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Sari Hanafi has written a scolding piece against a so-called crisis of free speech in society and, specifically, in
universities. In this response, | comment critically on how Hanafi employs Symbolic Liberalism, cancel
culture and identity politics to explore this ostensible free speech tragedy. | conclude by suggesting
that free speech is always part of broader battles around hegemony in society, but not in ways often

argued for by Hanafi.
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In his article, ‘Societal polarization, academic free-
dom, and the promise of dialogical sociology’, Sari
Hanafi (2025) contributes towards a more general
narrative that claims we are living in a free speech cri-
sis. Scoundrels abound in this tale, but none more so
than a dastardly and specious ‘identity politics’,
which is said to be bent on controlling and constrain-
ing what we might say in the public sphere. While
reports of the near collapse of free speech through
‘identity politics’ have been around for years (see
Fish, 1994: chapter 3), in our contemporary times
there has been a noticeable change in the content of
this familiar discourse. Nowadays, critics of ‘identity
politics’ take to task the latter’s apparent intentions to
continuously ‘cancel’ the words they don’t like being
uttered in digital and real-world public forums (see
Ozkirimli, 2023).

Without doubt, Hanafi makes a number of very
astute observations and points in his article, espe-
cially on Palestine and free speech. But one of his
own unique theoretical contributions to this latest
free speech broadside is, in part, his eye-catching
intellectual festoon called ‘Symbolic Liberalism’
(SL). Defined by Hanafi as being ‘classically liberal

but politically illiberal’, SL seeks ‘to impose a hege-
monic and deculturized conception of the good at
the expense of a plurality of the conception of the
good’ and by inflating the importance of the ‘univer-
sality of human rights’. SL asserts that only specific
‘identities’ should be the focal point for human rights,
but it then embeds these rights in Euro-American ver-
sions. SL, moreover, tries to ‘cancel’ voices from
digital media and other public spaces that it disagrees
with and does so through emotional debate rather
than through evidence and reason (see also Hanafi,
2024: 10).

Now, it seems to me that Hanafi’s description of
SL could apply to liberalism as a whole and not only
to SL. Indeed, and as many other critical theorists
have claimed (see Hoffman, 1988; Losurdo, 2014;
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Macpherson, 1973; Ramsay, 1997; Wood, 2012),
liberal thinkers in their respective works more often
than not espouse the positive attributes of values like
freedom and equality while, at the same time, subtly
excluding many from gaining access to them. That
is to say, these thinkers are ‘classically liberal, but
politically illiberal’. J.S. Mill is instructive here.
Mill is more often than not held up as the first mod-
ern liberal theorist of free speech (see Mondal, 2025:
30). Four principles guide Mill’s defence of the ‘lib-
erty of thought and discussion’: the need to be aware
that our opinions can be fallible; the necessity for
the collision of different opinions to establish truths;
the elimination of prejudice; and the elimination of
dogma. The only interference permissible to free
speech is self-protection or the prevention of harm
to others (Mill, 1998a: 15).

For all his popular image as a defender of free
speech, however, Mill in fact believes that only
those who combine liberty with a pursuit of ‘higher
pleasures’ can be seen as worthy devotees of
‘thought and discussion’. Grounded in an ability
to already develop ‘higher faculties’ of reason,
‘higher pleasures’ refer to one’s skill to deliberate
about the relevance of particular actions that will
promote happiness for oneself (Mill, 1998b: 140).
‘Lower pleasures’, by way of contrast, are asso-
ciated by Mill with ‘custom’ and a ‘herd mentality’.
As 1 have argued elsewhere (Roberts, 2003), Mill
suggests in places it is working-class public spheres
which most exemplify a preponderance to entertain
‘lower pleasures’. To a large degree, this is because,
as Lloyd and Thomas (1998) note, Mill produced
his famous musings on free speech at a period of
time in British history that had witnessed the first
nationally organised socialist political movement,
namely Chartism. Importantly, Chartism carved
out its own public spheres of free speech in British
society, which advocated more inclusive modes of
equality, rights and freedoms for ordinary people.
It is therefore not unreasonable to argue that his fam-
ous tract on ‘liberty of thought and discussion’ is
Mill’s way of taming these socialist public spheres;
to bring them within the orbit of a more constrained
and restrictive liberal public sphere dominated by a
peculiar middle-class sense of educated cultivation
(Roberts, 2004; see also Passavant, 2003).

