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The impact of adult attachment on psychological
adjustment among bereaved parents and the mediating
effect of relationship satisfaction were examined among
a sample of 219 couples of parents. Data collection
took place 6, 13, and 20 months after loss. Use of the
actor partner interdependence model in multilevel
regression analysis enabled exploration of both individ-
ual as well as partner attachment as predictors of grief
and depression. Results indicated that the more inse-
curely attached parents were (on both avoidance and
anxiety attachment), the higher the symptoms of grief
and depression. Neither the attachment pattern of the
partner nor similarity of attachment within the couple
had any influence on psychological adjustment of the
parent. Marital satisfaction partially mediated the asso-
ciation of anxious attachment with symptomatology.
Contrary to previous research findings, avoidant attach-
ment was associated with bigh grief intensity. These
findings challenge the notion that the avoidantly
attached are resilient.

Keywords:  parental bereavement; adult attachment; death
of child; avoidant attachment; actor partner
interdependence model

he loss of a child is a devastating event that severely
disrupts the lives of those affected (for reviews, see
Archer, 1999; Rubin & Malkinson, 2001). Research
has shown that loss of a child has psychological and

physical health consequences for the parents, including
an increased risk of mortality (Li, Precht, Mortensen, &
Olsen, 2003). In Western society, the death of a child
has generally been found to elicit more intense and com-
plicated grief reactions than other types of bereavement,
due to a variety of complex features associated with
both the parental bereavement experience itself and the
nature of parent—child bonding (Sanders, 1989). These
include survivor guilt, powerful psychological and
social drives to care for one’s offspring (the child should
outlive the parent), and lost opportunity for legacy (e.g.,
Rubin, 1993).

Parental bereavement is further complicated by the
fact that parents as couples have to face their bereave-
ment together: Not only has the couple lost their child,
but the person to whom they would probably turn in a
situation of distress is actually suffering intensely, too,
and may be too distressed to provide support. There
may also be discordance between partners in the ways
that they go about their grieving (e.g., in the need to
confront memories and talk about the deceased child),
which may add to individual distress and marital dis-
ruption (Dijkstra & Stroebe, 1998). Although both
parents are likely to suffer greatly from the loss, there
can be substantial differences in reactions among them,
and this difference could affect the grieving process (for
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reviews, see Dijkstra & Stroebe, 1998; Dyregrov,
Nordanger, & Dyregrov, 2003).

Relevance of Attachment Theory
to Bereavement: A Résumé

Attachment theory provides a unique way to charac-
terize individual differences in reactions to child loss
(e.g., Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978;
Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980), particularly because
it focuses on the formation, maintenance, and dissolu-
tion of interpersonal relationships, linking patterns of
attachment to individual well-being (see below). More
specifically, given its focus on the nature of a person’s
relationships and adjustment in situations of separation,
attachment theory provides a useful way to characterize
individual differences in reactions to loss. In the case
of child loss, two types of relationships (at least) are
altered: Not only has the parent-child attachment bond
been broken through the child’s death, but it seems
likely that the bond between the parents themselves may
have been disrupted or at least put under enormous
pressure.

According to attachment theory, human beings are
born with an innate psychobiological system, the
attachment behavioral system, that motivates them to
seek proximity to significant others in times of need as
a way of protecting themselves from threats and allevi-
ating distress (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). The
theory postulates different styles of attachment, formed
through the early parent-child relationship, which guide
responses to emotionally distressing situations such as
bereavement. Links have been made between these dif-
ferent styles of attachment and health. For example,
insecure individuals in general tend to have more mental
health problems and lower levels of well-being com-
pared with the more securely attached (Cassidy &
Shaver, 1999; Goodwin, 2003; Main, 1996).

Recently, attachment theorists have made strong
arguments for conceptualizing attachment strategies in
terms of two major dimensions: avoidance and anxiety
(Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The different dimen-
sions of attachment can be understood in terms of pat-
terns that guide responses to emotionally distressing
situations such as bereavement (Fraley & Shaver, 2000;
Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). The first dimen-
sion, typically called attachment avoidance, has been
described as reflecting the extent to which a person dis-
trusts a relationship partner’s goodwill and strives to
maintain autonomy and emotional distance from part-
ners. The second dimension, typically called attachment
anxiety, reflects the degree to which a person worries
that a partner will not be available in times of need
(Mikulincer, Dolev, & Shaver, 2004).

Attachment theorists have also made predictions
with respect to differences in adjustment to bereave-
ment associated with these attachment styles: Persons
with a secure style of attachment would typically adjust
more easily to loss than those with insecure styles
(Parkes, 2001; Shaver & Tancredy, 2001). According to
Shaver and Tancredy (2001),

Prototypically secure individuals will react emotionally to
the loss of an important relationship partner but will not
feel overwhelmed by grief. . . . Individuals high in
avoidant attachment are not likely to become emotional
about such losses. . . . They may always, for example,
have limited the extent to which they depended emo-
tionally on their relationship partner. In contrast, indi-
viduals high in anxious attachment . . . are probably
among the people whom bereavement researchers have
found to be very emotional and preoccupied following
loss. (pp. 78, 79)

Empirical Studies of Attachment
and Bereavement Outcome

It is surprising that to our knowledge no empirical
investigations have yet been conducted to examine the
validity of such attachment theory claims in the adjust-
ment of parents following the loss of their child. Most
studies have reported findings for the spousally
bereaved, and these results support the hypothesis that
securely attached persons adjust better to loss than inse-
curely attached. In a study by Waskowic and Chartier
(2003), insecure widows or widowers scored higher on
several subscales of the Grief Experience Inventory:
They felt more anger, guilt, and despair than secure
widows. This study did not differentiate between types
of insecure attachment. Nor was this done in a second
study, by Van Doorn, Kasl, Beery, Jacobs, and
Prigerson (1998), which included 59 bereaved persons
following the terminal illness of their spouse. They
found that insecure attachment styles put spouses at ele-
vated risk for intense grief symptoms but not for depres-
sion. These results are in line with attachment theory
predictions.

Very few studies have explored hypotheses about
specific insecure patterns of attachment in relation to
bereavement reactions. In one of the studies that did,
Field and Sundin (2001) followed 32 widows and wid-
owers over a period of 5 years after loss. As predicted,
anxious or ambivalent attachment (which was not
derived from a standard attachment-style measure but
from one of compulsive care seeking) appeared to be
associated with appraised inability to cope with the loss
and more severe grief symptomatology over the course
of 5 years. A dismissing style of attachment (derived
from compulsive self-reliance) appeared to be unrelated
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to symptomatology, as was expected. Fearful persons
(derived from angry withdrawal) were also higher in
symptomatology early on in bereavement, but not later.
In a further study, Wayment and Vierthaler (2002)
investigated attachment patterns in relationship to
adjustment among 92 bereaved adults who had lost a
loved one in the previous 18 months. Consistent with
predictions, they found that persons high on the dimen-
sion anxious attachment had higher grief and depres-
sion symptoms, whereas there were no associations
between avoidant attachment and grief and depression.

