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Group .... l un.' t:lling Iitlcrvention 

up visor: r .. Geoff rt! i Hetl 

Abstr.=tct 

This Ludy eval ua t -s the . ffic• cy t lhe ''Ca ug-ht in the Middle 

Pro r~ m,. · a cor 1:nun.ily-t,a,;,e:• , .6 ., · ck i nL r v('nlion for lnl-· latency-aged 

childre,n (9-12 ears old .) Th(' pr grc1 m fos tc ~ supporti. 1e- gr up 

atmosph -r to facilitate children shuring di\.orce-r lc1l cl fe lings, clarify 

misconcepti n and redu anxiety ·and boL lcr self-est-- m. Problem­

sol ·ng, ff t-i e com.in.uni _alion and ::tn -:-er mana :1emenl techniques o 

ad qualely quip childr 1 l'o mee t ·wilh tl1 cha1leng_s posed by parental 

div tee er included in Ll1c inlervt ... n Li n prog.r m. Sixteen d-rildr t, f 

parental divorce were rc11td mly us::-ign\:d 10 n e ·r rimental wnd a control 

group. Expc-rim.e1 tal grol.lp score: clid not improve significantly on 

measure of anxi.ety or sei ·-e teem. The group ihlN\'"'ntion ·resulted in 

significant ch"111ge · in e pcrim. ntal -ubjc ts ' locu~ of control orientntion. 



1. Intrnductio11 .a nd Purpose i Study 

In the 195G's Americans divorc d al the r a te of one in o ur or six 

marriages (Goode, 1956) .. Pre ent indLc.:i lions: .a ·e: tltat one in three 

maJ"r.iages in the Unit ··d States end in di ·orce (\'\legman, 1985). The 1985 

statistics for tl1e U.S. revealed ihere \\et · 1,189,000 di\orces, iilmost double 

th.at of twenty y0 ar ago. Similarly, the number of clrildren in. olved in 

parental divorces has doubled. in the. same time spa:n. There were 

1,09.1,000 child n.m under the age of ·ghtee, involved in 1,.158,0Q0 divorces 

in 19B3 (Wegma 1, 1985). Current trends sugge t hat 4.5 percent of 

American c.h ildreri born. in 1977 ,vi11 reside in a single parent household 

before they reach the age of majority (Hetherington, 1979; Wallerstein, 

1980). 

A shifting percept.ion of rna.rriage has been reflect'ed in tbe· 

escalation 0£ divorce de·cree grante d in Canada si' ce amendments were 

made to the 19·6 Divon:e Legislation. Dit•orC.!3 hc1d risen in 198'2 to 70,4J6 

from an aver ge· of appro im..itelf 11.0()0 pe-r ye r in th.e period between 

1966 and 19.68 (Statistics Canada Yearbook, 19 . ), WhUe the number of 

Canadian child.ten involved in div.ore€ actions- i·n 1973 was 42,400 which 

declined to. 31,804 in 1985, sub tantial numbers of children remain 

involved in divorce litigation (SchJesinger 1977; tati. tics Can.ada 

Yearbook, 198 · ) . 

Recently, the scientific press has become· con:cerned \Vi th the effec~s 

of mari ta! breakdown on d1ildren. S :11dies indicate that children are often 
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caught .i:n the rniddle o_i marital discord {e.g. Gersick., 1979; Goldstein, 

Freud & Solnit, '1973; Stack, 1976). Numerous studtes have attempted to 

address the causes. of marital br:eakd:O\. 'I• but- fewer studies have looked at 

how it roay affect the children. 

When m.atdmony turn~ to _acrimony, the adverse reactions of 

child.ren have be.en linked to pre-divofce tension stemmjng from 

dy functional parental .1ggression and behaviors rather than to parental 

absence (~kD.ermottr 196 ; Rutter, 1971; fotobson, 1978)" La:ck o.f stability 

a.nd co·n trol., high.er str~ s levels a:nd neg a live ·modelling proces·se-s 

involved in marital disputes luve been identiJi d c1s additional factors 

pot"entia.11, contributing l.o adjustment problems for children of divorce 

(Elnery 1982). 

Some. studies have looked at boll, the short-a·nd-long .term effects of 

divorce on children (Coddington1 1972; Emery, 1982; Fine, Moreland & 

S1;:hweibel, 1983; Goodej 1956; Kalter & Remb r, 1981; Kelly & B,:'!rg, 1975; 

Lamb, 1977; Walle1 tein & Kelly, 1980; \.'V-yrm 'T Brnrnb rger, 1982). Other 

st.u.dies indicat t.hat the rtumber of c hildteri bein seen for 

psyd1.ological/behavioral problems is grovv-ing (Felne.r1 Stolberg & Cowan1 

1975; Kalter, 1977). Children of parental divorce are. characterized as being 

apathetic, rebellious, belligerent, demanding, . omplclining and 'Iacktng in: 

autonorn y (McDermottr 1970}. Generalized feeH-ngs of anxiety, 

helple:ssness and Iowered sel t-e teem Me u.secl to describe children .of 

parental divorce (Hetherington, Cox &. Cox, 1978). Developmental stages 

of children at the time of their parents divorce. have -also be.en studied. 
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Children's deve.lopmental stages seem t' =-lated to the quality and the 

severity of their reactfons lo Lheir pare t. ' divorce (Kalter & Rembar, 198]; 

allerstein & I<ell ':1 1 80). Some researchers hn ve studied the effects of 

di 1orce n nursery 0 1...lwol-clged children (e.g. 1 1cdermott, 1970; 

Hetherington, Cox & Coxr 1978; Waller:.;tein i.: Kelly, 1"979) and of school­

aged d1ildten (e.g. Harr:ut1ond, 19 .. 1; L aacs & Levin, 19 4; Kalte,r & Rembar, 

1981; r·e11 1 & Berg, 1978; 1cGrab, 197 ). Other res·earchers have chosen to 

look at the e TecL of parental divorce occur.ri.rtg in young adulthood 

(HetheringLon, 1973; Co.oney, Smyer , Hage"-1:"ad & Klock, 1986; Robson, 

1987). 

Separation/ divorce of parents c_an be a particular! y difficult and 

traumatic event for d ildren i.n lat · lat ncy (ages 9 through 12). Late 

latency children a:re alr.ead exp erienc.ing the. trials and tribulations 

involved in th~ frai:,sition from childhood to y~mng adult, a period 

described by Erikson (1959) ils 'soc.iall, a most decishe stage" (p. 157). 

Wh.en this t:rmlsi.tory st ge is further com·plicated by a di n1pted home­

environm.e11t vi -a.-vis their ·pa·tents' divorce, thes childr Tt are described 

as havi.ng feelings of: shock, anger, incredulity, a sense of powerlessne ·s,. 

strong desires for parental teconcil.iation and mixed loyalties with parents 

(Bonkowski_.. Be.guette., Boomhower, 1984; Freeman, 1985; Robson, 1987; 

vVallerstein,. 1. 85). Re arch investigating lh~ effects of divon:e up-on late 

latency-aged .children ~een1s limited,. :is Wallerst·ein (1985) poinis ot(t-: 'the 

chil.d of late lat ncy a.gt;! has e caped lhe inLensir..,·e p.sychological scrutiny 

with whid1 his. younger and older siblin,ss ha e been regaTded" (p. 256), 



Failure w employ sound empirical metli. dology h as impeded the 

evaluation i:n studies i.nve t_igc1t.incr h ,:) ef'fect,s o n. child.r n. of 

eparation/div·orce. Accord ing lD Waller t 11 and Kelly (1980),. these 

studie are defident in tha_t they fail 10 uLiliz.e apptop ri.ate statistical 

ana ysis, ·neglect to include harmonious families for cornpari . o.n, and do 

not employ standardized research designs. OU1er p_roblem.s suggested by 

the au thors are the e ffects of treatm. =·nt inte r · iews and the use of 

dependent measures 1ackin in rel tabilil~· and v-al"dity. _ cDermott (1968) 

no ed that .il1Lrpretation..i1 difficultic:s J socic1ted ,,.:rith e.- trapolating trends 

from s tudie_ examining how par ntal d1vor e ·im pacts on t:hildren have 

been C'Ornpounded .. by .the subjective ·nature of researchers' and 

participarHs' opinions,. stat ments and condusions. CompHcating the 

evaluation of tudie.s of children's reactions to marital breakdow·n where 

father absence has been the focu , has b en the fad that included as 

subjects are children whose fathE>rs died, ,r le r h me be·fore the children 

were born {Biller, 1981). Ci ted as additi"ornil difficulties in studies of 

children's pGs-.t-drvorce :adjus-lment c1rc: ("]) th-. use of w hat has been 

termed 'capti -e audiences" (i. . cUnical population.) (2) failu:re. t.o check 

the number of parental divorce a child ma~' have exp_eriericed (3) 

volunteer pal ticipar ts often being self"selec ed (4) inadequate a ttention 

paid to. age and g~nder di£fere nc-e (5) i.'l nd n t e'<c1miru:rt.0 the- relationship 

between siblings, relatives .and friends of children of divorce (Ellisonj 1983; 

Emery, .1982; Kalter &· Rem:bar, 1981; Kurde1 , 1983; Kurdek et al 1981; 

Levitin, 1971; Vv'hite & 1.1ika, 1983). 
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Leading the field jn studie on di\'orc:e related. to chUdren are the 

findings fr-om i1 tre·1tme-n, program condqc(t?d by Wallerstein & ] e-lJy 

(" ")ublished from 1975 .through 19 ·s) . Despite the. impressive seven-year 

lon 0 ituairial basis ( the study , a noi \'1.rlth:out methodologi al flaws. 

Gran.te.d, many couples react emotionally to marital brea_kd-own, howeve:r; 

these authors studied divorned parents that -s·eemed to have major 

psychological dist urban s. Unfortunately, th:ese san1e disturbances could 

be r:efle:cted in some- of heir yo.un°sler t"hus potentially kevvi.ng any 

findings. Additi.on,;il methodologjcaJ problems. included: lack of control 

families (e.ither harmonious or di cord an f) , Jl - reliability measures for 

clinical r a:tings, and treatment :effecls compounding. the dependent 

measures. 

Coping , .. vith divorce is readily acknmdedged as a highly stressful 

event for adults (Bloom., Ash.er & \Vhi te, 1978) . Divorced parents 

frequently find tlwrnsel ·es on an emotional toller~coc.1 ter. Embroiled in 

resolving their O'Wn conflicts, parents Cc n becmne emotionally una:va-ilab1e 

and/ or dependent upon their chi.1d.r~n. A r-ole-reversal can result whe:r;e 

the child beco.me-s confidan:te-1 arbitrator, a source o·f surrogate spousal 

support and co..,conspirator in tol.lusion cigainst th.e other parent. 

Regrettably, this t-ransitory process can lea O ch.iJdr-en in these fam.ilies 

emotiona1ly insecure. Addibonaliy, children ~re left to resolve a broad 

range or proble.ms b.y themselves (Kaslotv & Schwartz, 1987). A potenti·ally 

·harmful cenario exists given fhal Solnit (19 4) states tbat "divorce is one 

of the most complex and serious mental ·health crises f ced by children m 
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the 1980s" (p. 107). Only 25 percent of children in c1 pxelimlnary s_tud.y as to 

whether children from divorce:d families b,eneCitfed from assistance 

outside the hon1e indicated they had be·en h~lped (B .nkowski, Bequette&: 

Boomhower, 1.988). Professionals ivo.r:king in the .schoo.1s ·ometimes 

become aware· of certain b.ehavi rs in :children , •hich refle.d the trauma of 

divorce. However, school co1..msel1ors may la.cl · the necessary skills and 

knowledge to adequately deaf, -ith the..se concerns (On\izo & Omizo, 1987). 

The crisis posed by divorces- and the in-cibility tri .c >pe effectively was found 

by Felne-r, Stolberg & Cowan {1975) to be particularly pronounced for 

children in the primary gr~des. The researc_het ildvocated imp-Jemenling 

professional heJp to assist he.se chi"ldret\. 

There hav'e been a variety of rncommE'ndahons for designing 

prograin-s both schooi-base.d and in the community for childr.en of 

parental divorce (e._g. Bo·wker, 1982; Canto·, 1977; Freeman, 1985; Green, 

1978; Gwyn & Brant.ley, 1987; Ha nmond, 1979: Henderson, 1981i Rozman 

& Froiland, 1977; Kessler & Bos¼1cl, 1977; Magid, 1977; Pedro-Carrol & 

Cowan, 19, 5; Robson, "I:987; Rossi_ter, 198"8; S·cherrnan, 1979; Sonneheim­

Schneider and Baird, 1980; Tedder, Scherman & Wa·ntz ·1984; Will inson & 

Bleck, 1979). Evaluations of various prograi11s have been complicated by 

mefhodological prob] ms. S-ubJect1ve inter refoJions rather than 

employing . tanE:lnr':dized obJective 1neasure.., and fanure to utilize· control 

groups for compar_isons c(r- common prob1crns. (Tedder,. Seherm;1n & 

Wantz, 1984), 



The purpose. of tJ1e pres·ent study was Lo examine. counselling 

intervention program designed to ad.dres the needs of late-laiency aged 

children of pa rental divorce_. Con sidcer a Hon W,LS given to the effects of 

separation/divorce manife_ting in generalized feelings of anxiety, 

helple sr'l.es and Imvered self-·es:te~m. and therefore these effec.ts were 

.evaluated in the a~sessment. 
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IT. Review of Sel oted Literature 

The rono-\in.g rev1e1\T contains a st.tn·ey o.f selec.ted literature 

pertaining to .the p ·ychologiccll effects on children, tram pre"'schoolers to 

adolescents a11d yo1...1.rig adults 1\".bose parents h1,1 e divorced. The present 

examination of the dhorce literalur:e pr1Jce ds from ci discuss.ion oi the 

pre-school child through early.., and late-lat.em:y ~onduding with literature 

about the adolesc. nt and growing adult. Also included are sections 

re-viewing literature relating to how the impact of divorce effe~ts 

children's anxie y, self-esleem and s.ense ol powerlessness. The final 

se.ctiori reviews se-kcted Ii tera turP on grot1 p couns. lling fo tervention 

programs for c,h ild ren of divorce. 

Psvchological/ Beh.avioral Effects of Separabon/Di~.:orce on Childwn 

Several comprehensive review have assess·ed the effects of 

separation/ divor~e on children in both dinic~1 and non-clinical settings 

(e.g. Hetherington, 1979; V\1rdek & Sies.ky, 1980;- Shamsie, T985; 

Wallerstein & Kelly, 1979). Researd1 details tbe potentially dele.terious 

nature. of separation/ divorce on children. Clinical studies characterize the 

children of divoree as displaying a broad speclrum of psychiatric sei{ualae 

including: higher incidences of delinquenc ·, antisocial b havior, neuto.ti.c 

s.ymptorn.s, depression, conduct disorders a:nd certain form d habits such 
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as irregular leeoing patterns (Brady, B a_ & Zeeb, 1986; ,Kalter,. 1977; 

.:McDermott,. 1970; Morrison, 1978~ Schaellle & Cantwell, 1980). 

lncrea:ses in certain ernoti -nail disorder (e.g. runi1 1ays4 suicidal and 

anti-social behavior) have been suggested a ste11\m:ir:1g from the growing 

nu1nber oi d1.ildren expede.ncing divorce (Sham ie, 1985). Children from 

·broken homes being. s·een for psyc:ho.logical /beha\ ioral problems 

constitute 50-80 p.ercent ot children in ·outpat-ie.ti .t c;:1se loads (Felner;­

Stolherg & Cowan,. 1975; Ki1lltc:r, 197 ; Sch.aen!e & Co11twel1, 1980). Family 

disruption :has aJ o beE.:n lirtked Lo 64 percent of suicide attempts amongst 

young people (Golombek, Mar.tin, Stein & Karenblum, 1984). 

Studies of chtldren from divorced families from non-clinical 

settings describe the children as having increased feelings of axu<iety, 

helplessness an_d low·ered self-esteem compnred .Lo chlJd.r.en from intact 

homes (Hetherington & Cox, 1Sl78; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1979). Children 

from non-intact famj]ies were found to perfoi:m less well on. a variety of 

academic, social comp~tence and task-related behaviors (Guidubaldi &, 

'Perr , 1984). Divorce often disrupts· children's perceptions f so.cial reality 

representing a cogni:ti H~ puzzle bringing dis 0ni:1nce and inconsistency to 

children ' · social .-:rnd affective world_s. To deal wit), the: loss Pnd rearrange 

disrupted patterns ean dict.,1{'e that children be witbdi-awn from time spen 

on school work and :in sodal interactions (Weiss, 1979)_ Typically, 

chJldren from divorced fomilies can become more dependent, disobedient, 

aggressi e, whjning1 denrnnd·mg ;:mcl 1.m ffectionate ( frDerm.ott, 1970). 

Effects of pa:ren al divorc are also manife. ted in the school ,s tting where 
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children who have xperie-nced their parents' djvorce encounter chool 

related problems induding: poor attendan, -·e, poor academic perfor:mance, 

depression and disturbances in peer relations (Epstein, 1984). 

However, other studies have reported that divorce was not 

p.ercei ed c an overly distre smg ,~.xperit:nce by a.11 ·all children (Kurdek & 

Sieskyr 19.8D; \Val.ker, 1986). 

Gender differences i:n the dfect of s paration/divorce on children 

have also been. iff\iest_igc\ted. \1al.es ·were found to experience more 

adjustment problems than females {Guidubald.i, 1983; Hethetington et al 

1978; l\1oore & Hatch, 1982). , follow· 1...1p report at the two year mark 

(Guidubaldi & C1emi ·haw, 1985) and at the six ear mark (Heth.etington, 

19.85) o the respective subj•ec:ts: showed that this .gender difference has 

persisted .. 1 ales, but Ii.ot females continued to show more· adverse· .effects 

th-an their counterparts in i.ntact famili'-'s. Othe-r researchers, however, 

have found that adokscent .girls from divorce.d f-amihes manifested 

significantly m.ore behavioral probl~ms than heir ma[e counterparts 

(Kaller & Re.mbar, 1981; Schaettle & Cant-wcll, 1980}. 

In contrast, other studies huve not found ge_nder lo be correla ed 

significant[ wi h divorce adjustment (Kalter, "1977; l<urdek, Bli.s·k & 

$iesky, 1981). 

Follm-v-.up reports of longi u.dinal studies conduct cl at tvvo, sL and 

ev n ten years p-0st-divorce have suggest d. that soJY1e psychological effects 

of di.vorc~ art;! long lasting. For ex.;impl , in a t'l\'O y"ar longitudinal .study 

by Guidubaldi -and Perry (198 .) the 1esearch.er found that ch1ldre.n from 
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divor(ed fam ilie continue.ct to experience poorer m.ental health than 

intact family pe.ers. Wallerst .m (1985) reported findings after ten years of 

her longitudinal study that t-he effects of their parents' divor~e continued 

to be a major influence on many children's lives. 

Anolher study alluding· to the potenliullv 1 ng-term effects of 

divorce was co_nduct d by 1.ifueller & Pope (1977). The r s.earchers were 

i.nter sted in in estigating ..:i phenomenon they termed the 

intergenerational ttan mtssi01 of mar.ital instability. Their findings 

indicate th.at children ,.vhose pa.r tit s divorced o'fren end their own 

marri,.age rn divorce, and do so at a significantl, hjgher .rate than children 

coming from intact hom s, The .authors sug0 est a ·ariety of factors whi.ch 

surface, that -are possible explanations o r this later phe.nomenon. They 

note that often the custodial parent e,'perie-nce personality changes after 

the divorce. 1n additioni they also point .out thaf there are strains placed 

upon the fami_ly s t-vell being b reduction in income and restric:tio1:1s in 

social. mobility. Also mentioned is the. fac_t that the children can learn both 

0 ertl · and cov ·rtly, attitudes abou t clivo.rc_ tb.cl.t may be ov rl lenient 

and/ or inapp ropr ·a le. A final factor they highlight as vv·orthy of 

consid.eration, are the effects of role-modelli;ng. He-re, ii' would b~ possible 

to readily becorne volun1inou . . in a ti empting to de-tail the potential 

problems fo.r boys living in mother~headed households. Thi - can 

represent a situation in which they aHen lack an opportttnity to regularly 

interact with their same-sex parent. Similarl y, with dc:ttlghters, tl1ere is the 

pos·sibility of bei.ng exposed to behaviors and atci tudes with regard-s to 



12 

members or the opposite sex; running 1he gamut from. being openly 

hostile to·ward men to being preoccupied and promiscuous lArith them. 

