
Ethnography as Method,
Methodology, and “Deep
Theorizing”
Closing the Gap Between Text and
Context in Academic Writing Research
Theresa Lillis
The Open University, UK

This article critically explores the value of ethnography for enhancing context-
sensitive approaches to the study of academic writing. Drawing on data from
two longitudinal studies, student writing in the United Kingdom and profes-
sional academic writing in Hungary, Slovakia, Spain, and Portugal, the author
illustrates the different contributions ethnography can make to researching aca-
demic writing, depending on the level at which it is construed, as method,
methodology, or “deep theorizing.” In discussing the third level of ethnography,
the author draws on recent debates around linguistic ethnography to explore
how ethnography as deep theorizing can contribute to refining social practice
accounts of academic writing through the specific notions of indexicality and
orientation. By working through three levels of ethnography, her aim is to sig-
nal the ontological gap between text and context in academic writing research
and to open up debate about how this gap can be narrowed.
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Introduction: The Drive to Narrow
the Gap Between Text and Context

A principal object of academic writing research has been, and continues
to be, the written text. There is a long and varied tradition of text-focused
approaches to academic writing, drawing on rhetoric, a range of linguistic
frameworks, and diverse genre studies (for overviews, see Bazerman &
Prior, 2004; Hewings, 2001; Hyland, 2006). But alongside the textualist
analytic lens, for considerable time there has also been a growing recogni-
tion of the need to focus on the context of writing, for understanding what
is involved and at stake in academic writing. This is evident from a recent
overview of published articles on writing research by Juzwik et al. (2006)
who, based on their study, note that Durst’s call in 1990 for more studies of
writing in context had definitely been heeded by 2004. While in Durst’s
review of 1990, studies of writing in context were relatively uncommon,
Juzwik et al. report that by 2004 research focusing on context and social
practices dominated. This recognition of the importance of understanding
context is to a large extent born out of a deep pedagogic concern, as
teachers around the world grapple with complex communication situations,
often in the face of impoverished public discourses on language and liter-
acy, as well as a growing awareness of the geopolitics governing writing for
academic publication (for overview examples from the United States, see
Crowley, 1998; Horner & Lu, 1999; Rose, 1989; from the United Kingdom,
see Jones, Turner, & Steet, 1999; Lea & Stierer, 2000; from South Africa, see
Angélil-Carter, 2000; Thesen & Van Pletzen, 2006; from Australia, Candlin
& Plum, 1998; Skillen, 2006; for examples of discussions and studies on
geopolitics of English-medium academic writing, see Canagarajah, 1996,
2002; Flowerdew, 2000, 2001).

In approaches to academic writing concerned with context, ethnography
plays an important if often rather vaguely articulated role; sometimes
ethnography is foregrounded, as in, for example, academic literacies
research in the United Kingdom, where both the theorization of literacy as
social practice and the empirical methodologies adopted are explicitly
located in ethnographic traditions (see Lillis & Scott, in press, for overview
discussion; see also Street & Lefstein, 2007). But more often, the influence
of ethnography in academic writing research is backgrounded, as is well
illustrated in the classification of methodologies reported in Juzwik et al.’s
(2006) extensive review, mentioned above. In their review, they describe the
most common methodology in the 1,502 data-driven research articles (pub-
lished between 1999 and 2004) as “interpretive,” in which category they
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include discourse analysis, case studies, focus or discussion groups, and
error analysis. Interestingly for the discussion in this article, they list
ethnography as a method, alongside categories such as interviews, observa-
tion, and case studies, rather than as a methodology constituted by multiple
methods such as those they mention separately. The point here is not that
their classification is incorrect (classifications and taxonomies always
involve a range of compromises) but rather that their positioning of ethnog-
raphy in this way says much about the way in which ethnography is cur-
rently (often) framed in academic writing research. First, it tends to be
viewed as a method rather than a fully developed methodology. Second,
this conceptualization of ethnography as method in academic writing
research often gets operationalized as one specific method—notably, the
interview, or more precisely, talk around texts—which while offering the
researcher an additional lens from which to understand the text, leads to
only a truncated engagement with “context.” Third, this reduction of
ethnography to method means that the value of other levels of ethnography,
that is, as fully fledged methodology and as a specific epistemology and
ontology, are still often overlooked in academic writing research.1

The aim of this article is to argue for the value of ethnography in acad-
emic writing research at three levels. At a mimimal level, ethnography as
method (talk around text) usefully directs the researcher’s attention beyond
the written text towards a consideration of some elements of writers’ per-
spectives about texts. At a second level, ethnography as methodology,
involving multiple data sources and sustained involvement in contexts of
production, enables the researcher to explore and track the dynamic and
complex situated meanings and practices that are constituted in and by aca-
demic writing. At a third, and the most radical level, ethnography as “deep
theorizing” (Blommaert, 2007) fundamentally challenges the ways in
which text and context in writing research are often conceptualized as sep-
arate phenomena and signals the need to develop analytic tools that narrow
the gap between them. In this article, I critically discuss and illustrate each
of these levels of ethnography with data extracts drawn from research pro-
jects on academic writing in which I have been involved over a number of
years—the first exploring student writing (SW) in the United Kingdom and
the second, professional academic writing (PW) in four national contexts.

I begin with a background section aimed at setting the scene for the dis-
cussion in the article in three ways: (a) by giving a brief overview of the
two research studies on which the arguments in the article are derived and
from which illustrative data extracts are drawn; (b) by locating the origins
of the research “conversation” in this article within a specific geohistorical
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context; and (c) by offering a working definition of ethnography as a starting
point for the discussion in the rest of the article. The article is then structured
around a discussion of ethnography in three main sections: ethnography as
method, ethnography as methodology, and ethnography as deep theorizing.
The aim in each section is to illustrate the value of the different levels of
ethnography to academic writing research, progressively working towards a
key challenge faced by academic writing researchers committed to contex-
tualizing academic texts; that is, how to narrow the ontological gap between
text and context. I conclude by offering some suggestions as to how this gap
can be narrowed analytically through two notions in current use in ethno-
graphic research focusing mainly on spoken language—indexicality and
orientation.

Background

As already stated, the discussion in this article is informed and illustrated
by data from two research projects in which I have been—and continue to
be—involved: The first focuses on the experience of “nontraditional”
students and their writing (henceforward, data extracts from this project are
labeled SW) and the second on the professional academic writing of multi-
lingual scholars (data extracts from this project are labeled PW).2 An
overview of key aspects of the two projects, including the main research
questions, researchers, data sources, time period, and number of participants,
is provided in Table 1. I recognize that isolating data extracts in the way I
do in this article runs counter to the holistic “pull” of ethnography whereby—
as argued in the section below on ethnography as methodology—a key aim is
the weaving together of data in order to understand a particular phenomenon.
However, such use of data extracts in this article enables me to focus atten-
tion on specific methodological/epistemological aspects of the studies,
rather than on findings or understandings that are reported elsewhere.3

In addition to the more obvious use of my research in this article, that is
as “data,” the article is also intended—in the spirit of ethnography as a
“reflexive science” (Buroway, 1998)—as a reflection of my own trajectory
as a researcher seeking to critically explore what is involved in contextual-
izing academic writing. This article also in part reflects what I see as both
the achievements and challenges of the specific geohistorical tradition of
ethnographically framed academic writing research in which I am located
as a researcher—that is academic literacies research in the United Kingdom;4

at the same time, I see the discussion as being of direct relevance to other
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international “conversations” (Bazerman, 1988) about academic writing
research, given, as already stated, there is widespread concern to explore
academic writing in context, and thus the relationship between text and
context at both empirical and theoretical levels.
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Table 1
Overview of Two Projects: Student Writing and Professional

Academic Writing

Research Project 1 Student Research Project 2 Professional
Writing (SW) Academic Writing (PW)

Overarching empirical Focus = Student meaning-making Focus = Writing for publication
research questions practices in writing within in English by multilingual

disciplinary contexts: What scholars: What do scholars
do student writers write? write? In which languages?
Why? What do they feel Why? How? Is there pressure
about what/how they write? to write in English? What are 

the problems scholars face? 
Views on writing?

