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Introduction

About the Guide

This publication includes peer-reviewed scientific research, expert commentary and sound
logical arguments regarding the consequences to society when adult men and women cohabit
prior to marriage. In preparation for this publication, United Families International (UFI)
reviewed a vast number of social science studies on the topic of cohabitation. Watch for
updates to this and other similar guides on topics impacting the family on UFI's website:

www.unitedfamilies.org

Position Statement

United Families International encourages the establishment of laws, policies, programs and
public articulation that encourage and reward legal marriage between a man and a woman.
History and social science research highlight the inherent problems associated with
cohabitation, which cannot match marriage for its value not only to society, but to individuals
and children. At the same time, UFI respects the free will of individuals to form alternative
associations of their choosing, such as cohabiting relationships. In support of our position, we
invite you, the reader, to review the comprehensive information compiled within this publication
as a testament to the value added to society by healthy marriages and families headed by both
biological parents. We trust you will conclude, as we have, that marriage is foundational to the
health and vibrancy of civilization.

About United Families International

United Families International is a 501(c)(3) public charity devoted to strengthening the
traditional family as the fundamental unit of society at the local, national and international
levels. UFI is a worldwide organization, accredited with the Economic and Social Council of the
United Nations. UFI seeks (1) to educate government, community and religious leaders, and
citizens at the grass roots level on issues affecting the family and (2) to promote public policies
and programs that preserve the traditional family.
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Executive Summary

As stated by the United States Supreme Court in 1885, marriage, “the union for life of a
man and a woman in the holy estate of matrimony, is the sure foundation of all that is
stable and noble in our civilization” (Murphy v. Ramsey, 114 US 15, 45). Marriage is
more than a private or religious avowal of two people memorializing their love and
commitment to each other. Legal marriage is a public contract which establishes the
family — the universally acknowledged “fundamental unit of society.” Throughout the
centuries in most societies, married couples are afforded special legal status and
privileges as a way of acknowledging the value of their legal union to society.

The frequency of cohabitation — non-married couples living together — has increased
10-fold in the United States since 1960. Divorce rates are declining while cohabitation
rates continue to rise. Despite its growing frequency and acceptance, the practice of
cohabiting among unmarried couples is a counterfeit form of marriage. It does not
serve the best interests of adults, children or society.

Comprehensive scientific-based research finds cohabitation is:

« inferior in social outcomes to the married, intact, two-parent family;

« damaging to the social well-being of women and children; and

 a considerable strain on units of government that deal with social, correctional and
welfare issues. Cohabitation typically leaves in its wake a trail of broken
relationships.

Who cohabits? On average, it is:

» predominately young adults;

* men with less education and lower incomes;

« individuals who are less traditional, often with less traditional parents;
+ individuals who are less religious;

« women who have had an out-of-wedlock birth;

+ couples with significant differences in their ages; and

* women who are older than the live-in-male.

The top reasons cited for cohabiting are:

* economic advantages;

* increased sexual opportunities;

» fear of commitment;

« companionship/time together;

* less complicated dissolution of relationship;
+ testing for compatibility;

« trial marriage;



Executive Summary continued ...

* pressure from partner;
e convenience; and
 anti-marriage sentiments.

In settling for cohabitation, society erodes the ideal of marriage. Social engineers
around the world are breaking down the family by de-valuing marriage, parental rights,
and the worth of mothers and fathers. Many well-meaning mayors, city council
members, lawmakers, universities and private businesses are unwittingly defining
family downward as they incorporate domestic partner benefits. In the process, they
encourage cohabitation and its attendant ills while diminishing the institution of
traditional marriage.

Relationships sealed by the commitments of marriage are more likely to last, transmit
positive values, inculcate personal ethics and strengthen the interpersonal bonds
between a man and a woman. A committed marriage relationship is more likely to
produce healthy, productive, responsible children — the most important resource of a
nation.

Marriage tends to civilize men, channeling sexual activity toward one woman; obligating
them to live and sacrifice for family; and providing the deepest levels of trust, reliability,
stability, joy and affirmation.