Recently, Fraley and Bonanno (2004) examined the
relationship between attachment dimensions and adap-
tation to bereavement in 59 bereaved adults. This study
was conducted longitudinally (4 and 18 months post-
loss). As in the studies reviewed above, Fraley and
Bonanno reported that in contrast to preoccupied indi-
viduals who have elevated levels of grief, depression,
anxiety, and posttraumatic stress reactions, dismissing
avoidance was not associated with higher levels of
symptomatology. Fraley and Bonanno also found that
those with a so-called fearful avoidance style had
extremely high symptomatology. Although Fraley and
Bonanno used measures of attachment dimensions, they
reverted to the four types of attachment (Bartholomew
& Horowitz, 1991) to discuss their results.

The above studies suggest that there are substantial
individual differences in adjustment to bereavement
according to patterns of attachment. However, only a
small number of investigations have been conducted so
far, with small samples, most of them cross-sectional in
design. Furthermore, most studies use categories accord-
ing to attachment styles in reporting, rather than dimen-
sions, as is now standard practice and considered
superior in the attachment field. The range of samples has
also been limited to spouses or has been poorly specified.
Thus, it seems important to extend this type of investiga-
tion to examine whether similar patterns will be found
for the situation of losing a child. As noted earlier, this
type of loss is generally even more devastating and stress-
ful than other types of loss. Furthermore, loss of a child
represents loss of a different kind of attachment from that
of a partner, namely, that of a caregiving relationship.
In addition, expansion of the scope of investigation of
attachment patterns is possible: The investigation of
parents’ bereavement also enables examination of the
impact of attachment patterns in a couple (they are deal-
ing with their ongoing relationship at the same time as
dealing with the lost relationship with their child).

Overview of This Research

In a separate account of this longitudinal data set on
the relationship of neuroticism and attachment style to

adjustment in bereavement, we reported that attach-
ment style explained a unique part of the variance in
grief and depression (Wijngaards-de Meij et al., in
press). In that investigation, we did not look at the indi-
vidual and interactive effects of attachment styles nor at
the effect of the attachment style of the partner on the
adjustment process. Furthermore, we did not focus on
the impact of the specific types of insecure attachment
on the course of symptomatology over time.

The purpose of the current investigation was to clar-
ify individual differences in parents’ adjustment to the
death of their child, using predictions from attachment
theory to try to identify patterns. On one hand, the goal
was clinically oriented: to gain understanding about
comparative vulnerabilities among bereaved parents.
On the other hand, there was a strong theoretical inter-
est: Given the limited scope and information available
from previous studies, it was considered important to
further examine attachment theory predictions about
the relationship between the different dimensions of
attachment and bereavement outcome.

The design of the study permitted examination of psy-
chological adjustment in relationship to patterns of
attachment of the individual as well as of the partner.
Both depression and grief were included as dependent
measures, given that previous research has shown these
to be distinct syndromes in response to bereavement
(Prigerson et al., 19935). Based on the previous theoretical
and empirical findings, it was expected that anxious
attachment of the parent would be positively related to
symptomatology. This association was expected to be
(partly) mediated by the marital satisfaction of the
parent, because in previous research the quality of a mar-
riage shortly after the loss of a child has been shown to
affect the grief responses of bereaved couples 2 and 4
years after the loss (Lang, Gottlieb, & Amsel, 1996).
Predictions with respect to avoidant attachment were dif-
ferent: Given that avoidant persons are unable to express
their grief (cf. Parkes, 2001; Shaver & Tancredy, 2001)
and following the results of the studies reviewed above, it
was expected that avoidant attachment would be unre-
lated to psychological adjustment after bereavement.
Given the longitudinal design of our data, possible effects
of adult attachment on the paths through time were also
studied. Furthermore, to exclude possible gender effects,
all analyses were controlled for gender.

METHOD

Design

The design of the study was longitudinal, consisting
of three points of measurement at 6, 13, and 20 months
after the death of the child. The attrition rate was
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17.8% over this 14-month period. The biographical
data about the parents, the child, and circumstances
surrounding the loss were gathered during an interview
with the couple at the first measurement point after
their loss. At all three moments in time, parents were
asked to fill in a set of questionnaires separately. Adult
attachment was measured once, at the first measure-
ment moment of 6 months after the loss. The dependent
variables grief and depression and the mediating vari-
able marital satisfaction were measured at all three
moments in time.

Participants

In total, 463 Dutch couples who had lost a child were
contacted via obituary notices in local and national news-
papers. Bereaved parents who were grandparents (i.e.,
those parents whose deceased child was a parent himself
or herself) were not included in this investigation given
that they are likely to experience additional difficulties.
Single parents were also excluded, because the study was
focused on individual and partner predictors of grief. In
total, 219 parent couples (47%) agreed to participate.
Informed consent procedures were utilized. The parents
who participated ranged in age from 26 to 68 years (M =
42.2, SD = 9.1), and their deceased child’s age ranged
from stillborn to 29 years with a mean age of 10.2 years
(SD = 9.8)." A total of 68.7% of the deceased children
were boys. The causes of death varied from neonatal
death or stillborn (16.3%) to illness or disorder (47.7%)
to accident, sudden infant death syndrome (SIDS),
suicide, or homicide (36.1%).

Measurement Instruments

Dependent variables. Grief reactions were measured
with the Inventory of Complicated Grief (ICG;
Prigerson et al., 1995; Dutch version by Dijkstra,
Schut, Stroebe, Stroebe, & Van den Bout, 2000). The
ICG consists of 19 items covering psychological aspects
of grief, e.g., “I find it difficult to accept the death of
our child” and “I feel that it is unfair that I should live
when our child died.” The answers are given on a 35-
point scale ranging from never (= 1) through sometimes
(= 3) to always (= 5). In our study, the Cronbach’s
alpha was .90 to .92, and test-retest coefficients varied
from .81 to .88.

Depression was measured using the subscale of the
Symptom Checklist-90 (SCL-90; Derogatis, 1977;
Dutch version by Arrindell & Ettema, 1986). The sub-
scale Depressive Symptomatology consists of 16 items.
Answers are given on a 5-point scale, ranging from not
at all (=1) to very much (= 5). In our study, Cronbach’s

alpha ranged from .92 to .94, and test-retest reliability
was .74 to .83.