No. of participants 10 “non-traditional” students 50 professional scholars

Main researchers 1 (Lillis) 2 (Curry and Lillis)

Data sources • Texts written by participants • Texts written by participants
• Cyclical talk around text • Cyclical talk around text
• Literacy history interviews • Language and literacy history
• Documentary data (course interviews

guidelines, assignment details, • E-mail correspondence with 
assessment criteria) participants

• Research diary • Correspondence between
participants and others about 
texts (colleagues, reviewers,
editors)

• Observational field 
notes/research diary

• Telephone interviews/brief 
discussion

• Documentary data 
(departmental and national 
policy documents)

National context United Kingdom Slovakia, Hungary, Spain,
Portugal

Disciplinary focus Education, law, women’s Psychology, education
studies. language studies

Length of research 2–6 years 7 years and ongoing



It is this relationship between text and context that I argue ethnography
can help illuminate, albeit in different ways. A key aim in the article is to
illustrate three specific definitions or levels of ethnography and consider
their usefulness for academic writing research. However, it may be useful
to begin with a broad working definition of ethnography in order to estab-
lish a basic starting point for discussion and against which some of the dis-
cussion in the rest of the article can then be considered.5 The following is a
list of core features of ethnography based on overviews by a widely cited
educational ethnographer Martyn Hammersley (1994, 2006):

• Ethnography is concerned with the collection and analysis of empirical
data drawn from “real world” contexts rather than being produced under
experimental conditions created by the researcher;

• The research involves sustained engagement in a particular site;
• A key aim is for the researcher attempting to make sense of these events

from the perspectives of participants;
• Data are gathered from a range of sources, but observation and/or rela-

tively informal conversations are often key tools;
• The focus is a single setting or group of relatively small scale; or a small

number of these. In life-history research, the focus may even be a single
individual;

• The analysis of the data involves interpretation of the meanings and func-
tions of human actions and mainly takes the form of verbal descriptions
and explanations, with quantification and statistical analysis playing a
subordinate role at most.

I return to some core characteristics of ethnography in different parts of
the article, in particular the importance of lengthy or sustained engagement
over a significant period of time and the value of multiple data sources. At
this point, I turn to consider what I am calling the first level of ethnography,
ethnography as method.

Ethnography as Method

As stated in the introduction, there is a strong interest in context in academic
writing research, which has led to researchers moving away from a sole
focus on the collection and analysis of written academic texts. The most widely
adopted additional method is that of the interview, or more precisely, “talk
around texts.” In this section, my aim is to summarize the key characteristics
of this talk and to critically discuss the value and limitations of such a method
for exploring academic writing in context.
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Talk Around Texts

Talk around texts has become widespread in research on academic writ-
ing, albeit with significantly different stances adopted by researchers
towards the text (written academic text) and the talk, often according to the
tradition of the specific field or subfield of writing they are working within.
These differences can be conceptualized in one sense as being along a
text–writer continuum. Examples of the former are where the primary
research object continues to be the text, and talk is collected and analyzed
as additional or supplementary data. Such an approach is more common in
particular fields of academic writing research than others, notably in
English for academic purposes (for examples of specific articles, see Chang
& Swales, 1999; Harwood, 2006; Hyland, 1999, 2003; Kubota, 1998;
Ventola & Mauranen, 1991) as illustrated in journals such as English for
Specific Purposes and Journal of English for Academic Purposes, Journal
of Pragmatics. In these approaches, the researcher’s gaze clearly moves
beyond the text, but the text remains the primary object and the analytic
lens—regardless of the specific linguistic-textual tradition adopted, for
example, linguistics, genre, rhetoric, discourse—remains predominantly
formalist or textualist (Horner, 1999) in nature.6

In contrast, research using talk around text from the writer-focused end of
the continuum involves a (sometimes implicit) recognition of the need to
move beyond not just the text but the researcher’s own research agenda or
frame of reference. The goal of such talk is often characterized as open, col-
laborative, and often as a way of getting away from the business as usual
(Ellsworth, 1989/1994) of academia.7 Typically, such writer-focused talk (a)
encourages comment and reflections that go beyond writing within current
dominant conventions and practices and (b) recognizes that the participants’
analytic lens and perspectives are central to establishing what may be signif-
icant and important in any specific context. Examples of talk around text
where insider or emic perspectives are foregrounded (either implicitly or
explicitly) are to be found in some fields of academic writing research, such
as the long tradition of pedagogically oriented writing research in the United
States in composition and basic writing, evidenced in key journals such as
College Composition and Communication and Journal of Basic Writing as
well as in Written Communication (for examples of articles, see Angelova &
Riazantsteva, 1999; Fishman & McCarthy, 2001; Gentil, 2005; Kill, 2006;
Price, 2007) and academic literacies research in the United Kingdom (Ivanič,
1998; Jones et al., 1999; Lea & Street, 1998; Scott & Turner, 2005) and South
Africa (Angélil-Carter, 2000; Thesen & van Pletzen, 2006).
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My own research can be characterized as being towards the more writer-
emic end of the continuum; two brief examples arising from such writer-
focused talk from the research on SW and PW are provided in Examples 1
and 2:

Example 1 (SW)
Writer on the use of full rather than contracted forms in academic writing:
It makes me sick—That’s how I feel. And that’s why a lot of people are

not interested. I-am-not [states each word slowly]. What am I saying?—
Everybody knows what ‘I’m not’ means. It’s like trying to segregate, you
know, you’ve got like a boundary that sets, you know, you apart from other
people. Why? (Lillis, 2001, p. 85)8

Example 2 (PW)
Writer on his use of English:
My view with English has always been, well not always but for a few

years now, [is] that I should dare to say it, to speak or to write. I’m not fear-
ful of making mistakes, but for me the important thing is to communicate and
I don’t mind if I say it wrong, or if I use a word which is not the best one, or
if I use an idiom which is mistaken. (Lillis & Curry, 2006a, p. 67)

Examples 1 and 2 are tiny extracts from longer conversations about what
it means to do academic writing and to be an academic writer in very dif-
ferent geohistorical locations. Example 1 helps the researcher learn about
the significance of a particular textual feature—I’m—to the writer. The
writer doesn’t see full versus contracted forms as a question about neutral
conventions but rather as having the potential to exclude people, including
herself, from engaging in academia. Example 2 introduces the researcher to
the range of emotions a professional academic writer experiences in using
English as his third language, with “risk” figuring strongly, as evident in his
use of words such as dare, fearful, wrong, and mistaken. Methodologically,
what’s important here is that the research lens goes beyond the text, and the
researcher adopts an openness to writer-insiders’ comments, perspectives,
and discourses, whether or not these relate to a research focus (textual or
otherwise) predefined by the researcher.

The theoretical relevance of these extracts at this point in my argument
in the paper is that they illustrate the value of viewing talk around text
through an emic lens for researching academic writing in context. Emic
perspectives are central to understanding what is relevant to participants
and thus core to understanding what is significant from the very large and
empirically unwieldy notion of “context.” Here Gumperz’s (1982) notion of
contextualization is useful. Whereas context from a researcher’s point of
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view could be potentially infinite, contextualization comprises participants’
activities and understandings that make relevant any specific aspect of con-
text, in this case, to specific acts and practices of academic writing. Talk
around text aimed at seeking out emic perspectives is one important way of
exploring what is or isn’t significant, from the rather large notion of context,
to specific individuals in their specific sociohistorical writing trajectories.
Of course, this valuing of insiders’ perspectives immediately foregrounds
the tensions between etic (outsider, researcher-analyst) and emic (insider,
writers’) perspectives, the productive tension between which I return to in
subsequent sections of this article.

The Value and Limitations to Talk Around Texts

The obvious value of including talk around text within research approaches
to academic writing is that such talk extends the researcher-analyst’s gaze
beyond the text. The extent and ways in which the lens is extended depends
on whether the researcher uses the talk as supplementary to written acade-
mic text data and whether the researcher moves towards an emic (writer)
perspective rather than maintaining a fundamentally etic (researcher) per-
spective. However, even when talk around texts seeks to actively build in,
and on, emic understandings, it has a number of limitations as a method of
contextualizing the production and meaning of academic texts. First, such
writer-insider talk—particularly if these are one-off interviews—can only
ever provide minimal glimpses of writers’ perspectives and understandings.
Analytically, there is a danger of reifying writer perspectives as expressed
in one moment in time and oversimplifying claims framed in relation to
such data, whether these be at the level of the individual (a specific student
writer, for example) or a group (conceptualized and labeled in specific
ways, for example, students, nontraditional students, professional scholars,
Slovak scholars, etc.).9 Second, talk around texts as a single method, while
useful, is limited in the kind of contextual understandings it can generate, as
I illustrate in the next section. Third, a theoretical point that I wish to note
briefly here is that there is often a key—and unexplicated—epistemological
difference in the analytic treatment of texts and talk in academic writing
research. In contrast with written academic texts—which are treated ana-
lytically as complex configurations of relationships between wordings,
meanings, and intentions drawing on a range of analytical tools from, for
example, linguistics, rhetoric, discourse studies—the talk around texts
tends to be treated as straightforwardly transparent, a simple reflection of a
writer’s perspective.10 All three limitations—in part methodological and in
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part epistemological—relate to the central concern in this article, and which
I aim to elaborate further in the following sections; the ontological gap
between text and context.