Nurserv Sch.Doi-Aged Children (3-5 v-c.=trsl 

Numerous researchers have investi Jted ch·i.ldren·s reaction to 

parental divorce from the· perspective <.)f ils 1mpact on -hildhood 

developme_n.l. Some researchers have 5lndied nursery scho.ol-aged 

children (e.g. MeDermott, 1968; Hethering onr Cox & Cox, 1978;. 

Wallerstein & Kelly, 1975}. 

One of tl e first studies de·afa)g wilh t.he effects of pa1·ental divorce 

on nursery school-aged .children wa published by ~icDermott (196.8). A 

total .of 16 youngsters aged 3 to 5 ,vere observed in a nursery scb.ool setting. 

Over half oi the ~hildren had significant ps:{chological difficulties while 

par~nts were rr0Ii1 a normal non-pati.ent population. Children's re·aclions 

were typified by 1-kDermott as: (l) no ch,:mge (2) sadness and anger (3) 

aggre.ssion and detachme.nt and (4) pseudo-maturity ·which was mos! 

prominent among femal.e . Objective t.edcher-ba-sed ratings were used in 

data -olkclion rather than subjective par - D r.:il cibs:cn -.:i tion'"'. Bqsed on the 

findings· the researcher linked parent conllict in the home environment 

·with dysfunctional child behavior. Rutter's (1971) notion th.af pre-divorce 

parental dysfunction and t nsion precipitate adverse reactions in children 

rather th.art the actual sepa ration s.een1 corrobor.i\ted in McDermott's (1968) 

findings. 

Another cornprehensi. e study f psychological effects of parental 

divorce on pre-school child·ren was conducted by v\T-allerstein and Kelly 
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(1975}_ The au lhors i\'ere inte·rested in 1nvestig_a.tit1g how childhood 

developmental processes ,., ·ere impacted upon by divorce. Their s_ubje.cts 

v:ere 34 pre-schoolers divided ir to three ag·e groups (1) youngest (2) 

middle, 3 1 /2 to 4 1 /2 years of age and (}) oldes.t, 5 to yea rs of age .. Problems 

for .the youngest children .induded~ eneu re~is·, irritcibility-, whining, crying.,.. 

f-earfuln -s, separation anxiety, sleep problems, ton fusion. and temper 

tan.frums. 

Childi:en labeled as the middle pre---school grou p were identilied as 

being aggre shie.1. irritable, whining and fearful fol.lo·vvjng their parents' 

divorce. R~ponding to the departure o.f a parent these children ctJ:splqyed 

anxiefy, bewilderment, fright, confusion .and sadne55. Children who 

anticipated the loss of one or both parent~ concocted elaborate fantasies in 

wJtich their- pa-ren rS reconci1 ed. 

Another consister1t finding amongst these children was the 

impo.sition of self-blarne for thei.r paren ts marital failure. So.me of these 

children careiu:lly s rutinized thei.r mvn b.eha vior attempting to .f.i.nd 

antecedents intertwined wjlh a pnents' departure. Others respm1ded 

affectively 1,. ith feelings of helplessness, s:;insing forces outside thei'r 

c.ontrol respon:sfble for the removal of a parent. 

The oldest pr.e~school group reacte:d lo parental divorce by 

:exhibiting nervousness and aggressio11, displayjn thes.e behaviors i.n rheir 

restlessness, · vhining, moodinQSS, irritability, temper outbu.rsts and 

separation anxiety r.elated to the custodial pareni. Other observations 
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included sadness over· the lo s of the father and a desire to restore familial 

harmony. 

Hetherington, Cox & Cox {1-979) :conducted a study in which they 

·looked al the play .and social i•nt raction of children following divorce. 

Children were ob en:ed at two months, on.e ye·ar -and tw years following 

d'ivorce and were apprnximalel_y four years old ,-vhen the study 

com:me.nc:ed. Compa.re.d -with children from intact ho1nes, children from 

home in ·, hich their parents divorc"ed , ~ re less socfally and cognitively 

mature . .At the two year mark followi1Jg their· p.:i.rents ' d1.vorce, the girls 

from non-jntact homes see.med to be h111c iomng socially, cognitively and 

emotionally at about par with their cou.n terpa.ns from inta-et homes, 

Whereas, the boys from non-int.act homes at this time we.re more anxious 

and less happy than th.eir male peer . Also noted was that when boys 

from divorced background s€lected a friend they chose either a younger 

male chiJd or a girl. The researchers suggest t.hat the effects ·of divorce are 

both broad and perva ive and endute over time . Sjnce !he study was 

limited ~o only a two-year fo.llow-up thE' auihor cou ld not accurately state 

whether the ef-fects m.ight per ist over lime. They did pnint out that more 

re.search is needed to answer· questions pertaining to factors which 1nay 

serve to e..xacerbate and ameliorate the eJfects·. 

School-Aged hiidren (E rlv Latency G-8 Y ", rs . !d). 

Researcher· have ·a·lso looked at di vorcc ' impact on children who 

deve1opmen·tally are. in the late.IJ~Y stage (e.g. r cGrab, l 978; Wallerstein & 

Ke.Uy 19.76}.. Revlewing the literature on chiidren of divorce, i1cCrab 
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(1978) has slr:essed tha:t an,--iet-y and tea.rs about famil. breakup amongst 

sch.oo]-acred children may he bsetved in poor academ.ic performance and 

p~e:r: relationships. ln a:ddi tio-n,. she noted tha t the cognitive/social 

awareness of these children equi_ps them , ·ith @n ahhty to perceive the 

future ramifications as ci.aled with the family break-up. Also reported 

amongst school-aged children were increased anxiet1 , depress-ion and 

eelings of helplessness (Hetheri·ngt011 & Cox,. l978). 

In ·an Hort to do·cumen l .childr.en\ reactioDS to separation and 

di.vorce acro<.:.s ,ariou age level , vVallerstein ,:m.d I<ellr (1976) -stud.fed 57 

children from di:vorced famil1es bet,-veen the ages of 7 and 10, The authors 

chose tp classify thos.e youngsters aged 9 to 10 as older latency. In anotl°i:~r 

paper examining the· p ythologica[ impact of divorce on children, those 

children. 7 and 8 years old v\.'er:e CJJegc)rized as ea.r1y latenc · and studi~d as a 

separate- group from 5-to-6 yeaT old preschoolers Oreily & \i\Tallerstein, 

1976). 

Interv1e\ ·s of 26 earl latency ~l1ildre·n 1 •·hos parent_;:. had divorced 

(14 boys and 12 girls aged 7 and 8) were condrn:ted by the researchers who 

re.ported "pervasive sadness" as the primary respon e of the• e children to 

family break-down. Younge.r children were also observed as e.eming more 

immobilized than heir older cour1 terpart · when developing defense 

stra}egie . Common to a·ll ·s1ibjecls was t.he painful xperience., hi.th co.uld 

be interpreted a:s th1ldhood depression. 

Amongst boys frightened by faroily di unity, crying'- as a recurrent 

phenomenon. A;n increas.ed demand for to s and other material thing~ 
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wa · seen a& being con·nected to a sense of deprivation. Feelhtgs of 

deprivation appeared lo spi I] over into po ses- ve:nes in children, who 

had difficulty sl a jng with others both ~t home ,md school. 

An i.ntense ern~e of loss oi the father was particul.arly pronounced 

amongsl these younger boy,s. Children's mi.xed emotions were reflec.ted 

on one hand by anger directed and'\ ehernently expressed at the custodial 

mother for" contribu tirlg to the disruptive .si.fua.tion. On the other hand it 

c.ould be observ·d in their fear of antagonizinci or pro oking the wrath · . .f 

their moth~r.. Youngsters divided bet,, een their parting parents and tl1us 

loyalty con licts were cmnmon. Unlike their younger counterparts 

children in ~his. group did not suffer from feeling of responsibility for 

their paren s· divorce, b.ut did experlence intense desires for' parental 

reconciliation (Kelly '& vVallerstein, 1976). 

Late Latency-Aged Children (9~ 12 Y _ar Old). 

Children in late lale-ncy whose ·paren.t ci ivorce h,nre been detailed 

by res·earchers as exhibiting: intense anger, .shock, ·a shaken sense of 

idenlity, feat af beinb aJone or -rejected, he•igl Lned a.cUvity and mixed 

lo.yalties regard ing parents (Cantor, 1979; BonkowskiF B.equette & 

Boomho er, 1986; Freerrra·n, 1985~ Robson, 1987; \ faller Le-in & K lly, 1976, 

1980). 

For example, Fr.eeman (19 5) found that 9-12 yea.r old children in 

her study 'pically felt sho-k, incredulity and anger . Younge.r children 

experiel;'lce guilt, assumil;'lg their parents' breakllp r sults from ome.thing 

they have done lo their parents. In . ontrast, Freeman (1985) observed I.ate 
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latency children responding to what they pereei ed -parents had done to 

them. The non-custodial parent was rc.g,rded a.s the instig~tor of the 

.divorce and therefore became the recipi nt of their scorn. Howe\ er, since 

late latency-aged children are c0.ncetned about the emotional wel1-being of 

their parents (Bonkowski, Bequett & Boomhower, 1984) they e ·perienced 

divided loyalties between their parents·. For many oJ these late latency 

children who ·allied themselves w ith rte parent, they e-xperienced 

loneliness and fe·ar of r Jection fr01:n. lhe othe-r parent (Barne & Brassard, 

1982). 

The mo t comprehensive rev_ietivs of late-.lc1te.ncy children were 

conducted b Wallerstei.n. &: Kelly, (1976, 19 0). Their first invest1gation of 

later latency i.nvolved '.31 children (ag~s 9 and 10)' who were observed by 

the researchers. TI1e most prnvalent .obsen1ation was th.at these childr.en 

were quite capable of cognibv ly appraisi:rw the ramifica tions and reality 

of family bteak-up.. The ouJstanding characteristics noted amongst these 

children were. eonflltting feelings an.d fears a.nd intens.e efforts made to 

achi•eve and ensure .:tabili. ' in their lives. Children in latPr l·atency coped. 

with their und~rlyir\
0 

feelings of loneiiness, Jo , rt°"jeclion a.nd 

helplessness Lhrough denial, avoidance and \ itbdrawal. The authors ' 

terui for thi~ defense strategy --;vas "ps chologjcar fayering" which they 

defined as the abjlity of U1e child to cope inteJle _tu ally at one lev-e.I while 

suiferirrg emotionally at another. This tinding i · in accord with the 

research o Kur-dek Blisk -& .Siesky (1981). Common among t this age 

group '" ere concerns about their par nts ' behavior. For thes youngsters, 
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thei_r newly· dis rupted f.,:nnilies oilen p ecipita ted feelings of shame with 

underlying implications of concern abour parental re1.ection. Frequently 

falsehoods became compens.atory responses. These 0.1.mgsters also 

became engross·ed in .creative and i11triguing diversions whicb Kelly & 

1Nallerstein (1976) vie,,v d as attempts to reconsl:Hute the disr:upted family. 

\Vallerstein and Ke.lly (1976) observed til:at '' the single. feeling that 

most clearly d~stinguished the later la[ency 0 r0up from all' the younger 

children ·as. anger" (p. 260). The authors describe .1nger in this group of . ---- -

youngster as quite distinct from the anger experienced by younger 

children being. ·both "well organized and. clear! y obje°l~t-directed" (p. 260). 

This clearly and directly articulated ancrer was usually di.rected at the 

parent 'Whom they p~ceived •as the divorce perpetrator. Anger became so 

intense for the.se. youn0 sters that som.eti•mes it cou ld obfuscate all other 

olher emotions. Coupled ,vilh tnis in.ten e anger were out1·age and moral 

indignation direi;:ted at admonishing the parent ,,vhose currenl conduct 

they disapproved. The- :il.riou::i form Gf e pre.ssion of anger ranged from 

temper outbursts to nui ance behaviors and .attitude s.hifls .. Purposefully 

t .. alculate.d activi'ti'es were .intended to inculcate these youngs t!='-rs· dis_dain 

for Uteir parents. In housel;-calds ,vhere fathers hc1d m int.ai!ied a hard 

disciplinary posture, their -ab.sence proVlded ior the unbridled expression 

of ·arious impulses. This ,vas. not seen in all chlldre.n; some children 

responded in the opposite manner, becoming compliant and passive . 

.Sometiines these young ter experienced fears of abandonment that 

almo t becanie phobic. l..atency-aged children were also d.escribed by 
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Waller•tf'in and ,Kelly 0976) as ha\<inl?; a shal en sense of identity, The .. '- .. 

authors posh.tlated !:hat sine lhi sense of id ·,ntity is linked o the family 

struet1c1re· and hese you ngs~ers developmentally are dependent on 

parental fi ures, disruptions ntight manifest in new delinquent behaviors. 

The authors also p jnted ou.t fhat lute la ency-aged children h:ave a need 

for in cl us ion in family decisions b-a.sed on nrU:ru ality and recipro:cal 

support. However, as \r. alletste·in ar1d Kelly (19.80) 0.bserved £or fhe late 

latency-aged children whose parents divorced, a peripheral ro:Ie in family 

deci ions -oupled wi h a parent's departure co)..1ld result in fe.elfogs of 

1oneJines$, ·mixed loyalties and a sen e of bNrayaL The. author:s also 

detailed somatic symptoms u.ch as: headach s, stomachaches ,and chronic 

asthrna tvhich reflected these youngsters· emotional turmoil. In the 

s<:bo:ol setting th se children's r1bilit·: to concentrate diminished as did 

their overall performance ability, Inreractiorts with peers also changed, 

with overt di:splay of aggression and anger directed at school-mates 

increasing. 

Th relationshjp bet 'een pa ents a 1d tl·reir child.r n uffered from 

the disru_ption of the divorce and. oecame :1! tered. According to 

w ·allerste:in (19'80) the formc\ ion of a strong connecbon with one parenr 

was formed in 25 ·percent of the children. She reported tJus parent-child 

bond was ncouraged by the grieving and rejected parent. n,is single 

parent bonding was suggested as being more common amongst late 

latency children which \Vallerstein. (1980) interpreted as the-se young_s.te·r:s' 

coping rnech~ nisms to sublimate conDic::!s and anxiet'ies. 
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(1.3-18) to Di,·orce 

Several r eseard1.er_ h ve chosen to xamine the impact of divorce 

upon adolescents (e.g. Hetherington, 1972; Ka.l tec Riemer~ Trici<n1an i:lnd 

Woo Chen, 1985"; Kurdek & .SiesJ< ', 19"80; Reinhard, 1977; Kelly & 

Wallerstein, 1974) . 

For e . an ple, Hethe rin0 ton (1972) f;ound tbat adoles-cent girl-s who 

,experienced father loss through divorce tended to cba..nge in their rea·ctiot1 

to males. Her research Hnks fathe.r absence in ea.rly childhood 

development and later adolescent heterosexual behavior . This section on 

the reactions of adolescents to t-helr pg.rents' divorce is included as a 

reference to the poten ially endur-ing long-term _ffects oi divorce in 

children .. 

KeUy and Wallerstein (1974) tudied a sma.11 sample of 21 young: 

people aged 13 years and over . o e-xam.ine the rea-ctions of adolescents to 

family breakdown. The researchers utilized a descriptive interview 

fo:rma.t in which these teenagers re·"eaJed fe-elings of loss, betrayal and 

anger. Common were lo 1 .c1lly co nflict wl1ich. f reed these adoles-cents to 
. -

read by ½'ithdrawal and distancing the.1nsel ·ves , The authors pcn:eived 

thes·e adolescents as paving the- way to\.vards the adoption of realistic 

future life goals based on th.ese teenagers ' abilit y to forn sound, healthy 

appraisals of U1eir pare.nts1 behavior. Unlil _e other age group~, adoles.cents 

elt no onu.s of r~ponsibility for their parents ' actions. These adolescent$ 

had in common vvith oth r age g.roups. emotiorn1l / behavioral problems 

which ma:n:ifested themsel ·es. in: (] l ret<1 rdect actole cent 'independence. (2) 
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displays of regressjve and dep-ressive behavior typical of younger d1ildren 

and (J). ps.eltdo-adole c.ent behavtor pariicular} pronounced i·n precocious 

heterosexual ac.tivi:ty. 

1n another study of adole c~nts, l 8 boys and 26 girls I! hose parents 

were divorced le·ss tbati 3 years were a. es ed to d termine the overall 

impact o this age group (Reinhard, 1977}. The a s·_ ssrnenE ·\ .. Ta_ based on 

questionnaires which co1~si.-sled. of 99 ilen1s with 10 subscales designed to 

examjne'. (1) news of divorce, (2). loss of pare-nr, (3) a.cceptance of parents, 

(4) change.s in family relation.ships, (5) school performance, (6) peet 

relabonshi_ps,. (7) behavioral reaction, t8) emotion.al res.ponses, (2) general 

reaction, and 00) post-divorce confl.i f 

Results sho,,ved. no ignificant questionnaire response .effects for 

either sex. Upon closer analysis certain i lems did portray trends indicating 

a "more realistic and matwe pere:e_prion of parent " (1977, p . 23). 

Re·spot1derits' answers also i11dicat:ed an awareness of personal 

responsib-iHtv and independence from parents. Both Keily & Vvallerstein's 

{1974) and Kurdek & iesky'.~ (1980) find in s _ u,;gested th3t adolesce.nts can 

make adequate p ychological adjustme.nts alded by peer ~upport and by 

evering .em.otional depende.Dcy upon parents. Reinhard's (1977) findings 

seem in accord ·with these re· earchers. 

Howe er, 'Reinhard's (1977) rrtethodolo0 limited to questionnaires 

versus Kelly & \!\Tallerstein's (1971) emplo men L of in tervie,vs and 

observations may :have i::ontributed to the lack of n egative or problem. 

behaviors in his teenage subjects. Also confounding Reinhard's (1977) 
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-results ma_ have been fhe rel·ative homogeneity of a selected, middle-class 

group .of teenagers who were from divorced families.. 1n com.paris.on, 

Kelly & Waller.stein (1974) s:tudied a ·populatron of adolescents from. a 

varied socioeconomic s:tratuin 1,vhose parents had psychological. difficulties 

whi:ch had brought them to a mental he.alrh dinic. 

Hetherington 0972) investigated th.e. ffects of father abse:nce in 

adolescent g·irls. She -cmnpared girls from separated/divorced single 

parent families \rith the daughters of single parent widows. Utilized in 

this assessment were. objective data, behavioral ratrngs,. psychological test 

protocols aL well as obser .. a~ions ~nd int rviews. An incre.asecI diff:iculty .in 

·adolescent heterosexual behavioT 1;,vas the central finding_, suggesting that 

father-absence in the family :pre e11ts specific developmental sex 

differences. Adoiescent females· reaction to father .:ib ence surfaced in 

increased difficu'lty with appropriate heterosexual interaction. Unlike 

daughters whose father lo s was due to dE'aJh, those whose father loss was 

due o divorce demonstrated rnore proximity-s ekin~ <1nd smiling during 

in.terviews vvith males. Another disHtYcti• n He th erington (1972) found 

was that daughters whose mothe wen:> divorced as opposed to Widowed 

indicated. "earli.er and more dating and sexwd infer12our•~e'1 :P- 324) . 