Women tend to fare better in marriage than in cohabitation. Married women are more
likely to receive the provision of intimacy and a secure home, as well as a partner:

* who honors, respects and cherishes them;

» who assists in the care, nurturing and safeguarding of the children they create
together; and

» with whom she can model the responsibilities of citizenship.

In conclusion, the steady functioning of the family headed by married, two-parent,
biological partners contributes significantly to the vitality and the synergy of a healthy,
peaceful society — present and future.



Foreword

This publication provides factual support, motivation and
encouragement to responsible citizens and policy makers
in the continuing effort to preserve and protect the
traditional family as the fundamental unit of society.

This guide strives to serve the following purposes:

To educate the public, government agencies, news media,
non-governmental organizations, religious organizations,
families and individuals on facts about cohabitation and the
consequences of cohabitation to individuals and society;

To arm citizens with factual information that enables them
to make informed decisions regarding relationships and
family;

To equip policy makers with research, facts and logical
arguments in favor of marriage; and

To provide a reference source to citizens for use in
articulating the consequences of cohabitation.

The guide was also created to assist in advancing the
debate in the following scenarios:

* legislative debates

+ school board meetings

» city council meetings

* preparing letters to the editor

* classroom debates

+ educational term papers

» community involvement

« discussions with friends, family and neighbors

The section on Questions & Answers about
Cohabitation provides insights into the arguments
frequently raised in discussions and publicity about
cohabitation.

The section on Fast Facts & Commentary supports the
Questions & Answers section by providing peer-reviewed
research, expert analysis and social science data regarding
the myths and misrepresentations surrounding
cohabitation.

The
preponderance
of social science
research
demonstrates
how
cohabitation
fails to provide
security to
households or
to contribute
socially
redeeming value

to communities.






Questions & Answers
about Cohabitation

Supporting documentation
and commentary can be found
in the Fast Facts & Commentary section



THE NATURE OF COHABITATION

”If the family
trends of recent
decades are
extended into the
future, the result
will be not only
growing
uncertainty
within marriage,
but the gradual
elimination of
marriage in favor
of casual liaisons
oriented to adult
expressiveness
and self-
fulfillment. The
problem with this
scenario is that
children will be
harmed, adults
will probably be
no happier, and
the social order

could collapse. "

David Popenoe,
author of
“Promises to
Keep”

Question 1

Is living together before marriage a good way for a couple to
test its compatibility — thereby increasing the odds for a
successful marriage?

Answer

Scholarly experts say cohabitation is more a

preparation for divorce than a way to strengthen the
likelihood of a successful marriage.

A review of social science research reveals that cohabitation
decreases a couple’s inclination to marry, and if they do
marry, the chances are reduced that their marriage will be
successful. The divorce rate of men and women who cohabit
is much higher than those who do not. Cohabiting partners
tend to be less committed than married couples to the
continuation of their relationship and are generally more
oriented toward their own personal autonomy than to their
relationship. The longer a cohabiting couple lives together,
the less likely it is that they will marry, and participation in
multiple cohabiting relationships is a strong predictor of
failure for future relationships.

Men and women often view cohabitation differently. Women
tend to see a cohabiting relationship as a step toward
marriage, while men tend to regard it as a sexual opportunity
without the ties of long-term commitment. Statistically,
cohabiting individuals do not make the same enduring
commitment to their partner that a marriage partner makes
to a spouse. Cohabiting couples who do eventually marry
often struggle with insecurity, less pooling of resources, low
commitment level and the lack of fidelity in their previous
cohabiting.

See: Fast Facts and Commentary # 1-28




CHILD WELL-BEING

Question 2

Do the children of cohabiting parents fare as well as children
living with married parents?

Answer

By virtually every measure — socially, emotionally,
physically, behaviorally -- children living with married
parents fare much better than children of cohabiting
parents.