Ethnography as Methodology

In contrast to ethnography as method, in this section I argue that ethnog-
raphy as methodology opens up richer opportunities for developing con-
textualized studies of academic writing. Core elements of ethnography as
methodology, rather than method, are usefully summarized in Hammersley’s
definition above (see Background), the value of two specific aspects for academic
writing research I emphasize in this section; lengthy or sustained engage-
ment in participants’ academic writing worlds, and the collection and analysis
of a range of types of data in order to build holistic understandings. While
research aimed at contextualizing academic writing has significantly increased
over the past 20 years, and ethnographic sensitivities are evident in many
pedagogically framed studies, longitudinal studies of academic writing are
uncommon (Juzwik et al., 2006; but see Haas, 1994; Prior, 1998, 2001;
Spack, 1997, as examples of the few longitudinal studies using multiple
data sources).11 In this section, my aim is to argue that sustained engagement
in research sites using multiple data sources is a distinguishing feature of
ethnography as methodology, rather than method, and is central to the
research goal of contextualization.

I begin this section by continuing to consider the value of talk as one of
these data sources, once such talk becomes part of sustained engagement in
specific research sites and is set alongside other types of data.

Long Conversations12

One way of avoiding some of the limitations to talk around text dis-
cussed above, such as the reification of aspects of the writer’s experience or
perspective, is to use talk methodologies aimed explicitly at developing
longer conversations (Maybin, 1994) between writer and researcher; key
here are the literacy history interview (see Barton & Hamilton, 1998; Barton,
Hamilton, & Ivanič, 2000) and cyclical dialogue around texts over a period
of time (Ivanič, 1998; Lillis, 2001, 2006). The literacy history interview
(following community literacy studies as in Barton & Hamilton, 1998)
involves the researcher eliciting autobiographical accounts of language and
academic literacy learning so that current practices and perspectives can be
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understood within the broader sociohistorical context of an individual’s life
(and academic writing) trajectory. Examples 3 and 4 are extracts from lit-
eracy histories in the two research studies:

Example 3 (SW)
Writer on what encouraged her to study at university:
After I got married, I knew that I didn’t want to be studying for the next

thirty years and not getting anywhere. I thought, I don’t want to go through
every job—And I thought, I’ve got to do it for myself and for the kids, so they
can think, ‘Mum’s done this,’ so it gives them a bit of encouragement. (Lillis,
2001, p. 62)

Example 4 (PW)
Writer on her changing view of her use of English:
I think that my English is enough. Not very good, excellent, but it’s

enough. I mean, earlier—it was a suffering for me that I couldn’t express
myself as I wanted but nowadays as I prepare for the classes and make some
English notes etc. etc. I can much more easily express myself. (Interview,
November 28, 2001)

Example 3 illustrates how a student writer who is finding academic writing
difficult draws confidence and motivation from the significance she attaches
to her role as wife and future mother. Example 4 takes the researcher into
the changing perspectives of a scholar over time and the importance she
attaches to the relationship between her English-medium teaching and her
English-medium academic writing.

As well as drawing the researcher into the specific ways in which academic
writing is embedded in people’s lives, the autobiographical nature of literacy
history interviews typically serves to open up a wide range of issues for dis-
cussion that are then continued in more text-focused cyclical talk over
extended periods of time (see Ivanič, 1998). In my research exploring SW,
the cyclical talk with the student writers took place over a period of
between 2 and 6 years: In the project on PW, such cyclical talk has been
ongoing for 7 years. In the former project, most talk was face to face, with
some telephone discussions; in the latter, the talk cycle includes face-to-
face discussion, e-mail exchanges, and some telephone talk. A brief outline
of the nature of this cycle is provided in Figure 1.

Such cyclical talk allows for an exploratory space to be developed
around academic writing, and tiny emic details to be explored, both in rela-
tion to specific textual meaning making and changing perspectives and
practices more generally, as briefly illustrated in Examples 4 and 5.
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Example 5 (SW)
Moment 1: Writer uses word ‘immigrant’; following discussion decides to

replace with ‘minorities.’
Moment 2: 6 months later studying a second higher education course

writer is unhappy with the use of phrase ‘minorities’ and prefers to use spe-
cific ethnicity marked groups names, such as, ‘Yemeni,’ ‘Pakistani.’ (Lillis,
2001, pp. 146-147)

Example 6 (PW)
Moment 1: Writer reports feeling under pressure to write in English for

publication and devotes energies to writing mainly in English (see Curry &
Lillis, 2004).

Moment 2: Same writer 4 years later tells of decision not to write in
English any more and to focus all energies on writing in local national lan-
guage (Interview, February 15, 2006).

Example 5, as part of a longer conversation over a period of years, enables
the researcher to explore the relationship between a student’s shifting ethnic
identity/identification and the specific discourses she uses in her academic
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writing. Example 6 briefly summarizes the changing decisions made by a
Slovak scholar relating to academic writing for publication. Reasons for
resisting, as compared with accommodating to, pressures to publish in
English relate to specific family circumstances as located in the specific
material and economic conditions in which she lives.

Cyclical talk also facilitates the development of shared points of reference
and discourse about the phenomenon under study and provides opportunities
for participants to offer up what they consider to be important at a number
of levels, as illustrated in Examples 6 and 7.

Example 7 (SW)
Writer on imagining in writing:
See, when I say I think of myself as English [when writing academic

essays] what I mean is that I’m trying to imagine how an English person
would be writing—to make myself think as if I’m an English person writing
this out. (Lillis, 2001, p. 89)

Example 8 (PW)
Writer on a specific text history:
I have a story for you that I think you’ll be interested in—it’s a story about the

impossibility of translating a paper into English. (Interview, October 8, 2003)

Both Examples 7 and 8 here are instances of writer-participants initiat-
ing the sharing of something with the researcher. Such emic contributions
draw the researcher directly towards contextualization, that is, towards a
more specific and/or complex understanding of what is significant to writers
at a specific moment in time, in their specific sohiohistoric writing trajectories.
They also shape the future direction of the research. Example 7 (as part of
a much longer exchange) redirected the researcher’s attention towards the need
to theorize addressivity in terms of imaginings and identity; Example 8 directed
the researcher’s attention to the importance of networks of relationships
around text production, and in particular the range of linguistic and ideological
orientations that language professionals adopt towards texts and how these
impact on English-medium text production (I return to focus on the notion
of orientation in the last part of this article).

At this point, before moving on to consider the importance of using a
range of data sources in addition to texts and talk, I want to briefly consider
the criticism I made earlier about the epistemological and analytical incon-
sistency between the treatment of text and talk in academic writing research.
Talk in research around academic writing is most typically treated as trans-
parent, 1 in Table 2. As already discussed in this section, it is important to
accept what people say as authentic in the sense of meaningful to them and
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thus significant for building a contextualized understanding of academic
writing (see Hammersley, 2006, for a discussion of the status of interviews in
ethnography). But this does not mean that talk should be treated as simply
transparent; rather, talk around text should be treated in at least three ways
as outlined in Table 2.

Thus, in Example 6 the writer is not only telling a “realist tale” (van
Maanen, 1995) about herself (category 1) but is indexing (category 2) whole
sets of meanings about academia and what is valued in academia—notably
here, being English monolingual, monocultural. I return to the notion of
indexicality in the final section. Likewise, all the extracts illustrate talk as per-
formative/relational (category 3) between the researcher and researched at a
number of levels: most obviously, the kinds of things that are shared between
researcher and participants depend very much on the immediate situation/
identities/status of both and how these are perceived by the other. These
immediate situations, which in turn are shaped by broader sociohistorical
dynamics, locate not only the participants but also the researcher: “Some
things can only be said at certain moments, under certain conditions.
Likewise, and as a correlate of this, some things can only be researched at
certain moments and under certain conditions” (Blommaert, 2005, p. 65).

The conversations with the student writers (in the SW project) took
place at a time when the problematics of taking part in university study
were both high on the individual participants’ agenda as critical moments
in their lives, as well as the public (politics and media) agenda of widening
access to higher education in the United Kingdom. Likewise, conversations
with multilingual scholars (in the PW project) were (are) taking place at a
time when there is marked and increasing pressure internationally on social
sciences scholars to publish in English (see Lillis & Curry, 2006a). Thus, in
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Table 2
Three Ways of Viewing Talk Around Academic Texts

1 Transparent/referential
Insider accounts/perspective on texts (part of a text), practices including 

information about the writer—for example, about the person—age, languages 
spoken, number of papers published, number of assignments written, etc.