The dependent variables were transformed to a scale
of 0 to 100 to facilitate comparison between the predic-
tors and the comparison between the predictive value
for depression and grief.

Independent variables. Attachment was measured
using the Adult Attachment Scale (AAS; Collins &
Read, 1990). In line with contemporary agreement on
the two-dimension structure of attachment, the two
subscales, Anxiety and Avoidance, were used (Brennan
et al., 1998). To construct these scales, we followed the
item structure by Hazan and Shaver (1987).> A confir-
mative factor analysis was conducted for both scales in
which the items that had factor loadings below .32 were
not selected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The Anxious
attachment scale consisted of six items, for example, “I
often worry that my partner doesn’t love me” and “I
find others are reluctant to get as close as I would like.”
Cronbach’s alpha was .61. The Avoidance scale con-
sisted of five items, for example, “People are never there
when you need them” and “I am somewhat uncomfort-
able being close to others.” Cronbach’s alpha was .60.
High scores represent more insecure attachment.

Marital satisfaction was measured by eight items of
the Relational Interaction Satisfaction Scale (RISS;
Buunk & Nijskens, 1980), for example, “I regret being
involved in this relationship” and “I enjoy the company
of my partner.” The RISS has high internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha was .85 to .92; Buunk & Van
Yperen, 1991), and results from our study confirm this,
with alphas ranging from .86 to .92. Higher scores indi-
cate more marital satisfaction.

Control Variables

Factors that vary between couples (between dyads)
assessed in this study were child’s age, cause of death,
expectedness of the loss (5-point scale), number of
remaining children, and subsequent pregnancy and/or
baby 20 months after the death. Cause of death was cat-
egorized in three groups: stillbirth or neonatal death (0),
illness or disorder (1), or traumatic or unnatural death
(SIDS, accident, suicide, homicide) (2). Individual fac-
tors were education (6-point scale), employment (in
hours), religious affiliation (nonreligious vs. religious),
and professional help seeking.

Analysis and Statistical Procedure

To deal with the complications associated with hav-
ing multiple predictors in a dependent structure, the
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data were analyzed with multilevel regression analysis
(Hox, 2002). A unique feature of multilevel analysis is
that it works with a specific statistical model designed
for nested data. In our data there is a nested structure
captured by a three-level hierarchy. The three measure-
ment moments in time are nested in one person, the
father or mother. The measurements of the father and
mother are dependent and are thereby nested in a cou-
ple. Therefore, time since death is the lowest level (first
level), nested in the individual, the parent (second level).
The parents (second level) are nested in a couple (third
level). Each independent variable varies only at one spe-
cific level.® Time since the loss of the child varies only at
the lowest level, the time level (first level). The individ-
ual factors of the two parents (e.g., gender) differ at the
individual level (second level). The remaining factors
are the same for the parents in a couple (e.g., cause of
death, age of the child), but these factors do vary
between the couples at the couple level (third level). For
each of the two dependent variables (grief and depres-
sion), a multilevel regression analysis was done with
MLwiN (Rasbash et al., 2000).

To analyze the individual-parent effect, the partner
effect, and possible interactions, we used the actor part-
ner interdependence model (APIM; Kashy & Kenny,
2000; Kenny, Mannetti, Pierro, Livi, & Kashy, 2002).
The APIM was tested, as recommended by Campbell
and Kashy (2002), within a multilevel regression analy-
sis. The APIM is appropriate when the dyad (i.e., the
marital couple) is the unit of analysis and tests need to
be performed both within and between dyads (Kenny,
1996; Rholes, Simpson, & Friedman, 2006). Variables
are assessed for both the actor and his or her marital
partner. Use of the APIM then allows one to assess not
only whether an actor’s own attributes predict his or
her responses but also whether the attributes of the
actor’s partner also predict the actor’s responses while
the impact of the actor’s own attributes is controlled. In
our study, the actor effect estimates the effect that an
actor’s own score on the independent variable (e.g.,
anxious attachment) has on that person’s outcome mea-
sure (e.g., grief), and the partner effect estimates the
effect that scores of the partner on the independent vari-
able have on the actor’s outcome (Kashy & Kenny,
2000; Kenny et al., 2002). In the model, not only the
actor and the partner effects of variables can be tested
but also several interactions involving the actor and/or
partner variables.

Multilevel analysis has advantages with respect to
dealing with missing data. Problems associated with
panel attrition (i.e., individuals who after one or more
measurement occasions drop out of the study) are of
relevance here. Multilevel analysis leads to unbiased

estimates when the panel attrition follows a pattern
defined as missing at random (for more information, see
Hox, 2002; Little, Schnabel, & Baumert, 2000).

We started with a simple model, Model 1, which
included the variables time and gender. In Model 2, the
adult attachment variables of the actor were introduced,
and in Model 3, the adult attachment variables of the
partner as well as interactions between these variables
with the attachment variables of the actor were intro-
duced. In each model, interactions between the inde-
pendent variables and time were tested to see whether
different trends through time were related to these vari-
ables. After Model 3, the final model of the attachment
variables (Model 4) was made by excluding the vari-
ables and interactions that were not significant. In
Models 5 and 6, the mediation of marital satisfaction
between the adult attachment variables and grief and
depression was tested.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

The descriptive statistics for the independent and
dependent variables can be found in Table 1. Table 2
presents zero-order correlations among the attachment
dimensions of the actor and partner, the marital satis-
faction (mediator) at 6 months postloss, and the corre-
lation of these variables with grief and depression.

Time and Gender (Model 1)

The variable time (coded 0, 1, and 2) and the vari-
able gender (0 = male, 1 = female) were introduced in
Model 1 (see Table 3). As time goes by, grief symptoms
and depression decrease (respectively, B = 2,367, p <
.05; b =-1,823, p < .05). It is possible that the regres-
sion slope for time (the rate in which the symptoms
decrease) differs for individuals and/or couples. This
possibility was checked for both grief and depression.
The decrease in grief through time varied only between
the couples of parents (third level), whereas the decrease
in depression varied between individual parents (second
level) as well as between couples. To identify which fac-
tors were responsible for particular trends through time,
interactions between time and the independent variables
were conducted in the following models.