Observation during in!erviews 'with male detailed adolescent 

females from divorced families m.anipul.ating doth.es, hair, lips and other 

objects as well as nail b.iting. and finger-pulling. Hetherington (1972) 

interpreted these as evidence of anxiery, insecuriL-y and helplessness which 
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·she po tu.lated are intensifie:d in adole cents from divorced families by a 

lowered sense o self-esteem 

Kalter, Riemer, Trickrnan and Wno hen (1985) conduct d three 

stu.dies investigating the implications ot parental divorce for .fema,ie 

de...-..1clopment. In he first stud y the researcl'iers io:oked at self-concept and 

academic achieve.menr amongst elementary school-aged girls whose 

parents t,vere divorced. The second stµd_) examined the self-concept and 

general behaviors of adolescent ;'irls from familie of marital breakdown:. 

In a third study a sa.mple of college women \,\ith divor(ed pa:tents· were 

as es.s_ed on their attitudes towards m..ascuJinity/fem·ininity and their se.lf­

reporled dating behavior. The re.searchers' fi'ndings indicale.d that in what 

they described as "selecte.d areas of self-esteem'' (p. 543') the daughter of 

divorced pare-nts when e.ompared to pe.ers from intact families appeared 

l.es.s posifr(,ely developed. 

In nil three· .studies Lomparison \",:ere drawn between females 

whose p~rents divorce and those whose. p.arent mar·riages remained 

intact. Findings from the Ji,rst sl1Jdy based on the responses of elementary 

sclwol-~ged ch.tldren whose parer, ts di or<:ed when they were pre­

•School€rs, C:h~r:a.cteri.ze.d them as less co11 rent socially and physically 

compared to peers. In the second study based on adolescent girls who 

experi'enced parental divorce, they \\ ere described as being more rebellious 

and delinqueri t cam pared to peers. The fin.dings fron1 the third study 

portrayed the e college wmnen from non-intad families a_s having a 

negative imag~ of their femininity \"1'hen. compare-cl to peers. Additional 
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findin.gs s.uggest that the younger th e iemale child 's age th.e gre ter her 

s·usce.ptib1lity to divorc-related conflit1. which can affect the 

deve1opm<::ntal "integration oJ . exual feeling I into elf-concept. The 

author concluded Lhat based on their fi.nding h .. r college , -omen who 

hold n ga:tiv vie,vs on relations bett 1een men. and wom:en coupled with 

an uneasiness towards marriage -doe not 11hode well for future mature 

relationships" (p. 544). 

Young Adu1 (18-22) 

Recentlv ther has been interest in investig_r1.tmri- th -, developmental 

reactions of young _J.dulls to tbeir parent · div rce or rernarriage. 

For example, one study examined the deve:lop1nental impact 0£ 

parental divorc in a population of ·college '-tudents (Cooney, Singer, 

Gunhi1d, :Hagestad, and Klock 1986):_ The study ·was r:om:prised of 18 males 

a:nd 21 f enule students whose parents had been divorced les~ than tl1ree 

years. fjndings re~realed that initfolly y.mm 6 worn.en found parental 

divorce more stres.sfu1 than the-fr male counte.rpans. These women also 

expe-rie.nced a disint -gra tin.g fo.ther-daugb r rel a ti nship( often allying 

themselves vith thefr rnothers. Slatistrc_ally, 62.% of the women and 50% 

of the men reported shifts in their interaction with pa.rents. Males and 

females al.ike ty-ere ·concerned about the-ir mothers' bili . 1 to adjust to a 

new singl life--style. A not· worth_ finding w s fhat while two-thirds of 

these college students were angry at one or both par nts they were still 

concerned aboul t-heir pare-n:rs' f.Ltture we.11-bejng. The authors felt these 
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findings were particularly , igriificant since cu5.tody decisions would no 

longer be <1 actor in parent-child relationship· '·n th.i.s age g oup. 

In surtnnar_,. literature ·pertaining t . th psydiological effects of 

diyor,;::e in children has ~ignified lhat them zire observable sex differences 

dependent upon the age oi the child a:nd the time elapsed following 

divorcg.. Common amongst chUdre.n regardless of ag~ were feelings of 

powerlessness and f -ar of abandonrnen coupled with a sense of loss and 

sorrm . Findin ,.,.s al-so indicated that ~hild ren experienced an .er and guj'lt 

assuming sorn r.esponsibilit 1 £or the p;:iren ta] epara.tion (\Vallerstein & 

Kelly, 19 0). 

Common. fe·elings for pte- chool boys and girls reacting to father­

loss were regression 0nd sadness. Although pre-school girls reaction 

seemed more i.ntense and v\ias accompanie•d by "pseudo-maturity" 

(:NlcD.e..rmoH,, 1968; Vlallersle:in & Ke11y, -197.5) . Preschool.ers ·were also 

describe.cl as d pendent, disobedient, n gr·essive, tvhin'ing and 

una f ctionate (Hetl erjnglon et al. 1978, 1979a; \tValler t.ein and Kelly, 

1980). 

F01r p e- choo] bo s these bl~-h.aviors were most pre ;:tlent in their: 

:r:elati nship with. their mothers. G nerall , pre-school boys se.e.m~d Eo. be 

more negt:1frv ly affected by paren.t.:ii divorce thart thelr fen1ale 

coun'terparts. Two yea.:.rs following di 'Orce boys were stil l demon:strating 

immature play, la.ck of imagination and ineffectual and negative social. 

behavior ·a.t school. 
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'Early 1atency (7 to. 8 years old) boy- also api: eared more tTaumatized 

t 1an ·thei-r female counterpart . Re.actions. ~o ta the_r-los,s differed behveen 

genders. Boys crcled and clearly demon trated bei11g rnoti.onally i.lpse 

av.er fathe-r absence wherea , girls held steadfosl to \he notion their 

fathers ' absen:ce ,vas tem-por~ry. Desire·s to spend time ,vith their fathers 

and reading angrily to disciplinar , actions of their mothers was m0re 

prevulent for boys of ~his age, B-oth sexes suffered in school performance. 

Young adult f males i_niti.:'dly felt more tre s from their pa,rents-1 

clivorc ihan oung adult males. While bolh se.xe vvere concerned about 

their ·mothers·, abilities to survi ·e. the break-upr females tended to form a 

stronger bond witn their mothers than malf's. Anger at both -parents 111,ras 

common for n.1.ales and females, at the sa1ne time these ymmg a.dults were 

still concerned about the funite · ell-being of both par'ents. 

Anxiety 

The presenting trau·ma !hat can pote·nticdly re.sult from 

s.eparati.on/divorce can leave parents experien~in.g varying levels of 

anxiety vihich their children: m~y synchronously experience 

(Hetherington, Cox &: Co , 1976). Anxiety th 't results from parental 

separati.-on/divorce can manifest in a.ll sJages of childhood developr:n.ent 

and may endure ovt?r 'tirn.e (\ aller stein & Ke[iy, 1984J 1985 a,b) . 

Coddingt·on 0984) m d.eve·lopjng c1 life tres event scale for children 

found divorce to be the thi·rd high.e~t stre .sful e. ent in their lives. Death 

either of a parent or sibling we(e the only events regarded. as more 

stressful. Di.vorce has al o. been found to b~ a highly stressful event in the 
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U-;es of adoles.cents (Ba ch & Kel'sch, 1986). VVhile death is obviously a 

lraumatiz.irig event for people close to the deceased, death i's readily 

ad~nowledg_d through formal cerem, nies, funerals and periods of 

mourning. After a period of time, reople ca,, adjust emotionally and 

behaviorall to their loss and reli. h fond memories, Unfortunately, no 

sim.ilar period of grieving is recognized as being nec.essary for those 

experiencing a loss through divorce. Cl\ildren exp@riencing an~iety over 

their parents· divorce and grieving the loss o( a departed parent may find 

little understanding .:md comfort among relatives and friends, Instilling 

·additional anyj ty in children are non~cu todia.l parents' visitations. For 

unlike th€ parent lost through deafh and set to re r,. those parent~ lost 

through divorce continually can c_ome back (KasJm,v & Schwartz, 1987). 

Bro½-n, Clayton & Horns (1986) investigated fhe anxiety levels of 

c.hildren living in int-act, single parent and bfi:nded families. The 

researchers examined 'the zin.xiety .1 -·ve1s of 909 children from grade·s 2 

through 12. The State-Trait Anxiety Inventor · (p,ted in BrovJn. et al., 1986) 

was used to assess the anxiety levels of children: living in diffex-ent famil 

structures. Results from analysis of variance procedures indicated that no 

significant differences existed in State and Trait ·c1n iety levels of chi(dren 

iiving •in the 3 distinct fami1y t p . . findings iron, a .study by Nunn, 

Padsh & ~Northing (]981) contradict U1es.e results. N unn et al. stu.died the 

anxiety levels of 566 chi.ldren living in different family slructures.. Results 

of children's responses on the Sf21te-Trait Anxiety Inve:r:itory indicated 

children in intact families were less anxious than thnse living in either a 
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single parent or blend d famHy. Brb,,111 et al. 1986 postulated severa.l 

factors to atcoun for this discrepan·cy. First, ;the. researd1er5 n ted that tJ1e 

majority of children in tL-tei.r stud ,vere from middle-to-upper .middle 

dass. Therefore, chi1dren in their study ,. ere . .n.ot. experiencing the same 

hnand.al stresses as children lh ing in lov •ered standards reduced b , their 

parents' dJ orce. Secondly( the a11thors speculated th.at with lhe escalation 

of di .otce and remarriage more children may feel less u.nigug .and 

therefore freer to discus feel in.., with pc.er - and rel a ti VE:S. A third 

possibl.e ontribu,ing factor .discussed \\'as B.rown et al.'s failure to 

differentiate- whether singlE- o_r blended families resulted from de~~h or 

divorce. 

Self-Es le m 

Swdies have indicated th~t chi)dre·n of divorce may suffer from 

diminished self: ... i2onc~pt (Hodge$,. Buch baum & Tierney, 1983; Parrish & 

Wigle, 1985;_ Rozendal, 19 3). This diminished self-concept which i~ 

synonymous with self-esteem may stem from the self-inflicted guilt and 

blame exp rienced by chlldren of divorce. Other factors fueling this 

lowered self-e.sreern may be tJieir irn,eeurity and fear of aba:ndonn1ent by 

one or both Dare-nts (Vvallerstein & Bundv. 1984}. 
- ~ . - ~ 

Rascble & Raschke .(1978) in estrgated he relation between family 

stru,cture, family conjlict and chddte-n 's self-concept.·- The researchers 

compared chi.ldren from intact famiiies With chi.1dr_n from single parent­

and reconstituted families.. Findin
0

s based on data cpltected from 289 

third, sixth and eighth grade childre.n indkated that regardless of family 



29 

structure, parenl-pa:rent and paren.t-ehild conflict ,.. ·a.s relat d to low seH­

esleem. The authors pos~l.a.ted that the~ fin.dj:ngs add credence to the 

proposition that conflict i the family or unh;1ppine s of a parent 

adversely af ects the child's self-concept. 

Fiske (1987) also investigated cl1j]drer\'s. adjustment in divorced 

amilie.s, Her research examined the relaH.onship among outcome, process 

and contextual variable . She desigtL.;1.ted the outcome ari'ab1gs a.s: 

children's a.djustment at home and school. The con textual variables were 

described as: soeioeconomic (incoi:ne, edtication and occupation) 

psychosocial (g-endet role, pre-ferer_tc.e, locus of c.onh·ol, and attitude about 

mar.it.al status); ch.Hd char.ac:teristics (age, s.e , num.bers); and divorce 

pecificati,ons (months separated, ·who initiated. the . epmation, custody 

arrangement an-d time children spent with their fother). Fischel ·outl ined 

·the process variables as being: parental negotiation style, (cooperative or 

competitive) when making decisions about C'are of hildren at time of 

epar-ation, frequency of discus ion now, co-·parental u.pport, co-pclrental 

conflict, ·agreement between parents about pa.r;en irtg, sat isfaction wifh 

parenting and court litigation plans, 

In her· study 51 ,..._1omen with at leas one c-hild b tween the ages of 3 

and 15, who had been ~eparated beti·veen l c1nd 26 months participated in 

s tru.ctured in terviev::s : 

Findings indicated that many factors 1ve-re ,seen as contr{bubng to 

children's better adjustment at home and s hool. In describing thf!ir 

children's beHcr adjustment tlw mothers felt it reDected upon: thei r own 
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job profiles and greater .co-parental cooperation. The e di orced mothers 

sa ..r the need for pa.ternal. involvemeDt i.n pa.renting including: greater 

c.ommun:ication between parents·, reciprocal support in co-_parenting, 

m.utua1 ded~ion rna}in0 regarding ihe \\ elf.2rre of the children, pride in 

parenting -and foregoing any additional plans .for court acEions. 

Also i.ndie.ate.d in the findings ·were that for children showing a. 

po r r adjt:istment at home, was rel a led to mothers denying fathers· their 

parental role. It appe·ar:ed that the majority of childre:n in this .study had 

both parents till participating •in. their lives. and the role of the father was 

very- imp·ortant to them. 

Amato (1986) investigated sex and age· d ifferenc_e·s and the 

association betw ~ levels of marit al conflict and elf-esle m amongst 

children from intact· and non"intact families. 

ln this study 132 d1ildren aged 8~9-years and 142 adolescenrs aged 15-

16 years we-1:e randomly selected from _private and public schools from the 

state of Victoria, Au~t.ralia. Method o f assessment consisted of both a 

children's and a -parent's fntervie\-v schedule comprised. of 165 and 155 

questions respedively. Qualitative, open- ::inded inter ·iews from parents 

·and children were then rated by Lndependent coders. 

The researcher hypothesized that conflict betiveen parents would be. 

negati ely associated with dlildren's self-este m. In addition, that conflk 

in. the marriage v:ould negatively effect tb.e elf-e.sfee·m of boys more so 

than girls, and y0unger cltUdren more so than adolescent_s. He al-so 
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hypothesized that the quality of the rarent-child in[etaction would be 

negatively assoc ated wi~h conflict in the rnarriag-a. Fur thermore, that .the. 

effects on i.;;hildren's s-elf-este.em would b.e more negative in pooT 

relationship with both parents- L-Oin:Pared to a 6ood relanons.hip with one 

or both parents. 

Contrar , to bis hypothesis, while findin~s indicated tl\at there was a 

s.trong negativ as ociation bet, · een rnaritcil conflict and ·elf-esteem it 

appeared ·among the oung gir1s. Howe"er, this negative association did 

riot appear ior young boys and was only ,veakly apparent- among 

adolescents. Findings also· indicated that marital r;onllict was negatively 

associated wit.h children's relationships 'wit·h thE:ir fathers for all groups 

except primary school boys. Thus. the 11 _ poL-hesis that marital co.nflict 

would be. associated with a poor relationship beh-:\.·een parent and child ,.\7as 

not supported among th e young b.oys . Although wben a quality 

relationship e isled with both parents this ·was reflected 1n higher self­

esteem among primary school boys. Difference::i emerged for young girl~ 

where poor quality re-lationships wit.h both. parertJs ~as assoclated with 

m·arital cont1ict. Other distinctions were evident b@tween adolescent 

males and females and .their relationships with p·ar:ents... While marital 

conflic.f was. negatively associated for both n1ales and fen1ales in their 

father relations, it was positivel I related for males in mother relationsJ but 

no association existed among females. 

The fjnal hypothesis that children 's self-e teem ould negatively 

correlate with ·1narital conflict when chHdren had a poor relationship with 
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yielded age and gender differences. Findings indicated that for. young boys 

and adole cent girls there was no -significant correlation between marital 

conflict and. self-esteem r~garcll"ess· oi thE: qualit of their relations with 

parents. For adolescent m~les there was a significant relationship ben,veen 

self-este ~rn and marital conflict, but on Ly when a poor r(;: lationship. with 

both parents exis.ts. It was ·a:mong primary school guls that the most 

notei-vorthy findings surfaced. \'\/hen a poor re lation hip with both 

parents ex.i.sted lhere was a s·ignificant, n.egatlve correlation betwe.en: 

marital conflict .and self-esteem. Parado.-ically, conflict still negatively 

related to self-es~eem even ·when good relation. hip ,:,tith both p,:trents 

existed. However, when these young girls had a good relatio_nship with 

only one pa.rent their self-esteem did trot correlate wi.th con flict at a 

significant level. 

These findings are ui direct opposition to Rutt-er's (1971) 

supposition that young boys are more sL1sceptibl12 to psychological 

problems than their rem ale counterpart · . Ama lo (1986) spe ulat.ed that 

these discrepancies may be attributable· bJ lhe fa.ct that his sample was 

randomly selected from Lhe general populati.on while p.revious stud.ies 

relied o:n dirtical populations. He ·.1lso noted that these findings may 

reflect the fact that self-esteem was the dependent variable. 

Furthermo_re, he speculated that the atypical r suit of marital 

conflict betng negatively J.ssodated with -~,e1f-esteem: among young girl 

might reflect a gender differ.ence in the e pression of W'1happiness, Amato 
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postulates these fandiF,g m.igh~ ref-lea boys' ability to externalize .th.rough 

overt actincr-out versus girls tendenc_ t internalize covert unhappinevs. 

Locus ~ Control 

Children confronted vith parental divorce can e:xperience an 

ovenvhelmmg sense of pow rlessne s- Contreiry lo most chi ldren.'s hopes, 

wishe- and actio.ns, the likelihood of reco·n tructing tl1eir family unit is 

doubtful. Typically, parents are readjusting their own ·behaviors a,nd 

mo_tion_s which their children h·ave limited control over_ dd ing to 

child.r.en's sense of yulncrabilit-y are lengthy .:idversarial court battles .a:nd 

custo·dy disputes·. In general ·he n-1ael lrom of confusion posed by d ivorce 

may leave children "·ith th.e perception that t-hey h.ave little control over 

what is happening in their lives (Cantreli, 1986). fmmobilized by the 

inabili.fy to m ke decisiol)s r cop with the current predicaments in their 

lives may exacerbate their growing ense of pmverlessne s. Research 

conducted by Lefcourt (197.6) app 3 aTS to b in ac:cord \Vi th this, his findings 

were that children of divorce t::.nd to po sess an external .lm::ns o"f cbnt-rol 

ol'ientation. 

The _parent-child relationship as a det_erminan t of 

internality / externality has been reviewed by GUmor (1978), who examined 

locus f c.oritrol m diation of child behavior. In . tud_ies f elementary 

school children, ~xternal l0cus of cont.rel ·as associated with. critical,.. 

neglectfu] and ignoring paren . Tho e _ ounasters with internal locus of 

control had parents described as vvarm., supportive, sharin:g., trk.t yet 

ega.litarian. For those children wh ndorsed int_ernaJ items on 1ocus of 
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c0ntr_ol &cales, both self-report and o.bsetvational ·measures of parent-child 

interact'ions were indicative of rnore positive child-rearing practices 

(Gilmor. 1978). 

The pa.rent-child interaction seems -related to a ·continuum of 

internalit_ (S tephens & De.lys·, l 97" ). Children who have relatively high 

external locus o_f control scores .tend to h av moLh.e.rs whQ: strive for 

perfection, are driven and success-oriented. When parents divorce, their 

children can experi_nce instability and negative parenting. The,refol•e, 

these children mav select externc1l items on locus of control seal s. 
✓ • 

The effects of father ab.s·ence on locu of contro l scores was 

investigated by Duke ~Hi.d Lanca&ter (1976). Th researchers adm:inistered 

he Nowicki-Strickland LO!='US of Con Tol Scale (Nowicki~S tricl<land, 1973). 

to elementary ch.ool-aged chi ldren, and. t'he Preschool and Primary form 

(PPN5IE) (Nowkki & Duke, 1974) to 6- and 8~ ear olds. Comparisons 

we.re made bettveen the Locus of Contr.ol Scores of 30 males ages 6 to 12 

years from father-absent hm:nes and the J-E scores of 21 males from two­

pareri.t famHie . Results indicated that· boys from father-absent homes 

tended to. be more ext~rrtal han those fro-m two~parent homes. The 

authors postulated tl\at children from fathe r-absent ho·m_es will have 

experienced a m_assive d.ose of' fate" and "uncontrollable complex fo.rces" 

(Duke & L 11caster, 19-76, p. 335). 