2 Discourse/indexical
As indexing-specific discourses about self, writing, academia, etc.

3 Performative/relational
Researcher and researched performing research, identity, power, specific practices at 

specific moment/place in time



quite fundamental ways, the researchers’ interests are mirrored in participants’
interests, making such longitudinal research projects actually possible.13

Sustained Engagement and Multiple Data Sources

The importance of cyclical talk over a lengthy period of time has been
emphasized in the previous section. However, just as important for attempting
to make sense of what’s significant to writers is the collection of a wide
range of data to ensure both “thick participation” (Sarangi, 2006, 2007) and
“thick description” (Geertz, 1973).

The project exploring PW in four national contexts, outlined in Table 1,
is a longitudinal study representing to date 7 years of engagement with 50
scholars in four national contexts, and substantial data collection from multiple
sources. Data include individual literacy history interviews, approximately
180 episodes of talk around text, 800 written texts, approximately 1,000 e-mail
exchanges between researchers and participants, approximately 500 pieces
of written correspondence between brokers and authors, observation and
journal notes from two researchers based primarily on 12 visits to each site,
and a large number of photographs and institutional documents, as well as
interviews with librarians and several group discussions with scholars. The
data is drawn from face-to-face encounter and observation as well as from
e-communication, connecting with some dimension of virtual ethnography
(see Hine, 2000; for details of study see Curry & Lillis, 2004; Lillis & Curry,
2006a, 2006b)

The purpose of multiple data sources collected through sustained engage-
ment is to enable both thick description (Geertz, 1973), that is, observe and
collect everything that may prove (potentially) to be significant, building up
a detailed pictures of places, people, and resources, and thick participation
(Sarangi, 2006, 2007), which involves “a form of socialisation in order to
achieve a threshold for interpretive understanding.” Thick description and
participation enable the researcher to explore what’s significant and at stake
for writers at specific sociohistorical moments and, importantly, thus to engage
with what is significant contextually for understanding what academic writing,
and specific academic texts, signify for the writer: “The richest histories will
emerge from multiple methods, with intertextual analysis, participant
accounts, and observation of activity working together to produce a fuller
portrait of the process” (Prior, 2004, p. 197).

Data and understandings generated from the data can be brought together
in a number of ways. In research projects focusing on academic writing—the
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focus of this article—it is the data that most directly relate to academic texts
that tend to get foregrounded, such as the texts and the talk around texts. In
our writings about PW, this foregrounded data include written academic
texts, cyclical talk around text, copies of correspondence between writers
and brokers (such as translators, reviewers, and editors) that together enable
the tracking of text histories over time. “Text history” has proved to be a
key unit of data collection and analysis for exploring the trajectories of texts
in the PW study (see Lillis & Curry, 2006a). Brief outlines illustrating the way
in which foregrounded data are brought together to constitute two text
trajectories over a period of 3 years—from drafting through to submission
and postsubmission—are illustrated in Figure 2.

A key aim in bringing the different data sources together in this way as text
histories is to reach an understanding about how certain contextual factors
impact on text production and trajectories towards submission and publica-
tion. In order to trace the impact of brokers on text production, we developed
a heuristic for tracking changes made to texts informed by a number of tex-
tual and rhetorical frameworks (in particular, by the work of Knorr-Cetina,
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Text Trajectories
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1981, and Gosden, 1995). In this way, our aim was to clearly connect some
aspects of the context of text production (drawn from emic and etic under-
standings) to the text (etic) analysis (see Lillis & Curry, 2006a).

While the data most obviously relevant to text histories were (and are) a
focus for the researchers, other multiple data sources—what might be con-
sidered as “background”—provide rich contextual detail for both making
sense of the “core” text history data and for understanding the meanings and
practices of academic writing in the distinct geohistorical contexts.
Examples of some of the backgrounded data from the PW study are in
Examples 10 through 13, and their significance to the research process
overall are discussed below.

Example 10 (PW) Observation
It is a drab 1960s building with locked doors at ground floor entrance and

second floor where the department is. Scrawled on the locked entrance door to
the department in black felt pan is a large A (we heard the story later—how the
department had battled to secure an A rather than a B grading for their research
and the head of department had defiantly and delightedly scrawled the letter on
the door). The corridor was dark—little natural light and no electric lights
switched on (again later we heard they were saving on electricity bills given
small annual budget they had to work within). (Notes, July 2, 2001)
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Example 9 (PW): Heuristic for Tracking Changes Across Drafts

Draft 
number 
and 
section  
(e.g., 
AIMRDC) 

Rhetorical/knowledge 
significance 

Changes made to draft 

  

Text 
reference/extract 

Suggested/made 
by? When? 

Response 
by 
Author(s) 

Named 
author(s) 
perspective  

Researcher  
Comments 

  1. Additions   
  2. Deletions 
  3. Reformulation   
  4. Reshuffling   
  5. Argument  
  6. Positioning  
  7. Lexical/Register   
  8.  Sentence level      
      changes/corrections  
  9. Cohesion markers  
10. Publishing 
      conventions  
11.Visuals/Representation     
      of text  

 

      
    
    

    
    
    

Focus on interview/e-mail/field note discussions Focus on interview/e-mail/field note discussions Focus on text data Focus on text data 

Note: AIMRDC = abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion, conclusion.



Example 11 (PW) Observation of literacy event
Preparing conference submissions (Notes, T. Lillis, January 2001)
It’s early evening, around 6 pm. I’m waiting to interview Fidel about his lat-

est writings. Fidel is busy, walking in and out of his office from his desk to the
printer in another office. NO and AC are discussing in Spanish the draft sub-
missions they are preparing for an English medium European conference. The
deadline is imminent and they are all anxious to get these proposals in. Fidel is
engaged in several tasks at the same time. He is trying to write a single
authored proposal in English, as well as support NO in producing his single
authored text in English. Fidel sits at his desk AC comes in and looks at NO’s
draft and also adds comments. I’m there so I offer to look at NO’s draft too.
The phone rings and Fidel is talking on the phone to MN and they are dis-
cussing in Spanish a version of another proposal they are preparing together on
behalf of two other colleagues [JK and JC], also involved in one of the research
projects. Fidel listens and responds in Spanish on the phone as he writes at his
computer in English, and MN writes at hers. (Lillis & Curry, 2006b)
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Example 13 (PW) Reflective notes
I moved to the next question—when did you begin to use English for your

academic writing. And through her intricate story I was transported to some
fifty years earlier in a context when English was not an ‘instrument of global
capitalism’ but a radical challenge to dictatorial power . . . of lost love,
imprisonment, escape . . . I turned the recorder off—. Felt guilty about
making her start her day like this. (Notes, December 5, 2002)

Observation Examples 10-13 contextualize the writer and her text pro-
duction in immediate material circumstances. Example 10 illustrates in part the
impact of the relative scarcity of economic resources on scholarly writing
in this eastern European institution; for alongside other data sources, it
serves to establish the nature of the relationship between publishing in
English, the departmental grade, and economic resources. Example 11 cap-
tures some of the intense activity surrounding academic text production in
a specific Spanish department and institution and the ways in which such
text production is managed across languages and between participants (for
further discussion, see Lillis & Curry, 2006b). Example 12 illustrates the
potential value of photographs as a record of a physical location, but also—
along with the rest of such multiple data sources—of helping the researcher
sustain strong engagement in multiple research sites and with many partic-
ipants over a period of time. Example 13 is an extract from a journal where
notes are made at the time of interviews and informal discussions and, in
this specific instance, helps to remind the researcher of the importance of
staying located in writers’ specific sociohistorical trajectories and to avoid
reading the data (in this case, people’s lives and perspectives) through any
straightforward theoretical (etic) lens; in this specific instance, for example,
through any static notion of the hegemony of English in a global context.

