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Abstract: Intimate partner violence (IPV) has been identified as a serious social problem as well as a public

health concern. One way to solve this problem is to understand the theoretical framework underlying such

violence. To date, scholars have proposed many theories to explain the various forms of IPV. Some theories

are more specific in scope (Le., micro-oriented theory) but others are broader and focus on cultural and

structural factors (Le., macro-oriented theory). The purpose of this article is to analyze and make a

comparison between feminist theory and sociaJ learning theory regarding IPV and then criticize on their

strengths and limitations. This is because utilization of a sound theoretical framework can guide a profession

in explaining a phenomenon, its relationships, and predicting consequences. As a result, more effective

research as well as prevention and intervention programs can be developed, which in turn can help to

diminish the problem of intimate partner violence.
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Introduction

Since violence against women in the

U.S. began to draw attention as a serious

problem during the Women's Movement in the

late 1960s and early 1970s\ theoretical

explanations have developed within a wide

variety of disciplines, including sociology,

psychology, criminal justice, public health,

and social work.2,3 These perspectives in

some ways parallel the different theoretical

frameworks for the nature of intimate partner

violence.3 For example, sociologists focus on

examining the relationships between marital

power and violence among couples, whereas

psychologists and social workers center their

inquiries primarily on individual factors such

as psychopathology or the dynamics of

interpersonal functioning. However, these

theoretical frameworks have been differentiated

into two categories: macro- and micro-

oriented theories.2 That is, thetasks of macro

theories (e.g., Feminist theory) are to identify

the structural and cultural factors such as

social class, education, and income that make

violence a likely occurrence. In contrast,

micro theories (e.g., Social learning theory)

are narrow and explain violence through the

behaviors of specific individuals rather than

through whole segments of society. In this

paper, I will review and analyze feminist theory

and social learning theory regarding intimate

partner violence and then criticize on its

strengths and limitations.

Feminist Theory and Their Perspectives

First of all, the terms "feminist" and

"feminism" will be described in order to more

fully understand feminist theory. According

to Hyde4, "feminist" refers to "a person who

favors political, economic, and social equality

of women and men, and therefore favors the

legal and social changes necessary to achieve

that equality" (p. 4). By this definition,

feminists could be women or men who

dedicate themselves to women's issues. To

avoid power hierarchy and authority, feminist

perspectives are created by no single person.

Generally speaking, different feminist

perspectives employ several different kinds of

feminism: that is, liberal feminism, Marxist

feminism, and radical feminism.4,5 Despite

their differences, each of these perspectives

aims to describe women's subordination,

explain the causes and consequences of

violence against women, and prescribe

strategies for women's liberation.5

More specifically, each type of

feminism expresses it.sown assumptions. For

example, liberal feminists believe that women's

subordination occurs because society has

viewed women as being less important than

men.4,5 Historically, and even today. society

has valued men as heads of the family,

whereas women are considered followers.

Women have been excluded from many.
arenas of family affairs because of their roles

as wives and/or mothers, not decision

makers as men are. Under such oppression,

women have less power than men. In other

words, men exert power and control over



women's lives, often through violence.

Support for the relationship between male

dominance and violence comes from

cross-cultural research that has found less

violence in more egalitarian societies.6 Under

this assumption, liberal feminists hypothesize

that if women have rights and opportunities

equal to those of men, women's subordination

and, definitely, intimate partner violence will

be reduced to some extent. 5

Second, Marxist feminism views

women's subordination as just one instance

of oppression based on class, which is

rooted in capitalism. To eradicate women's

subordination is to replace a capitalist system

" with a socialist system. Consequently, the

means of production would belong to everyone

and women would no longer be economically

dependenton men. To support this assumption,

Gazmararian and colleagues 7 found that

women with less income and socialadvantage

reported higher rates of physical violence.

Bohn & Holze also r~vealed that abused

women are more likely to have feelings of

dependence than non-abused women in terms

of socioeconomic and emotional dependence.

Re"cently,Cunradi and colleagues 9 examined

the socioeconomic factors which affect the

probability of intimate partner violence

"among a national sample of White, Black,and.
Hispanic married and cohabiting couples. They

found that annual household income had the

greatest relative influence on the probability

of intimate partner violence. These findings

are consistent with a number of studies that

have shown socioeconomic dependence to

be the primary reason why abused women

remain with perpetrators. 10,11

Finally, radical feminism asserts

that the oppression of women is rooted in

biology - specifically, in the biological

differences between genders, and particularly

in the fact that only women can bear

children.4 Radical feminists believe that the

latter fact explains the prehistoric origins of

the lower status of women: Women are

physically incapacitated by pregnancy and the

care of infants, women become dependent on

men, and men thus gain power over women.4

Most radical feminists focus on ways in which

gender and sexuality have been used to

subordinate women to men, and they

hypothesize that women's situations will not

improvesubstantially until all gender distinctions

are eliminated, both socially and biologically.