Based on studies over a four year period, Kurdek and Siesky (1980) 

an.d Kurd~k, Blisk and Siesk, Cl 971) f.olltld that po it ive ad justment to 
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dlvorce .o d~ildren ages 8 to 17 yea.rs was related to their internal control 

1oci as measur d by the Nowicki-Striddand Locus of Control Scale. 

Parish and Nunn 098.3) investigating locus of control as a function 

of family rype and ~16e at onset of foth,tr absence, had 644 under.graduate 

s_tudents com plete the Rotter Internality-Ext0n1.uliy Scale (cited in ·Nunn 

& .Pzuish 1.983) and provide information on their family background. TI1e 

students wer asked whether they came from intact families· or had lost a 

fa her through d.e.ath or di orce. The attthbrs were also interested in 

examining at wl,at age father los had occurred which they divided i-nto 

three age categories: 0-6 years, 7-13 yec:1rs and 14-21 ars-. 

11\ a previous study, Parish and Copeland (i980) found that- males 

who experienced father loss through death exhibited high.er scores on 

Rot er's Internality-Externality Scale than males from divorced families or 

females whose faf.l~er-loss: were either throtJgh death or divorce. 

·pa.rish and Nunn 's (1983) results indka te that _yo.u·th who 

d velopm.entally come from. the iirst hvo age rn1e0or:ies W-6 and 7-13 years) 

and experienced fa.the.r-loss through divorce were .. igtti.ficantly more 

exter.nall y orie.nted than you th fron,, in tact homes. This significant 

difference ·in externaJ orientation was not apparent when youth .from fhe 

third categor · 04-21 years) wtose father-loss resulted from divorce were 

compared with p·eers from i1 tact homes. 

The researchers postulated that t11e Jov.rer the level 0£ maturity, the 

greater the :vuLnera:.bility to poten ti.al disruptions presented by divo1•ce. 

I' 
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They specula.te that this age related vulneta.biUl should be reflected irt 

younger youths' locus . f .eo·ntrol orienta:tkm. 

In sutrunary, res ar-h in.di-ca tes Lhat children seen\ to mirror the 

anxiety experi-enced by thetr divorced parents. .Anxiety -eems to be 

experienced y all chlldren regardless of their developmental :tage and 

may endure over time (Wallerstcin 7 Kelly, 1984, 1985 a,b). Divorce is only 

surpassed by death of a parent or siblina_ on a life &tress event scale for 

children (Coddington, 19 4). Discre ancies exist in the literature as to 

whether children 1i ing in single parent CH biended families experience 

more anxiety than lh.ose chi_ldren living in intact families.. One study 

found that children ti ving in intact fam._ilies wer less anxious compared 

to chitdren in single parent and bLended families {Parish & Vvorthing, 

1983). .Another study .attributed its lack of -similctr findings to improved 

sock>ec:·onomic factors c1.ll.eviating the tr:ansition tn family tr:uctut.e 

(Bro\VTi, Gayton. & Horns, I 986). 

0,jJdren ma feel responsible for i-h_eir par nts. divorce. Self"blame 

coupled \-V'jfu in ecurity and fear of abandonment may contribute to a 

sense o.f lowered sclf-e·steem. Conflict, wheiher between or with parents, 

see-ms related to. chi1dren's 1-owe'red :se lf-c teem. Contributing to 

chi ldren's better adjustment a home c1.nd school is a.n improved self­

image of the: cus odial parents. A positi\ e Cl -parenting relationship se:ems 

reflected i-n children's increased r. -lf-este.em. not her studv found marital 

conilict to have the strong_est effect upnn the self-este rn of elementary 

school girL. Evei1 when a good relationship exis ted with both patents 
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these girls still experien.ced 1,ow .self-esEeeni. Only by allying them-elves 

with ·one parent allowed for a posith·e -hift in the e young girls' seJfr 

estee.rn .( mato, 1986 . 

Chiidren -e,-peri.encing parental divorce a,re .often described as 

fe~ng powerless. Powerlessnes$ for Lh:es:e children has been reflected in 

measures indicating e.xt~rna.l locus ·of control orienta l:io.n . Findings from 

two tudies of s.chool-aged boys from homes ,,.•here their fathers. departed 

indicated these youngsters v·ere more- e.-ternal th:rn count.erpart from 

intact :homes. Another -study f.ound rhat f >r ·sLhei .1-aged children and 

adolescents who were adjur..ting posibvelr lo famiiy breakdown they were 

internally controlled. 

Grou·p Counselling Jnterven(ion Prog1·ams for Children of Divorce 

Educator,~, psychologists and counseno·rs have been concerned wi.th 

the impact of divorce Ol) chll.dren. • s was earlier a·1luded to, attetnpts 

have ·been made to structure appropriate group program to deal ,,\"Tith the 

growing needs presented by children 0£ divorce (e.g. Bonhowski, Bequette 

& Boomhower, 198'8; Bowker; 1982~ G\ ynn & Brantley1 l987; Pedro-Carroll 

& Cowan1 1985: Stolberg & Garrisonr 1985· \Nilkinson & Bleck, ]977). 

For example, Wilkins-on & Bl.eek (1977) developed one of the first 

school-based in ten ention programs for children of pMertral divorce.. A 

lotal of eight, forty-five rninut::. s~sions were offered to six elementary 

grade stud.en ts. Objectives of the program were: (1) to help the children 

clarify their own feelings about their parents' divorce q.nd to understand 

and appreciate that other children had similar feelings, (2) to gain a g;reater 
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awaren ss of tbe process of divo ce, and (3) to becotrte equipped with 

appropriate coping ·trat gies. To facilitµte rapport-bu{ld.ing members 

participated in ge.t-acqu;iinted exercises, negotiated group rules ,and dealt 

with th.,e natur:e .of confidentia.lify. Members ails.a explored feeling \Yards 

and were encouraged to shar.e th~ir pleasan l and unpleasant feelings about 

Lheir parents' divorce. Strategies. for coping \vi.th divorce-related problems 

were developed while inc:.orpota ting puppet play and construction of 

collages Nhi.ch served as metaphoric, non-tJuea.rening means of pursuing 

.issues relevant ro divorce. 

A poll of 32 children ,;;vho had parlicipated in the Children's 

Divorce· Group (CDG) indicated that 80 percent believed they had learned 

something about other people's feelings, 75 percent Celt pa-rticipating in the 

group influenced their readJustmen.t to their new!}' structured lives <3.nd 90 

percent said they would again p.:trticipate in a similar program.. vVhile 

these ctCcolades seem irnpr.essive they are:: po leri.tially bi.a ed, being the 

subjectiv appraisals of the participants. Further impeding the evaluation 

of the. program was failure to use a control .group for comparison. 

Another school-based group was developed by Bowker (1982) 1n 

w.hicb two groups of same-sex filth grq.d:ers met weekly for a year to dls·cu5s 

issues and feelings surrounding family break-up, Group members were 

as~igned the task of creating a otmd fiimstrip about separation/divorce's 

impao on children, Group parLlcipanrs \,Vere responsible for both the 

scripting and musical accompaniments as well as the technical aspects for 

the story entitled 1'Being in Between." Produ.ction was intended to serve 
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as a vehicle to empow r !hese chi ldren b - buUding· on their 

accomplishments. It was hoped that both the individual and gr01.1p sense 

of achle:\'emenE would bolster these yaut,gste-Ts.' elf-esteem. 

Evaluation of this .Pt.Ogram was trictly based o:n the researchers' 

s·ubject1 e appraisals . Implementation o.f stand rd ized psychometric 

measur and a comparati'v.e control group ,,vere. Jac.king in this study. 

Bonkmvski, Be4uettte and Bonmhower (l984) devela.ped a 

community-based group design to h lp chi'ldren adju t to their parents' 

divorc;e. Later1cy-ag-e children (.7-11 ~rears old) numbe_ring eight 

participated in an eight weel5 p:r:ogr<'\m designed to mitigate the effects of 

divorce. Members· .met weekly in hour-and-a-half long sessions and 

assisted b, three counsellors explored feelmg and 'i.ssues percolating from 

the divorce proces . Each session had a spedfic thetne pertinent to latency­

aged children'~ adjustment to parental divorce. Activities such a 

painting deeopage-, cost-urned ·role-playing ,;1.nd the use of puppets provided 

opportunities for 1nember-to-membe.r and member-to-leader interactions 

while exploring divorce related issu s. 

Consensus fr.om group leaders~ children who partkipat.ed and their 

parents was that the ptbgram was beneficial. Group lea.ders believed 

participants' elf-esteem f.ncrease·d as shown b) their ''increased ophmism 

about lhe future a·nd openness in self~expression" (p, 135) , Written 

evaluations from parents seemed .in accord \1\ri th the group Jea.ders. 

Observed by approxim 1ely 80 percen of the parents was a new openness 

when .it came lo discussing divorce related issues, 1:Vhile 20 percent of the 
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pa.r-ents saw no ch 1 ge, none were negati\·e c1bout the program. Verbal 

response · from l.he childr n, solicited in ih t? fin c:i1 s.ion indicated th.!?y 

enjoy d participating in the program. 

The auth.ors .admitted the method o'f ~valuaLion in their s tud was 

qualitath e, being based on. the leaders' obs rvations,. asse sments of 

parent and verbal feedback from i-he childre·n . s in other s.tudies 

another methodological deficit in this studv was fai lure to u e -a: control 

group. 

A primary prevention p1·ogram was recently developed for children 

of di orce (Stolberg & Cullen, 1983; Stolberg, CulLn & Garrison, 19.82). 

Entitled the Divorce Ad_justment Pr gram (OAP), it was comprised of ttvo 

main groups: (1) the Children's Support Group (CSG) for 7 to 13 year old 

thildren of divorce which encouraged support, effe-cti\'e commun.k:afion, 

anger management and relaxa.Lion stra teg ies, and (2) the SJngle Panmts 

Support Group (SPSG) which encouraged support and provided a .forum 

for m.ernbers to participate in dis.eus ions. on single. parenting. Evaluation 

of the effectiven~ss of ·the program was conducted by Stolberg and 

Garrison (1985). The re. e.archeL as~igned 82 mother-child pairs, (where 

the mother had been .separated 33 months or les-s) to one of four 

conditions. The four conditions were- (a)' the Children's. Support Grpup 

(CSG) alone, (b) the CSG and th~ Sing1e Paren ts ' Supp.01:t Gr.oup (SPSGt (c) 

he SPSG alone, or (d) .a no-tteahnent. conlrol group. 

Findings based 011 outcome comparisons at the completion of the 

program and 5 months 1a[er indicated most impro ed adjustmen.t for 
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d1Ddren in th: CSG alone condition mid for parenLs in the SPSG aJor1e 

condition. Comparable improve-men.ts were n t found for the combined 

condition. Speculating on the ineffectiveness of the comb1ned 

intervention group, the researcher sugg_csted this impractiblenes~ couJd 

be attributabl to group demographic characteristics. l-.1others in the 

combined condition .(~SG/SPS.G) had been sepq. rJ.t~cl the longes t, had 

lower s·at · jobs and indicated the-ir former 

\. tith their children. 

uses interacled les often 

1,1e-thodologicaUy this study had t,,vo major drav-:backs. hile a no-

treatment control group was employed and standardized psychometric 

in trume;nJs ,:ere incorporated into the assessment, there was a failure to 

randomly· assign subjects to groups and self-report instrumen s were used 

(e.g. Fisher Divorce Adjustment S-cale (FDAS), Fi her, 1978; Life Experience 

Survey (LES), Sara son, Johnson & Siegel, l 978t as well a_s a questionnaire 

g-ene.raled by one of the researcher e.g. Single Parenting Questionnaire 

(SPQ), Stolberg & Ullman, 1985). Given these limitations, the researchers 

concede the ''effecti eness of this progri:lm mnv have been difficult to. 

evaluate-" (p. 121 ). 

Borrowing from the Divorce Adjustment Program ~DAP; Sto1betg & 

Cullen, 1983; Stolb rg, Cullen & Garrison, 1982) a_ modified school-based 

prevention program was developed (Pedro-Carroll & Cown., 1985). The 

d1ildren of Di orce lntervel'.ltion Program (CODIP) r·evised the Children .-s 

Support Group (CSG; Stolberg et al., 1982, 1983) ..: ddi.ng two c mponents: 

(a) a forum wa established sooner to e,--plore Hte affectiv and experiential 
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natmr of div rc:e-; (b) .the cognitive feil ture of CSGs sk1n-buiicling were 

augmen_t~d with role-plays, audio-\1isual 11aleria] and talk focussing on 

eni_otional experiences linl ed to divorce-. Another change was re.ducing to 

thr e from five sessions cl€signat.ed for '1nger man;;1gement. Based on the 

i.neHectivenes of DAP' combined inte.n ention (CSC/5PSG), th~ CODIP 

only offered a children's group. A toral o.f 75 children from grades -4 to 6 

rangmg i:n age from 9 to 12. ears 1,-vere randomly assigned to experiment-al 

(41 children) and control groups (:34 childre1,). A suppGrtive environment 

was fos!-ered in he 10 week program to help I, tency-age children to clarify, 

communicate c'll;-,d work through s.alient feelings· about their· parents' 

divorce-. Also explored were anger management skills. 

Evaluation of CODIP-' e.ffectheness. wa·s based o.n the ratings of 

teachers, parents, group lea.ders ;tnd the chi1dr.en.. Teachers found children 

from the experimental group less "introvetted, mote sociable ·with other 

students·, more co-operative and having fewer learnjng problems. Parents 

and gr01.1p leaders noted the children eemed to decrease in th$ pe.rsonal 

incrimin.a tions about di 1orc-e and feejjngs of inadequacy. White the 

children repor:ted decreas s .in post-program anxiety, they did not perceive 

significant difference. in. thei,; competency and .self-e teen,. Addressing the 

program 's failure to produce ch.ang.es in tl'te participant's perceived 

competency and elf-esteem, the researchers post-Ltlated that a 10 week 

program did not allow adequate fime to change these relatively- stable 

dim ensio n:s. 
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Limiting the e\ alu,:1tion of the CODIP study \ ere ratings based on 

judgements of teachers, group leaders, parents and children who, as the 

researchers noted had "a din~cr stake in the prog1am·.-, {p. 610). Another 

limitation was the implementation of inon-standardized psychometric 

iilStrument (e.g. tl:1e. Children 's· Attitude and Self-t-'erceptiort Scale and the 

P-aren1 Evaluati.on Form) whidt were deve.lop d by the researchers 

specifically for· this study. Acknmvledged by 'the re archers was that the 

"progr.arn's credibility base can be strengthened by using outed.me 

m.ea:sures U1.at go beyond the judgement's of the peop[e \-vho it touches 

directly" (p. 610). 

An eight week educ:ational support group for late latency children 

(9-11 years old) ,vas· evaluated ·by Gwynn and Brantley (1984). A 

pretest/postest design was en1ployed in \ ·l::tich 60 cl1ildren (30 boys, 30 

girls) ·were randomly assig.ned lo. e:-<perimental or contro l. group.s. 

Children in the experimental group , .. 'ere made aware of concepts 

associated ¼rith djvorce, en.couraged lo. expres-s their feelings and were 

exposed ·to adaptive kills to resolve con£llc.ts with parents- and siblings. 

Hypothesized by the resear.c.h .,rs '"'Tas that participation in the exp.~rim~n.tal 

group would lead to decreased depression, anxiery and negative .feelings 

about divorc and to be..ing more informed regarding divorce. 

Findings based on 1neasures from pretest-posttest compar isons 

indicated s.ignificant changes made in the experimental group whieh ·were 

consi · tent , rit.h the resul Ls of Pedro-Carroll & Cowan"·_, (198.5) artd $folbetg· 

& Garrison1s (1985) sludics .. 
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Impeding the evaluation of Gtvynn and Brantley's (1984) .study was 

utilizing two instruments constructed by the rese·a:rd1ers s·peci.fically for 

their study (e.g. the. Children's Divorce Information Scale a..nd the 

Children ·._ Divorce· Affective Scale). ThL same met.hodo1ogical problen\ 

wais common to both P dro-Carrol .u,d Cowan's 0985) and ~tolberg and 

Garrison's (1985) ·tud.ies. Another liri1itation i.n their stud. ,~ discussed by 

ihe researchers. was that "results could be accounted for by attention 

recei ed by the. experimental group rather than by the group 

intervention" {p. 163). . oted by the reseai.rd,ers vvas "a better t~st for the 

intervention would include ·an attention control group" (p. 16_3). 

1n the research lite.rature for counsell.i.ng children of family 

separation and divorce1 there are a nun,ber of specific:. int_erve:n_tion 

programs (e.g. Cantor, 1977; Green1 1978; Kes$1er & B.oshvick, 1977; Magid, 

1977; Scherman, 1979; Sonnshein-Sdmeider & Baird, -1980; Wilkinson &· 

Bleck, 1977). Jn many ·instances, the counselBng programs developed are 

outlined session by session ·and ·serve as potential models. 

Hbzrnan & Froiland (19.77) developed a proo-ram incorporating the 

five stages people. so through wh -·n dealing ,,ri th the Joss of a loved o.ne as 

identified h Kuhbler-Ross (.1969), Kessler & Bost,,vick (1977) designed 

workshops for childre1) of divorce detailed to address values, 

communication skills and assertion .training. There have been practical 

approach.es structured for eleme1 tary schools which incorporate puppets, 

filmstrips arid .feelings e~ploralion exerc.ise:s (vVilkinson & Bled<:, 1977). 

Some groups have be.en or.chestrat-e.d as support groups facilitated by a 
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counsellor (Cantor, 1977; Hammo.nd,. 1979). Henderson (l 981) re ponding 

to single paren ' ·ol"'cerns over societal stereotypi11g of c'.hildren from: 

"broke,n homes" i1 the school:", designed a school g1.1..idance program. In 

this program, ·both the parent and ch.i ldren separately a ttended 

counseliing sessions. Ano ther approach involved having the children 

write and perform. a play for their ingle parents in ,v-hich they acted o.ut 

scenario~ currenrl y significant in their live~ (Cantor, 1979). Of her 

programs (Green., 19.78; G··rber, 198~ Kea ts, 1979) e11courage utilizing 

mulh-model or broad-spectrum divorce g_roup which involve the 

children in an xploratior:i of \fariou facets of th .ir Jives post-divorce. 

Green's (1978) multi-modal a_pproa-11 involved a design employing seven 

modes and their jr_1Jetrela tion and interact.ion. Green designated 

HELPLNG as an acronym in order to ·se.rve as .a compa:ss to delin-eate 

children's concerns and specific strategies to address these. Gre~n breaks 

the acronym down into its· seven mod s s!L rting vitb:. health and how it 

may be affected by the cllildren' emot ion«:li and -perceptual experiences 

(H), expe-rience the joy of expr sing feelings in <1 nonjudgmental 

environment (E), be.come more a are of he learning process (L}, 

understand the. process of establishiDg and maintah1ing positive 

interpersonal relationsbips (P), cultivate menlal images helpful. in leading 

positive, happy lives (I), exami.ne funda·m ntal alUE~s, attitudes and 

beliefs (N)1 develop and practice new beha\ Jors (G) (p. 33-34.}. 