When one pieces together the history of liberalism,
it is therefore soon apparent that varieties of liberal
theory have been, to use Hanafi’'s own words,
‘extremely divisive’ in society. From a critical per-
spective, it is thus unclear what the concept of SL is
trying to achieve. Sure, we know that Hanafi claims
that ‘identity politics’ is embedded in SL, and the
combination of both for him has been the cause of
much discord across public spheres. Hanafi in fact
goes further to argue it is ‘identity politics’ and SL
which have been ‘extremely divisive’ in society, not
liberalism per se. But this assertion minimises the
acrimonious underbelly of liberal thought and practice
highlighted in the previous paragraph. Besides,
Hanafi’s description of SL sounds fairly similar in
parts to contemporary strands of liberal thought,
such as deliberative theory, which consciously repro-
duce a liberal version of ‘identity politics’ (see
Baumeister, 2000; Young, 2000). For what it’s worth,
I have issues with this liberal take on ‘identity politics’
(Roberts, 2025), but my point is to question why we
need the new concept of SL in the first place to under-
stand free speech when SL seems analogous to well-
established liberal alternatives.

There are a number of other dilemmas with the
use of SL. Hanafi, for example, makes a somewhat
strange claim that those who espouse ‘identity polit-
ics’ problematically favour ‘hybrid/tactical’ polit-
ical parties rather than ‘traditional right/left
parties’. It is unclear, though, why he thinks
‘hybrid/tactical parties’ are somehow undesirable.
As studies show (della Porta et al., 2017), such par-
ties, especially those on the left like Podemos in
Spain, can enhance democracy and participation
by their willingness to publicly discuss the failures
and inequalities of austerity and neoliberalism. In
other words, they engage in an emancipatory polit-
ics of justice, which one might think Hanafi would
welcome. Still, Hanafi thinks that SL and identity
politics are also closely related to ‘cancel culture’
and the censuring of debate, to which we now turn.

Cancel culture and academic
freedom

Cancel culture, for Hanafi, signifies ‘a high degree
of intolerance in debates surrounding political,
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cultural, and social issues, in which taking sides and
positions has taken priority over making sound and
explanatory arguments’. Naturally, this initial defin-
ition appears to be relatively straightforward. Yet, it
in fact problematically accepts the discourse of ‘can-
cel culture’ rather than firstly unpacking it socio-
logically. We subsequently need first to pose what
I consider to be more central questions about cancel
culture: Why has the term, ‘cancel culture’, emerged
in the public sphere at this point in time? Which
groups are employing it and why? Which negative
and positive social identities are being constructed
in society through the use of ‘cancel culture’? (see
also Hall, 1994).

To gain some answers, it is instructive to go back
to the origins of the term, ‘cancel -culture’.
According to Romano (2019), the term first came
to public attention back in 2014 on the US reality
TV show, ‘Love and Hip Hop: New York’. One
cast member said to another: “You are cancelled’.
Soon, this term went viral. It was then appropriated
by so-called Black Twitter — a mostly
African-American digital culture which also
engaged in and/or discussed socio-political activ-
ism. Cancel culture was used by this community
to critique and publicly shame organisations and
celebrities who were perceived to engage in racist
and sexist expressions and speech. Unsurprisingly,
Black Lives Matter and other progressive social
movements became integrally linked to this specific
culture. So, ‘cancel culture’ moved out of the digital
sphere into public spaces of activism. ‘Public sham-
ing’ was now employed, for example, to campaign
against perceived racist statues and monuments in
city squares (Beech and Jordan, 2021; Frank and
Ristic, 2020).

In my view, it is not therefore by chance that after
a wave of progressive social movements took centre
stage, ‘cancel culture’ became a point of contention
in society and was appropriated by different liberal
and right-wing factions as a hegemonic propaganda
tool and thus turned against these progressive
movements and ideas. Interestingly, and as
Franks observes, it is also the very ambiguity of
‘cancel culture’ as now employed especially by
right-wing forces that lends it its potential
hegemonic strength. ‘The term is used to describe

everything from students “feeling queasy” in class
to professors being fired for innocuous remarks’
(Franks, 2024: 70).

Those who say cancel culture stalks university
corridors, of course, provide examples where they
can in order to illustrate their claims, as does
Hanafi. Repeatedly, however, horror stories of free
speech being attacked by ‘woke’ students are found
to be overstated (see Leaker, 2020). To give some
more background context here, research by the
UK government’s Office for Students found that
31,545 speakers or events were approved at
English universities in 2020-2021, while only 260
planned events did not go ahead. The proportion
of events that did not go ahead was therefore just
under 1% (Office for Students, 2023) — hardly an
indication of mass cancellations in the UK univer-
sity sector. Moreover, the UK’s annual National
Student Survey (NSS) now has a question in it
which asks if students were free to express their
‘ideas, opinions, and beliefs’ during their degree.
The first results from this new question in 2023,
answered by around 30,000 students, suggested
that 86% were free to express their beliefs, with
only 3% who claimed they were not ‘free at all’
(The Guardian, 2023). Again, this doesn’t indicate
a crisis of free speech in universities.