To support this assumption, Peters,

Shackelford, & Buss12examined a sample

of 3,969 cases of male-perpetrated

partner-abuse and found that (a) rates of

intimate partner violence decrease as

women's age increases and (b) younger and

reproductive age women incur nearly 10

times the risk of intimate partner violence as

do older, post-reproductive age women. One

in five adolescents and one in six adults

reports physical or sexual violence during

pregnancy.13,14 In addition, many abused

pregnant women have reported that intimate

partner violence often becomes more severe

and more frequent as the pregnancy



JOURNAL OF NURSING SCIENCE VoJ.23 NO.2 May-August 2005 7

progresses.14, 15 These findings emphasize that

intimate partner violence occurs because of

genderdifferences,and violence is predominately

perpetrated by men to exercise control over

their female partners and their sexuality.

In sum, feminist theory articulates

that intimate partner violence is a result of the

subordinate position which women occupy in

the social structure, and this subordination is

part of the culture of the traditional family, that

is, the cultural ideology of male dominance.

This is because men are given greater power

in families as well as in society and therefore

are given greater cultural approval of violence.

A body of research has supported this

perspective and found that gender role

ideology may contribute to spouse abuse by

males. Feminists view the sources of women's

problemsin intimatepartnerviolencerelationships

as being external factors (rather than internal

or personal factors) and the inequality of

power and control between the sexes. Thus,

violence is a means used by men to maintain

social power and control over women.2,3.4

The strengths and limitations of feminist

theory

The major strength of feminist theory

is that feminist theory not only informs how

we think about the causes and consequences

of intimate partner violence, but also raises

important questions such as "What structural

and cultural factors cause women's

subordination?" and "What can society do to

change this situation?" Explanations of

feminist theory tend to focus on the concept

of patriarchy as the primary factor responsible

for intimate partner violence. The reason is

because intimate partner violence comes from

the perceived inequality of power and control

between sexes, that is, male dominance.2 To

solve this problem, feminists argue that women

should not bear the burden of making all the

changes. Men need to take some of the

responsibilityand must become more conscious

of every issue involved in sex differences.4

For instance, earlier marriage laws that give

men the legal right to hit, own, and control

their wives need to be changed by (male)

lawmakers.16

As for limitations, although feminists

have argued that other theoretical frameworks

ignore gender in their explanations, at the

same time, feminist theory has been criticized

for its exclusive focus on gender.3 Scholars

have criticized the single-variable approach

in feminist theory for being insufficient as an

explanation because there is no empirical

evidence suggesting a relationship between

structural inequality and norms supporting

violence against women.17 This is b'ecause

feminist theory, as a grand theory, uses such

a broad approach. A researcher argues that

broad statements regarding male privilege and

male dominance are too simplistic because

they ignore differences among men, that is,

not every man abuses his wife.17 Moreover,

others claim that feminist theory fails to

consider the ways that structures of power

formed around factors other than gender
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(e.g., race or class) may be linked to intimate

partner violence.18 However, this latter claim

no longer carries much weight because

recent works by postmodern feminists have

already begun to emphasize differences in

gender, race, and c1ass.5 For' example, Bui &

Morash 19 examined intimate partner violence

in Vietnamese American families and found

that women's economic contributions could not

reduce husbands' dominant positions and

violence, but economic hardship could prevent

women from leaving an abusive relationship.

Furthermore, researchers concluded that

traditional family values, beliefs in traditional

female roles, and perceptions about racial

discrimination could prevent Vietnamese

American women from relying on the formal

system to cope with abuse. This study suggests

that class, culture, gender, and immigration

status could simultaneously affect women's

experiences with violence perpetrated by

husbands.