Findtngs based on the · vr1n.ous programs have be,en 

predominantly positive. Howe er, \ ·ith the l~X-ception of one study 
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(Hammond, 1979),. the majority have bee.n based. upon the subjective 

appraisal of the children-< their parents and teachers . Han1mond's study, 

whi.le employing obje.ctive instrumenis, h.as been cribcized by Tedder, 

Schermann & Wantz (1987): fot failing to incorpoTate any intervention 

either individuallv or for the group. In their own study, the authors 

evaluated the efficacy- .of a support g oup for cl1ildren of dfvorced parents, 

provided in their school se~g. Their restJlts were based on the objective 

ratings o - parents and t~achers. Parentsr ratings \ve:re e s.entially po itive 

whereas· teachers obsen•ed no change. The re-searchers speculated that 

tbese findings might ret1ect that p,n ·nts hiive a. greater oppoi<turtity for 

observati.on •arid inter_action than the teachers. TJ1ey recomme.nd t_ha:t 

future. research might reflect that' pa:renLs bave a greater opportuni y fo.r 

observation and interaction than the teadi.er.s. They ;recommend:ed that 

ruhue research might employ obj~ctive assessment through independent 

obsen·ers. Additio_rtal drawbacks of this tudy w re the pre-Lest, post-test 

non-randomized design and failure to emp.lo , a control group. 

In Canada there is a paucity of literature ·evaluating tJ1e efficacy of 

group counselllng for d:1ildren from divorce . A notable exception is a 

research project condueted. by the Family Service Association of Metro 

Toronto eJt.title:d ''Children. in Famntes Experiencing Separation and 

D-ivor.ce: An Inve-stiga tion of a Planned Ikief Intervention'' (Freeman, 

1985). Tbe i:es.earch from this study fodicated tJ1a the .children assigned to 

-the experimental group showed greater gains fhan the control group with 

respect to the progr:am g.oals of ,acceptance and adaptation. Also1 these 
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children displayed a.n abj:lity to futtttiou in more ar.eas than their 

cou..n·terparts in the con!.Tol group. There \•.ras concern xpre se'd regar.ding 

the "decided lack of adequ.a,Le iristn. ment;ilion 11 (p. l~O). The researchers 

employ d stc1ndardized 111.easureme nts (fot example, Coopers.rnith's Self­

Esteem Inventories and .N:owicki-Strickl11nd Locus of Control Scale for 

Cbil.dren) and perceived these p5ychomelric devic: s as geared towards a 

psychopathological. perspective. The one instrument cor1 idered an 

indlcator of attitudes toward parental divorce that the study used was Lhe 

Children'&> Attitude and Self-perception TJwentory (.CASPI) (Berg, 1979). 

-However, this insrrurnenE was criticized for bemg "1nsensitive to· the 

changes that were identified by the pare.nt_T !he c-hildr-en or the social 

worker'' (p. 140). The researchers recommend th.at "instruments are 

required which take into account lif.e events and potential mediating 

variables such as social su_pportsJ resou.rr.::-es, ·parenting patternsr the level of 

spousal conflict, parental adjustment and parent/child conta.ct'' (p. 140. 

VaUd considerations regarchng insJ1:.ume:nta1ior1 are raised in 

Freeman's (1985) study yet standardized measures continue to be the 

yardsticks for evaluating the effectiv eness of counselling groups (or 

children of divorce. This trend can be seen in recent studies· (for exam_ple, 

Ander.son, Kinney & Gerber utilized the Classroom. Behavior Rating Form 

(CBRF), 1984i Omizo & Omizo us.ed ihe Dimens•ions of Self-Concpept 

(DOSC). Form E an:d the Nowicki-Strickland Locu of Conh·oJ Scale (1987),; 

Pedro-Carrol owe,n employe-d Harter's (1982) 28 iLm Percei ed 

Compe[·ence Scale and the Sta.it-Trait Anxiety In entory for Childre.n 
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(STAIC~ 1985) and Stolberg & Garrison emp~oyt::d the Piers-Harris Self­

Concept Scale (PH) and the Oiild Behaviors Checklist (CBC.L) (1985), 

In Smnmary, numerous. group .counselEng interventions haye. 

been de ised for children a££ected b-, parenlal divorce. Most' span six to ten 

weeks an:d are com_pdsed of between G to 8 me.mber-s. Typically 

incorpor·ated into program format are feelings exploration exerdses, anger 

management, .coping skills, effec tive comm1.rnication and r.elaxation 

training. Reliance upon ubjecfive apprai_als of researchers, group 

leader , parents and children partidpa ting in the programs i commonly 

found in assessments. Eva.luations are furtJi.er weakened in several .of 

these programs through failure to include a control group~ 

Group counselling can be r.egarded as a helping process in which 

members can identi.fy goals of change. It also provides the s·ettin:g in 

whlch .necessary kills can be developed to fulfill those goals, and to 

praetice these skills (Ohlsen. 1988). Of paramount significance to a group 

structure for c:hildr n is the. tenet tha.t ''what children le.arn is. learned in 

groups and that learning (or unlearning) might therefore test b.e effected 

in groups" (Keats, 1974, p. 98). Another researcher (Sonstegard, 1968) 

regards group counse11ing for children as art a.re.na in whjch the child1s 

learning can be redirected by r~xamining misdirected goals. Further 

subsla11tiating t:he dynamics of group counselling ate the writing_ of Cohn, 

Coombs, Gibian & Sniffen (1963) who describe group coitnselling as a 

dynamic interpersonal process ·through. which ind1viduals 
with the .normal range of adjustment \\Tork witlun a peer 
group an_d with a professionally trained counsellor exploring 



problems and feelings in an atlemp to modify J.ttiludes so 
that they are better able to de.al ·hrith development·d problems 
(pp. 355-356,) 

4.9 

Hammond 0979) in a stud~· in\ e:,tig.1ting s·e1f-concept, academic 

achi.eveme t and atti.tude,, oi child en of divorce found the children were 

desirous f ome ('OunselHng interventwn. She nQt~d U1at 86% of the 

child ren of divorce in her study found the assistance of school personnel 

b neficial \ hen 11·ask.ino- children to talk ab ut" ]101\ they feel and by giving 

children books to read abou.t divorce·• (p. 60) . :\ large p1::rcent;:i.ge of the 

children (82 %) tn•dica.ted that it ,,.,,·ould be beneficial for · oun ellors to 

sp:e.ak 1vith th ir parents. H.ammond ad oc<1fes that ounsellors or 

psychologists de .eJop counselling groups far children of divorce with the 

purpose of "sharing feelings, concern, and suppore'1 (p. 61), 

Cantor (1977) rat.es that group counselling f.or childr.en of 

separation/dtvorte ',vith a trained :1eader ~ct.n ··provide ongoing support 

and -i-mme-di·ate crjsis interventiot1 to a·vert lat r s:edous pe:r:sonality 

disorders ' (p, 187). During group sessions, t'be child can be provided with 

the opportnni.ty to share experiences and inf.ormabon, e . press fears, 

anxieties and possibly guilt. a.nd above ail, to realize lhat they are not alone 

wilh the em0-tio.ns that they have experienced. 

Components of an Effoctive Gro1_1p Counseili·n_g Program for Children of 

Di :orce 

In desig_ning an effective coun elling p ·ogran1 for children of 

divorce, Tedder, Scherman &: \tVa11tz (1987) SqW the need to address three 

main areas whrd1. were illuminated by Wallerstc.in & Kelly (1975) These 
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includ d (a) feeling--both understanding nd coping rith feelings,,. (b) 

cognition:s--unders.tandfng what hrJ.ppeJied and why, and (c) pzoblem­

~olving-deciding wl,at lo do and when. Jn the intenrention _program tbat 

was developed for Lhe Family Service A::isod.ation of Metro Toronto, the 

purpose·s were seen as fourfold. First, an effort ·was made to alleviate the 

emotional bw-:cten of the divorcing parents who were unable to contend 

with their children.' nee"ds. Secondly, to" provide a topical intervention 

for the chitdre-n si?rving to potentially alter their altitudes and perceptions 

o( separat·on and divorce, thus, also polentially instigating a preventative 

function. The thirci purpose t,vas to he-Ip _stablish ~ Tepertoire of coping 

skills for. aU member of single-p~rent families. Lastly, to alleviate the 

severify of the separ:atirtg and divorcing experience for the childre.n 

(Freeman, 1985). 

The purpose of this curre 1t study w,=rs i-o determine the e(ticacy of a 

counse.lling program designed to help late l.atenc -childteu confront and 

c.ope with the problems they face ·whe,n their parents separate an.d/or 

divorce. Th.e major thrus t of thi - program was o tea.c.h and improve 

child:r:en1s communic,ation skills 1 reJaxatio.n strategies and problem­

solving procedur s . Also incorporated i·nto the strucrura.1 form.at were 

components seen a essential to :adequatel , <1d dress the needs 0£ ~hildren 

(9-12 ye.ars old) and how divorce impacts upon fhem. 
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Hypotheses 

·1. The mean post-test, Strait-Trait Anxie Scale lnterv 1.Lion score- for 

the experim ntal group ,, ill be sign'ificRn tly lower than the mean 

post-test scords for the control group. 

2. TI1e m:ean post te:.r, Coop rsmi.th Self-Este ·n, Inventory scores 'fo.r the 

experimental group , ill be ignificantly higher than the mean post­

test scores for the conlTol group. 

3. The n'lean post~test -owicJ i-5tricklc1nd Locus of Control scores for 

the €Xperime.nlal gro.up will he si:gnific.=rntl y lower tha.n the mean 

post-t€ t stores for the contro.l group. 

4. The.re \,vill he a significanl differen.c in the way the. two gToups of 

chlldre·n characterize their fami1ie I relationshJps as displayed m 

their final drawings by:, inclusion of family members, size of father 

and molh~ and in the creativhy and constrictioi1 displayed. 
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Ill. Method 

SulojE>ct 

Participants for this study were d1ildren 9-to-12 years of age whose 

parents have divorced. The childt.en \ ere from the Greater Victoria area 

appeared to be from the- middle income socio-e-conpmic strata, arid 

appeared to be a erage to . uperior iri inLellige·nce. The s.ocio-economic 

sc.atus cind intelligence of the children i ere ·obtained from. thelr parents 

during an inihaJ intake interviev:,r. Appendices A-D pro'\?ide- a summary 

of demographic variab les of the d1i:ldren participating. Two other criteria 

used to select subjects fo_r .this -s tudy were that no more than two y~ars had 

ela.psed since their parents' divorce and that they had not participated in 

any counselling, divorce re1ated or olhen-vjse.. (See Appendi;x, E.) 

Instrumentation 

.The Stait-Trait Anxiety Scale (ST ATC). The STAlC was developed by 

C.D. Spielburger, C.D. Edwards, f. Montuui, and R Lashene in 1970. The 

instrument consists of two separate one-page self-report- scales. The form. 

to measure state anxiety STAIC FORMC-1 consi ts :0f 20 items each 

beginning :.vith the phrase 111 feel." The child p·1aces a check mark beside 

the ending word or phrase tbar be.st describes how he/she feels at that 

particular moment. The form to measure trait anxiety $TAIC FORMC-2, 

consists of 20 slatem_en.ts which describe J1ow d1ildren feel in general. ·The 

child is to indicat€ if h.e/sh feels t.hi:s \,vay hardly E''\;1er, ·om.etime·s, or 
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oHen . B0U1 &ca[~s are scar d in th.e s,=i.me manner. Items are :assigned 

a lues of 1, 2, or 3 with on.e indicatin tbe. a·b ente . anxiety and 3 

indicating the presence of .anxiety. The \'alues -are sumn1ed tu determine 

the ch ild's core. Proredure·s· are outlined in tlre test manual for 

calculating scores when three or more item are omitt .d . Scores range 

from 20 .t 60. Higher scores iDdica t~ higher levels of a nxi ty. 

Reliability information for the STAJC \\'as ba ed on a am.pie- of 

e lerne.n· ary school children in FJori . .l. CronbGch's alpha was ~omputed to 

deJerm in_ internal consis ency of t he instrumen t. The· alpha for the 

STA TE Al'JXIETY s.cale was .82 for mal e and .87 for females (S_pi.elberger et 

aJ 1973) . 

.Concurrent ralidity of the Trait A. X[ET\' scale was es!ablished by 

its correlation with ru.ro w idely ltsed measures c ( trait anxiety in children 

with a sample of 75 chi.ldren-~the Children 's Manifest Anxiety Scale (r = 

.75) and the General Anxiety Scale for Child ren (r .= .63). Construct validity 

for the State Ar1xiety Scale ,vas based on a sam.ple o f more than 900 fourth, 

fifth and sixth grade students·. DetaUed data is presented in the STAIC 

Preliminary Manual (Spie1bergeJ e.t al, 1973). 

Coop rsmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEJ). Self-estemn was asse.ssed 

by means of the Coopersmith SE! (Coapersmilh, 1976). This scale 

mea~ures evaluative -attitudes toward tl1e sel in .several domains, The 

questionaire contains 58 statements and ubi_ecL respond ·by checking 

either ''like me" .or ''unlike m:e." The "'"8 ii ems include iten1s that may be 

.sc.ored separately to asse. s the individual's -s lf- steet11 rel.ated to: general 
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self, social self-peers, home-parents, ~cha 1-acr\d.emic, and a lie scale. The 

lie scale. is s~ red ·s.eparately from the other ~elf-es eem ite.m:s:.--and a higher 

score indicates low defensive lie reac.ti:ons. Higher sc:ores on the 

remammg elf-esteem items irtdica.te 0 reater e.lf- steern. Test-retest 

reliabili! 1 is reported c1s .88· over fiy:, 1 eeks ;.md .70 over three years 

(Coopersmith, 1976, p. ·lo) . 

The- Nowick i-Strickland Locus of Control .Seal . Generalized lo-cus 

of control for children 1, as assessed Hsing the Nov, icki-Strickland Locll.$ of 

Control (No1. i1;:ki, Strickland, 1969). The scale consists of 4-0 items Lhat 

describe "1·einforcement si tuations across inter ersonal and motivational 

areas sucll as af,filiatior1, achievem nt and dependency," Test-r test 

administered at three grade levels and sampled six weeks apart were 

reasonably high- These ranged ·from ."63 for the third grade, .66 far the 

seventh grgde and .71 for the tenth grade, re-spe.ctively. Three-comparisons 

investigating the construct" validity of the 1. owi.cki-Strickland Scale were· 

signifiLant The relation to the Intellectual A-hievement Re ponsibility 

were igni,ficc1nt carr.,1atirig at .51 for ~·e\'enth _graders. Secondly, the 

correlation wi,h .the Bailer-Crom\\tel.I Sc.:i. le ,,·as aJ o ignificant at .41. 

Lastly, correlatrons betwe,en: the Roner and Nowic.k.i.-Strickland adult scales 

was· significant at .38. 

The Draw-a-Familv or Draw vo.ur-Familv Test. Several authors 

have advocated the eJff_cacy of the Dra w-Your~Farnily Test s an 

instruJnent to assess children's adaptatwn to di:vorce (Hamm,er, 1958; 

Hulse, 1952~ 1956.; Isaac~ & Lewi_n, 19:84; Rez:inil<off & Re-z-il1.ikoff, 1958). 
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N1.:rmerous researchers sµgges t that "• ntily drawings rev.eal a child's 

attitudes toyva:rds other rnembers of his family a·nd his percep.tion of his 

awn. role vrithin, the family. Pam.Uy Ielation are eA-pressed by the relative 

ize and placement of the figute_ on the drawings and by the omissions, 

substitu[i.ons and e -agerations: of fl1e figur s or parts of them" (Koppitz, 

1968, p. 134). (For instructions see Appendix F.) 

Pr:0cedure 

Tius tudy included children, hose paren s have divorGed. Letters 

of i:nfor-Diaton and consent farms ,vere distributed th.rough D.ivorce 

Lifeline, Victoria, B.C. to p~rents· ,vho requesi-ed their children participate 

in the study. (See App r dix G.) 

Followb1g the return. of the parent consent forms, the sixteen 

subjects \.\i.ere· randomly assigned to an experiment I (11 = 7) or a control (n 

= 9) group. Test used to· evaluate the effiGacy of the counselling progran1 

were administered before and after e.ach intervention pro i-am. The tests 

·u:sed in thi ... study included: 

1. The Strait-Trait Anxiety Sca[e 

2. Coopersmith Inventory 

3. N ·owicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale 

4. The Draw-a-Family Test 

Tn totaL six counselling sessions were l1.eld at Divorce Lifeline. 

T11.os.e participant assigned to the experimenta l group participated in a 

counselling intervention ba d o.n the ''Caught in t.he itd.dl.e. Program .. 1 

The remaining ubjects were assigned t the control group. Upon 
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ompletion of he tud.y, the parents wern informed a -- to the efficacy of tbe 

"Caught in: ·the Middle Program" and those m.embers from the control 

group were given th.e opti:on of membership in anofaer six \,,eek ses ion 

should it be deemed beneficial. 

Treatment 

Experimental Gr.otm. Children in thee :perirnentaf group me o_n ce 

a week for ix consecurive weeks. Ead1. session lasted approximately 1 .. 25 

b01..trs . The e sion was led by n o trained counseJJors (1Ttale and female). 

The chief group goals , ere (a) to clarifr the chi ldren' ~ feelings towards 

thejr pil!en -:: divbr-ce; (b) to add o the children 's aw.areness that they are 

no t alone, that there are other children in similar 5ituations who are 

experiendng· simi1,ar feelings; (c) to help chil'dren pe.rceive their current 

s:ituat'ion realistically; (d) to quip children ,vith coping skills in order t 

deal wjfu their feelings ~ssociated w ith divorce; (3) to build and enhance 

the children's self~ steem. 

The follov.ring are bnef summaries o the six group sessions. The 

activities are modifications of ugge, lions from the ·•C.wght in the Middle 

Programt' (Achtem & Hett, 1988). 

Session One: Program Introduc\1on . l\1embers became acquainted 

i:vith one· a:nofher. Tnformal discus.Jons ·were i_nitia.ted by the group 

1 aders focu-i n g oi1 the purpose of the group meetings. Concepts 

discussed included (a) establi:;hi-ng ~ trust level, (b.) re ognizing the 

personal courage it has tak.en to come, (c) developing a safe environment 

in ,,.,rhich fo share personal feelings and concerns, (d) ground rules as a 
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nece sary part· of establi-shing a well-functioning group. ChJ ldre.n. usually 

participated in four acti'viti s during lhi"s first session. The first activity 

was the DOT-A-THOUGITT; th purpose of wbich was to: develop gr01-1p 

bonding, to get o kl"IOW one another, an 1 to ha·v -. £un. Th wecond activity 

was group guidelines. Here the. pL1rposes Nere: to establish. a recognized. 

war.king format for conducting gro.up ·meeti:ngs, to establish a fe.eling of 

safety and personal control while I aring experiences surrounding family 

break-up is·ues, to st.:rge the framework £or. cohe ive group interaction .. 

The Lhird activity wa vignette number one: l 'M TO BLAME. The 

purposes of this activity were: to de,•e[op M awargnes of divorce-related 

issues among. group members,.. to encourage expression of fee.lings 

surrounding family breakup, and to dispe1 any feelir1g that children are to 

blame for their parents' divorce. The final activity was a dosings 

·appreciations, the purposes oi whid1 w~re: to begin building s·el[-es.teem, 

to practice saying and thinking positiv things, and to end the group on a 

positive nole. 

Session Two: Communication Skill .... and Relaxation Training. 

During t'his se.ssion children yV~re. encouraged to develop appropriate 

listening skills, to participate in group support and discussfon and to 

develop relaxation skills. To facilitate these the children _participated in 

five activities. The· fir t acfivjty w.a-s a Check 11 in w·hicb the children. 

could shi::tre any thoughts o.r feelings thf;!y lfa.d become aware of since the 

last session. The second activity was known a:s, 7arm-up Telephone Line 

in w.hich the emphasis was on developing goo :i listening skills·. The third 

,I 
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activity was knm,vn as Role- Plav Good · s. Poor Listening. .Skills in which 
J 

ct,ildren gained an appreciation fo r good listening skills and. realized that 

i.t takes effort-. The fourth activ'ity was known J.5 Haw Docs Stre·s:s and 

Anxiety Affect Us. The purpose of lhis. activity wa · lo have the children 

be:cmne ·aware of how they experience. stre s ·an'd anxiety. The final activity 

was known as Reducing Stress in Children Tlirough Relaxation and 

taught the duldren a progressive muscle relaxa.tion technique developed 

by Dr. Edn1-und Jacobson. 

