
ORIGINAL PAPER

Everytime we say Goodbye: Forced Termination Revisited,
a Commentary

Cathy Siebold

Published online: 30 March 2007

� Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2007

Abstract The topic of forced termination has received

relatively little attention, particularly student interns’

experiences of termination. In this commentary, I will ex-

plore some theories that help illuminate the process of

ending. Using a case vignette, the worker’s subjectivity and

the way that it impacts termination responses is explored.
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As I read this article about first year interns’ experiences of

termination, I was struck by the impressive insights these

interns offer us on the subject of supervision and termi-

nation. It also demonstrates the importance of qualitative

research for social work educators and supervisors as a way

to enrich the findings of quantitative research. The article

by Rosenthal Gelman et al. (2007) also provides evidence

of the way that relationship continues to be a core element

of the helping process. Regardless of whether their

preferred theory or technique is cognitive behavioral,

family or psychodynamic, social workers engaged in direct

practice to ameliorate problems or facilitate change do so

through the healing power of relationship (Goldstein 2007;

Simpson et al. 2007). For clients such as George or Polly,

techniques that focus on achieving specific goals are

beneficial, but they occur in the context of a relationship

with the worker. Therefore, when the worker leaves, as

social work interns do, the loss of the relationship, which

has been part of what helps the client, becomes a focus of

the process.

Much of what these authors discuss regarding the

experience of forced termination has been described else-

where. Social Work texts note the importance of planned or

forced termination and, although not specific to the ending

of internships, a number of articles have been written over

the past 20 years about the painful and constructive aspects

of forced endings (Siebold 1991, 2004; Webb 1985). Cli-

ents respond to the worker’s leaving with regression, acting

out, avoidance, protest, and refusal to discuss transfer to

another worker (Siebold 1991). Workers for their part feel

guilty, ambivalent, relieved, and prone to boundary viola-

tions (Gabbard 1994; Siebold 1991). Finally, the use of the

parting process as potentially aiding the client’s ability to

tolerate sadness and to have a better experience of parting

has also been noted (Sanville 1982; Siebold 1992, 1999).

Different aspects of the above noted literature emerge on

reading these interns’ narratives, but it is as if all but one of

the four interns had to discover these issues anew. It

seemed to me that for three of the interns, two things were

lacking. One was adequate preparation for what was to

happen. The second was an adequate relationship with a

supervisor to allow the intern a significant way to process

her or his parting experiences as they were happening. One

might argue that to learn, experience must occur. Interns

cannot read a few articles on termination, or discuss the

prospective process with supervisors, to appreciate fully
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that this will be their experience. It must happen. However,

when it does, how can they be helped?

I found myself agreeing with the authors’ findings that

supervision and the training of supervisors in our field can

be problematic and contribute to poor termination experi-

ences for interns and clients. I would add that much could

also be done to improve the current lack of oversight from

within social work education. Goldstein (2007) in an

eloquent discussion of the state of clinical social work

practice and education points to the increasing limitations

of social work education to provide a solid foundation that

prepares social workers, and therefore future supervisors,

for direct practice. Certainly, issues of how to go about

forced termination are core issues to be discussed in

practice classes, integrative seminars, or by field liaisons.

Moreover, as practitioners we learn from experience.

Reflecting on termination experiences in the first year

internship, during the course of the second year would also

facilitate the learning process. In reading these case vign-

ettes, Elizabeth, the intern who had prior experience as a

case manager, seemed better able to introduce and remind

her client that an end would occur. Might her experience as

a case manager have better prepared her to implement the

ideas that were presented in readings and class discussion?

At the same time, will better preparation of interns by

supervisors and educators be sufficient to resolve what has

been a long-standing difficulty in clinical practice?

Endings, particularly forced terminations, can be difficult

for experienced clinicians who may or may not be better

prepared to engage in the ending process (Ruderman 1999;

Siebold 2004). Might the focus on the issue of preparation

and supervisory relationships be important but also mask

an awareness of other contributing factors? As Phillips

(1992) points out, sometimes focusing on a proposed

obstacle can be a way to not let something else happen.

Stated problems can be obstacles that obscure other desires.