Straus & Gelles20 also argue against

feminist theory by stating that there is

evidence to suggest that women are as

violent or more violent than men in both

lesbian and heterosexual relationship. This

evidence has been heavily criticized by

feminists because it contradicts with the

reality seen in shelters or medical settings and

fails to take the context of violent actions into

account. 16 There are several rationales which

support feminist theory including: (a) men are

on average larger and stronger than women,

so the same acts perpetrated by men are likely

to be more ~amaging than those perpetrated

by women21; (b.) male-to-female partner

violence is more often repeated and is

more likely to result in injury and death than

female-to-male partner violence16; (c) the

FBI and the National Crime Victimization

Survey in 1994 found that women are 10

times m0.re likely than men to be victims of

violence by intimate partners, and that men

who are victimized are most often assaulted

not by women but by other men; and (d)

feminist theory acknowledges that female

violence exists, but emphasizes that the

context of such acts most often involves a

situation of self-defense which is different

from males' violence.2, 16,22 Thus, the

interpretation of behaviors in cases of

male-to-female and female-to-male violence

is warranted.

To reduce these limitations, I would

suggest that feminist theory needs to

explain more about (a) why, in a culture

dominated by patriarchy, only a small

percentage of men use violence against

women; (b) how it can be applied to

homosexu'al violent relationships, in which

men can be victims and women can be

perpetrators, and (c) if it can be applied to

such relationships, is the violence in these

relationships more or less severe than in

heterosexual relationships?, and finally, (d)

what external factors can be considered

mediating factors in intimate partner violence

relationships? (Identifying such external

factors will greatly benefit for future
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prevention and intervention programs).

Feminist analyses of violence against

women center on the structure of relationships

in a male-dominated (patriarchal) culture on

power, and on gender. Although feminist

explanations of violence focus on the

relationship between the historically male

dominated social structure and socialization

practices that teach men and women

gender-specific roles, at the same time, they

have been criticized for their exclusive focus

oli gender. That is, broad statement

regarding male privilege and male dominance

are too simplistic because feminist

perspectives ignore differences among men.

In addition, there is no empirical evidence

suggesting inequality and n~rms supporting

violence against women. Thus, the more

.integrated and encompassing the theoretical

model, the more valid the model will be for

the purpose of predicting violence and aiding

researchers, practitioners and policy makers

to solve this problem.

Social Learning Theory

Social learning theory is a widely

accepted theory because of its explanation of

"how" socialization plays a role in intimate

partner violence. According. to Bandura23,the

assumption of this theory is that violence is

learned through role modeling provided by

family members (e.g., parents, siblings, or

relatives), either directly or indirectly, and

reinforced in childhood and continued in

adulthood as a coping response to stress or a

method of conflict resolution. Individuals learn

how to behave through both experiences with

and exposure to violence by simply observing

and imitating others, i.e., modeling.2

Learningin the observer is strengthened

through observation of rewards and punishment

dispensed to the model. In other words, boys

and girls act appropriately for their gender

because they have been rewarded for doing

some things and punished for doing others.24

According to this theory, the child's imitation

is motivated partly by the power of authority

figures, so that he or she is particularly likely

to imitate parents or other adults. Behaving

like a particular person gives the child the

sense that he or she possesses that person's

power.4 With regard to gender-role learning,

the theory assumes that children tend to

imitate the same-gender parent and oth~r

same-gender adults more than opposite-

gender adults.

When applied to intimate partner

violence, this theory is more often termed the

intergenerational transmission of violence,

which means that abusive behaviors can pass

from one generation to another generation.

During childhood and adolescence, observation

of how parents and significant others behave

in intimate relationships provides an initial

learning of behavioral alternatives which are

"appropriate" for these relationships.25 That

is, individuals who experience or witness

violence in their family of origin learn that

violence is an appropriate and approved

tactic for getting what they want,2.3With this
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theory, the hypothesis is that children who

become a witness to - or who experience -

an abusive relationship are more likely to

exhibit those same behaviors as an adult.

Are abusive b~haviors really learned?

Strong support for this notion comes from the

National Family Violence Survey.' Straus found

that men and women who endured more

physical punishment as children had the

highest rates of marital violence as adults.