Anyhow, getting bogged down in debates about
whether or not so-and-so invited speaker was or
was not ‘cancelled’ from talking at a university
takes attention away from the more significant
aspects of ‘free speech’ in higher education. From
my own experience in the UK, the students I teach
are preoccupied with ‘getting by’ and trying to
earn enough money while studying to pay their
high university fees and other daily living costs
(see also National Union of Students, 2022), while
academics are worried about winning research
grants, getting published in ‘top’ academic journals,
being monitored by external neoliberal university
targets, or losing their job due to cuts and a funding
crisis in the sector (see also Griffin, 2022). In their
own way, these social factors, mediated through a
neoliberal and financialised state, are more import-
ant on people’s ability to engage in free speech
than the issues highlighted in the hyped-up ‘free
speech crisis’ narrative.
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Conclusion

One conclusion I would make is that Hanafi tries to
do too much in his article. He throws together too
many issues, and it is often then difficult to follow
his main arguments. As a result, his sociological
analysis of ‘free speech’, ‘identity politics’ and ‘can-
cel culture’ often come together to act as a ‘chaotic
conception’. According to Sayer (1992), who draws
on Marx (1973: 100), a chaotic conception, ‘arbitrarily
divides the indivisible and/or lumps together the unre-
lated and inessential, thereby “carving up” the object
of study with little or no regard for its structure and
form’ (Sayer, 1992: 138). In Hanafi’'s case, for
instance, he arbitrarily lumps together state policies
that aim to regulate religious identity, particularly reli-
gious identities in the Muslim community, with trans
activists who campaign against ‘gender-critical’
groups. But this is not to compare like with like.
Some affinities might be made between these two
cases, but they are also distinct topics that raise their
own unique concerns and questions. In the case of
trans activism, as Judith Butler (2024) has recently
and cogently shown, it is crucial to understand the glo-
bal and very specific socio-historical conjuncture
through which a number of different forces have
come together to try to create a hegemonic bloc that
challenges the gains won over a number of decades
by an alliance of progressive movements on gender
identity. Simply to say this current struggle is just
part of a generic ‘identity politics’ and ‘cancel culture’
does a disservice both theoretically and practically to
critical thinking on this particular topic.

But this also raises what I think are crucial
themes when discussing free speech. In my opinion,
free speech is never simply a democratic value that
somehow exists in a divine liberal sphere, which is
then sometimes corrupted by brutish illiberal polit-
ics. To borrow from Stanley Fish (1994), there’s
no such thing as free speech as a pure liberal value.
Free speech is, instead, constantly part of battles and
struggles between hegemonic and counter-
hegemonic groups to win support for their specific
socio-economic, socio-cultural and socio-political
agendas and projects (Roberts, 2023a; 2025; see
also Smith, 2020). Free speech is therefore always
mediated through competing hegemonic agendas,

narratives and visions in broader strategies to win
support from others in society and influence state
power (Roberts, 2014; 2023b). Hanafi does recog-
nise this to some extent in his article, but as I have
suggested, he also adopts an unhelpful conceptual
stance on many current free speech issues.

ORCID iD

John Michael Roberts
3288-9505

https:/orcid.org/0000-0003-

Funding

The author received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of
this article.

References

Baumeister AT (2000) Liberalism and the ‘Politics of
Difference’. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Beech D and Jordan M (2021) Toppling statues, affective
publics and the lessons of the Black Lives Matter
Movement. Art and the Public Sphere 10(1): 3—15.

Butler J (2024) Who's Afraid of Gender? London: Allen
Lane.

della Porta D, Fernandez J, Kouki H, et al. (2017) Movement
Parties Against Austerity. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Fish S (1994) There’s No Such Thing as Free Speech.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Frank S and Ristic M (2020) Urban fallism. Cizy 24(3-4):
552-564.

Franks MA (2024) Fearless Speech. New York: Bold
Type Books.

Griffin G (2022) The “work-work balance” in higher edu-
cation: Between over-work, falling short and the plea-
sures of multiplicity. Studies in Higher Education
47(11): 2190-2203.

Hall S (1994) Some “politically incorrect” pathways
through PC. In: Dunant S (ed) The War of the
Words. London: Virago, 164—184.