‘‘The obstacle reminds me of what I want, in one part of

my mind, to forget’’ (Phillips 1992, p. 33). I would suggest

that although supervision and education are significant

factors in preparing interns to end with clients, they

represent only part of the difficulty.

In this commentary, I will elaborate on the authors’

discussion of the theories and practice principles that in-

form our understanding of forced termination. Using a case

example, I will also discuss the way that the worker’s

subjectivity affects how he or she engages in the process of

forced termination. Applegate (2000) suggests that our

post- modern sensibilities encourage us to consider that our

theories are stories upon which we draw to help us

understand our clients’ stories. There are three theories that

appear relevant to these interns’ experiences of termina-

tion. These are, locus of control, attachment theory, and the

subjective nature of all helping relationships. The stories or

theories that we select may also reflect our own subjective

beliefs and stories, and so I humbly offer here some

observations in light of my own subjective responses to

reading this paper and reflecting on my experiences of

forced termination (Siebold 1991, 2004).

Let me start by clarifying different constructions of

endings. In looking at these interns’ experiences, two dif-

ferent types of endings occur. Daniel’s ending with his

clients would be considered a planned termination in that

his clients were also in the process of ending with the

agency. The other three cases were forced terminations

because the interns were leaving their clients. Polly, Laura,

and Calvin had to accept their workers departure, regard-

less of their desire to maintain the relationship or their

perceived need for help from the intern. The difference

between these two types of endings is not trivial. When

endings are planned, when the client and the worker agree

that it is time to part, the client is an active participant, if

not the initiator, of the termination process. When the

worker leaves before the client, the workers’ desires are the

impetus for ending.

Several theories can help us to understand how clients

respond to planned or forced termination. One way to think

about ending is by considering locus of control, whether

control is experienced as coming from within, or without,

the individual (Seligman 1974). The Gerrard family is

ending with the agency because their son has finished his

medical treatment. Although they still have feelings about

saying good-bye, they can easily engage in discussions

about the positives of their experience. They are leaving

the agency and can experience a sense of control over the

ending process. The other three clients had little or no

control over the ending process. Polly had agreed to a

change of worker only to have the new worker leave

months before the expected ending. Similarly, Calvin and

Laura were not in control of when the work would end.

Being forced to accept their worker’s departure is another

way that these clients experience a lack of control in their

lives.

Intuitively, or through learning all the interns found

some way to give the client a measure of control. Polly was

given a note, a transitional object, to help her manage the

loss of Patricia. Laura was given more time and access to

the worker as she struggled to accept that she would have

to transfer to another worker. Elizabeth, Calvin’s worker,

encouraged him to speak about his feelings regarding her

departure. All of these efforts were useful and an effort to

provide a sense of control over the process. I would add

that under such circumstances interns could be encouraged

to acknowledge and support the client’s experience of

limited control over the process, including as was true in all

these cases, the lack of control over who the next worker

would be. Talking about what is happening provides
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opportunities for mastery and empathy with the client’s

perspective.

Attachment theory affords us another way to think about

forced termination. Bowlby (1969) asserts that humans are

innately motivated to form attachments, that those attach-

ments are to a particular object, and that loss of the

attachment figure gives rise to mourning and separation

protest. Furthermore, Bowlby (1984) notes that forming an

attachment, or secure base as he characterizes it, with the

client is necessary to develop a working alliance. As we

think about the various clients described in the paper by

Rosenthal Gelman et al. (2007) for both Polly and Laura,

their responses to the loss of their worker could be

understood as a separation protest. Polly wants Patricia to

stay on as her worker and Laura acts out and won’t transfer

to a new worker. Both of these clients are being asked to

adapt to an imposed change. Separation protest, regardless

of its form, is normal (Ainsworth et al. 1978). So while

Patricia is correct that she should not participate in Polly’s

process of splitting Patricia as the good object, and Patri-

cia’s supervisor as a bad object, she could acknowledge

that of course Polly is having strong feelings about the

change.