The reason children living with cohabiting parents do not
statistically do as well as children living with married parents
is because cohabiting relationships generally do not last as
long as marriages.These children face increased risks of a
myriad of personal and social difficulties, including emotional
and behavioral problems and higher rates of poverty.
Children who live in cohabiting unions with the mother’s
boyfriend are at much greater risk of becoming victims of
sexual abuse and physical violence -- including lethal
violence -- than children living with their married biological
parents. The common myth that “all children need is love”
does not hold up under scrutiny; children need their mother
and father married and together for the duration.

See: Fast Facts and Commentary # 1-21,
37-48, 53-60

For additional information, please see: UFI's “Guide to Family
Issues: Marriage” / UFI’s “Guide to Family Issues: Divorce”

“A lot of

stepmothers and
boyfriends regard
the kid as
undesired
baggage who
they wish had
never been born.
The child
remains a
resented
nuisance at

best.”

Martin Daly,
author of a number
of Canadian
studies on child
abuse




ADULT WELL-BEING

““The available

social science
evidence suggests
that living
together is not a
good way to
prepare for
marriage or to
avoid divorce.
No scholar that I
know of, or
anyone else for
that matter, has
been able to
contest this with
any counter

. V44
evidence.

David Popenoe,
author of
numerous books
on family and
sociology

Question 3

Do cohabiting couples experience the same positive health,
economic and social benefits as married couples?

Answer

Cohabiting couples do not experience many of the well
documented benefits of traditional marriage. In fact, cohabiting
couples experience many adverse consequences.

Living together before marriage may seem like a harmless,
progressive trend until one takes a careful look at the evidence to the
contrary. Empirical data paints a negative picture of the outcomes for
adults living in cohabiting relationships, as compared to married
couples:

Higher rates of infidelity and sexually-transmitted diseases;
Elevated risks of violence;

Higher rates of depression;

More frequent disagreements and less happiness; and
Less physical pleasure and less emotional satisfaction with
their sex lives.

See: Fast Facts and Commentary # 23-38,
54-88




MARRIAGE: THE IDEAL

Question 4

Since traditional marriage is failing, should government
recognize other forms of committed relationships?

Answer

The weakened state of marriage today is not a call to
further dismantle it, but rather a call for strengthening
and preservation. Marriage — targeted by no-fault
divorce laws, radical feminists, social engineers,
homosexual activists and others — is the foundation of
the family and the fundamental unit of society.

Stable, traditional marriages produce economic, physical,
emotional and psychological benefits for men, women and
children that alternative relationships cannot match. As
marriage declines, the demand for government intervention
and social programs rise. Taxpayers then increasingly foot
the bill for the steep costs of poverty, drug addiction, court
services, crime, remedial education services, crisis
pregnancy, health problems, foster care, child support
enforcement, mental health needs and more.

Marriage is the vehicle in which every successful society
works to channel human sexuality and provide children the
attention, love and resources of a mother and a father. When
governments and institutions sanction alternative
relationships, it sends a message that premarital sex and
alternative sexual relationships are acceptable.

In light of the inherent problems and costly price tag
associated with cohabitation, governments should develop
policies and strategies aimed at encouraging and preserving
the institution of traditional marriage. Research and history
demonstrate that the health of societies and the future of
children depend on strong, traditional marriage.

See: Fast Facts and Commentary # 1-88

“Married people

are happier and
healthier than
widowed,
divorced,
separated,
cohabiting or
never-married
people, regardless
of race, age, sex,
education,
nationality, or

. 144
lncome.

Charlotte A.
Schoenborn,
“Marital Status and
Health: United
States, 1999-2002,”
Advance Data
from Vital and
Health Statistics,
Centers for Disease
Control and
Prevention 351
(2004).




SECURITY AND COMMITMENT

“The energy

which holds a
society together
is sexual in
nature. When a
man is devoted to
one woman and
one family, he is
motivated to
build, save,
protect, plan, and
prosper on their
behalf. However,
when his sexual
interests are
dispersed and
generalized, his
effort is invested
in the
gratification of
sensual desires.
Any human
society is free to
display great
energy or to
enjoy sexual
license; but they
cannot do both
for more than

. 44
one generation.