Session Thre< Problem Solving and Stre--s Reduction. In thi s 

s·essio-n,. children were helped i.n. exploring typical divorce rela ted 

problem and were exposed to a problem-solving model. In. addition, .they 

were encouraged to develop an a.·wareness of ·the benefits of muscle 

relaxation. Titis session was comprised of a total of six acti\1 itie.s; the. first 

one being a check-in activity and the last a cJ_o ure.. The secon_d activity 

w s known a the Question Formation Chtirt-. In this ~ s ion group 

m·ernbers were encou-raged. to develop un awar.eness a nd discuss 

separation aI\d divorce r.ela ted issue~. Also, par icipants were encourag_e.d. 

to develop an awan~ness oi the benefits of deep mus.cle. relaxation. The 

third acti\ ity was called Introduction to Problem Solving Techniques .. In 

this exe.rciser group memb'ers were expo ed to the concept of 

brainstorming for problen1 solving and encourJged to implement it in 

practical situations. The fourth acti ity consisted 0£ a vignette permitting 

childre_n to ~mploy the problem solving model to a ··simulated but non-. 

I 
j 
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Uuealening, family scene." Activity number fiv was a muscle rela,xation 

exercise em preying the instn1ctioI1s detailed in session number two: 

Session Forn:~ Assertive Be.h.a.viru:s~ TI1.e 1-2.-3 Fm:.mula. Group 

members .\1\/'efe enc.o:uraged to discrltntnate between cis.sertive and 

aggressive behaviors. Ln additi.ons1 the children ·1ve.re encnuraged tQ 

"own" their feelulgiS by 12mplo. ing 'T' s ta'tement_s. TN~ session CQI\Stst~q_ 

of six activities; agam the first one being a d'i.eck-.in. Activity ·number two 

,:. as another relax_atio.n lr~'in_ino e •erdse. The third acbvi.ty ,vas known .as 

Assertive versu Aggressive Behav ior. hand pressure exercises'). 1n this 

activit group members were paired up and to1d to place the'ir palms 

together. One partner the1i attempted ro push the other's hands. 

backw.ards whi.le the other tried to res-ist without being "pushy." This 

proced_ure was repeated with parl1;1ers exchanging po•sibons. In the firtal 

run of this exercise, both partners we.re 1n"s.tructed to neith~r push nor 

resist but to follow egch oth-er around v.rith thei:t hands. A dis,cussion. 

followed in which I:neJI.lbers talked about lack. of c.ontral/power.1 the 

reciprocal nature of pushing someone .and fi-na ll y that equal posrures 

a.llow the freedom to r~la.te to o.r,1_e a_nother. The· fourth c'l.ctivity 

incorporated ''I" messages, Group memhers were tau0 ht to distinguish 

between assertive "J" message$ and blaming "You" me_ssage-s The fifth 

acti"vity ·,\Tas a problem solvtng exercise with a vignette . Group members 

vie"'!ed a vignette reJated to communication skills. They ·were then 

.encouraged to discuss the vignette and , ·ork through the proqlem-s·olving 

model. The final activity of this session was. designated app:reciation. 

.. 
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Group members were to r ectll cin uncomfortable fee.lirlg they had af the 

onset of the se ssion and to re1ate how lhey eel Lhey hav.e changed. 

Session Five: Families and Social 1nfluerrces. In this ession, group 

members were made aware o.f the diff.e.ren ki.n.ds of f.am1lies. Again, the,re 

we;-e• six • c•tiv1ties; the first on~ being a heck-in acti ily, the sec.on.cl being a 

relaxation exercise- and the fifth activity b .ing _a clos.ure e.'ercise. Activity 

three exp! red family constellations and t:xposed the group membets to 

the varied fotms families :may take-. The fourtJ-J activity wa called a Public 

Interview in which invited guest openly dt.scus ed t.h.e.ir p_arent.s1 divorce 

artd answer questiQns pose:d by tJ1e group. 

Session Six: Rights and Responsibiilties and Group Closmg: This 

s~sion was intended as a forum in which group members distussed their 

responsibilities awards thems -1 ves and [heir families. The first activity 

was once again a check-in. The ,second acti it_ ·was called R _pons.ibilities, 

in wh1cJ1 cards {printed with panmt and chil :I responsibilities) were _,hared 

with the group and they determined \ ho should own: the responsibility. 

A discussion follow~d add.ressing the foct thc1t in a happily functioning 

family, all members are aware of and deal , ith their responsibilities. The 

third activity was known a Rights i'n which n1embers reccive a worksheet 

en.titled Ev rv Chfld's Bill of Rights. The · ixte ~n rights wer then 

reviewed by the group for their me.anirig and inL-ent. The fourth activity 

was an eval~alion in which group members were asked to give 

constructive feedback on. tbe parts _of the program .. they found the most .and 

least helpful. 
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·Th fifth activity w.a c1 final closure. The. group me:n,bers were 

en.cuuraged I > tie up a11.y loo e end i:1nd to then stale one po· i tive tlung 

ahout therns lves and. one positi 1e thing ~bo11t the group tl1ey would pass 

lo ther interested children. 

Control Group. The control gr:oup as co-led by a male and female. 

:Members p~tidpated in &ix non-directive sessions which did not directly 

in olve divorce i · sues. The control gr01.1p ,,vas u...:ed to mitigate for the 

p· s ibilily of a plac=·bo eff ct, .i.e., t1-1at Jtlention alone rnibht be an 

intervening variable. ThroughQut lhe si-x essions the children 

·participated in a variety of fun-filled activities. (For further. details 0£ the 

sessions s_ee Appendix H.). 
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N, Re ults 

Results of this sh:ldy are presented in the order of h polhe·es tested. 

T-tests were u. ed to determine d iffercnce-s bC'[1 ·een po·t-test scores for the 

ex"Periment.al .group and ihe control group. 

Hypothe -is 1 s tates that the mean post-test, Strait-Trait Anxiety 

Scale In en:en[ion 5LOtes for the ·experime.1Ha1 group· ,,111 b stgnificantly­

!o'\ver than the mean post-test -scords for the cc ntrol gtoup. There were no 

significant differences found beh 'een group~ on el the . ubtest of the State~ 

Trait Anxie.t In er11orv (.see Table ll. 

Hypothe.sis 2 s ates thnt lhe mean post-test, Coopersmith Self­

Esleern Inventory Scores for the experimenta1 sroup will be significantly 

lower than t·he mean post·-test scores for !he conh·ol gro:up. 

There were no s'ign.ifica·nt differences found betw en group-s on any 

of the subscale. of Lhe Cooper:irni.th Self-E - lci:.'r:n lnvcnt ry (see Tables 2, 3, 

Figure 2). 

Hyp·o.thesi.s 3 sta·tes that the mec1n post-test . rowieki-Strickland 

Locu of C ntrol score for the experirnent,,1[ group wi ll be s ignifica.ntly 

lower than the mean pQstwt st sc r Joe the con tr 1 group. Significant 

djffetenccs were found between th -x renrnent.11 _roup an.d the. control 

group as mea:surec;l } the No,·v-icki Stricklzmd Lc1cus of Control cale (m ·= 

20.28 c1nd 13.71) t(14) = 2.54,. p < .OS. fSee T.:ible --t, Figure 3). 
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'fable l 

l ean 'Sl:<lncfar-d De\'1;1t1n1 ami RetwN:n G rc111p.' 1 .CNl'.'<.•nn he A-STATE (FOR~.1 C-n and 

FORM 

C-1 Expcnmcrdal (n ::i 7) 

STATE. Control (n ·= 9) 

ANXlETY 

f ORl\t 

C-2 

·rRAIT 

ANXIETY 

Ex pen men't:<1 l ( a = 7) 

SD 

30.14 5.37-

.on .793 

30.78 

39.71 5.8.7 

. l 90 .669 

3 .11 
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STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY SCALE 

50 

40 ------ -._ ---------

--. ...._ --. 
-. -

'30 

20 

10 -------.-.-----------.---'------.----------,,---..... 
PRE. 

STATE 

CONTROL: - ~- - ~ 

POST PRE POST 
TRAIT 

EXPERIMENTAL: ----

FIGURE 1: A comparisori 01 pre.- an.d post-test mean scores for experiment'al an.ct 
control groups 011 tt'le ST AIC. 



Table 2 

M M'\5, Sti nd, rd De 'lcitinnc; ~nci 'Efr,t 1•en Crnups 01:111gc 5wrc'-l ("ln tlw T ,tol 11b<;ca lc of 

·1he Coc,pt::!ro,mi.th '=iel f-Estcem lnventnrv 

fxpcri mcnta I ( 11 == ::") J_.]8 

.l1'02 .965 

Contr J (n = 9) 2...J 9 

65 
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Table 4 

Mem. 1 ta11d,1rd D '\" In ,.; ;-irn:'lEeLwcen Grnup~ h,mg:e Scrir~ on the. n.wkki-
Stnckland Locu~ ot c<1lc-

Postlre,11rm!11l 

E penrnentsJI (ri i= 71 I ., 

:2.43 .o 

Control < v =- 91 13 71 

• 



30 

25 

Cl) 
ill 
a: 2Q 
0 
0 
CJ) 

z 
ill ~-
0.. 
::). 

0 
er: 
(:). 15 

10 

69 

LOCUS Of CONTROL SQALE 

/ 
/ 

PRE. 

CONTROL: - - - - -
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F.IGURE 3, A coml')arison of pre- and poshle_sl mean scores tor experimen al. and 
conlro l groups on the Nowicki S1nckla1-,d LoGus o,f Control Scale 
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The final hypothesis s.lcak :i lhat there \\'Ou.1d be a . ignificant relationship 

difl'erence in tbe way the lwo grotrps of children characterize their 

fom:ilies ' relationships as displayed in tlleir fin,11 drawin gs by: inclusion of 

family .member" ., s tze of father and rr1other a nd in the creanv'ity and 

constriction di played (wh,0.1 rot:rtpared to thl' final drawings of th~ control 

group).. 

All. oJ the pre:-a.nd-posHe.st drawjngs of the experimental and 

conhol group were independen t1y c.1 -s~s ed by ,m art therapist who 

remained uninformed a·s t.o the composition of each group. 

"iNhen requested to draw a cot_npo.sition of their Iamil., children. of 

divorce in mother-headed ho-usehoJds frequently tend to portray their 

fathers a _maller than their mother~ . In I, ter por trziyals d 1.ildren tend to 

omit their fathers from their fa mily co111posl.tions "vhich seems ro convey 

their perception that H,ejr father are becoming perlpherctl in their lives. 

As \. ell as omitting their fath ers, children tC'nd to make new incl usions in 

their fu.mily drawings \\1hich appears to be cln e. pre sion of desire [Qr a 

reconstitut d nuclear amily. 1n addition,. children's fa m.i1y portraits, with 

time, how ·a. f:hifl in a drop in creatiYiJ-Y and an incre.1se in constriction. 

Hm,ve\ er, children parbcipat£ng in intervention p-rograms de-s.igned to 

address the n eeds of chilcb·en of di·vorce do not show this shift in the 

creati vif ' / cons triction dimension in their family drawings (Isaacs & 

Levinr 19 4)-. 

Considering ihe_e .factors-, !be art ther·c1.plst lllilized the following 

criteria: 
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1. Familv Compo~ ition. This ·wt1s simplv a measure of who the cll.ild 

included or excluded from the family drawing-. If a parent was 

2. 

xduded from the dra,,vi.Dg rh.~y were counted as missing.. 'Added" 

figure were peopl :, included in the f,unlly drawing who were not 

p~rt of the. nuclear family-. 

Size of jndi 1 idual Fi 0 L.irec.: It \\' <L -1~. urned thac the r-elativ size of 0 .. ~ 

fathers and molher would r eflecl d powe.r dimension. To calc-ulate 

an_ difference in thei"r respecti\1 size , figures \Vere measured in 

centimetres· from top Lo bottom. ny lr~ure_ that \\.'ere [ess than . .S -cm. 

different in. height ,,,ere ons.id(cred equiiil size. 

3. CbaDge· in the Creativi.lv/Consl.rictlon Din,en 10n. included t11e 

following: 

1. Change in degree of detail (f.e. full burn an figures ver.s.us stick 

figures; detajJ ~- in cloth in or other parts of the 'dr awing ver's·u~ 

much less det- il). 

2. Change h1 cbffetentialion bC!lween the sexe- . 

3. Cban·o- in the inlegr'iry nf bodv p , rt. in the individua.l figures 

(i.e. part flgure.s ver us ·whol • t'igur s; rnis~ irig oody pa:rts versus 

more complete figures. l171t? .tb0\1E' meZ\surem.ents were adapted 

from a -study by [saacs &-Levin, 1984). 

1n the. experim 11.ta[ group 71 L;{! ot subject included th_ir fatner-s in 

both pre-test and. post-tes.t fanii[y drav ring_s. On n-1ale ... ubject excluded a 

tep-father i:n his pre-lest dr,n,·ing bur i eluded the.~ lep-fiJtbtr in .his po-st-
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test fa.rrdly dra, 'ing. Anolher male subj ct l?:\Clud d his ialher in both of 

his pre-and-pos'-test family camposil:ion . 

1n term5 of additions beyond the nnclenr family. 43o/-, of the d1ildren 

in the perimental group added s.omenn tc tl .ir post-te·st family 

drawing. One male.' . ubt ct added. h1 lcp-mnthci-r and tcp-broth.er to hi 

pos(-test family cmnposi ·i on. Another two mal u bjects added th•eir 

mothers' boyfriettd-, and in one case tlie bn. 1 CriE't1d's .t\-V0 so·ns. Two other 

subjec who included their moth.crs' boyfriends in their pre-test drawings 

ex.dudcl.:!d the boyfriends in [heir post-test fomiJy composjfions_ 

In the c·cmtrol group, fathe.rs w~r.e included ·in 10'0% o.f the 

e::hildren·s pre-ai-td -post-tesl drznvings. One male uhject v,1·bo excluded hls 

mother in his pre-test added be.r .to his posr-test family composition. 

fnclusions in ton tr 1 subjects drcn rings beyond the nuclear family 

l ndicated 22% of the children added someone. One female .s.ubject 

included l1er st p-father ..=ind _tep-broH er in b _ lh her pr·e-and-post-test 

drawings. Ano1her- f male respondent .;iddcd t,,., slep-sister-s to h:er post­

te. t fami l? drai, ing. (See Table 5) 

Po.st-test dra \,.,.ings by the experirnentc1! roup indicaLed that 29% lad 

dra\ n theh -athers taller. Tius represented a cti.stincf shift, for these· same 

subject had portrayed their fathe1 s smaller than their mothers in their 

pre-test drawings. 
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"Table 5 

Pre-- and post-test Conipo. ition..:. ol the 01 ~w-A-Famil Test for 
Experiment~ls and Control [ndicating Fi?lmily Compb5ition 

Code: 

D 

M 

s 

Dad 

Mom 

Sister 

B Brother 

UNlD. denote5 famil membe-r not n mod 

UNIDX unidentiHed figure c,ros. ed out 

S Step-

H Half 

BF Boyfriend • 

Family member names on second line denote PETS 

(?) Denotes rater uncer.tain.ty about identity of fa1ii-i:ly member 
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Vertical column on right . pecifis famtly member contai.ned in picture that 

is not contain d in other pkture by same _ubject . 

NC No Change in Fa-mil Compos.ilion 

NC? Judgement of t'-lo Chan e ba ed on iY1.terpretatio.1i. V rify 

identity of family member 

SUBTECT 

Male #1 
pre 
post 

Male #2 
pre, 
post 

FA1\1ILY ME 1BERS 

Sharon (5-M?) D Sis.ter Me l3rolher 
Sharon D l\'te l3 (J m) S (Erin) S-B 
(Adrian) dog (Sl1i1dow) c-at (Ru_ ty) 

Me Mark M Adam 
1e f ohn M Adam 

CODE 

+S-8 

{?) Mark 
+John 



Male /,3 
pre 
post 

Female #1 
pre 
post 

Female rr2 
pre 
pos 

Female #3 
pre 
post 

ivfa1e #4 
pre 

:post 

Male# 5 
pre 

post 

Mal~# 6 
pre 
post 

Female# 4 
pre 
post 

M Bro.ther Me 
Me M Borfriend Btad Troy Brniher 

M Jvfe. 0 Ian La.ra 
Teabag Ec.lipse Maude Hilu0M 

D (Michel) 'tvf (Diane) Me 
D ,11v1e 
VviUow (hams~e.r) 

MeM Ry8n D 
UNID. D tv1 Rya·n t-.·1e 

D (Rill) 1 (Hisabeth) Stu S 
S (1/f elanie) Ben ten 
3 fish 1 cat 1 dog 
Bill ~li .abelh Tina Me ·Melanie 
5 gerbils1 dog cat 3 fish 

.Me Ang Sh.:1.n D 1-1 Ricky Sh;nvn 
S.uti ,. hine 

Me Sh~w1.i: D . 1 J'\.ld~~, 
cat 

D N[ S me 
D MMe. Kalt 

D MMe t--,1 
t-.1 D UNIDX .l. ·1ox Me S 
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+BF 
+Brad 
+Tray 

+tan 

NC 

NC? 

+Stu 

+Ancr . - 0 

+Shan 

C 

+ Kali 
+S NC? 



Femah? N- 5 
ore 
S-

post 

l\.1ale 'If 7 
pr~ 
post 

Femaie It 6 
pre. 

post 

Male · 8 
pre 
post 

Fem.ale .# 7 
pre-
post 

Female # 8 
pre 
po.st 

D H-11 S 1 1 S-D 
cat dog tab bi l cat 
D 1,f S-D SB 
cJ.t dng rabbi! ,chicL(f:·nC l 

Mt:? Y ·onne Yvelle D 
Me '- onne Yvette D :-1 

rvr ME> o 
("elt dog frsh 
1\1 l\1e D 
cat dog hsh 

Me D 1I Jentt 5..,M 
e D. 1\1 Jenny S-1\,1 

Ivf D Dann, 1'.1e 
1\.1 D Danny l\,fe 

B D 11 1e 
B D .r ,I Jv1e 

75 

f-(B 

+B NC? 

+M 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 
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01.Ddren 'in the control gr0t1p alsn por.t:ra)ed their fathers as taller in 

their post-test dr,lwings. However, \,,.·bile 3 '7c: portrayed their faihers 

taller, 44% drev, fheir father$ as diminished in size comp.1red to their pre­

test drawings in wh.id1 their tath,_rs were glrov,:n as equul in s-iz to their 

mothers,. Otte .control group subje·t 1;\' ho p·irlra:,r d hi fntl,e.r sm.aller th.a11 

his mother in his pre~Lest drav.ring, drc\\' his parents of E:gual size in his 

po t-test. composition. (See T;:iblc 6) 

In 43% of e-'p.erimental subjects' drav,h.ngs a hift in t11e 

creativtty/conslruction dimension \\'a found i.n. fhe direction of an 

increase in creativity i:rt tbe.ir po Hest drawing~ . 1 shift irr fhe dire.chem of 

:incre05e a·eativitv "vas also ft11.md in 3. % of the rontro"1 groups' post~tes.t 

dTawings. (See. Table 7.) 

Post-test family drawings ior both experimental and control groups 

included rhe father (experimental = 77%, control = 100%) and represented 

him as larger L.hen the mother (experirncnl;:il = 2 ':'r-, control= 33%). These 

findings seemed indic:iti\'e of -r •intebrating the t'c the.r in ·a per~ejved 

paternal role. 11 terms of crenli, irv, l:otl the, L ....:perjmental {43%) and 

control (33%) grnups final family compositions portrayed gender' 

differences i.n tenns of h-air--tyles~ m·odes of dres - and three­

dimensionality of fig1.m~s. Issacs & Levin (1984) . pecul.1te. that inclusion of 

these. creative elements represent ~n <lbili . to adjust lo the disrupted 

family. 