Supervisors and educators can help interns to appreciate

that interns, too, may experience separation protest and

have mixed responses. Daniel constructs his impulse to

disclose his upcoming marriage as part of his separation

struggle. This may be so. However, I would add that it is to

be expected that the intern might express separation protest

as a normative response to parting. According to attach-

ment theory, all people protest endings. The form that the

protest takes is not an indication of psychopathology

(Ainsworth et al. 1978). Similarly, pathologizing interns

concerns about ending as Elizabeth’s supervisor did was

unhelpful and inaccurate. Helping interns appreciate that

they will have reactions to leavings that are normal could

also help interns be more comfortable with their own and

their clients termination reactions.

In a previous paper (Siebold 1991) I noted that typically,

interns are told to give 4–6 weeks time for termination. I

do not endorse such a practice. If we recognize how little

control clients have over forced termination processes and

that it arouses separation protest and mourning, providing

more time to anticipate the loss and incorporate that change

will occur could be beneficial to the client. Although there

are significant differences in age and presenting problem,

we could consider that the difference in Calvin and Laura’s

response to their interns’ departure might in part be a re-

sponse to the way that they were told about the ending.

With Calvin, the worker prepared the client for the change

that would occur. With Laura, the worker was instructed to

wait until a month before leaving to tell her client. It seems

we have not been able to educate practitioners sufficiently

to understand that deferring a loss is more often than not

unhelpful. Providing Laura with little time to prepare

because of her anxiety also gives her little time to be as-

sisted to manage that anxiety. To her credit Julia, her

worker, compensates for this error and prolongs her con-

nection with Laura until Laura transfers to a new worker,

but it is not without pain for both Laura and Julia.

The worker’s subjectivity also influences the ending

process. There is an inevitable tension in our work in that

to help we must hurt (Levenson 1994). We hurt clients

because we cannot provide help in the way that they hoped

it would happen, or we confront them with aspects of

themselves that they would rather not see, or we cannot

live up to the idealized view of us that clients may have.

Workers, too, must reconcile their desire to heal or change

their clients with recognition that clients must heal or

change themselves. In ending, not only do we recognize the

limits of our ability to help, but we also may experience the

way that we are a source of the client’s hurt. In forced

termination, both client and worker recognize the disap-

pointment about who the other is not. For the client, it is

the disappointment that the worker will not stay and that

the relationship is limited. For the worker, it is the disap-

pointment that in ending we experience the client’s dis-

appointment and resentment of us for not fulfilling her or

his need to be helped. In ending, rather than being a healer

or helper, the worker is the bad object who disappoints and

hurts the client.

For me, recognizing the way that my desires are con-

flicted and a source of disappointment for the client are

important aspects in understanding forced terminations.

The following case exemplifies the paradoxical and con-

flictual nature of helping that I am trying to describe here.

A few years ago, I again found myself in the process of

ending a practice because I would be moving. I knew al-

most a year before leaving that I would be moving. Pre-

paring myself for ending with clients, I believed that my

previous experiences with forced termination would help

me leave well. There were many months to prepare my

clients for the change and at first; I focused on thinking

about how to help my clients experience a constructive

mourning process. For the most part my thoughts were

about ways to help my clients. The following case dem-

onstrates my experience of recognizing that my desire to

help might disguise the way that my desire to leave would

hurt. My desire to help might be the obstacle to recognizing

what I wanted to forget (Phillips 1992).

With Lyle as with all my clients, I thought about how

and when to tell him of my departure. When the time came,

however, I hesitated to make my announcement to Lyle. I

had experienced some of this same hesitation with several

other clients, a reluctance to inject my life course into the

therapeutic process but not to the same degree as with Lyle.
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After several sessions in which I managed to avoid

announcing my departure because Lyle came in wanting to

talk about a pressing issue, I realized that I could not

continue to evade telling him this news. The next session

with Lyle, I announced at the beginning of the session that

I was moving and ending my practice. Lyle’s immediate

response was to become angry and to express a desire to

leave. His anger was direct. How could I have engaged

with him in therapy? Was he supposed to stay for months

and talk about my defection? For whom was this process?