Women reported more grief and depression symp-
toms than men. The slope of the symptoms through
time did not vary between men and women, so the
decrease in symptoms through time was the same for
men and women.
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TABLE 1: Descriptive Statistics: Means, Standard Deviations (n = 438), Within-Couple Correlations (N = 219), and Test-Retest Coefficients
Within-Couple Test-Retest Test-Retest
M M M Correlation Coefficient Coefficients
(t=0) (SD) (t=1) (SD) (t=2) (SD) (t=0) t0 — t1 tl —t2
Avoidant attachment 2.35 (0.66) — — 15 — —
Anxious attachment 2.07 (0.62) — — .16 — —
Grief 45.24 (19.80) 43.00 (18.65) 41.65 (18.21) .56 .85 .88
Depression 23.94 (19.71) 2217 (19.12) 20.56 (18.00) .32 .83 .84
Marital satisfaction 35.45 (4.13) 35.62 (4.21) 35.45 (4.15) .50 .74 77
TABLE 2: Correlations at 6 Months After Bereavement (¢ = 0)
Actor Actor Partner Partner
Avoidant Anxious Avoidant Anxious Marital
Attachment Attachment Attachment Attachment Satisfaction Grief Depression
Actor avoidant attachment 1 32%% A5#F* .08%* —12%* 27%% 33
Actor anxious attachment 1 .09%** d6** -.33" 27%* 31
Partner avoidant attachment 1 327 -16%* A1+ 3%
Partner anxious attachment 1 —23%* .08%* .09 *
Marital satisfaction 1 -26%* -26%*
Grief 1 T2E*E
Depression 1
**Gignificant at the .01 level.
TABLE 3: Summary of Actor Partner Interdependence Model Analyses for Grief
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Predictor B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Time -2.367% (0.841) -2.207% (0.318) -2.192% (1.907) -2.196% (0.327)
Gender 8.014* (1.158) 7.600* (1.011) 7.614%* (1.014) 7.607* (1.014)
Actor avoidant attachment 4.389* (1.159) 5.223* (1.381) 5.217* (1.384)
Actor anxious attachment 7.088* (1.479) 6.693% (1.726) 6.762% (1.738)
Actor avoidant x anxious attachment 1.791 (1.8095) 2.014 (2.327) 1.757 (2.3495)
Partner avoidant attachment 1.729 (1.378) 1.723 (1.382)
Partner anxious attachment 0.185 (1.735) -0.026 (1.7595)
Partner avoidant x anxious attachment -0.882 (2.314) -1.189 (2.347)
Actor x partner avoidant attachment 1.670 (2.724)
Actor x partner anxious attachment -1.739 (2.398)
Interaction with time
Time x gender 0.122 (0.514)
Time x actor avoidant attachment 0.065 (0.494) 0.056 (0.512)
Time x actor anxious attachment -1.687*% (0.648) -1.756* (0.662) -1.775*% (0.662)
Time x partner avoidant attachment -0.092 (0.507)
Time x partner anxious attachment -0.185 (0.679)

*p <.0S.

Adult Attachment Dimensions of the Actor (Model 2)

In Model 2, anxious attachment and avoidant
attachment (as individual dimensional characteristics)
were put into the equation, as well as the interaction
term individual anxious attachment by individual

avoidant attachment. Both individual attachment mea-
sures were positive predictors of grief and depression;
the more anxiously attached the person was, the more
grief and depression she or he showed (e.g., b = 7.088,
p < .05; see Table 3). Also, the higher the parent scored
on avoidant attachment, the more grief and depression
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TABLE 4: Summary of Actor Partner Interdependence Model Analyses for Depression

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Predictor B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Time -1.823% (0.323)  -1.814* (0.335) -1.828* (0.341) -1.829% (0.341)
Gender 12.620* (1.137) 11.342* (1.157) 11.435* (1.165) 11.439* (1.164)
Actor avoidant attachment 5.617% (1.232) 8.842* (1.628) 5.208%* (1.299)
Actor anxious attachment 8.841* (1.563) 5.256* (1.295) 8.745* (1.639)
Actor avoidant x anxious attachment 3.360 (1.918) 3.229 (2.112) 3.097 (2.132)
Partner avoidant attachment 1.251 (1.305) 1.203 (1.309)
Partner anxious attachment 0.688 (1.631) 0.579 (1.651)
Partner avoidant x anxious attachment -1.500 (2.105) -1.623 (2.136)
Actor x partner avoidant attachment -1.749 (2.037)
Actor x partner anxious attachment 0.077 (2.749)
Interaction with time
Time x gender -0.483 (0.573)
Time x actor avoidant attachment -0.731 (0.544) -0.384 (0.557)
Time x actor anxious attachment -1.833% (0.701) -2.140%* (1.631) -2.140* (0.715)
Time x partner avoidant attachment -0.345 (0.742)
Time x partner anxious attachment 0.041 (0.553)

*p <.0S.

symptoms the parent had (e.g., b = 4.389, p < .095).
There was no significant effect of the interaction
between the two individual attachment dimensions.

To check whether attachment styles were associated
with the differences between the couples through time,
the interaction between both avoidant attachment with
time and of anxious attachment with time were
checked. For grief, there was only one small interaction:
The interaction between the anxious attachment and
time was significant, indicating that parents with high
anxious attachment showed a steeper decline in grief
symptoms through time than the parents who were low
in anxious attachment (b = 1.687, p < .05, Table 3).* At
20 months postloss, anxiously attached parents still had
more intense grief than low anxiously attached parents.

For the dependent variable depression, the interac-
tion between anxious attachment and time was also sig-
nificant (p < .05). Parents who were anxiously attached
had more depression symptoms at 6 months after the
loss but showed a steeper decline, reducing the discrep-
ancy between the more and less anxiously attached. For
both grief and depression, there were no differences in
time related to avoidant attachment.

Partner Attachment Dimensions (Model 3)

In Model 3, the attachment variables of the partner
were introduced. Neither of the two attachment vari-
ables of the partner, avoidant attachment and anxious
attachment, was significant, nor was the interaction
between the partner attachment variables (all ps > .05,

Tables 3 and 4).

For both grief and depression, the partner attach-
ment dimensions were not related to different trends
through time (which was checked by interactions
between time and the partner attachment dimensions).
The interactions between the attachment dimensions
and time that were not significant were taken out of the
model before going to the next step.

Interactions Between Actor and Partner
Attachment Dimensions (Model 4)

The extra effects of combinations of attachment
dimensions between the parents within the couple on
grief and depression were tested: The attachment
dimension of the parent (actor) and the partner were
combined by multiplying the score of the actor by the
score of the partner (both variables were centered;
Aiken & West, 1991). The interactions between the
attachment variable of the actor and the attachment
variable or variables of the partner on grief and depres-
sion were not significant.

Control Variables

To check whether the attachment effects were the
same for men and women, we tested the interaction
between gender and attachment dimensions (of the
actor as well as of the partner). These were not signifi-
cant and were not included in the final model.

To control for confounding effects from relation-
ships between demographic and situational variables
with grief and depression (Wijngaards-de Meij et al.,
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2005), these variables were introduced step by step
in Model 6. The introduction of these variables into
Model 6 did not result in significant changes.