Table 6 

Pre.- and Post-test CompoLitions of lhe Dr,1w-a-F;:imilv Test for 
Experi~e.ntaT c1ncl Control Groups indic.1tit g Diiforentiai Size of Parents. 

CODE: 

77 

? Indicates om~ degree. of uncertainty as .lo whether parental member 

is c0rrec(l idenlified 

GF Girlfriend 

BF BoyfrjE:nd 

T Taller 

-T Not Taller 

Size in Centim e.tres 

~XPERTh.fENTAI. 
SUBJECT DAD ·MQM 

male #1 
pre 8·.o 
post 9J1 

male #-2. 
pre -!.6?· 5.5 
post 1 .9? 17.9 

male ti3 
pre 5.0 
po5l 7.9 

female #l 
pre "l 1.5 12.0 
post 13.1 12.2 

female #2 
pre 4.5 4.9 
post 8.0 7.8 

S I EP STEP D IT-. ill ~ Q.5. 

DAD MOM Cf BF &ID := :iM'le 

. .:\ ) 

l) _y 

., 
l 

?' 

7.it-

F.1 tber -T 
Fa ther T 

same 
.ame 
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female -t"J 
pre 6-5 6.~ _ a ITIC' 

post 1.6 1.-l same 

male •, 4 

_pre 7.5 5.2 Father T 
post 70.2 .7 Father T 

CO!S!TRO!. Slb\1 SI 1:.1' prF. Qf.s_ !l...S. 
SUBJECT I2A.12 MOM DAD MOM Q:. 'n F Oll.=: ~ 

male Ill 
pte 9.4 10.0 fa ther -T 
post 10..5 lD 6 ;;-amc 

male ~2 
pr~ 4.6 -4-.0 Pathcr T 
post S.2 o.5 rather -T 

fema le #1 
pre· 10.2. 1.0A 5ame 
posr 9.4 8.9 Father T 

f male #2 
pre 3.2 3.5 3.0 s,pme 
post 4.1 3.0 2.6 Father T 

male #3 
pre 9.6 
post 12.5 1 l).6 f<1tlwr T 

female ll,3: 
pre 2.5 3.7 F.Hhcr T 
post 5.7 6.8 Fa her T 

male #4 
pre 1.9 2.4 2.5 Father T 
po5t 3.0 2.3 2.6 same 

female #4 
pre 11.3 1"1.2 .s;i me 
past "11..9 '12.7 father -T 

female 5 
pr 1 .7 1.1 same 
post f.6 2.1 Fut her ~ T 



Pre-and r 0~Hi:?5t Comro, Hion$ o.fthc. Drnt-·-A-FJm"iiv' T(""', I lr E,pc•nmC'nbtl ,rnd Contrnl 
Groups rnd.ioun.:: G ·~ll.'1tv JCon,1ri.::11t>n Dimcn 1i"'n 

CODE: 

79 

.,. fndicat~.s pi.;;rurc e>1h\bits more <T<;!at\v, y (,ind hcm:o 1" - con ttictionJ 

than: i, COI.J.flt>¼rpOrt by the s me subjpc:1. 

NC lnd ianes no dearly identifiable ch«i'lgc in thi- d1111cn,sion. 

EXPl~R'IME TAl. CONTROL 
SUBJECTS SUB!ECTS 

r-...fatc # L ,\~;,i k lil 

pre pre ..,. 

p·o_t po~r 

Male ltl fo fo 1/:2 
r,.e pre. 
post * post 

M21le -lf3 Fe.male ;,1 
pre i' pre ;-

post post 

·Fem.ile. lli Fc.u,ale #2 
pre p re 
pos.t poi:t ·c 

Femi;ile '112 Mate ff..3 
pra pte 
post NC FOSt -L 

Fe.mo.le #3 Female ·#3 
pre pre 
pos1 po!.-11 ,-

Mak 114 l\ '.-ilc =f'l 
pre pre 

p -1 p S .l ·. c 

F1!mal0 114 

pre 
po,,,, 

Fe.mal.c :t-5 
pre 
past NC 
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Summan of Data Analv.'is 

Four hy:polhese~ \. ·ere tested to c·v-c1 luate tl"ie efficacy of a group 

counse.lhng inte(vent"i n for 'hildr n r t T1r,::int,1.l di,•off.e . The ·result 

may be s munari.zed a~ follow 

l. The e-xperirnental broup made no .signiCica.nt .change in terms of 

their• post-test mean scores on the STATE and TRAIT ANXIETY 

forms oI the STAlC comp,\red lo th€ c~ n lrol crro.up. Significant 

changes 'were e ident b n"'· en ihc pr.c- zind posl-test group mean 

scores of the STATE A XTETY SCALE, .fOR .. r C~i for the control 

0 roup. 

2. There w re no signifieant differeri.c.e be i:-veen gr up- on any of the 

five subr..cale- (General, Social, Honie . Sd,ool, Tot-al) of the CSET for 

the experime.niaJ or control gr.oups. 

3~ There we.re significant changes (oun on posJ-test locus of control 

scores f..__r the .e. perimen c'Jl , .... roup when compared to the post-test 

cores for the control group. 'Exp·erimental sQbjects post-treatment 

score indicated th,:.y endorsed irerns more- interni:1ll_y -compared to 

control s·ubjects. 

4. There, ·ere positive observable ~·hift fn. tl112 f,unily dravvi.ngs of botJ-1 

~he xpcriinental ·rnd control ,~ro 1p.s ar::rnss all three d.ime_nsi'ons 

indicating .an adju lment in lfo:?ir e perien-ce· .,f divorce. 



81 

V. Discus~ ion 

This study tested he :hypotheses .that chi ldren wlio participated in 

an exp ~ri01ental gr-oup counse lling program would sho .less anxiety/ 

greater _elf-esteem, be more ,internally oriented and be better adjusted to 

the f;.;"<p12rience of divor:c~ than chil.dr12n in the control gro1.w. Analysis ol; 

the results d id not provide support for all of ! he· hypo th ses. 

Experim ent.11 subjects showed no signific.:int ch21nges· an el ther of 

the sub-scales· of the STAIC. Reasons fm· the program's 1ne fectiveness at 

a.lleviating experimental group partidpants' .cn:ixiety may h.-ave stemmed 

from the direct •intervention fotrnat encour- ging feelings' exploration and 

e:xpressi'on. These .findings ar,e in accord iv-ith a s tudy by Wallers~ein, 

Mac.Kinnbn, Resrikoff & S_ptinger- n 987) i•n ,,.· hich th e researthets noted 

that anxiety ,,va.s h eigh re.n e.d ,vith the expression of divorce-i:;elat_ed 

feeling·s. . -nother study fo-i1.11ct that Ldentification c1 nd expression of 

feelings was particularly dffficuH for latency-aged children who invest a 

great deal of energy in elaborate defenses. again t feeling (Bowker, 1982:). 

Results from control group m:ernbers:' po t-tes t score on the A­

STATE scale· of th€ STAlC (Spielberget, 1973) indic"1ted they experienced 

less transitory anxiety than p rior l o p .;utirip ilting in the control group, 

Differences between the c.ori .rrol .and exp erime-nta l groups' transitory 

artxiety ma·, have reflected the· fac tha t control gro.up members w ere not 

required to partake in affect expression Children experie:ndng their. 

families' break-up may fee l that no o ther chi ldren ar-e. dealing wi th the 
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sa.me foelings as themselves and ther fore may feel uniqu e. Control 

group members interacting in "Utt - il.l.ed ,1 -tiyihe- with peers may ·have 

felt le_ss anx.iou- about their "d.e.lusion of uniquenes n (Sullivan, 1947; 

cited in Anderson, Kinney .& Gerler Jt' ., 1983).. Hm1V'ever, fo.r b0t:h 

experimental and control group ubjects there ,vere no significant changes 

in trait anxiety whidt may be aH-rlbuted Io long-term. anxiety bei:n_g a more 

stable dimension than can effechvelv be ameliorated in 6. weeks. of 
; 

couns"€lting interYen ion. 

Positive self-esteem d1ange were n.0t found on ctny of the subs.cales 

of the Co·opersmith Self-Esteem InvenLory. Pedro-Ca.rrol & Co,-ren (1985) 

found a similar lack of pos.il-ive change among experim•ent;;D participants 

in a counselling inte.rvention program and postulated that na 10-week 

intervention focusing specifically on .divorce-related issues is not 

-suffidently po1-ver.ful 10 produce change on relatively stable dimensions 

such as perceived compet·ency a.nd elJ-e tee:m· (p. 609). A trend towards 

improved self-esteem aero s the general and total subscales of th.e CSJ 

seemed apparent when comparing co_ntro·1 group post mean s·cores with 

the e:x:.perimental group (see F'igure 2). Shifts tmvards improved self~ 

esteem for control group subjecls may be Lr-aced t .. the rapport .that grew 

with peers nd the a tte.n tion r.ece1Ved from the co-leaders without the 

threat of feelings exploration-. Thi suggeslS that c1ny ·activit ;f be it play or 
., 

counsellor·:s intervention, can result· in an improvement of self-esteem. 
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Locus of control ~core indic.:atcd hi&her inter.n:ality for partidpants 

.in .the e--xperimenta] group. Thu · exp~nmentc1l group members thought 

lhere ·was a contingency relationship ber, •cerY their cognitions and actions. 

Chiklr~ in the- xperimental group possessin_:s an internal locus of co·ntrol 

orientation should be better equipped to m,;ike life adjustments. Similar 

results were found by Omizo & Omizo O 987). it, which post me.asure-s on 

.the owicki Str.ickland Locus of CoJ1!Tol ca I indicated a s ignificant 

change in their coun eiiinv intetventi.on group compared to control 

•S.u bjec.ts. 

According to. Issaac & Levin's· (197 ) sludy, children in th,e first year 

of parental separation -c,IJ"ere si.milar to chfldren from intact fatnilie-s in a 

tendency to draw their fathers larger thaJ1. or equa,1 in size fo their mothers. 

Hov e er, at the tv-.ro year ma1:k children e-xperiencing parental separation 

drew their fathers smaller than cb.eir motJ~cr or excluded them from their 

drawings. Addilionally, the researchers fou·nct that by the e.nd of the 

second year of sepa--rabon th.eir study popul.1rion sho,"·ed less creativity 

and a.n increase in consb·1ction in their fomi.ly cir.a ving~. How.ever, a drop 

in creah ity w s not ·ev:ident in population r ceiving a preventive .family 

therapy "Orientation. 

A total of 71 % of th experiment.::t! subjecls included their fathers iil 

their post-intervention drawings. Fathers , ere. also drawn as being taller 

than motl1.ers by· 29% of the experimental subjects, representing a shift 

trom being portrayed smaller rhan mothers in the children· .. initial 

drawings. These-dta~-ving. suggest Hwt in th-' children' rninds there may 
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be a dl.iange in perception .of the hmi.fy Ct·om bein a ingle parent one in 

w-h.ich the- m.olh_r is all-powerful, Lo one in ,,hich 1he fa!h:et comes from 

the peripher r into a co-pa.renting role. Addi .ions be ond the nuclear 

family were seen in 43% of the childr n i_n tlre e·,-pe;-imen:ta1 group. For 

on - group 1nembe1· his fa her's girlfriend and her son v,:e:re added to his 

final dr-av1ri:ng. nother boy ad.ct·ed his 1not.he_r' boyfriend and his two 

sons. Both instances might be viewed as al ernpts. to p.erceive the family as· 

a rei.:onstil1.tied family uni . Three other cxp·erimental tr.roup members 

included mothers' boyfrie11ds. as well as their mo het's· and fotbers i_n their 

initial drawings, but deleted the boyfriends in thei-r final drawings, There 

are rn~o possible explanptions for this:· (1) the mothers were no [onger ,in a 

relationship with these in.d·ivid.uals., or (2) the children " ere attempting to 

perceive their· family ~s hc1nnonious again v,rithOLll an intruder, A s.hift· 

towards increased cre-abvity was geen. in 43% of the xperimental groups' 

post drawings . uggesJing that the .group i11terve-nt--ioI1 program may have 

brought about chang s in the :--xperimental s11bjects.' sense of well-being 

and positive adjustment to fl:1.e experience of di-vo.rce. 

Pre-and-pm;t-test dra-wings from the· conrrol group ·indicated all the 

members rndud.ed their fathers in bolh dr.iwings. HO\\'e.ver, in _their post~ 

test drawings, 44% of the control subje:ct · portray ct their fathers as being 

diminished •in size compared fo tbeir mothers .. This suggests that chi l.dren 

in the control group may be perce-iving the famtly as be.ing headed by a 

singl~ paren l, name] T the rnblber, who now i's rebarded as powerful. 

Furthermore, fr1. their. post dr.awin_gs 29 %1 of the experim.ental group 
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portrayed their iaihers- ,;is larger. Lh.:rn tl'reir mother.. This may renect a 

shift tm.,rards ,a perce_ptio.n of the father as a .coe--pii'r"ent, rather· than an 

omnipotent figurE>, or one pushed in Lo d·re pcr·pher , of tbeir liyes. 

Increases in the. creati vil djrncnsion were seen in both the 

e:xperi;mentaJ and 1_ot1trol group post-te ! .drawVngs. However/ more 

experimentc1l subjects sh.owed an incre~sc in creaiivrty in their family 

com.position than id .the cbn.rtol subjects. This &.tiggests that the group 

counselling interve-nrion may han~ bc.ne itled. th.e experimental subjects 

-in their sense oi well-being and ;;idjustme.nt to. their patents' divorce. This 

finding appears consistent with 1saacs and Levin 's study (1984·) .in wh!d1 

the researclters _noted a drop irt ere.a tivity and an increase in constriction. in 

the famil-y drawings of children of di\10.rce, l ,v·o years post-separation. The 

authors ugges.t that this shift toward constrktion in children's fa mily 

compositions may reflect their sense of a pe.:rmanent lo s , However, the 

researd1ers did not find a :sim_ibr sh i(l i"n the drawings of children of 

divorce ,vho _participated in intervention. ,;vhid1 alle\1iated their divorce­

related prob1em.s. 

Implica rions for Counsel lors 

The. findings from. the present in-~les.tigatiori have possible 

significance for counsellot:s intere Ld in <;lructunno- <l;roup counsellina 0 0 · .. 0 

intervenlitYn programs for children f p.u-ental divorce. particularly late­

latency aged •children.. Generally, it appems lhat late-latency ac::red chi.ldren 

tnay initia 11 y experience heightened a.nxi "ty in an interyention progran1 

format that di.dale ~ an in1mediate , l)d direct expre~s·ion aJ1d E>xploration of 
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divorc.e-relaled f e.elings. Th~s sugg.esls th;H colln:s~llors might iI::tclude 

intervenfion strategi s that allow for increased anxiety and the utilization 

f the a.nxi~ty as a mea,ns· of venting anger or Other anxiety related feelings., 

Intervention should definite.Jy indude support 1ype .-1rategies. 

Furthermore. iii 1 ioh t of the present resli l ts it appea·rs• that 

participating in a group counselling intervention for children 

xperiencing parent.al divorce tan change child ren's lbc·us of co11ttol 

to·wards an internal orientation. It may be lhat participating i.n an 

intervention prog_ram that e ·.po·ses children tO effech \'e communi.cati0n 

kills and rel.axalion t-ecbnicp.1es· a well .c:1,- pto.\' iding ,1 foruni for 

discussii,g Lheir feelings may ernpoNer the.s.e cbi]dren . Therefore, future 

rese·archer intent on structuring nn '-'ffecti-ve group counselling 

intervention program £or late l_atenc aged children of parental. divoree 

might incorporate the following aspects: 

1. G1v n that late latency aged rhrlcircn may be resjstant to .affective 

·expression, p_art-icuL::trly of divorc-e-relMed is__i,fes it may be beneficial 

to allow an initial period ro perrnil :·uffrcient rapport to develop 

among group members and with the group leaders. Therapists can 

facilitat~ this process by q.[lowing rhildren t.o maintain their "sc1.fety 

zones 1 1.mtil adequate tn1st is established. This will allmv the 

childr.en to f el ~omforto1ble about· opening up and s_haring personal 

experiences with thers. Al 0 1 there ~.re c1l ternarive5 to directly 

probing tt-re children .regnrding their pers0nal fe~lirtgs about the"ir 

parents' divorce. Alternative approaches could p.ermit several 
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sess.ions be a11ocatcd to metaphoric exploralion of divorce-related 

feelings-. This c.ould b- ac.complisbQc\. through readi ng tories about 

cJ1ildren·.s. experienr:e: ot tl-11:_,jr pa'l~nls' divorce, vid "O presentations 

abo-ut fomily break-up and/ or rclat1ng :,lorics of ,1ni1'nals separated 

from one parent. Once the top·c of feeling .related lo parental 

sep rati.on has been broached in. a non-threatening manner it may be 

possible t-o ·e.ncoura·cre pctsonal disclosures from the children in 

r ut1..H sessions. 

2. While it is ac-kno\vledged lhat l°eehngs exploratio / effective 

cornm.unication 61<:i lls, rQ1'1xalion lcchniques a·nd attem.pts to better 

understand the dynamics of divort may be e.Hectively structured in a 

beneficial group ·intervem.Hon for children of parentg.l divorce, it is 

important to hold uppermo·st tha_t ·they are slifl children. Tbe-r:efore, 

it seems imperative to also include· fun-filled activities in the 

sessions. By incorporating flln-fi11C'ci Mth·itie- the, b-ondin_g process 

may be enhanced hetweet1 group meml:rers rind wil.h leaders. 

3. Finallv, it i ·important to r.e.member that childre.n 's self-es.teem 

appears to negatively correlate , ·ilh parent-par.ent and parent-child 

conflict. Ideally tlHm parents sh.ould be e.1 couraged to participants in 

gn;:iup counselling- inter vention. for iheir children. The opportunity 

to hear irst-h,md how iheir m,-rn children feel about their family 
. . 

breal -up ii well as achvel _ partiilking in rale-pla!·s in effective 

communkation and the e .. pression ·of motions may serve to 

alleviate a great de 1 of turmoil in t}1e'ir ch ildren 's lkes. 
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Limitat-ions rif the Studv and Imvhcatim1s· for Future Research 

The small number o.f subje.cL p;,rticipatinCl' i 1 thi study restricts 

generalizabilit)'; ·urure researche ·s ma y o1 ttempt l.o a\Zcommodafe his 

shortcoming by including m _ore subjects i•n their ample. Chang€s in 

anxiety and .~elf-es teem were not detected by two psycl:.1omet ric 

instrume·nts; the Sta e-Trait A.nxie y Seate and lhe Coopersmith Self­

Esteem Ini.•entory respectiveJy . O{her srudies h;:ive found standardized 

p ye ometri.c instruments relatively in en.sitive to . fable dimen•sions 

hen assessing group intervention tnr cb.iklren of par ntal dlvorce (e.g. 

Pedro.-Carrol & Cowen., 1985; Freemc1n, 1985; Stolberg & Garrison, 1982). 

Future researclte.rs employing ·standardized psychometric measures to 

assess the efficacy of group counselling interventions £or children of 

parental divorce may f"rrtd longit.udinal administration of psychometric 

instruments more. effecti e. For hildren partieip-ating in group 

inter(,entions de igned to ameliorate !he effect of parental divorce, 

cha.nges in relatively stable dimensions such as chronic an.-xi€.ty and self­

esleem rnay be imperceptibl.e afler only six to eight ·,\~eeks. However, 

follo·w-up ass.essments conducted at six months and one ye-ar post­

treatment may allow adequate time for children o proc.e s and integrate 

the· knmvleclge, ski11s and slrateg.ie? of ,m "i'fccl_ive .intet\'er1hcrn program 

to assist childre.n adjusting to the experienc~ of divorce. 

