courts and sentencing, crimi-
nological theory, symbolic interactionism, recidivism, fear of crime, criminal enterprise, and
the integration of ethnographic and quantitative methods. In addition, he is the author of Social
Worlds of Sentencing: Court Communities Under Sentencing Guidelines (1997) and coauthor
(with Darrell Steffensmeier) of Confessions of a Dying Thief: Understanding Criminal
Careers and Illegal Enterprise (2005), which won the 2006 Hindelang Award from the
American Society of Criminology.

Megan C. Kurlychek is assistant professor of criminal justice at the State University of New
York at Albany. Her primary research interests include juvenile delinquency, delinquency pre-
vention, and offender reentry and integration. She has published works in Criminology, Crime
& Delinquency, and Criminology and Public Policy.

John H. Kramer is professor and associate head of sociology and crime, law, and justice. His
research and policy development focus have been in the areas of sentencing disparity, the
impact of sentencing reform, and evaluating the effectiveness of intermediate punishment. His
research has been published in Criminology, Justice Quarterly, Social Problems, and Federal
Sentencing Reporter.

458 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency

 at SAGE Publications on November 12, 2009 http://jrc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jrc.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