Mediation (Models 5 and 6)

For the final attachment model, the variables that
were not significant were excluded from the model that
resulted in Model 5. To check whether the association
between the attachment style and depression was medi-
ated by marital satisfaction,’ the variable marital satis-
faction was included in Model 6 (similar procedure for
grief). The attachment dimensions and the mediator are
both fixed variables on the same level, and therefore a
mediation procedure can be validly tested in the multi-
level context (Hox, 2002; Krull & MacKinnon, 1999).
Following the procedure of Sobel (1982), it was shown
that marital satisfaction partly mediated the association
of the anxious attachment of the actor with depression.
Although the regression weight of anxious attachment
remained significant after inclusion of marital satisfac-
tion in the model, according to the ¢ test of Freedman
and Schatzkin (1992; see also MacKinnon, Lockwood,
Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002), the decrease in slope
(e.g., from b =8.680 to 6.868 for depression; see Table 5)
was significant (p <.05). When the parent was anxiously
attached, this was associated with less marital satisfac-
tion (p < .05; see Table 6), and low marital satisfaction
in turn was associated with more depression (p < .05).
There was no significant decrease in the slope of
avoidant attachment on depression when marital satis-
faction was included in the model. The same mediation
process was checked for the dependent variable grief
and attachment style, and the decrease in slope was not
found significant.

Explained Variance

The part of the variation in, for example, grief symp-
toms that can be predicted by the variables in the model
is known as explained variance. Of the variance® in
grief, a sum of 10% was explained by the attachment
variables in the model. In depression, 18% of the vari-
ance was explained by the attachment variables.

DISCUSSION

The results of our study provide some unique infor-
mation about persons likely to be at high risk of poor
bereavement outcome following the loss of a child.
Given that bereaved parents are such a highly vulnera-
ble group (e.g., Li et al., 2003), it is indeed important
to gain insight into the mechanisms associated with

individual differences in bereavement reactions. Our
results also challenge some basic assumptions that have
been formulated on the basis of recent bereavement
research on attachment, while at the same time demon-
strating that the attachment perspective is an important
framework for understanding individual differences in
parental adjustment following the loss of a child.

Attachment emerged from our study as a strong
predictor of bereavement outcome among bereaved
parents: After controlling for individual and loss-
related risk factors, of the remaining variance of grief,
14% was explained by the attachment dimensions of
the parents, and of the variance of depression, 16%
was explained. Looking more specifically at the
dimensions of attachment, there were some expected
and some unexpected results. The association that was
found between high anxious attachment and more
grief and depression parallels that which was found in
the previous studies on bereavement quite closely
(Field & Sundin, 2001; Wayment & Vierthaler, 2002).
It seems that bereaved parents who score high on the
dimension anxious attachment—Ilike the bereaved
groups in the other studies—are very likely to suffer
extremely following the loss of their child. Persons
high on the dimension anxious attachment, whose
relationship style is typified by highly dependent inse-
curity, can be considered at high risk of poor bereave-
ment outcome.

It is more surprising—and in contrast to the research
reviewed earlier (Field & Sundin, 2001; Fraley &
Bonanno, 2004; Wayment & Vierthaler, 2002)—that
avoidant attachment was also associated with an increase
in emotional problems: Among the bereaved parents in
our study, those scoring high on the avoidant dimension
were more vulnerable to the negative effects of bereave-
ment than those scoring low on this dimension, whereas
none of the previous studies had reported such an effect.
Our findings do not fit previous understanding: Fraley
and Bonanno (2004) had concluded that dismissing
avoidance was associated with a “resilient pattern of
symptoms” (p. 887). They detailed broader theoretical
implications, namely, that patterns of dismissing avoid-
ance should 7zot be considered a maladaptive defense
mechanism. Following this, the attachment theory assump-
tion that emotional avoidance is indicative of poor psy-
chological adjustment was taken to be incorrect. Clearly,
none of these interpretations could be made on the basis
of our results: Bereaved parents whose interpersonal rela-
tionship style is characterized by discomfort with and
wariness of closeness or intimacy are not resilient, do not
use defense mechanisms effectively, and are not psycho-
logically well adjusted.

Why, then, are our results so different from the other
studies, how can they be interpreted, and what are the
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TABLE 5: Mediation of Marital Satisfaction
Grief Depression
Model § Model 6 Model § Model 6
Predictor B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
Time -2.206* (0.318) -2.232% (0.329) -1.807 (0.640) -1.935% (0.333)
Gender 7.614* (1.015) 7.392% (1.021) 11.398* (1.170) 10.618* (1.132)
Actor avoidant attachment 4.582* (1.079) 4.565* (1.081) 5.195* (1.133) 5.130% (1.109)
Actor anxious attachment 6.810* (1.446) 6.141% (1.460) 8.680* (1.531) 6.868* (1.546)
Marital satisfaction -0.407% (0.117) -0.880% (0.120)
Interaction with time
Time x actor anxious attachment -1.612% (0.587) -1.662% (0.600) -2.135% (0.640) -2.247* (0.643)
*p <.0S.
TABLE 6: Summary of Actor Partner Interdependence Model Analyses of Marital Satisfaction
Marital Satisfaction

Predictor B (SE)
Gender (0 = father) -0.737% 0.213
Actor avoidant attachment -0.020 0.241
Actor anxious attachment -2.183* 0.325
Actor anxious x avoidant attachment -0.493 0.424
Partner avoidant attachment -0.352 0.239
Partner anxious attachment -1.298* 0.305
Partner anxious x avoidant attachment -1.051% 0.424
Interactions

Gender x anxious attachment (actor) -0.764% 0.250

Gender x avoidant attachment (actor) 0.246 0.222

*p <.0S.

theoretical and clinical implications? First, it is important
to remember that other major attachment theorists
working in the field of bereavement, such as Shaver and
Tancredy (2001) and Parkes (2001), clearly agreed with
Fraley and Bonanno (2004) that bereaved persons high
on avoidance would 7ot be expected to exhibit more
symptoms of grief. This is in line with formulations by
Cassidy and Kobak (1988), who argued that the deacti-
vating mechanisms used by avoidantly attached adults
(such as minimizing the emotional involvement with
and dependence on others and the pursuit of autonomy
and control) result in fewer emotional problems. However,
ours have not been the only results to apparently con-
tradict these theoretical arguments. Similar findings
were described by Mikulincer, Dolev, and Shaver
(2004). In two studies of attachment-related variations
in thought suppression, these investigators found that
under high cognitive load, avoidant participants were
less able to suppress thoughts of separation and were
more likely to activate negative self-representations.
The authors interpreted these patterns in terms of a

so-called rebound effect involving avoidant attachment
strategies. Although avoidant strategies would be
expected to be useful in situations with a low amount of
stress, during prolonged, highly demanding, stressful
experiences, these strategies prove useless (for review,
see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). Deactivating strategies
(as we noted at the outset, these are typical for avoidant
attachment) can collapse in such situations, revealing a
sense of shortfall in coping and a decline in functioning.