The Value and Limitations of Ethnography as Methodology

A key aim of this section was to illustrate the value of ethnography-as-
methodology for academic writing research. Ethnography as methodology
involving the collection of a wide range of data collected, over a significant
period of time, and involving sustained engagement between researcher and
participants helps to respond to key limitations evident in the use of the sin-
gle method of talk around texts for exploring context in academic writing
research. Of particular interest here is the way in which what may be con-
ceptualized as background data drawn from multiple data sources over a
lengthy period of time is valuable for making sense of the kind of data that
is often foregrounded in academic writing research (that is, data that more
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obviously relate to written texts). First, together, multiple data sources help
to build rich descriptions and understandings of the particular material con-
ditions in which people live and work, and to help the researcher maintain an
openness to what may be significant to participants. “Thick participation”
(Sarangi, 2006) is essential for “tuning into” (Maybin, 2006, p. 12) what
might be significant for participants. Second, such data can lead to further
specific research questions and explorations. Examples 8 and 10 led into
research and discussions about the particular systems of evaluation in insti-
tutions, where English-medium publication was part of (different) codified
systems. Third, together the data help sustain the engagement of the
researchers with 50 scholars from four national contexts, each with their
own research interests, academic literacy experiences, and views on the
(academic) world. Journal, field notes, and photographs perform an impor-
tant function here, of helping the researcher reinsert my (our) selves into the
“field”—people’s ongoing lives. Fourth, the researcher earns the trust and
right to gain access to data that she or he may not even have initially sought
but that prove to be central to understanding processes and practices sur-
rounding academic text production (see Clarke, 2003, in Sarangi, 2007, for
the theoretical importance of the researcher being welcomed by partici-
pants). Overall the tuning in involved in thick participation in sustained
research contributes towards honing an “ethnographic sensibility” (dis-
cussed in Leung, 2005), whereby the dynamic interplay between emic and
etic is used as a productive heuristic in terms of the research process—the
researcher must work at making the strange familiar and the familiar made
strange—and in terms of analysis—the blending of distinct lenses and cat-
egories of description (see Agar, 1996; Headland, Pike, & Harris, 1990;
Wolcott, 1999). This dynamic is particularly important in research on aca-
demic writing, where the researcher-as-academic or as teacher can often
draw on her own understandings and experiences to make sense of certain
phenomena yet needs to avoid making presuppositions about what may or
may not be significant to participants in specific sociohistorical contexts at
specific moments in time.

However, limitations to ethnography as methodology for understanding
a particular phenomenon, and/or the particular ways in which data are col-
lected and analyzed, have long been recognized, most notably within
anthropology but also within disciplines where ethnography has been exten-
sively used, such as education. These include considerable debate on a
number of counts, notably the need to avoid naïve or realist descriptivism
or the parallel danger of reading micro data through macro social/critical
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theory (Blommaert, 2007; Brodkey, 1996; Lather, 1991; Smith, 1999; Van
Maanen, 1988, 1995). I have already pointed to the importance of treating
spoken interview data as both transparent and discursive. The same—and
other—complexities are involved in using other kinds of data.14

But of particular concern in this article is the extent to which ethnography
as methodology can support contextualized studies of academic writing and,
more precisely, to consider how ethnography can help bridge the ontological
gap between text and context, whereby text and context are treated analyti-
cally as two distinct phenomena. This gap between texts and contexts is sig-
nificantly narrowed, I would argue, by engaging in ethnography as methodology
as illustrated in the discussion above; thick description and thick participation
help move the researcher towards emic perspectives and towards analytic
lenses that help foreground what is significant to writers from their specific
sociohistorical perspectives. However, as illustrated in Example 12, there is
still a strong sense in which adopting an ethnographic methodology may still
maintain a textualist-formalist and contextualist divide; textual categories
used in Example 12 from the PW study sit alongside rather than informed by
contextual aspects. It is not that such analysis is not valuable—it is clearly
useful to track who did what to a particular text and how this then impacts on
the high-stakes activity of academic writing for publication. However, as I
argue in the final section, we also need to work at developing more nuanced
ways of relating text to context.

Ethnography as Deep Theorizing

In this final section of the article, I want to engage with what Blommaert
(2007) refers to as ethnography “at a very deep level of theorising” (see also
Blommaert, 2006), which I argue both makes visible the ontological gap
between text and context in academic writing research and the need for us
to narrow that gap. In this section, my aims are as follows: to discuss the
way in which the text-context relationship is often theorized in approaches
to academic writing explicitly drawing on ethnography, that is, through the
notion of practice; to argue that practice accounts often work with textual-
ist notions of text rather than building in contextualist understandings to the
study of academic texts; and finally to illustrate how the gap can be nar-
rowed through discussion of data from the PW study using two notions
drawn from linguistic ethnography, indexicality and orientation.
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The Notion of Practice in Academic Writing Research

Theoretically, the text-context relationship in research explicitly drawing
on and using ethnography, such as new literacy studies (see Barton et al.,
2000) and academic literacies studies (see Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis &
Scott, in press) is through the notion of practice. The notion of practice is
used as a way of linking specific instances of language use with what indi-
viduals, as socially situated actors, do, both at the level of “context of situ-
ation” and at the level of “context of culture” (Malinowski, 1923). First,
practice signals that specific instances of language use—spoken and writ-
ten texts—do not exist in isolation but are bound up with what people do—
practices—in the material, social world. Second, that ways of doing things
with texts become part of everyday, implicit life routines both of the indi-
vidual, habitus in Bourdieu’s (1991) terms, and of social institutions. At
this third and most abstract level, and in specific relation to literacy, the
notion of practice offers a way of linking “activities of reading and writing
and the social structures in which they are embedded and which they help
to shape” (Barton & Hamilton, 1998, p. 6).

However, a key point I wish to make in this article is that while the notion
of practice usefully takes the focus outwards, as it were, from text to context,
there is often no parallel move in academic literacy studies circulating back
from context to text. This potentially leaves the text-context divide intact, and
text analysis within the realm of traditions of textualist-formalist approaches.
Thus, curiously, in contrast with the stated goal of a social practices approach,
the outcome is that to a certain extent, while an ideological notion of literacy
frames understandings surrounding the text, an autonomous notion of literacy
often remains attached to the text, (see Street, 1984, 2004, 2005, for his influ-
ential notions of autonomous/ideological approaches to literacy). The need to
move beyond this dislocation between contextual understandings arising
from ethnography and textualist-formalist ways of analyzing academic texts
is the focus of the following section.15

Closing the Gap

Blommaert (2006) emphasizes that whatever our (as researchers) specific
disciplinary home or field (applied linguistics, education, composition,
English for academic purposes, psychology, sociology, etc.), we need to rec-
ognize that ethnography, because of its specific historical origins in anthro-
pology, has a specific epistemological and ontological “architecture.” Of
specific relevance to the key concern in this article is that this architecture does
not recognize any dichotomy between language and culture, text and context:

374 Written Communication



One important consequence [of the anthropological architecture to ethnogra-
phy] has to do with the ontology, the definition, of language itself. Language
[within this frame] is typically seen as a socially loaded and assessed tool for
humans, the finality of which is to enable humans to perform as social
beings. Language in this tradition is defined as a resource to be used,
deployed and exploited by human beings in social life and hence socially
consequential for humans. . . . A second important implication is about context.
There is no way in which language can be ‘context-less’ in this anthropological
tradition in ethnography. To language, there is always a particular function, a
concrete shape, a specific mode of operation, and an identifiable set of rela-
tions between singular acts of language and wider patterns of resources and
their functions. (Blommaert, 2006, p. 4)

The separation between language and culture, text and context is evident
both in formalist-textualist approaches to academic writing, and in the
range of attempts to overcome such a separation, as illustrated in the
methodological efforts at contextualizing academic writing discussed in
this article. The separation is a consequence of the influence exerted on aca-
demic writing research of a very different kind of theoretical and academic
architecture: that drawn from linguistic/formalist approaches to the study of
language. This ontological architecture has led to a gap between text and
context that many of our available lenses and languages of description—
because of their origins in formalist approaches (rhetoric, applied linguis-
tics, genre)—are not able to bridge.

Linguistic ethnography (LE; for overview, see Creese, 2008), which is
growing in use in the United Kingdom as an umbrella term to refer to
approaches that draw on traditions of ethnography and linguistics, is relevant
to the discussion here because it engages directly with the problematics of
bridging the gap between textual with contextual analysis (for influential
foundational work in linguistic ethnography centering on ethnographies of
communication, see Gumperz, 1982; Gumperz & Hymes, 1972; Hymes,
1974). The ontological gap between text and context is tackled head on:

Linguistic ethnography generally holds that to a considerable degree, lan-
guage and the social world are mutually shaping, and that close analysis of
situated language use can provide both fundamental and distinctive insights
into the mechanisms and dynamics of social and cultural production in every-
day activity. (Rampton et al., 2004, p. 2)

In a discussion paper, Rampton et al. (2004), and in a more recent paper,
Rampton (2007), outline the productive tensions between linguistics and
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ethnography: This is framed in terms of a metaphor of tying ethnography
down and opening linguistics up. They argue that a linguistic lens has the
effect of “pushing ethnography towards the analysis of clearly delimitable
processes, increasing the amount of reported data that is open to falsifica-
tion, looking to impregnate local description with analytical frameworks
from outside” (Rampton et al., 2004, p. 4). In contrast, ethnography brings

reflexive sensitivity to the processes involved in the production of linguistic
claims and to the potential of what get lefts out, encouraging a willingness to
accept (and run with) the fact that beyond the reach of standardised falsifica-
tion procedures, [e]xperience . . . has ways of boiling over, and making us
correct our present formulas. (W. James, 1978, in Rampton, et al., p. 4)

A key point to note here is that in bringing the distinct ontologies of lin-
guistics and ethnography together, LE does not seek to simply combine
analytical frameworks and categories but rather to develop languages of
description born out of the productive emic/etic tension of the kind that is
central to making sense of context in anthropological work. Thus, in LE,
while linguistic-textualist categories are used for analysis of language use,
these are mediated through more contextually sensitive categories that link
directly with ethnographic understandings. Contextual understandings thus
feed directly into the development and use of the particular array of textual
tools or categories that linguistic ethnography advocates, drawing on the
work of Gumperz and Hymes (1974) and Silverstein and Urban (1996).