It hot-Ild be noted that the parhcip:ati n Gf the e. _perin1entor in the 

strucluring an:d fatil.ita.tion of the conttol and experimental group mjght 

have produced ome affect in both group . A strong desjr_e on the part of 
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tJie fac:ilit<,'l.tor of a play group or coun -emng group ·can produce p.ostive 

resuJts. To measure the Rosenth.il and HJ,.vthorne effects a second CQntroI 

group in which no in tervennon or sup_porr is off ere :i can provide a de.arer 

idea of how a play or coun elling intervention CJ.n affecl change in 

behavior. 
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Appendix A 

Prese.rit:ing Concern As ldenlified by Pe1rent_ during· inti:11 lntake 
interview for fu..:perim en ta I Group ( n = 7) 

Concern 

L Trouble Sle:epin:g 

2. "\Veighi oain o.r loss 

3. Anger Ou tbu rs s 

4. WithdrawaJ fro.m friendc 

.5. Alcohol consumption 

6. Drug Abuse 

7. Getting tn frouble 

8. Crying ·,pells 

9. Sexu·at .Concerns 

10. Nightmares 

11. .Headaches, Stomachaches etc. 

12. Disciplinary probterns/re.bellion 

13, Jealousy (e.g. with parents) 

14. Special fear (e.g. of the dark, 

being alone 

15 .. Thoughts of suiode 

16. Depression or moodiness 

I 7. School problems 

18. Running away 

umber of Subjects 
Experiencing Concern 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

104 



Appendix B 

_Presenting Concerns a ~ Ident!fic.d bv Par 'n l:s .ch1ring initLlal Intak 
Int rvLw for Control Group (n = 9') 

Concern 

I. Trouble Sleeping 

2. \"/eight bain or loss 

3. Anger Outbursts 

4, Withdrawal {rorn friends 

5. Alcohol consumption 

6, Drug Abuse 

7. Getting i_n trouble 

Crying Spell 

9. exual Concerns 

10. Nightmates 

11. Headaches, Stoma.chaches etc. 

12. DisdpUna..7 problems/rebe11ioi1 

13. Jealousy (e.g. 'With par:>nts) 

14. Specia l Lar · C .g . of the dark, 

being alone 

15. Thoughts of suicide 

16. Depre-ss_ion or' moodiness 

17. School problems 

18. Running away 

Number of Subj .cts 
Experiencing Concern 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 

J 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

l 
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Appendix E 
DJVORCE LIFELINE 

CAUGHT rN THE MIDDLE 
1NFOR11A TION SHEET 

* All information on this is strictlv conHdenlial 
to be usec_I for Divorcr- Llfeline purposes 1Drt1y. 

10 

(A) GEN~RAL 

Your Name ----------

Offia Use Oirfy 

Interview Dale --------
Level of Education: Gro:up P.lace1nent Dat£ ____ _ 

Self:. HS gtad._ HS+_ Group Counsellor ______ _ 

College grad_Grad./.PJ."o _ 

(Ex) Spouse: [-IS gra,d ,_HS , _ 

College Grad~Grad/ Prof_ 

Income: 

Counsellor'.~ Comments: ----

Your current earned annual gross salary _____________ _ 

An.nu al lncome from interest, di vi'dendr.., real e tale,, other investment 

Assets: 

Please E$tirnate total assets·: 

less Lhan $10,000 510-15,000 ___ S] 5-20,000 __ S20-25,.000 __ _ 

$25-J0.,000_530-50,000 __ §50-75 ,000_~·7s-100,000_ Over 5100,0QO __ _ 

Are any of !:he children exceptional (mentally/physically/erno.tionally 

handicapped? Gifte-d? Talented?) ________________ _ 

rs your- child below, average., or above average intelligence? ______ _ 

Do you Jive.in a: City ___ Suburb ___ Rural a re.a __ _ 

Do you live-in: 1farital home ___ Apartrnen t ___ _ 

Different house than ·marital home ~ --
Diff r nt co mmunity iluin form ... r spouse. ____ _ 
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Child's Name ---------- ------ ---------~ 
Address ---------------------------~ 
Place of Employment _____________________ _ 

Relationship to Child ________ Child's age ___ Grade ____ _ 

(Home) Phone (Work) Phone _______ _ 

(B) COUNSELLING 

Ha:s your . on/daughter bad co:unsdl ing- before? Yes ____ No ___ ~ 
If .. ~s, '\.\!'ith whom? ______________________ _ 

Are yL1u currently, or have you been, in crJunse1ling? Yes ___ No __ _ 

Group or 1ndividual counselling? ________________ _ 

(C) MARITAl/RELATIONSI-ITP TATUS AND FAMILY 

Ivtarried: 1s-t __ 2nd Thi.rd __ Are yo.u and the child's parent 

currently married? ___ No. of yf'ats.?" ___ Are you and the chil.d's 

parent living separate and aparf? __ How long .have you lived separate 

and apart? ___ Do you have a .Separation Agreement?_Has a divorce 

been filed? __ Are yoL~ and the c11ild'.: parent d.l.vorced? __ How J·on:g? __ 

Have you ren1arried? __ Has. the oiher parent temai•ried? __ 

How is custody arranged? _____________________ _ 

How is visitalion arranged? ____ _______________ _ 

~D)MEDICAt, 

Does your son/dau,gh.ter have any m die.al .or health problems? ____ ~ 

Is he/s)1e taking any medic.abons: Yes~ __ No __ _ 

If y.es, w hat·? ___ ______________________ _ 

(E) SPECJAl CONCERNS 

Please d1eck any of the ollowing which you believe to be a problem for 

your son or daughter; 

_Trouble Sleeping 
_Weight Ga•in m: Loss 
_Anger Outburst 
_Withdrawal from Friends 
_Drinking 
_Drug Abuse 

_Nigh f mare:s 
:Headaches, Stomach Aches, ett. - . 

_Di5cjpJine, Rebellion 
__Je_alousy (e.g .. with Parents) 
_Special Fears ~e.g. Dark, being alone) 
_Thoughts of Suicide 



_Geeting in Trouble 
~Crying Spells 
_Sexual Concerns 

_Depressjon o idoodine s 
_School Problems 
_Rur:ming A\\tay (or wanting to) 

110 

Oth~r B·ebavioral a.nd/or Emotional Problems ___________ _ 

.Stresses and concerns for the parent directly affect the. d1i1d, If we know of 

any major areas of diJficulty that you .are h~ving, \·\•·e are: better equipped to 

help your son or da:ugh.ter. Ple~s~ dreck any or the follm,ving which may 

pertain lo you. 

_Depres ion 
_ J\nger or Temper Control 
_Sle·eping Problems 
_Problems in Social Rel·ationsbips 

~ Drinking or Drug Use 
__ Medi'cal ·Problems 
__ E.~ting Difficulties 
__ Suicidal Thoughts 

Other ----------- -------------~----
Des c r i he your ddld's relationship with you. ___ ~ ---------

Describe your child's relahon.ship with his/her other parent. _____ _ 

Your thoughts on your child 's percept ions and beliefs about the en uses of 

the divorce. --------------------------

Spe.eial Concerns: _______________________ _ 
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(F)OTHER 

l heard about Divorce Lifeline from ----------- ------
Are ynu. currently or have. _ ou in the past bQen, itL\'olved in .one of Divorce 

Lifeline's program·s7 Yes___ No _ _ _ 

Which Progr,a,m? 

1. Small Group Counselling __ 
(Le.a,der's Nan1e) 

2. Individual Counselling __ _ 
(Counsellor 's Name) 

3. Parents' Program _____ _ 
(leader' - Name) 

(Parent's Sfgnature) 
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Appendix F 

I would like ou to draw a pictu.ri.:: of your fomlly. Please feel free to u_e a 

much of the page- as you wish. Also, the boxes of crayons are th~e for 

your use~ so please £e-el free to use whtch.ey~r co1ours you choose. When 

you. have compli::tted your dratv'irig I w.ou ld appreciate it if you would label 

all the individual memb(: rs that you have ho, m . Plea e ta) e ,-ou:r time 

and i:en1ember that th r - are no right or vvrong drawings, and t·hat no one 

is going to be judg d o.u thei.r ~rtistic abiJities. 
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Appe1 db: C 

·Wednesday, 1a·r.ch 'n, 1989 

Dear Parents: 

Re: Research Project for 9-12 Yeaf Olds 
Caught in (-he Middle Program 

The purpose 0£ this letter is to out.line td'lctt would b involved for your 

child should he or she be eruo1led in the April Caught in !;he Middle 

pro£ram at .Divorce: Lifeline. As ,ve ll , c1s ses ion b r ses ion outline of the 

program format and goal taternents is endostd. 

The fntent or the research project is to determine the effectiveness of a 
coun·selling program for pre-adoles'C;e_nt children who are working 

through their parent's separation or divorce. Children who .agree to 

par.tidp.a(e jn _he stU:dy will be assigned to one of hv.o o,roups: a directed 

cou:ns€11 ing group or. a no:n-dir:ected counselling group. Each g_roup will .be. 

run for six sessions from 4:00 p.m. to 5:15 p.rn .. beginning either on 

Tu_esday, April 18 or \A/ednesday April 19 .. Dy assigning children to one of 

U1e ·two groups and having them cnmp1eLe: three questionnaires prior to 

beginnin,g. the group, an.d uptm the groups' conclusion, an opporhmily 

will be: provided to study their personal gro,,-u1 throughout the pr gram 

period. WHh this informa_tio.n the effecti,,ene.f>s of the program can then 

be determined, 

lf you a_gree to .have your chiid enter this Caught in the M.iddle research 

proje.ct' if will be necessary for you to sign the consent form provided and 

return it to Divorce Lifeline offices before the commencenient' of the 

program. Once the consent form are re.cei\ ed iJ i i11 Ehen be necessary-for 

ea.ch child to have a sc-reening./infor.mation interview with the counseJ].or. 
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The purpose of this <1pproximatel ' hour ion inlerview is: 

• to expJajn t0 ~ach child ·,vhat the aims and bj 0 cttves o{ the program 

are; 

• to explain., hat activities v'rill be used in tlie group (i.e. video, 

Eorybooks, discussion, artwork, E-tc.); 

• to give ach child an opportunity to nsk :1ny questions· and 

• to complet-e the thre.1? questi.on:nafres. amp1e quest-ions are enclosed) 

If there are any questions 01.1 J,ave @bout this research pro.gram please do 

not hesitate to g~ve me a call at n y home or ,vork number. 

Enclosures 

You.rs trulyr 

Chris Rose, MA Candi'dat 

Depctrtmenr of P5y'd1ologkal Foundations 

Tel umbe;r: .388-6047 (h) 

721-7822 (w) 



CAUGHT IN THE MIDDLE 

Pre~Adole cen·t Res:earch Proieet 
Parental Consenr Form 
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t _____________ , hereby agree to ha · my child become 

_part of this study. The inveshga.ti.ort and my child's part in it have been 

defined and fully explained to i:ne b ' the researcher and I understand the 

ex-p1a:nation, 

J understand that complete co11fident1ality ,...,-ii[ he main'tained throughout 

the study and that my invohten:;1.ent a.nd the involvement of any member 

oJ my family is completely voJuntary and that we may decide lo ,.,.,,ithdraw 

at any time. 

Signed: ___________ _ 

Date: ------------
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Program Outline for Control Group 

Day One~ 
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Personal introductions were facilitated by pairing group ntembers and 

havl-ng them discuss common likes and. di,slikes . Tm rards the end of the 

session members regrou·ped rtnd i11troduced their ne-w friend to the larger 

group. 

Dav Two; 

The duration of the session wa spent vievving 0-- current comedy video 

en.ti.tl.ed ''Harry and the Hendetsons." 

Day Three: 

Participants. spent the entire se.ssio.ri .dra,ving ii large group mural on a 

heet of new print role. Children dre,;v what ver they c.hoos·e to, no 

themes were mentioned. At the end of the session children were 

informed lhat the- foUomng session would be designated "pet day." AIi 

members would have ai1 opporlunity to taJk about tl: eir favorite pets with 

the group. 

Dav Four: 

The entire session was spent allowing. each child to share \.\ ith th_e: gr:oup 

about their fa orlte pet. 

Day Five: 

The session was spent watching another video entitled "Adventures in 

Babysitting." A~ the end of the ses.sionJ memb:ers were in.formed that the 

final sess.ion would be a. party. 
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Da~ 

The session was spent enjoying soft- drinks and pi.zza provided by lhe 

counsellors. At the end of the session the co·msellors and group members 

h_ad an oppo. tunity to sa good-bye to one anot-he-r. 
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Appendix I 

:Children1s Responses to the Program 

The experi:rr.lental subjecis ,.,,rho participated in the Caught In the 

Middle grou·p intervention appeared qi1ite resistant to di cuss personal 

feelings during the Ji:r:-st four cou1i'se-lling sess-ions. The counseJlors 

1d.entified ii range of feelings typically ~xpe:r:ienced by late latency-aged 

.children of divor-ce. When a,sked i.f ~11.y g1·oup members expe,ri_enced 

similar fee.lings, the children,. ould gaze out the window, tonk up a:t the 

ceiling or b.ecome di-sruptive, tossing sKtffed toys at one another. One 

child resporided. with 11 don 't know what you 're talking a·bout, I don't 

have any 0£ thos.e feelings." This wac echoed by the other group members. 

Jt was only during the final two sessions th.at members began to share 

divorce-related feelings. In both sess_ions the female participants initiated 

th@ expression of their feeli.n:gs . 1tfale subiects shared as well in these last 

sessions, but only after all the fe1nale members had sha·red. Detailed and 

art1~ulate d - -:criptions of fee.lings of an·: i;:•r . -~~d ne~s, cc)nfusion and betrayal 

were given by most of the children. For e-x.imple., one boy, whose mother 

had left the family unannounced to initiate a ne,v relationship and had 

no maintained contact· 1-vith her family, stated that he becaine so angry 

that he had gone on a rampage destroying art.ides lefr behind by the 

mother. At the same time he ta.lked abo.1tt being so confused and 

saddened with this loss that- he would hide. in Lhe dose.t and sob 

uncontrollabl . A fe1nale participant shgred how· she had become a 
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comintmiC'.ation conduit bet½' en her battling parents. She talked about 

:how saddened. her mother w·as lvith her father's departure and was 

cognizant of her mother··_. devas.t--ated condition and so she would not pass 

along em.birfered mes5age.s relayed. by her fafoe.r. She also ~tated that she 

had told her father that she did not wan \ Lo hear any mar€ of h is vengeful 

remark cUrec ed at her mo.ther·, but tel t he v.ras not being heard. Fron'l 

the majority of the ;ubjects.· stories it seemed apparent that they were v.ery 

concerned about ~heir pacre-nts ' emotional weU-beinK. but often to the 

deficit of their wn. A clichotomy was evident in terms of how the girls 

and boys .managed their anger. The g.i.r1.s .tal'ked abou t being very 

despondent a..nd passi -e. For exam ple, . ne female subject stated that 

when she became angry " f go ~o my room and lis ten to music or go vis:it ·a 

friend and go for a loi1g walk.'' The· ma]es on the other hand shared that 

they became ag.gre si e and destructive when angry. One male subject 

stated that 1'I cro and hit the dog or pick a fight with my younger brother." 

Another male participant aid that 1Nhen he became angry ;:1b.our his 

par nts' divorce "I go to my roam ,rnd p.unr1, m~r plllmv .. " 

After participating in the rel·axahon exercises the paru~•ipants felt 

-the technique would be beneficial to use in the f urure. In regards to the 

relaxation training one male sobj~c_t tated 1I .think this is something J car:t 

use iil the future when I get really uptight.'' The ·assertiveness training 

also. appeared to be omething that the members felt would be helpful . A 

fema le. subject responded to th~ ass.erhveness .exercise b_ sta ting, "I think 

this might work for me .so that I cari. be better understood and heard.'' 
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Children i:n the c011trol group shared their experiences as well . . For 

example a female respondent stated ''I'm feeling rnore relaxed and happy.'' 

Her remad' was echoed by the majority of the participants. During the 

final session when everyon , was saying their' go.odbyes .all the child.ren 

asked if there Y ere lo be any more programs like the one they had just 

completed, as they "'ould enjoy participntir'lg again, Also they asked if the 

co-counsellors would be leading these future groups because they 1,.,\fould 

like to have them as g_roup. counselJo:rs. again . It m.ay be that for the 

control subjects comin•g together with other children who s.hared in 

COIDil}On 'that their parents no longer lived together, coupled with 

enjoying a series of fun-filled ac.tivities may have made them feel more 

relaxed an:d happy. Despite the fact that t'he co-1.eaders did not activ.ely 

counsel the control. su.bjgds or deal with any divorce-related issues iJ 

seemed tbat a rapport and trust developed. Control SLibje-cts' desire to 

have the co-leaders be then· future co-leaders 111.ight be attributable to the 

fact that lh.e two adults were listening Lo them, appeared gen uin.ely 

interested in their lives and wer~ wilUng to· p·a:y Jltention to them. 



Sun1ame: Rose 

Pl;1c.e of Bir th: Jvlontreal, Quebec 

Educational lnstih.llion~ Attended: 

University of VjctorJa 

Metnadal :University 
of Tewfo:undl(l.nd 

VITA 

Given Names: ChrLtopher 

Dab:: of Binh: 19/01/52 

1 CJ,.'7-1989 

B.Sc. Memm-ic1! Urdver.,ity ,[ Nev,.Coundiand 1985 



I he.reb grant U1 dght to lend ll'l.Y lb ~,,.. (th Ullt! of, +lich is shown 
L>elow) to u e of Lhe University of 'id01 iJ. Libra.r rand to make single 
copies on I y for -ud1 users or in re on~ e l ,1 req 1 e. I f rnm l he Llbr ary of 
any other universi . , or. i:;imjJar i tit-ulio.n. c:in its b h;tlf r for· one of it · 
u. ers. 1 ftlrther agr "'e that perrn:l.: io:n ior ex ten~~" . copying. of t:hi · hesis 
for ..,cholarly purpos .: mL y be gr::rnted by m- or J 111.ernber of the 
University designaied by nle. It ls w1d( 1r Jo.od lh,1t coping or publication of 
this th~i;.:is for financial gain shzi 11 n t bl:! <,11 \\'"'d , ,-:ithout my writt-n 
permiSSlO!'\. 

Tille of lltc:: ... i ~ Evaluating the Effica , or" Group C un. elling 
Intervenfiort Program for 1~aP Lc1lency-,3gLd h11dren of Pa.rental Di\ :r:ee 

Author 

Septen-tber 28, 1989 



N.at,oncil Library Blbllo\rieque n_a:tiona1e· 
t;Jt Canada du Canada 

Canadian T11ese.s Service Service des theses canadiennes 

0 1lawa Canada 
i-;:, /, QH4 

The author has gtanted an irrevocable non• 
exclusive licence allowing the National Library 
of Canada to- reprod_uce, loan, distribute or sell 
copies of his/her thesis by any means and in 
any form or format, mak1ng this thesis avallabl.e 
tp interested persons, 

The author retains ownership of the copyright 
in hl.s/her thesis. Neither the thesis nor 
substantial extracts from it may be printed or 
otherwise reproduced without his/her per­
mission.. 

Cauteur a accorde une licence irrevocable e.t 
non exolusive permettant a la Bibllotheque 
nationale du Canada· de reproduire. preter, 
distribuer ou vendre des copies de sa these 
de qu_elque rnaniere et sous quelque forme 
que ce soit pour me.ttr.e des exemplaires de 
tette these a la disposition des personnes 
interessees. 

L'auteur cons.erve la proprfete du droit d'auteur 
qui prote_ge sa th.ese. Ni la these ni des extraits 
substantiels d.e oelle-ci ne doivent etre 
imprimes ou autrement r.eproduits sans ,son 
autorisation . 

ISBN O-ll5-5l734-S 

Canada 