Hanafi S (2024) Toward a dialogical sociology:
Presidential address - XX ISA World Congress of
Sociology 2023. International Sociology 39(1): 3-26.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3288-9505
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3288-9505
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3288-9505

Roberts

169

Hanafi S (2025) Societal polarization, academic freedom,
and the promise of dialogical sociology. Dialogues in
Sociology 1(2).

Hoffman J (1988) State, Power and Democracy.
New York: St Martin’s Press.

Leaker A (2020) Against Free Speech. London: Rowman
and Littlefield.

Lloyd D and Thomas P (1998) Culture and the State.
London: Routledge.

Losurdo D (2014) Liberalism: A Counter-History.
London: Verso.

Macpherson CB (1973) Democratic Theory. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Marx K (1973) The Grundrisse. London: Penguin.

Mill JS (1998a) On liberty. In: Gray J (ed) John Stuart
Mill on Liberty and Other Essays. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 5-130.

Mill JS (1998b) Utilitarianism. In: Gray J (ed) John Stuart
Mill on Liberty and Other Essays. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 131-204.

Mondal A (2025) Racism and ‘Free Speech’. London:
Bloomsbury.

National Union of Students (2022) Cost of living rise sees
96% of students cutting back. Available at: https:/www.
nus.org.uk/cost_of_living_rise_sees_96_of_students_
cutting_back (accessed 12 June 2025).

Office for Students (2023) New data on rejected speakers
at English universities. Available at: https:/www.
officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-
and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-
universities/ (accessed 12 June 2025).

Ozkirimli U (2023) Cancelled. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Passavant P (2003) No Escape: Freedom of Speech and the
Paradox of Rights. New York: New York University
Press.

Ramsay M (1997) What’s Wrong with Liberalism?
Leicester: Leicester University Press.

Roberts IM (2003) The Aesthetics of Free Speech.
London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Roberts JM (2004) John Stuart Mill, free speech and the
public sphere: A Bakhtinian critique. The Sociological
Review 52(1): 67-87.

Roberts JM (2014) New Media and Public Activism.
Bristol: Policy Press.

Roberts JM (2023a) Judith Butler, the Bakhtin Circle and
free speech: State hegemony, race and grievability in
R.A.V. v. St Paul. Law and Critique 34(2): 249-267.

Roberts JM (2023b) Traffic logic, state strategies and free
speech in an urban park: The Park Lane Road
Improvement Scheme, London, 1955-1962. Journal
of Historical Geography 81: 179-189.

Roberts JM (2025) Outline of a critical sociology of free
speech in everyday life: Beyond liberal approaches.
The Sociological Review 73(3): 697-713.

Romano A (2019) Why we can’t stop fighting about can-
cel culture, Vox. Available at: https:/www.vox.com/
culture/2019/12/30/20879720/what-is-cancel-culture-
explained-history-debate (accessed 12 November 2024).

Sayer A (1992) Method in Social Science. London:
Routledge.

Smith E (2020) No Platform. London: Routledge.

The Guardian (2023) Almost nine in 10 students in
England feel free to express their views — Survey.
Available at: https:/www.theguardian.com/education/
2023/aug/10/almost-nine-in-10-students-in-england-
feel-free-to-express-their-views-survey (accessed 12
June 2025).

Wood EM (2012) Liberty and Property. London: Verso.

Young IM (2000) Inclusion and Democracy. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.


https://www.nus.org.uk/cost_of_living_rise_sees_96_of_students_cutting_back
https://www.nus.org.uk/cost_of_living_rise_sees_96_of_students_cutting_back
https://www.nus.org.uk/cost_of_living_rise_sees_96_of_students_cutting_back
https://www.nus.org.uk/cost_of_living_rise_sees_96_of_students_cutting_back
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-universities/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-universities/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-universities/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-universities/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/news-blog-and-events/press-and-media/new-data-on-rejected-speakers-at-english-universities/
https://www.vox.com/culture/2019/12/30/20879720/what-is-cancel-culture-explained-history-debate
https://www.vox.com/culture/2019/12/30/20879720/what-is-cancel-culture-explained-history-debate
https://www.vox.com/culture/2019/12/30/20879720/what-is-cancel-culture-explained-history-debate
https://www.vox.com/culture/2019/12/30/20879720/what-is-cancel-culture-explained-history-debate
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2023/aug/10/almost-nine-in-10-students-in-england-feel-free-to-express-their-views-survey
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2023/aug/10/almost-nine-in-10-students-in-england-feel-free-to-express-their-views-survey
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2023/aug/10/almost-nine-in-10-students-in-england-feel-free-to-express-their-views-survey
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2023/aug/10/almost-nine-in-10-students-in-england-feel-free-to-express-their-views-survey

	 
	 Cancel culture and academic freedom
	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