There are two notions I wish to foreground here that could usefully be
applied in academic writing research; the notion of indexicality—that is,
the specific ways in which bits of language (speech, writing) index, or point
to aspects of social context—and orientations—that is how speakers/hear-
ers orient to what is said and written, both aspects being embedded socio-
historically. What is particularly useful about these notions is that (a) they
are not denotational or referential categories—that is, refer to fixed cate-
gories of text (as in, e.g., linguistic description)—but are rather medita-
tional and relational categories—and as such they can help the researcher
navigate between emic and etic understandings and discourses, and (b) are
fluid enough to capture connections between context and text. To give one
example from spoken language analysis, linguistic (phonemic) categories
of description might be used to label and categorize a specific feature of
spoken pronunciation. But the social significance of such a feature is
explored empirically through a range of ethnographic data and analytically
through the meditational notion of indexicality. Indexicality and orientation
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have been primarily used by those working within LE to research spoken
interaction as their primary concern (see, e.g., Maybin, 2006; Rampton,
2006). The development of these and similarly context sensitive categories
and tools with which to explore written texts lags far behind (a point also
made in general terms by Bazerman & Prior, 2004, Introduction), but in the
final section I want to illustrate how these particular notions can help con-
textualize academic writing in nuanced ways.

Indexicality and Orientation:
Exploring the Problem of “Style”

In the study on professional scholars’ writing, outlined in Table 1 above,
the research aim is to explore the practices and experiences of scholars whose
first languages are Slovak, Hungarian, Spanish, or Portuguese when writing
English-medium academic texts for publication. While the scholars write in
local national languages, what we know from both etic (information on pub-
lishing activity collected by the researchers) and emic (writers’ comments
and accounts) is that they are under considerable pressure to publish in
English because of the global status of English in academic publishing. The
issue of what counts as an acceptable or appropriate style of English for
securing the publication on such texts, particularly in high-status Anglophone
center journals, is one recurring theme in cyclical talk with scholars. Scholars
express concerns about the English they use, in different ways, sometimes
indirectly through phrases such as my “poor English,” “brutal English,” “my
Spanish English,” sometimes through reference to style and sometimes
through reference to specific features—the feature most commonly men-
tioned as being problematic by participants across all four national contexts
is the “long sentence.” Whereas long sentences are a key feature of academic
writing in many languages, and often index scholarly activity and erudition
(see, e.g., discussion in Bennett, 2007), scholars indicate that the long sen-
tence is not viewed positively by brokers (such as reviewers, editors) involved
in English-medium international journals. Example 14 illustrates the kind of
concern about style expressed by scholars:

Example 14 (PW)
If the style or the form of the paper is not native or not current, reviewers

think that ‘this is a stupid man, this is unacceptable materials.’ They’re not
accepted for regional accent, for regional style, absolute refusal, this is their
attitude.’ (Curry & Lillis, 2004, p. 678)
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The obvious research questions arising from scholars’ (emic) concern
with what may be at stake in issues of style are, Is there a problem with schol-
ars’ style? If so, what is the nature of this problem? What are the consequences
of this problem for scholars’ success in English-medium publishing? One
approach is to analyze the texts themselves, and through some form of etic
(linguistic-formalist) analysis, seek to identify problematic stylistic features
in the text. A text-analytic approach can tell us about the workings of the
text, which of course may be very interesting in different ways to both the
researchers and participants;16 and a text-analytic approach juxtaposed with
data serving to track the impact of authors and brokers can tell us about the
different ways in which people impact on text production—who did what,
where, when to the text—and can tell us something about text production
practices from local national to international contexts (as illustrated in
Example 9 above). However, what’s clear is that in order to understand the
problem of style raised by scholars, text analysis alone, or in isolation from
contextual understandings, will not tell us anything about what counts as
acceptable style in the particular contexts in which they are written or read,
or the interrelationship between these. That there is an interrelationship
between these is strongly signalled in the scholar’s comment in Example 14
above. It is here that the meditational notions such as indexicality and ori-
entation can help draw together text and contextual understandings, as I
now turn to illustrate from brief extracts from two text histories.17 The text
histories are drawn from writings by established scholars who have pub-
lished in national languages and have experience of writing and publishing
in English. Both examples include extracts from texts submitted to English-
medium international journals and extracts from reviewers’comments which—
while relating to the papers overall—directly link with the specific text extracts
included here. Example 15 is part of a 3-year text history of a journal article
that did not lead to publication; Example 16 is part of a 2-year text history
of a series of articles that finally led to publication.

In both examples, the importance of style in the reviewers’ comments is
clear. Thus, in Example 15, the reviewer isn’t criticizing the text in terms of
what might be considered transactional values—for example, clarity of
expression and meaning, grammatical correctness—but explicitly (and neg-
atively) comments on uses of language which she or he perceives to be
inappropriate, in her or his terms “pretentious.” While the reviewer doesn’t
mention long sentences as a problem, the fact that she or he quotes verbatim
several long sentences, including the one in the extract, rather than shorter
ones from the paper, suggests that sentence length may be part of the prob-
lem with language use that the reviewer then defines as pretentiousness.
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What is unusual in the reviewer’s comments in Example 15, as compared
with many reviewer comments in the PW study, is that the reviewer’s final
reflective comments offer an explicit articulation of where in fact the problem
may lie; not so much with the text but with what the text indexes—a particular
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Example 15 (PW)

Extract From Submitted Text Reviewer Comment

This paper is situated at the crossroads of As regards the language, the text also needs
the idea that international surveys serve some revision.There are formulations
valuable, although specific, comparison that, in my view, are a little bit over the
purposes, with the belief that these top and too pretentious (for instance “This
surveys can gain from incorporating paper is situated at the crossroads of the
questions based on previous detailed idea . . . with the belief”; “Theory that has
analyses of particular realities. a theoretical and empirical tradition”; 

“social transformations of our times.”) 
Maybe it is not the language, but it is just 
too Latin for a North-West European.
[italics added]

Example 16 (PW)

Reviewer Comment on Papers Submitted by 
Extract From Submitted Text Group of Scholars

Thereafter, we used the narrative of These papers do not want reading, they want
loss—revealing the most remarkable translation. Poor writing doesn’t encourage the 
deviation as far as the relative reader to turn the page to read more about the 
frequency of negation is ms. This comment is not about the authors’
concerned—as a textual basis, and competence in scientific English. It is about 
by then, by means of LINTAG, we thinking. Using weasel words (“phenomena,”
compared the minimum (low-L, the “approach,” “consideration”) is useless to the 
relative frequency referring to reader. Their sole utility is to fill a void in the 
negation is lower than 0.022) and author’s mind. One author—the one who’s fond 
the maximum (high-H, the relative of “phenomena” and “approach”—Freudianly 
frequency is higher than 0.046) forgot to paginate his or her ms, while allowing 
quartiles of the frequency rates himself or herself sentences 50-word long and 
resulting from the negation module more. And what about using weasel words 92 
to the results of the Thematic times (the word ‘perspective’) as one author 
Apperception Test (TAT) with the allowed himself or herself to do (in the ms X ). 
help of two-tailed t-tests. Talking about long sentences, our prize goes to 

the ms with one sentence 83-word long. [italics 
added]



tradition of scholarly writing, referred to as pretentious—and how she or he ori-
ents to that form—negatively. What is important here, of course, is that this
orientation is located geoculturally; the reviewer indicates that her or his
response is not an individualized response but can rather be located in
terms of differing geocultural (rhetorical) traditions. This is highly relevant
to understanding what is at stake when scholars writing out of non-
Anglophone traditions submit papers to “center” journals where brokers (edi-
tors, reviewers, publishers) are predominantly from the Anglophone center.

