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Nancy Perlmutter Rrody 

Loyola University of Chicago 

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE EFFECTS 0F PARENTAL DIVORCE 

ON THIRD GRADERS AND AN EVALUATION OF A DIVORCE 

EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR USE IN THIRD GRADE CLASSROOMS 

This is one of the first studies of the effects of 

divorce on school age children conducted in a normal, rather 

than a clinical setting. The sample consisted of 133 chil­

dren in five intact third grade classrooms in Catholic 

schools in the Phoenix, Arizona area. Three of these classes 

were located in lower socio-economic status areas, and two 

were in upper socio-economic status areas. 

Scores for children of parental divorce were compared 

with scores for children of intact families on the Separation 

Anxiety Test (SAT) and the Child's Behavior Traits (CBT) 

checklist. These comparisons were made for all the classes 

together and then again for School 2. School 2 was singled 

out because of that teacher's increased awareness of her 

students' home situations. The only statistically signifi­

cant finding for the SAT at the .05 level of significance was 

that children of divorce in School 2 expressed a much greater 

need for individuation (self-reliance) than did children from 

intact families. On the CBT, no statistically significant 

differences in the scores for children of divorce and chil­

dren of intact families were found. 



This study also investigated a divorce education program 

for young school age children which was designed by this 

researcher to be presented in the classroom to all children, 

regardless of their parents' marital status. This program 

was found to be effective in increasing the children's under­

standing of divorce as shown by a comparison of pretest and 

posttest scores for the experimental and control groups. 

This difference was found to be statistically significant at 

the .01 level. 

The pretest was also used as a measure of the chil­

dren's knowledge of divorce. It was found that these third 

graders knew little about divorce, even if they had already 

experienced the divorce of their parents. Children of 

divorce in the experimental group, though, had higher gain 

scores than did children in intact families. Analysis of the 

"custody" item on the pretest gave further evidence that 

third graders lack knowledge about divorce. 

From the results of this study, it would appear that a 

divorce education program in the schools is needed. This 

study found third graders to be uninformed about divorce, 

even if they had already experienced parental divorce. The 

divorce education program used in this study was found to he 

effective in teaching third graders about divorce. Further 

studies on the effects of parental divorce on school age 

children and the effects of divorce education programs in the 

schools in helping children cope with divorce are needed. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Of all western nations, the United States has the high­

est divorce rate. The divorce rate per one thousand married 

women doubled between 1963 and 1974 from 9.6 to 19.3 

(National Center for Health Statistics, 1977). For 197R, the 

divorce rate per one thousand married women had increased to 

21.9. In 1978, 1,130,000 divorces were granted with 

1,147,000 children under eighteen experiencing the divorce of 

their parents (National Center for Health Statistics, 1980). 

The divorce rate varies from one region of the United 

States to another. The highest divorce rate is in the West. 

In some kindergarten and first grade classes, 40% to SO% of 

the children have divorced parents. It must be remembered 

that these high figures do not take into account the number 

of children with separated parents. 

Because of the great number of children involved, 

research into the effects of parental divorce is needed. 

Existing research must be interpreted carefully with particu­

lar consideration given to the populations and samples used. 

Studies only including children seeking psychiatric help 

(Kalter, 1977; McDermott, 1970) yield different results from 

studies of children judged to be free of psychological dis­

turbance. Also, comparisons of children whose parents are 

1 
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divorced with children whose parents are still married 

(Glueck & Glueck, 1950; McDermott, 1970; Morrison, 1974) 

yield different results than when children whose parents are 

divorced are compared with children whose parents are still 

married, but unhappily married (Bane, 1976; Gettleman & 

Markowitz, 1974; Krantzler, 1C}74; Landis, 1960; Magrab, 1978; 

Nye, 1957). Although there is not one specific reaction to 

parental divorce, children faced with this kind of family 

disruption do seem to be susceptible to psychological prob­

lems (Anthony, 1974; KapiL, 1972; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977a; 

Mahler & Rabinovitch, 1956). 