Linking this analysis to our own results, we have
noted that the death of a child is a prolonged and
extremely stressful experience, even more so than other
types of bereavement. Following this, it seems reason-
able to assume that parents who were high in avoidant
attachment had more grief symptoms and more depres-
sion because the loss of their child led to a situation
where their deactivating strategies were no longer func-
tional. They cannot shut off thinking about the painful
loss of their child. In cases of extremely severe bereave-
ments, then, avoidance seems no longer to work for indi-
viduals as a defense mechanism (cf. Edelstein & Shaver,
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2004). In conclusion: Avoidantly attached parents
undergoing this extreme type of bereavement must
also be considered a high-risk subgroup, one that, like
the anxiously attached, may be in need of intervention
(cf. Schut & Stroebe, 2006).

Whereas other studies looked only at the individual
patterns, we also looked at the attachment of the part-
ner, this being especially relevant in studying parental
bereavement. In our study, grief and depression symp-
toms were unrelated to insecurity of the partner’s
attachment. Furthermore, there were neither any com-
binations between attachment dimensions of the actor
and the partner, nor with gender. Contrary to these
findings, we did find partner effects of anxious attach-
ment on marital satisfaction generally in line with those
previously found in nonbereavement settings (e.g.
Banse, 2004). So although insecurity of attachment of
both the parent and his or her partner is important for
marital satisfaction, only insecurity of the parent him-
self or herself is important for grief and depression.
Perhaps the above patterns of results have to do with
the different natures of attachment to one’s partner and
one’s child.

An additional pattern was found with respect to
parents who were high on anxious attachment. For these
parents, the problems in psychological adjustment were
partly related to marital satisfaction. Specifically, at all
three moments in time, anxiously attached parents were
lower in marital satisfaction, and when they were lower
in satisfaction, this was associated with more depression.
In contrast, although parents who were high on avoidant
attachment were also higher on depression, this associa-
tion was unrelated to marital satisfaction. It seems likely
that in the situation of an anxiously attached parent, the
parent has high expectations of the support and caregiv-
ing of their partner. These expectations are probably not
met by their partner, he or she being similarly distressed.
Possibly, such expectations do not pertain for the parent
who scored high on avoidant attachment. Further
research is needed to gain more insight into the processes
underlying these patterns of results.

Although there has been very little research on the
association between adult attachment and grief
processes through time, the expectations of specific
complicated grief patterns related to attachment have
been frequently suggested (for a review, see Stroebe,
Schut, & Stroebe, 2005), based on the patterns
described by Bowlby (1980).” In our study, these expec-
tations were not confirmed: In general, through time the
decrease in symptoms was not associated with the
attachment dimensions. There was one small effect in
time for parents who were high in anxious attachment:
Their rates decrease relatively more rapidly than those
low in anxious attachment (although they remain

higher in grief through time). Two explanations can be
suggested to account for this. First, although the attach-
ment dimensions are seen as quite consistent over time
(Davila & Cobb, 2004), it is possible that anxiously
attached individuals become even more anxiously
attached after bereavement and return to their still high
levels over time (we discuss this further below). Second,
there is more room for “improvement,” in the sense of
lowering their scores, because these were very high
(regression to the mean). Such speculations would need
further empirical investigation.

Some remarks need to be made about limitations of
our study. In prior research, although it is considered
traitlike and reasonably stable, adult attachment style
may be susceptible to some change over time; for
example, it may be influenced by major life events (for
a review, see Davila & Cobb, 2004). Thus, it is con-
ceivable that there was a shift away from secure attach-
ment following the severe event of child loss. However,
even if this were the case, it is still important to estab-
lish the relation between current adult attachment and
psychological adjustment after the loss. Furthermore,
the reliability of the attachment scales were relatively
low. Thus, the results of our study are likely to have
been conservative. It is noteworthy that we did find
actor and partner effects of attachment dimensions on
marital satisfaction, implying that the attachment mea-
sures were actually quite sensitive. Another point for
consideration concerns prebereavement symptomatol-
ogy. For example, because baseline measures are usually
difficult—if not impossible—to establish in studies of
parents’ bereavement, we know nothing about the
symptom level of depression before the loss of the child.
Insecure attachment has been shown to be related to a
variety of clinical problems and disorders (e.g., Dozier,
Stovall, & Albus, 1999; Van IJzendoorn & Bakermans-
Kranenburg, 1996). Thus, we do not know for sure
whether patterns of depression were bereavement-spe-
cific or general. Clearly, a nonbereaved control group
would have helped us to establish this. Unfortunately,
neither the studies reviewed earlier nor our own investi-
gation included nonbereaved controls. Given the pat-
terns of results from our study, future researchers would
be well advised to include them.

Notwithstanding these considerations, our results
clearly show the importance of an adult attachment
theory perspective for understanding bereavement. This
approach has enabled us to identify high-risk subgroups
of bereaved parents. The patterns can be used to guide
more applied research and ultimately, perhaps, interven-
tion. For example, given that marital satisfaction partly
mediated the relationship between attachment and
depression among parents high on anxious attachment, it
would be useful to examine whether these partners
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could be helped through their grief by counseling that
focuses on the marital relationship.

Conversely, our findings have interesting implications
for attachment theory: We have argued that conclusions
drawn about the adaptiveness and “resilience” of avoidant
attachment do not hold true for the severe experience of
the death of a child. We suggested different processes that
are likely to be responsible for this. Again, we hope that the
results and explanation that we put forward will stimulate
further research, perhaps most important into the nature of
avoidant ways of coping, underlying mechanisms, and
relationships with outcome variables.

NOTES

1. The deceased children of the nonrespondents turned out to
be older than the children of the parents participating in the study,
t(378) = =5.29, p < .001. Unfortunately, additional information on
nonrespondents was not available to investigate further selection
effects. It is unlikely that participation was related to financial
resources enabling placement of an obituary, because it costs very
little to do this in local newspapers in the Netherlands.

2. The approach used by Collins (e.g., Collins, Ford, Guichard, &
Allard, 2006) differs mainly in that her avoidant scale is constructed
by combining avoidant and secure items (of the original Hazan &
Shaver [1987] conceptualization). However, the secure items (which
Collins included) were not included in constructing our avoidance
scale because the inclusion of the secure items did not improve the
psychometric properties of our avoidance scale.