J .D. Unwin,
author of “Sex and
Culture”

Question 5

Do cohabitating couples reduce the risk of sexually
transmitted disease, as well as avoid the risk of an unhappy
marriage or divorce?

Answer

Statistically, the safest environment for sexual relations
is within a marriage where husband and wife have
practiced abstinence before marriage and are faithful to
each other throughout marriage.

Although cohabitation may provide some level of sexual
exclusivity, thereby reducing the number of sexual partners
and the risk of disease, it does not assure personal
commitment and is not the best alternative.

Moreover, the breakup of a cohabiting relationship is not
necessarily cleaner or easier than divorce. The break up is
emotionally difficult for both cohabiters, and children born to
the relationship are profoundly impacted. The end of a
cohabiting relationship involves the breaking up of a
household with the accompanying conflicts over property,
leases and debts — much the same as divorce — without a
legal framework in place to resolve the disputes.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 23-36,
77-81




DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS

Question 6

Should government give cohabiting couples the same
benefits as legally married couples?

Answer

Government has neither obligation nor benefit to gain
from recognizing and validating cohabitation by
granting domestic partner benefits. Cohabiting
relationships do not provide the same intrinsic value to
society that marriage offers. Domestic partner benefits
are most accurately viewed as regressive and self-
defeating public policy.

Governments and private businesses that extend such
benefits, and thus approval, are in effect subsidizing the
formation of fragile family forms. In addition, governments
and businesses subsidizing alternative “family” forms
actually create increased risks of economic hardship and
violence to women and children. Governments have an
obligation to promote what is best for society. Government
entities and private enterprise reap substantial benefits from
employees who are married to someone of the opposite
gender.

If cohabiting couples receive institutionalized benefits, then
government entities must require a legal commitment on the
part of the cohabiting pair. Without a legal commitment,
taxpayer dollars are subject to fraud in the application for
and receipt of domestic partner benefits.

Furthermore, to presume that cohabiting couples want to be
bound by similar requirements as married couples is
contrary to their choice to live in relationships without the
obligations that come with a binding, legal license.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 1-88

“Statistics

show clearly
that couples
who commit
themselves to
marriage stand
the best chance
of having a
stable and
enduring
relationship.
Unmarried
couples and
same-sex
couples are
very much more
likely to split
up than couples
who are
married. It
would be
irresponsible of
Parliament to
subject children
to the risk of
further
disruption in
their lives.”

Earl Howe, Tory
health spokesman,
House of Lords,

United Kingdom




BENEFIT COVERAGE FOR CHILDREN

“No American
insurance
company has
made health
insurance
available to
cohabiting
couples on the
same policy at
any price outside
of the corporate
employee-benefit
platform. The
reason is that
insurers avoid
unpredictability.
Because they
cannot
reasonably
forecast the
health care costs
for cohabiting
couples, insurers
are unwilling to
risk the
profitability of
individual
domestic partner
insurance
policies.”

Michael Hamrick,
“The Hidden Costs
of Domestic
Partner Benefits,”
Corporate
Resources Council

Question 7

Since some children reside in homes parented by
homosexuals, should employers help these children by
providing domestic partner benefits to same-sex couples?

Answer

The large majority of children (95-percent) living in same-sex
households are the offspring of a prior heterosexual
union/relationship/marriage. Each of these children already has a
mother and a father who have the responsibility to provide them
with benefits.

In addition, legally adopted children are already eligible for their
parents’ available benefits. Law requires adopting parents to
demonstrate the financial capability to support and provide benefits to
children.

If same-sex partners are allowed to adopt children, or produce
children through reproductive technologies, the children are rendered
either motherless or fatherless. When government and private
business encourage alternative parenting structures, by providing
benefits and thereby validation, they diminish a child’s natural right to
its mother and father. This action is contrary to the best interests of
the child.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 85-88




THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Question 8

Will public sector employers be hampered in their ability to
hire and retain good employees if they are not permitted to
offer domestic partner benefits? Do domestic partner

benefits advance the notion of “equal benefits for equal
work?”

Answer

The number of cohabiting couples is rising, but there is

no indication that domestic partnership benefits are an
essential in attracting or retaining quality employees.