Lyle continued to express his rage throughout this ses-

sion. Although I am accustomed to listening to angry

feelings and trying to contain my response so that I can

explore the client’s subjective meaning, I felt inclined to

agree with Lyle’s sentiments. I wondered if I shouldn’t find

another therapist immediately and allow him to transfer

months before I left. Perhaps prolonging his therapeutic

experience with me would not help? I did not act on these

doubts but rather acknowledged Lyle’s feelings and sug-

gested that we continue to talk but that of course he had a

right to end before I left. Lyle did not leave. Instead, he

continued to express his anger at me. I could turn my focus

here to the benefit to the client of recognizing that his

therapist is flawed, or to the possible pathology in his

sustained anger at me, but that would evade the issue that I

am grappling with in this paper. Workers seek to help or

heal their clients, but through their experiences with cli-

ents, they recognize the limitations or impossibility of

helping. During forced termination, they also face that, at

times, they are the source of their clients’ pain.

Through Lyle’s expressions of anger, I recognized my

indictments of myself. How could I leave my clients? I

knew that the attachment to me could not be transferred

easily to another object. Whatever the benefit to the client’s

ego in ending well and having an opportunity to mourn, it

could not counterbalance the loss that I was imposing. The

desires that were part of being a therapist were in conflict

with the desires that led me to leave.

As I thought about Lyle’s anger, I realized that I could

have known that my announcement would be met with

anger. Such anger toward an object had emerged before. In

those instances, I could understand Lyle’s angry feelings as

part of his transference distortion. I wasn’t the neglecting,

critical, or disappointing figure that he perceived me to be.

I was the ‘‘stand in’’ for earlier figures. However, as I

announced my leaving, I was no longer an old object. I had

become the bad object, the therapist who abandoned her

clients. I came to understand that I avoided telling Lyle my

plans because on some level I was aware of how he would

respond. I did not want to hear Lyle give voice to my self-

critique about leaving clients.

This experience strengthened my awareness of the

negative impact of my departure on my clients and my

disappointment with myself. In this instance, my desires

superseded my clients’ desires. Yes, as my colleagues told

me, I had a right to a life. However, in doing so I was

becoming the bad object, the parent whose desires took

precedence over the child’s. This might be a repetition of

old experience but there was also a new, actual experience.

As Levinson (1994) points out, part of the healing in

therapy occurs because the client has actual experiences of

disappointments with the therapist. Experiencing the limi-

tations of the therapist facilitates a therapeutic process of

greater self-understanding, sense of separateness, and

capacity to know the mind of another (Fonagy 2000). Yet,

as the therapist, I needed to recognize my own conflict

about having desires that would disappoint and hurt my

clients. Being more aware of what I thought and felt about

my moving did not eliminate these feelings. I hope that to

some degree it allowed me to be more present for Lyle and

other clients who were angry and disappointed with me for

leaving. However, it also made me aware that there were

limitations to my ability to help them in this process.

A post-modern perspective encourages us to think about

the client’s story and our own in differing ways. It

encourages greater acceptance of ambiguity and uncer-

tainty. It further encourages us to allow that there are two

subjectivities at work in the clinical encounter. Although

the worker makes every effort to maintain a focus on the

client’s subjectivity and explore the ways that the client’s

subjectivity impacts the worker, when events such as

forced termination occur, the worker’s subjectivity inevi-

tably moves to the foreground. McLaughlin (1991) notes

that the worker’s subjectivity can lead to blind spots. For

me the blind spot with Lyle and with other clients was my

struggle to know that by fulfilling my personal desires, I

would disappoint my therapeutic desires. Despite my desire

to help, by leaving I would hurt and disappoint my clients.

Graduate students engage in internships as a way to

prepare themselves for future goals, including becoming

clinicians. In most fields of practice, this means engaging

some clients in an ongoing helping relationship. This

process is in part to fulfill the interns’ desire to learn about

the helping process. Yes, there are benefits to the client in

having an intern. Calvin, Laura, and Polly all benefit from

feeling the interest and concern of another. However, there

is also the inevitability of disappointment that the rela-

tionship will end, and the worker will not continue to

support the client’s efforts to heal.

In elaborating this conundrum that as workers, we may

give, but we also take, I am not suggesting any change in

the way that interns work with clients. Instead, I am

asserting the importance of acknowledging the intern’s

conflicted desires. Interns desire to help, but they also de-

sire to learn. At times, these two desires may be congruent

but at other times, they may conflict, as in the forced ter-
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mination process. To shy away from the impact of

our conflicting desires by ignoring them, or by focusing on

setting specific, time limited goals with the clients, is to

engage in a kind of rationalization that may not benefit

the client or the intern. Furthermore, it may perpetuate

the tendency we keep noting in the literature (see

Rosenthal Gelman et al., 2007) to avoid the topic of forced

termination.