3. Although the raw scores of each variable can only vary on one
level, the aggregated scores of this variable can vary on a higher level
(e.g., the averages of the two anxious attachment scores of the couple
can vary between the couples on the third level).

4. To study differences between couples through time, strictly, only
variables on the couple level can be included. Because both the actor’s
attachment as well as the partner’s attachment were included in the model,
the average attachment of the couple could not be added. Therefore, inter-
action between the individual attachment and time were included in the
model (cf. Hox, personal communication, February 2006).

5. In previous nonbereavement research, the adult attachment of the
actor as well as that of the partner have been found to be reliable pre-
dictors of marital satisfaction (Banse, 2004; Feeney, 1999). To assess
whether this was also the case in our study, we performed an actor part-
ner interdependence model (APIM) analysis with marital satisfaction as
a dependent variable and actor and partner attachment dimensions as
predictors. In contrast to the APIM analyses on grief and depression, in
the analysis of marital satisfaction a (negative) actor effect of anxious
attachment was found as well as a (negative) partner effect of anxious
attachment (see Table 6). The more anxiously attached the parent is, the
lower the marital satisfaction. Anxious attachment of the partner is
related to the marital satisfaction of the parent (actor) in the same way:
The more anxiously attached the partner is, the lower the actor’s mari-
tal satisfaction. There was no effect of avoidant attachment on marital
satisfaction, but there was a significant interaction between the part-
ner’s avoidant attachment and the partner’s anxious attachment on
marital satisfaction. So when the partner is high on anxious as well as
avoidant attachment, the marital satisfaction of the parent (actor) was
even lower. Mothers were lower on marital satisfaction than fathers,
and there was also a significant interaction of gender with anxious
attachment of the actor: When mothers were high in anxious attach-
ment, they had even lower marital satisfaction (beside the main effects
of gender and anxious attachment).

6. The variable anxious attachment explained 4% and 13% of the
variance in time in grief and depression, respectively.

7. Bowlby (1980) hypothesized that complicated grief would be
related to insecure attachment in the following ways: Attachment

anxiety would be related to a pattern of chronic grief (prolonged high
levels of grief), whereas attachment avoidance would be related to a
pattern of delayed grief (an apparent absence of overt grief symptoms
early in bereavement and an increase in symptoms over time).

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (Eds.).
(1978). Patterns of attachment: Assessed in the strange situation
and at home. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Archer, J. (1999). The nature of grief: The evolution and psychology
of reactions to loss. Florence, KY: Taylor & Frances/Routledge.

Arrindell, W. A., & Ettema, J. H. M. (1986). SCL-90: Handleiding
bij een multidimensionele psychopathologie-indicator [SCL-90:
Manual to a multidimensional psychopathology-indicator]. Lisse,
Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Banse, R. (2004). Adult attachment and marital satisfaction: Evidence
for dyadic configuration effects. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 21, 273-282.

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles
among young adults: A test of a four-category model. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 226-244.

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Vol. 2. Separation: Anxiety
and anger. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1980). Attachment and loss: Vol. 3. Sadness and depres-
sion. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment (2nd ed.).
New York: Basic Books. (Original work published 1969)

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report
measurement of adult attachment: An integrative overview. In
J. A. Simpson & W. S. Rholes (Eds.), Attachment theory and close
relationships (pp. 46-76). New York: Guilford.

Buunk, B. P., & Nijskens, J. (1980). Communicatie en satisfactie in
intieme relaties [Communication and satisfaction in intimate rela-
tionships]. Gedrag, Tijdschrift voor Psychologie, 8, 240-260.

Buunk, B. P., & Van Yperen, N. W. (1991). Referential comparisons,
relational comparisons, and exchange orientation: Their relation
to marital satisfaction. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
17, 709-717.

Campbell, L., & Kashy, D. A. (2002). Estimating actor, partner, and
interaction effects for dyadic data using, PROC MIXED and
HLM: A user-friendly guide. Personal Relationships, 9, 327-342.

Cassidy, J., & Kobak, R. R. (1988). Avoidance and its relation to
other defensive processes. In J. Belsky & T. Nezworski’s (Eds.)
Clinical implicatons of attachment, (pp. 300-323). Hillsdale, England:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cassidy, J., & Shaver, P. R. (1999). Handbook of attachment:
Theory, research, and clinical applications. New York: Guilford.

Collins, N. L., Ford, M. B., Guichard, A. C., & Allard, L. M. (2006).
Working models of attachment and attribution processes in intimate
relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32,201-219.

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1990). Adult attachment, working
models, and relationship quality in dating couples. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 644-663.

Davila, J., & Cobb, R. J. (2004). Predictors of change in attachment
security during adulthood. In J. A. Simpson & W. S. Rholes (Eds.),
Adult attachment: Theory, research, and clinical implications (pp.
133-156). New York: Guilford.

Derogatis, L. R. (1977). SCL-90: Administration, scoring and proce-
dures manual 1 for The R(evised) version. Baltimore: John
Hopkins University School of Medicine.

Dijkstra, I. C., Schut, H., Stroebe, M., Stroebe, W., & Van den Bout,
J. (2000). Inventory of Complicated Grief, Dutch translation. In 1.
C. Dijkstra, Living with loss: Parents grieving for the death of
their child (Appendix A). Enschede, Netherlands: Febodruk.

Dijkstra, I. C., & Stroebe, M. S. (1998). The impact of a child’s death
on parents: A myth (not yet) disproved? Journal of Family Studies,
4,159-185.

Downloaded from http://psp.sagepub.com at Bibliotheek Centrum Uithof on April 2, 2007
© 2007 Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc.. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.


http://psp.sagepub.com

548 PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN

Dozier, M., Stovall, K. C., & Albus, K. E. (1999). Attachment and
psychopathology in adulthood. In P. R. Shaver & J. Cassidy
(Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical
applications (pp. 497-519). New York: Guilford.

Dyregrov, K., Nordanger, D., & Dyregrov, A. (2003). Predictors of
psychosocial distress after suicide, SIDS and accidents. Death
Studies, 27, 143-165.

Edelstein, R. S., & Shaver, P. R. (2004). Avoidant attachment:
Exploration of an oxymoron. In A. P. Aron & D. J. Mashek
(Eds.), Handbook of closeness and intimacy (pp. 397-412).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Feeney, J. A. (1999). Adult romantic attachment and couple relation-
ships. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attach-
ment (pp. 300-338). New York: Guilford.

Field, N. P., & Sundin, E. C. (2001). Attachment style in adjustment
to conjugal bereavement. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 18, 347-361.