In Example 16, the reviewer is commenting on a number of papers sub-
mitted from the same national context for a special issue of a journal, and
concludes with a comment on one specific paper that contains a number of
long sentences. The text extract included in Example 16 is from the latter
paper. Once again, style is clearly relevant to the reviewer’s response; the
reviewer reacts negatively to certain words used, which are dismissed as
“weasel,” rather than, for example, offering any serious paradigmatic or epis-
temological critique of the discourse used; the reviewer also has strongly neg-
ative views on long sentences. Furthermore, the reviewer seems to connect
“weasel words” with syntax in the text in some fundamental way; towards the
end of the extract, the reviewer states “talking about long sentences” (even
though she or he is talking about specific words at that point), and thus indi-
cates that the previous comments on word usage cohere (for her or him) with
her or his negative view on long sentences.

What is particularly significant in this reviewer’s comments is her/his
statement that s/he is specifically not concerned about the authors’ “com-
petence in scientific English.” Rather, s/he claims to be treating language as
a transparent medium on the mind. Within this frame, the text indexes intel-
lectual capacity and the reviewer orients negatively to what s/he regards as
the intellectual content of the text. But there is more going on here: While
s/he states that style, or in her/his phrase, “competence in scientific English,”
is irrelevant, the fact that s/he mentions “competence in English” and points
to specific textual elements, strongly suggest that the style is indeed signif-
icant to her/his orientation to the text; specific features in the text index
“non-Anglophone writer/scholar” (hence the reference to English), and, I
would suggest, account for (at least in part) the reviewer’s strongly emotive
and negative orientation. This particular reviewer’s orientation to the text
seems to provide support for the concerns expressed by non-Anglophone
scholars, and illustrated in Example 16, that if the style is judged to be inap-
propriate, it is not just the text that is negatively evaluated but scholars
themselves and their intellectual activity.
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What is important methodologically and epistemologically in the use
of notions such as indexicality and orientation is that they can help relate
contextual (emically informed) understandings with textual analysis (etically
informed)—in this case, analysis of written academic texts—by acting as
analytic categories that can usefully mediate between context and text.
They can also be used not only to empirically analyze texts in the immedi-
ate context of interaction but also to link these to larger social structures and
patternings, through orders of indexicality:

‘orders of indexicality’ allow us to focus on the level of the concrete, empir-
ically observable, deployment of semiotic means, while at the same time see-
ing such micro-processes and semiotic features as immediately connected to
a wider sociocultural, political and historical space. By orienting to orders of
indexicality, language users (systematically) reproduce these norms and situ-
ate them in relation to other norms. (Blommaert, 2005, p. 74)

Attention to microdetail involves an explicit recognition of the importance
of the interplay between emic and etic dimensions. The relevance of paying
attention to microtextual and contextualized details of academic writing is that
they can help us explore the complex politics of academic text production.

Conclusion

In this article, I have aimed to contribute to the growing interest in
researching academic writing in context by reflecting critically on my work
in two longitudinal studies. I have illustrated what I consider to be the
importance of ethnography at three different levels: ethnography as method,
ethnography as methodology, and ethnography as deep theorizing. Ethnography
hovers in the background of much research on academic writing that seeks
to be context sensitive, through an array of often oblique glosses, such as
“case study” and “qualitative,” but it is often reduced to the level of method,
and most commonly to one method, that of talk around texts. I have argued
that talk around text is indeed a valuable step away from a textualist-only
lens involving an (often implicit) recognition of the value of emic perspectives
for exploring what’s significant and at stake in any specific act of academic
writing. However, in order to move away from a container notion of context
(writing in context) and towards a notion of contextualization—that is,
researching what is relevant from any specific aspect of context to specific
acts and practices of academic writing—we need to engage with ethnography
as methodology. Ethnography as methodology involves sustained engagement
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with participants over a period of time, using a broad range of data in collec-
tion and analysis and a commitment to seeking out what is relevant to partic-
ipants. The thick description made possible through such thick participation
enables the researcher to explore specific microdetails of the relationship
between texts and contexts. Furthermore, the interplay between emic (writer,
informal) understandings alongside etic understandings and languages of
description (researcher, academic) is used as a productive heuristic in terms
of the research process—the researcher must work at making the strange
familiar and the familiar made strange—and data analysis—blending emic
and etic understandings and categories of analysis.

I have argued that a third level of ethnography needs to be explicitly rec-
ognized which raises considerable challenges to researchers, ethnography
as deep theorizing. This level of ethnography radically challenges the
dichotomy between language and culture, a dichotomy, I have argued, that
has led to an ontological gap between text and context in much academic
writing research. This gap is evident even in approaches to academic writing
that are explicitly ethnographic in approach and that frame the relationship
between text and context in terms of social practice. While this notion use-
fully draws the text into issues of context, we have still much to do in order
to circulate back from context to text. In order to close the gap between text
analysis and context analysis, and drawing on linguistic ethnography, I have
suggested some ways in which this can be done, notably by prioritizing
notions such as indexicality and orientation that are widely used in analy-
sis of spoken interaction. These are useful intermediary categories, rela-
tional rather than denotational or referential, and can help bring contextual
understandings to written textual analysis.

Of course, in arguing in this article for the value of ethnography as
methodology and deep theorizing, I am not denying the considerable prac-
tical difficulties involved: Ethnographic studies are labor intensive as well
as emotionally exhausting, given the commitment to reach beyond the
researcher’s frames of (relatively safe) disciplinary-academic reference to
seek out what may be significant to participants. It often involves dealing
with the chaos that is the “mangle of practice” (Pickering, 1995, quoted in
Prior, 1998) and “rich points”—where the researcher is profoundly sur-
prised or puzzled by something (Agar, 1996). Furthermore, the consider-
able emphasis in the academy on researchers as text producers works
against the notion of researchers as actively engaging in specific sites of
research over time. But if reaching towards context and contextualization is
a stated goal of academic writing research, ethnography at these two levels
in particular has much to offer the academic writing researcher.
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Notes

1. I would like to thank Philip Seargeant for sharing with me his ideas about ontologies
of language.

2. Where data extracts have appeared in publications, details are given; otherwise, dates
of data collection are provided.

3. Key summaries and discussions of the findings from the two projects can be found in
Lillis (2001); Curry and Lillis (2004); Lillis and Curry (2006a, 2006b).

4. Academic literacies in the United Kingdom has emerged from a predominantly
teacher-researcher recognition of the limitations in much official discourse on language and
literacy in a rapidly changing higher education system and draws on a number of academic tra-
ditions to explore what’s at stake in literacy practices as they are played out within different
disciplinary and institutional contexts, including new literacy studies informed by anthropol-
ogy (see, e.g., Baynham, 1993; Street, 1984, 2003), critical discourse studies (notably the
work of Fairclough, 1992, 1995) and the sociology of knowledge (Latour & Woolgar, 1986).

5. Of course, discussions and definitions of ethnography abound and vary according to
the specific academic tradition through which ethnography is refracted and used. I briefly con-
sider the impact of such refractions later in this article.

6. The work of Odell, Goswami, and Herrington (1983) has been highly influential in
text-focused approaches.

7. Moving away from “business as usual” also usefully signals the challenge faced by
researchers close or inside the research context, for example, teachers researching their students’
writing practices and experiences, to make a conscious decision to adopt an outsider or etic gaze
in order to make visible to themselves phenomena which may be taken for granted.

8. In extracts of spoken interaction, the broad conventions of punctuation used in writing
are followed to indicate my understanding of the sense of the spoken words.

9. For fuller discussion of the current ways in which ethnographic studies tend to be car-
ried out over short periods of time see Hammersley (2006).

10. Not only does this marked difference in the treatment of discourse within the same
research study seem theoretically inconsistent, it ignores major developments in two key areas:
(1) sociolinguistic research where talk is treated as a complex phenomenon through which
meanings and identities are enacted (see, e.g., Cameron, 1997; Rampton, 1995) and (2) post-
modernist understandings of the research interview whereby the involvement of the
researcher—including work in critical ethnography—is recognized as playing a key part in
(co)constructing the focus, content, and direction of what is said, and therefore the nature of
the phenomenon under scrutiny (for discussions, see Brown & Dobrin, 2004; Kvale, 1996;
Lather, 1991; see also discussion in Clintron, 1993).

11. Other important work is that of Canagarajah (2002), whose “textography” after Swales
(1998) is built from an explicitly emic-to-etic research study over a significant period of time
and across national boundaries.

12. I am borrowing the phrase here from Janet Maybin (1994), who uses it to refer to ongoing
talk in primary school classroom contexts.

13. Here, I am just touching on what is a much bigger debate relating to performative
processes in research and the larger question of objectivity. See Fabian (2001, pp. 11-32) for
discussion.