The nature of training in the helping process inevitably

brings benefits, but it also frequently repeats the hurtful

experiences of the past. Where interns are placed in

agencies that emphasize short-term interventions regarding

clients’ environmental needs, psycho-education, or some

other form of brief treatment, the issues of loss and ending

relationships are not as likely to evoke the responses to

parting that I have discussed here. However, even in these

environments there are clients who repeatedly seek ser-

vices and in the process form an attachment to a particular

worker. Understanding the complexity and subjectivity of

such relationships is one way that social workers can

facilitate the process of forced terminations that are part of

clinical work.

Acknowledgements I would like to thank the authors for this

opportunity to reflect on the experience of forced termination. I also

applaud the interns’ courage in being willing to discuss their expe-

riences of ending with their clients and supervisors. I look forward to

seeing more of their contributions in the social work literature.

References

Ainsworth, M. A. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978).

Patterns of attachment. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc.

Applegate, J. S. (2000). Theory as story: A postmodern tale. Clinical
Social Work Journal, 28(2), 141–153.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1984). Psychoanalysis as a natural science. Psychoana-
lytic Psychology, 1, 17–21.

Fongagy, P. (2000). Attachment and borderline personality disorder.

Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 48(1),

1129–1146.

Gabbard, G. O. (1994). Psychotherapists who transgress sexual

boundaries with clients. Bulletin of the Menninger Clinic, 58,

124–135.

Goldstein, E. (2007). Social work education: Yesterday, today and

tomorrow. Clinical Social Work Journal, 35(1), 15–23.

Levenson, E. A. (1994). Beyond countertransference—Aspects of the

analyst’s desire. Contemporary Psychoanalysis, 30, 691–707.

McLaughlin, J. (1991). Clinical and theoretical aspects of enactments.

Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 39(3),

595–614.

Phillips, A. (1992). Obstacles and desire. Harpers Magazine,

284(1700), p. 33.

Rosenthal Gelman, C., Fernandez, P., Hausman, N., Miller, S.,

&Weiner, M. (2007). Challenging endings: First year interns’

experiences with premature termination and discussion points for

supervisory guidance. Clincal Social Work Journal, 35(2).

Ruderman, E. (1999). The patient, the analyst, the termination phase.

In J. R. Edward & E. Rose (Eds.), The social work psychoan-
alysts casebook: Clinical voices in honor of Jean Sanville.

Hillsdale, NJ: The Analytic Press.

Sanville, J. (1982). Partings and impartings: Toward a non-medical

approach to interruptions and terminations. Clinical Social Work
Journal, 10(2), 123–130.

Seligman, M. E. (1974). Depression and learned helplessness. In R.

Friedman & M. M. Katz (Eds.), The psychology of depression:
Contemporary theory and practice. Oxford, England: John

Wiley Assoc.

Siebold, C. (1991). Termination: When the therapist leaves. Clinical
Social Work Journal, 19(2), 191–204.

Siebold, C. (1992). Forced termination. Smith College Studies in
Social Work, 63, 325–341.

Siebold, C. (1999). Vacation breaks: Opportunities for partings and

reunions. In J. R. Edward & E. Rose (Eds.), The social work
psychoanalysts casebook: Clinical voices in honor of Jean
Sanville. Hillsdale, NJ: The Analytic Press.

Siebold, C. (2004). Reflections on premature termination: Is it always

goodbye? Newsletter National Membership Committee on

Psychoanalysis, Winter/Spring, p. 3.

Simpson, G., Williams, J., & Segall, A. (2007). Social work education

and clinical learning. Clinical Social Work Journal, 35(1), 3–14.

Webb, N. (1985). A crises intervention perspective on the termination

process. Clinical Social Work Journal, 13(4), 329–340.

Clin Soc Work J (2007) 35:91–95 95

123



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.


	Everytime we say Goodbye: Forced Termination Revisited, �a Commentary
	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