Entities offering domestic partner benefits report that only
small percentages of their employees are applying. Although
there are exceptions, taxpayer-funded entities already offer
competitive benefit and retirement packages that attract an
adequate number of qualified job applicants. The high quality
of benefit programs and the portability of retirement
packages make public-sector jobs much sought after.

Domestic partner benefits do little to advance the notion of
fairness and justice to all. If the concepts of “fairness” and
“‘equal benefits for equal work” are the focus of domestic
partner benefits, then employers should include all singles:
every employee should receive a set of benefits that they
are allowed to grant to another person, a sexual relationship
not being a prerequisite.

Domestic partner benefits do little to advance the notion of
fairness and justice to all. If the concepts of “fairness” and
“‘equal benefits for equal work” are the focus of domestic
partner benefits, then employers should include all singles:
every employee should receive a set of benefits that they
are allowed to grant to another person, without a sexual
relationship being a prerequisite.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 1-88

”Recruiting and
retaining
competent,
highly motivated
workers is a
major challenge
in corporate
America. Well-
supported social
science research
suggests that a
key element in
this endeavor is
to develop a
corporate culture
that encourages
stable,
monogamous
marriages.
Employees in
marriages that
last a lifetime are
generally happier
and healthier
than employees
who are divorced,
cohabiting or un-

partnered. g

Corporate
Resource Council




DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS & THE COURTS

Michigan’s
state
constitutional
marriage
amendment
states:

“To secure and
preserve the
benefits of
marriage for
our society and
for future
generations of
children,

the union of
one man and
one woman in
marriage shall
be the only
agreement
recognized as a
marriage or
similar union

for any
purpose.”

Question 9

What is the impact of state constitutional marriage
amendments on domestic partner benefits?

Answer

State marriage amendments passed in recent years by voters
have successfully inserted protections for marriage into state
constitutions. Some of the state amendments also barred public
entities from using domestic partner benefits to recognize
alternative relational unions as forms of “marriage.” Legal
challenges have arisen over public employers’ attempts to
recognize non-marriage unions by offering domestic partner
benefits.

In 2007, a Michigan court of appeals decision provided a sound
rationale for the merits and constitutionality of marriage amendments
that barred domestic partner benefits in public work places. (see Fast
Fact # 88).

In a declaratory statement, the Michigan appeals court reversed an
earlier trial court ruling that health care benefits are benefits of
employment, not benefits of marriage. Thus, public employers were
blocked from offering domestic partner benefits if such benefits are
recognized as a union similar to marriage. The court also concluded
that marriage benefits society and constitutes a legitimate
government interest and does not violate the equal protection
guarantee.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 31-88




[MPACT ON WOMEN

Question 10

Is living together, rather than marrying, advantageous for
women?

Answer

Women in cohabiting relationships suffer from much greater
risks of domestic violence and abuse. They do not enjoy the
physical and emotional health benefits or the economic
advantages of married women.

Along with the infidelity of cohabiting relationships comes the greater
risk to women of sexually transmitted disease. Also, the risk of
unwanted pregnancy rises in cohabiting relationships. Women and
children, more than men, experience poverty after a cohabiting
relationship dissolves.

Women typically make financial and career sacrifices to keep the
cohabiting relationship going. Just as within marriage, women in
cohabiting relationships tend to do more of the cleaning, cooking and
laundry. In the majority of these relationships, men have increased
sexual opportunity, with little to no commitment. Meanwhile, the
female partners pay their share and more of the bills, do more than
their share of the housework, bend their lives and compromise their
future in an effort to keep the relationship intact. Many of these
women assume that their cohabiting relationship will lead to a
happier, more stable marriage — statistically an unlikely outcome.

See Fast Facts and Commentary # 26-38,
55, 65-73, 83-84

“Cohabitation -
it’s training for
divorce.”

Charles Colson,
author and social
commentator







FAST FACTS &
COMMENTARY

Supporting documentation
and commentary for the
Questions & Answers about
Cohabitation section







<<
  /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 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /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 300
  /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 true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