14. For examples of discussions around interpretation see Brown and Dobrin (2004).
15. “Voice” grounded in Bakhtin’s notion of language as situated utterance offers a way of

connecting contextual understandings with textual analysis (Bakhtin, 1981, 1986) by working
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both as a personal and sociohistorical phenomenon. See for examples Ivanič (1998), Prior
(2001), Lillis (2004). However, I would argue that voice also needs mediational notions such as
indexicality and orientation; see Maybin (2006) for example focusing on spoken interaction.

16. Discussions with participants drawing on our etic-formalist categories have taken place
informally on their request.

17. Both text histories include several interviews with the main authors, three versions of
the papers as they moved towards publication, reviewers’ and editors’ correspondence.
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Ivanič, R. (1998). Writing and identity: The discoursal construction of identity in academic
writing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jones, C., Turner, J., & Steet, B. (Eds.). (1999). Students writing in the university: Cultural
and epistemological issues. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Juzwik, M., Curcic, S., Wolbers, K., Moxley, K. D., Dimling, L. M., & Shankland, R. K. (2006).
Writing into the 21st century. An overview of research on writing 1999 to 2004. Written
Communication, 23(4), 451-476.

Kill, M. (2006). Acknowledging the rough edges of resistance: Negotiation of identities in first
year composition. College, Composition and Communication, 58(2), 213-255.

Knorr-Cetina, K. (1981). The manufacture of knowledge: An essay on the constructivist and
contextual nature of science. Oxford, UK: Pergamon.

Kubota, R. (1998). An investigation of L1-L2 transfer in writing among Japanese university
students: Implications for contrastive rhetoric. Journal of Second Language Writing, 7(1),
69-100.

Kvale, S. (1996). InterViews. An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. London: Sage.
Lather, P. (1991). Getting smart. Feminist research and pedagogy with/in the postmodern.

London: Routledge.
Latour, B., & Woolgar, S. (1986). Laboratory life: The construction of scientific facts (2nd ed.).

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Lea, M., & Street, B. (1998). Student writing in higher education: An academic literacies

approach. Studies in Higher Education, 23(2), 157-172.
Lea, M. R., & Stierer, B. (Eds.). (2000). Student writing in higher education: New contexts.

Buckingham, UK: Society for Research into Higher Education/Open University Press.
Leung, C. (2005) Convivial communication: Recontextualizing communicative competence.

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 15(2), 119-143.
Lillis, T. (2001). Student writing: Access, regulation, desire. London: Routledge.
Lillis, T. (2003). An “academic literacies” approach to student writing in higher education: Drawing

on Bakhtin to move from “critique” to “design.” Language and Education, 17(3), 192-207.
Lillis, T. (2006). Moving towards an academic literacies pedagogy: ‘Dialogues of participation.’

In L. Ganobscik-Williams (Ed.), Teaching academic writing in UK higher education:
Theories, practices and models (pp. 30-45). Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave.

386 Written Communication



Lillis, T., & Curry, M. J. (2006a). Professional academic writing by multilingual scholars:
Interactions with literacy brokers in the production of English medium texts. Written
Communication, 23(1), 3-35.

Lillis, T., & Curry, M. J. (2006b). Re-framing notions of ‘competence’ in multilingual schol-
arly writing: From individual to networked activity. Revista Canaria de Estudios Ingleses,
53, 63-78.

Lillis, T., & Scott, M. (in press). Defining academic literacies research: Issues of epistemology,
ideology and strategy. Journal of Applied Linguistics.

Malinowski, B. (1923). The problem of meaning in primitive languages. In C. K. Ogden &
I. A. Richards (Eds.), The meaning of meaning (pp. 451-510). London: Kegan Paul.

Maybin, J. (1994). Children’s voices: Talk, knowledge and identity. In D. Graddol, J. Maybin,
& B. Stierer (Eds.), Researching language and literacy in social context (pp. 131-150).
Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Maybin, J. (2006). Children’s voices. Talk, knowledge and identity. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Odell, L., Goswami, D. and Herrington, A. (1983). The discourse-based interview: a procedure

for exploring the tacit knowledge of writers in non-academic settings. In P. Mosenthal,
L. Tamor and S.A. Walsmsley (Eds.). Research on writing. Principles and methods. New
York: Longman.

Pickering, A. (1995). The mangle of practice: Time, agency and science. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Price, M. (2007). Accessing disability: A non disabled student works the hyphen. College,
Composition and Communication, 59(1), 53-76.

Prior, P. (1998). Writing disciplinarity: A sociohistoric account of literate activity in the academy.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Prior, P. (2001). Voices in text, mind, and society. Sociohistoric accounts of discourse acquisition
and use. Journal of Second Language Writing, 10, 55-81.

Prior, P. (2004). Tracing process: How texts come into being. In C. Bazerman and P. Prior
(Eds.), What writing does and how it does it. An introduction to analyzing texts and tex-
tual practices (pp. 167-200). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Rampton, B. (1995). Crossing: Language and ethnicity among adolescents. London: Longman.
Rampton, B. (2006). Language in late modernity. Interaction in an urban classroom.

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Rampton, B. (2007). Neo-Hymesian linguistic ethnography in the United Kingdom. Journal

of Sociolinguistics, 11(5), 584-607.
Rampton, B., Tusting, K., Maybin, J., Barwell, R., Creese, A., & Lytra, V. (2004). UK linguistic

ethnography: A discussion paper. Retrieved December 14, 2007, from http://www.lancs.ac
.uk/fss/organisations/lingethn/documents/

Rose, M. (1989). Lives on the boundary. New York: Penguin.
Sarangi, S. (2006). The conditions and consequences of professional discourse studies. In

R. Kiely, P. Rea-Dickins, H. Woodfield, & G. Clibbon (Eds.), Language, culture and identity
in applied linguistics (pp. 199-220). London: Equinox.

Sarangi, S. (2007). The anatomy of interpretation: Coming to terms with the analyst’s paradox
in professional discourse studies [Editorial]. Text, 27(5), 567-584.

Scott, M., & Turner, J. (2005). Creativity, conformity and complexity in academic writing:
Tensions at the interface. In M. Baynham, A. Deignan, & G. White (Eds.), Applied lin-
guistics at the interface (British Studies in Applied Linguistics, Vol. 19). London: Equinox.

Silverstein, M., & Urban, G. (Eds.). (1996). Natural histories of discourse. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Lillis / Ethnography as Method, Methodology, and “Deep Theorizing” 387



Skillen, J. (2006). Teaching academic writing from the ‘centre’ in Australian universities. In
L. Ganobcsik-Williams (Ed.), Teaching academic writing in UK higher education: Theories,
practices, and models (pp. 140-153). Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave/Macmillan.

Smith, D. (1999). Writing the social: Critique, theory and investigations. Toronto, Canada:
University of Toronto Press.

Spack, R. (1997). The acquisition of academic literacy in a second language. A longitudinal
case study. Written Communication, 14(1), 3-62.

Street, B. (1984). Literacy in theory and practice. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Street, B. (2003). The implications of the new literacy studies for education. In S. Goodman,

T. Lillis, J. Maybin, & N. Mercer (Eds.), Language, literacy and education: A reader (pp. 77-88).
Stoke on Trent, UK: Trentham Books.

Street, B. (2004). Academic literacies and the new orders: Implications for research and practice in
student writing in higher education. Learning and Teaching in the Social Science, 1(1), 9-20.

Street, B. (Ed.). (2005). Literacies across educational contexts: Mediating learning and teaching.
Philadelphia: Caslon Press.

Street, B., & Lefstein, A. S (2007). Literacy: An advanced resource book. London. Routledge.
Swales, J. (1998). Other floors, other voices: A textography of a small university building.

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Thesen, L., & van Pletzen, E. (Eds.). (2006). Academic literacy and the languages of change.

London: Continuum.
Van Maanen, J. (1988). Tales of the field. On writing ethnography. Chicago: University of

Chicago Press.
Van Maanen, J. (1995). An end to innocence. The ethnography of ethnography. In J. Van

Maanen (Ed.), Representation in ethnography (pp. 1-35). London: Sage.
Ventola, E., & Mauranen, A. (1991). Non-native writing and native revising of scientific articles.

In E. Ventola (Ed.), Functional and systemic linguistics: Approaches and uses (pp. 457-492).
Berlin, Germany: Mouton de Gruyter.

Wolcott, H. (1999). Ethnography: A way of seeing. Lanham, MD: Rowman Altamira.

Theresa Lillis is a senior lecturer in language and communication in the Centre for Language
and Communications at The Open University, UK. She has published books on academic lit-
eracies including Student Writing: Access, Regulation, and Desire (Routledge, 2001) and
Teaching Academic Writing: A Toolkit for Higher Education (Routledge, 2003) and articles on
academic writing for publication in a global context, including those published in Language
and Education, Written Communication, and TESOL Quarterly.

388 Written Communication



<<
  /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