Fraley, R. C., & Bonanno, G. A. (2004). Attachment and loss: A test
of three competing models on the association between attachment-
related avoidance and adaptation to bereavement. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 878-890.

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (2000). Adult romantic attachment:
Theoretical developments, emerging controversies, and unan-
swered questions. Review of General Psychology, 4, 132-154.

Freedman, L. S., & Schatzkin, A. (1992). Sample size for studying
intermediate endpoints within intervention trials of observational
studies. American Journal of Epidemiology, 136, 1148-1159.

Goodwin, L. (2003). The relevance of attachment theory to the phi-
losophy, organization, and practice of adult mental health care.
Clinical Psychology Review, 23, 35-56.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as
an attachment process. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59, 511-524.

Hox, J. (2002). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Kashy, D. A., & Kenny, D. A. (2000). The analysis of data from
dyads and groups. In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook
of research methods in social and personality psychology (pp. 451-
477). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kenny, D. A. (1996). Models of non-independence in dyadic research.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 13, 279-294.

Kenny, D. A., Mannetti, L., Pierro, A., Livi, S., & Kashy, D. A.
(2002). The statistical analysis of data from small groups. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 126-137.

Krull, J. L., & MacKinnon, D. P. (1999). Multilevel mediation mod-
eling in group-based intervention studies. Evaluation Review, 23,
418-444.

Lang, A., Gottlieb, L. N., & Amsel, R. (1996). Predictors of hus-
bands’ and wives’ grief reactions following infant death: The role
of marital intimacy. Death Studies, 20, 33-57.

Li, J., Precht, D., Mortensen, P., & Olsen, J. (2003). Mortality in
parents after death of a child in Denmark: A nationwide follow-up
study. The Lancet, 361, 363-367.

Little, T. D., Schnabel, K. U., & Baumert, J. (2000). Modeling longi-
tudinal and multilevel data: Practical issues, applied approaches,
and specific examples. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., &
Sheets, V. (2002). A comparison of methods to test mediation and
other intervening variable effects. Psychological Methods, 7, 83-104.

Main, M. (1996). Introduction to the special section on attachment
and psychopathology: 2. Overview of the field of attachment.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 64, 237-243.

Mikulincer, M., Dolev, T., & Shaver, P. R. (2004). Attachment-
related strategies during thought suppression: Ironic rebounds and
vulnerable self-representations. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 87, 940-956.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral sys-
tem in adulthood: Activation, psychodynamics, and interpersonal
processes. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 53-152.

Mikulincer, M., Shaver, P. R., & Pereg, D. (2003). Attachment theory
and affect regulation: The dynamics, development, and cognitive

consequences of attachment-related strategies. Motivation and
Emotion, 27, 77-102.

Parkes, C. M. (2001). A historical overview of the scientific study of
bereavement. In M. S. Stroebe, R. O. Hansson, W. Stroebe, & H.
Schut (Eds.), Handbook of bereavement research: Consequences,
coping, and care (pp. 25-45). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association.

Prigerson, H. G., Maciejewski, P. K., Reynolds, C. F., Bierhals, A. J.,
Newsom, J. T., & Fasiczka, A. (1995). Inventory of Complicated
Grief: A scale to measure maladaptive symptoms of loss.
Psychiatry Research, 59, 65-79.

Rasbash, J., Browne, W., Goldstein, H., Yang, M., Plewis, 1., &
Healy, M. (2000). A user’s guide to MLwiN. London: University
of London, Multilevel Models Project.

Rholes, W. S., Simpson, J. A., & Friedman, M. (2006). Avoidant
attachment and the experience of parenting. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 32, 275-285.

Rubin, S. S. (1993). The death of a child is forever: The life course
impact of child loss. In M. S. Stroebe, W. Stroebe, & R. O.
Hansson (Eds.), Handbook of bereavement: Theory, research, and
intervention (pp. 219-240). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Rubin, S. S., & Malkinson, R. (2001). Parental response to child loss
across the life cycle: Clinical and research perspectives. In M. S.
Stroebe, R. O. Hansson, W. Stroebe, & H. Schut (Eds.),
Handbook of bereavement research: Consequences, coping, and
care (pp. 219-240). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Sanders, C. M. (1989). Grief: The mourning after: Dealing with adult
bereavement. Oxford, UK: Wiley.

Schut, H., & Stroebe, M. (2006). Interventions to enhance adaptation
to bereavement: A review of efficacy studies. Journal of Palliative
Medicine, 8(Suppl. 1), S140-S147.

Shaver, P. R., & Tancredy, C. M. (2001). Emotion, attachment and
bereavement: A conceptual commentary. In M. S. Stroebe, R. O.
Hansson, W. Stroebe, & H. Schut (Eds.), Handbook of bereave-
ment: Consequences, coping, and care (pp. 63-88). Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect
effects in structural equation models. In S. Leinhardt’s (Ed.)
Sociological Methodology 1982 (pp. 290-312). Washington, DC:
American Sociological Association.

Stroebe, M., Schut, H., & Stroebe, W. (2005). Attachment in coping
with bereavement: A theoretical integration. Review of General
Psychology, 9, 48-66.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S (2001). Using multivariate statistics,
4th edition. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Van Doorn, C., Kasl, S. V., Beery, L. C., Jacobs, S. C., & Prigerson,
H. G. (1998). The influence of marital quality and attachment
styles on traumatic grief and depressive symptoms. Journal of
Nervous and Mental Disease, 186, 566-573.

Van IJzendoorn, M. H., & Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. ]. (1996).
Attachment representations in mothers, fathers, adolescents, and
clinical groups: A meta-analytic search for normative data. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 64, 8-21.

Waskowic, T. D., & Chartier, B. M. (2003). Attachment and the expe-
rience of grief following the loss of a spouse. Omega, 47, 77-91.
Wayment, H. A., & Vierthaler, J. (2002). Attachment style and

bereavement reaction. Journal of Loss and Trauma, 7, 129-149.

Wijngaards-de Meij, L., Stroebe, M., Schut, H., Stroebe, W., Van den
Bout, J., Van der Heijden, P., et al. (2005). Couples at risk fol-
lowing the death of their child: Predictors of grief versus depres-
sion. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 73, 617-623.

Wijngaards-de Meij, L., Stroebe, M. Schut, H., Stroebe, W., Van den
Bout, J., Van der Heijden, P., et al. (in press). Neuroticism and
attachment as predictors of bereavement outcome. Journal of
Research in Personality.

Accepted August 15, 2005
Revision accepted September 29, 2006

Downloaded from http://psp.sagepub.com at Bibliotheek Centrum Uithof on April 2, 2007
© 2007 Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc.. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.


http://psp.sagepub.com


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -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
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /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
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /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 false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