He also found that men and women who had

witnessed their parents hitting each other were

three times more likely to abuse their

own partners. Moreover, witnessing violence

during childhood has been linked to the

potential to become a victim or perpetrator of

violence toward others during adolescence

and adulthood.26,27 Finally, a number of

s.tudies have shown that persons who grow

up in a violent home are more likely to be

aggressive toward their own children and

spouses.28•29

The strengths and limitations of social

learningtheory

The strength of social learning theory

is its explanation of how abusive behaviors

can be learned and reinforced in childhood

and even continued in adolescence and

adulthood. There are several observations

which support the assumptions of social

learning theory, including the following: first,

because of intergenerational transmission

of violence, violence tends to perpetuate itself

from one generation to the next, "like father,

like son". Straus and coileagues30 found

that sons who had witnessed their fathers'

violence were more likely to become

perpetrators than those who had not. Second,

a wealth of laboratory experiments with

humans (e.g., school children) lends strong

validation to the claim that aggression can be

learned through modeling. Kenning and

colleagues3' revealed that children in violent

families have inadequate opportunities to

learn appropriate conflict resolution skills and

nonviolent assertion behaviors that might be

related to anger control deficits, like those seen

in adult perpetrators. Finally, a large number

of domestic violence studies have successfully

linked exposure to violence in one's childhood,

either directly or through observation, to

violence in adulthood. For instance, Bevan &

Higgins32 found that witnessing family

violence has a unique association with

physical injuries and psychological spouse

abuse.

In contrast, the limitations of social

learning theory include: first, the theory

does not explain much about the phenomenon

of intimate partner violence.3 In my point of

view, this is because social learning theory

is a micro-oriented or mid -range theory that

explains a particular circumstance - that is,

how violence is learned rather than what

causes violence - which differentiates it from

feminist t~eory. Therefore, social learning

theory is limited by the level of theory in the

context of the explanation of why and how
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intimate partner violence relationships between

men and women occur.

Second, although social learning

theory hypothesizes that the learning process

regarding violent relationships is provided by

family members - especially parents - the

theory is less likely to mention other modeling

surrounding children's environments such as

mass media, computer games, movies, and

so on. Such violence outsides the family of

origin could precipitate abusive behaviors

during child and adolescent development. 33

Also, using a. single-variable approach

(Le., learning process) fails to take into ac-

count the variance across cultures. For

example,the learning of abusive behaviors in

Chinese families may be different from that

in American families to some degree.

Third, the social learning theory is

insufficient because not everyone who was

abused as a child grows up to be violent. That

is, the cycle of violence is not a universal law,

and many abused children do not become

abusive adults. To support this claim, Kaufman

& Zigler34revealed literature which supported

the intergenerational transmission of violence,

and postulated that the best estimate as to

the rate of intergenerational transmission

appeared to be about 30%, implying that

about two-thirds of people who witness or

experience violence do not go on to perpetrate

violence. Although violence is a learned be-

havior, boys and girls need to realize that

violent behaviors are personal choices. The

questions of in what circumstances violent

behaviors can be transmitted (e.g., stressful

situations), what factors (e.g., attitudes) can

mediate abusive behaviors, and which role

models (e.g., fathers, mothers, teachers, or

peers) are appropriate for younger generations

all needto be exploredfor the sake of theoretical

development.

Finally, there have been mixed results

regarding the differential intergenerational

transmission of violence by sex. For example,

Rosenbaum & O'Leary35 found that the

effects of witnessing violence as children

were especially strong for males. In contrast,

Forsstrom & Rosenbaum36 found that the

effects of witnessing parental violence were

more profound for women than men. Similarly,

Mihalic & Elliot37 revealed that prior

experiences with parental violence have a

more dramatic impact on the lives of females

than males, both during adolescence and

adulthood. Also, Crick38 stated that violent

females may have significantly more mental

health problems than violent males.

Interestingly, Kalmuss39 found that females

who had observed fathers hitting mothers

were just as likely to be perpetrators of violence

as victims of violence, just as males were

equally as likely to be the victims. Personally,

I would argue against this claim because

it seems unreasonable in terms of gender

differences. This is because Finkelhor and

colieagues40 found that children who are

abused suffer from a sense of powerlessness,

stigma, and inability to trust others, and these

characteristics are more likely to be the
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characteristics of victims rather than

perpetrators. Similarly, Bugental & Shennum41

examined the attributions for parent-child

relationship outcomes, and concluded that

maltreated girls (but not boys) were more likely

than non-maltreated girls to attribute lower

power or control to self than to parents. Thus,

such inconsistent findings by gender are the

open questions of social learning theory

that need to be investigated in order to reduce

its limitations.

In conclusion, both theories address

different but unique perspectives depending

on its theoretical view of the nature of intimate

partner violence. Feminist theory defines

intimate partner violence as a pattern that

becomes understandable only through

examination of the social and cultural context.

On the other hand, social learning theory

and learned helplessness theory aim to

explain violence in specific individuals rather

than through whole segments of society. Thus,

there is no single theory which explains

intimate partner violence perfectly because

this issue is complicated and involves

multiple factors. I believe that the .more

integrated and encompassing the theoretical

framework, the more valid the theory will be

for the purpose of predicting intimate partner

violence and aiding researchers, practitioners,

and policy makers.

References

1. Straus MA. Ordinary violence, child abuse, and

wife beating: What do they have in common?

In Straus MA, editor. Physical violence in

American families: Risk fflctors and adaptations

to violence in 8,145 families. New Brunswick

(NJ): Transaction Publishers; 1990.

2. Barnett OW, Miller-Perrin CL, Perrin RD. Family

violence across the lifespan: An introduction.

Newbury Park (CA): Sage; 1997.

3. Jasinski JL. Theoretical explanations for

violence against women. In Renzetti CM,

Edleson JL, & Bergen, RK. editors. Sourcebook

on violence against women. Newbury Park

(CA): Sage; 2001. p.5-21.

4. Hyde JS. Half the human experi6nce: The

psychology of women. 5th ed. Boston:

Houghton-Mifflin; 1996.

5. Woods NJ. Frameworks for nursing practice

with women. In Fogel CI & Wood NF. editors.

Women's health care. Newbury Park (CA):

Sage; 1995. p.125-40.

6. Levinson O. Family violence in a cross cultural

perspective. In Van Hasselt VB, Morrison RL,

Bellack AS, & Hersen M. editors. Handbook of

family violence. New York: Plenum; 1988.

p.435-56.

7. Gazmararian JA, Adams MM, Saltzman LE,

Johnson CH, Bruce FC, Marks JS, Zahniser

SC. The relationship between pregnancy

intendedness and physical violence in mothers

of newborns. Obstet Gynecol 1995; 85:

1031 -9.

8. Bohn OK, Holz K. Sequelae of abuse: Health

effects of childhood sexual abuse, domestic

battering, and rape. J Nur Mid 1996; 41 (6):

442-56.

9. Cunradi CB, Caetano R, Schafer J. Socioeco-

nomic predictors of intimate partner violence

among white, black, and Hispanic couples in

the United States. J Fam Violence 2002;

17(4): 377-89.



JOURNAL OF NURSING SCIENCE Vol.23 NO.2May-August 2005 13

10. Browne A. Self-defensive homicides by

battered women: Relationship at risk. Paper

presented at the meeting of the American

Psychology-Law Society, Chicago; 1983.

11. Strube MJ, Barbour LS. The decision to leave

an abusive relationship: Economic dependence

and psychological commitment. J Mar Fam

1983; 45: 785-93.

12. Peters J, Shackelford TK, Buss DM. Under-

standing domestic violence against women:

Using evolutionary psychology to extend

the feminist functional analysis. Violence Vic

2002; 17(2): 255;-64.

13. Parker B, McFarlane J. Soeken K, Torres S,

Campbell D. Physical and emotional abuse in

pregnancy: A comparison of adult and teenage

women. Nur Res 1993; 42(3): 173-8.

14. McFarlane J, Parker B, Soeken K. Abuse

during pregnancy: Frequency, severity,

perpetrator, and risk factors of homicide.

Public Health Nur 1995; 12(5): 284-9.

15. Eisenstat SA, Bancroft L. Domestic violence.

New Eng J Med 1999; 341 (12): 886-92.

16. Dobash RE, Dobash RP. Research as social

action: The struggle for battered women. In:

Yllo K, editors. Feminist Perspectives on Wife

Abuse. Newbury Park (CA): Sage; 1990,

p.51-74.

17. Dutton DG. Patriarchy and wife assault: The

ecological fallacy. Violence Vic 1994, 9:-

167-82.

18. Yllo K. Through a feminist lens: Gender, power,

and violence. In Gelles RJ & Loseke,DR,

editors. Current controversies on family

violence. Newbury Park (CA): Sage; 1993,

p.47-62.

19. Bui HN, Morash M. Domestic violence in the

Vitnamese immigrant community.Violence

Against Women 1999; 5(7): 769-95.

20. Straus MA, Gelles RJ. Physical violence in

American families: Risk factors and adaptations

to violence in 8,1 45 families. New Brunswick

(NJ): Transaction Publishers; 1990.

21. Umberson D, Anderson K, Glick J, Shapiro A.

Domestic violence, personal control, and

gender. J Mar Fam 1998; 60: 442-52.

22. Yllo K. Political and methodological debates in

wife abuse research. In: Yllo K, editors.

Feminist Perspectives on Wife Abuse. Newbury

Park (CA): Sage; 1990, p.28-50.

23. Bandura A. Aggression: A social learning

analysis. Englewood Cliffs (NJ): Princeton

Hall; 1973.

24. Bandura A. Social learning theory. Morris-town

(NJ): General Learning; 1971.

25. Mihallic SW, Elliott D. A social learning theory

model of marital violence. J Fam Violence;

1997: 12(1),21-47.

26. DuRant RH, Getts AG, Cadenhead C, Woods

E. The association between weapon carrying

and the use of violence among adolescents

living in and around public housing. J

Adolescence Health 1995; 17: 376-80.

27. Wekerle C, Wolfe DA. The role of child

maltreatment and attachment style in adolescent

relationship violence. Development Psychopa-

thology 1998; 10: 571-86.

28. Doumas D, Margolin G, John R. The

intergenerational transmission of aggression

across three generations J Fam Violence 1994;

9: 157-75.

29. Simons Rl, Whitbeck LB, Conger RD, Wu CI.

lntergenerational transmission of harsh

parenting. Development Psychology 1991; 27:

159-71.

30. Straus M, Gelles RJ, Steinmetz SK. Behind

closed doors: Violence in the American family.

Doubleday Garden (NY): Anchor Press; 1980.



40. Finkelhor 0, Hotaling GT, Yllo K. Stopping family

1997; 12(1): 21-47.

explanatory investigation. J Mar Fam 1985;

47(2): 467-80.

2002; 7(1): 56-64.

Link to social-psychological adjustment.

Developmental Psye:ho1ogy 1997; 3: 61 0 -1 7.

Feb: 11 -1 9.

37. Mihallic SW. Elliott D. A social learning theory

model of marital violence. J Fam Violence

38. Crick N. Engagement in gender normative

versus nonnormative forms of aggression:

violence: Research priorities for the coming

decade. Newbury Park (CA): Sage, 1988.

41. Bugental DB, Shennum W. Gender, power, and

violence in the family. Child Maltreatment

39. Kalmuss D. The intergenerational transmission

of. marital aggression. J Mar Fam 1984;

31. Kenning M, Merchant A, Tomkins A. Research

on the effects of witnessing parental battering:

Clinical and legal policy implication. In: Steinman

M, editor. Women battering: Policy responses.

Cincinnati (OH): Anderson; 1991. p.237-61.

32. Bevan E, Higgins DJ. Is domestic violence

learned? The contribution of five forms of child

maltreatment to mens violence and adjustment.

J Fam Violence 2002; 17(3): 223-245.

33. Steinberg L. Adolescence. (6th ed.). New York:

McGraw-Hili; 2002.

34. Kaufman J, Zigler E. Do abused children

become abusive parents? Am J Orthopsychiatry;

1987: 57(2), 186-92.

35. Rosenbaum A, O'Leary KD. Children: The

unintended victims of marital violence. Am J

Orthopsychiatry 1981; 51 (4): 692-99.

36. Forsstrom B, Rosenbaum A. The effects of

parental r11arital violence on young adults: An

6J6J6J


	วารสารพยาบาลศาสตร์  ปีที่23 ฉบับที่2.pdf
	00000001
	00000002
	00000003
	00000004
	00000005
	00000006
	00000007
	00000008
	00000009
	00000010
	00000011
	00000012
	00000013
	00000014
	00000015
	00000016
	00000017
	00000018
	00000019
	00000020
	00000021
	00000022
	00000023
	00000024
	00000025
	00000026
	00000027
	00000028
	00000029
	00000030
	00000031
	00000032
	00000033
	00000034
	00000035
	00000036
	00000037
	00000038
	00000039
	00000040
	00000041
	00000042
	00000043
	00000044
	00000045
	00000046
	00000047
	00000048
	00000049
	00000050
	00000051
	00000052
	00000053
	00000054
	00000055
	00000056
	00000057
	00000058
	00000059
	00000060
	00000061
	00000062
	00000063
	00000064
	00000065
	00000066
	00000067
	00000068
	00000069
	00000070
	00000071
	00000072
	00000073
	00000074
	00000075
	00000076
	00000077
	00000078
	00000079
	00000080
	00000081
	00000082
	00000083
	00000084
	00000085
	00000086
	00000087
	00000088
	00000089
	00000090
	00000091
	00000092
	00000093
	00000094
	00000095
	00000096
	00000097
	00000098
	00000099
	00000100
	00000101
	00000102