Another problem with research studying the effects of 

divorce on children is the result of the existence of both 

immediate and longterm effects. Rohrlich, Ranier, 

Berg-Cross, and Berg-Cross (1977) explain, "Divorce when a 

child is seven may have no profound effect on latency 

development but characteristic difficulties may arise in 

adolescence" (p. 17). In other words, although a child may 

be found to be free from ill effects of his parents' divorce 

at the time of one study, we do not know if ill effects will 

appear later. 

A great number of minor children affected by parental 

divorce are of school age. Surprisingly, the school age 

child has received little attention. Until recently, almost 
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all research into the effects of parental divorce on children 

was concerned with preschoolers and adolescents. 

Wallerstein and Kelly (1976; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1976) 

have attempted to fill this void in the research by conduct­

ing an in-depth study of the effects of parental divorce on 

school age children. These researchers disagree with those 

who believe that the school age child is not as seriously 

affected by parental divorce as his or her preschool and 

adolescent siblings. Kelly and Wallerstein believe school 

age children do suffer when their parents divorce. For 

example, school age children with divorcing parents were 

found to be angry, fearful and sad. Children in the custody 

of their mothers missed their fathers a great deal. They 

spent considerable time wishing their parents would get back 

together again. Somatic symptoms often appeared. None of 

the children involved in this study was relieved by his or 

her parents' divorce. The omission of research into the 

effects of parental divorce on school age children does not 

seem justified. 

Obviously, school plays a large part in the lives of 

children six to twelve years of age. Many researchers 

(Black, 1979; Boyer, 1979; Gardner, 1976; Hammond, 1979a, 

1979b, 1979c; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1977a~ Parks, 1977; Ricci, 

1979; Rubin & Price, 1979; Wilkinson & Bleck, 1977) place 

some of the responsibility for helping children confronted 
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with parental divorce on the elementary schools. Hammond 

(1979c) and Parks (1977) believe the school is in the best 

position to help children of divorce. The teacher often 

takes on added importance because, with one parent leaving 

the home and the other usually unable to function well as a 

parent at that time of great emotional turmoil, the teacher 

may take on the role of parent surrogate (McDermott, 1968). 

Cox and Cox (197Q) say, "This personal turmoil for the 

parents may result in a situation in which parents are least 

able to respond to the problems of their children when the 

children most need parental attention" (p. 62). Teachers can 

help prevent serious divorce related problems from erupting, 

but, according to ~antrock and Tracy (1978), they must be 

careful not to expect certain types of negative behaviors 

from children of divorced parents or they could put a self­

fulfilling prophecy into action. 

Wilkinson and Bleck (1977) described a small group pro­

cedure for upper g~ade elementary school children whose 

parents are divorcing. Holdahl and Caspersen (1Q77) also use 

group sessions, but their groups are for all children and 

deal with various changes in the family, not specifically 

with parental divorce. This is a voluntary program. 

Other measures used to help school age children of 

divorce are conducted in clinical settings. Rozman and Froi­

land (1976) developed their counseling technique based on the 
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assumption that children facing a parental divorce go through 

the same stages through which people facing the death of a 

loved one go. Dlugokinski (1977) also bases his program on 

the idea that children go through stages on the way to being 

able to accept their parents' divorce. 

Magid (1977). uses group counseling for children and 

separate groups for their parents. The emphasis is on 

expressing feelings in relation to videotaped vignettes of 

family scenes. Kessler and Bostwick (1q77) use a one-day six 

hour workshop for helping children of divorce. 

Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) based their clinical pro­

gram on their research into the effects parental divorce pro­

duce. They found that school age children are often unable 

to talk about their parents' divorce. TJnlike children at 

other stages of development, talking about their parents' 

divorce often increased the children's suffering. Therefore, 

these researchers use "divorce monologues" in which the child 

is told a story about another child of the same age dealing 

with a divorce situation similar to his or her own. The 

child usually is able to identify with the feelings of the 

child in the story. From this, the child learns his or her 

feelings are acceptable and not unique. 

R. A. Gardner (1976) uses a variety of ways to encourage 

children to make-up and tell their own stories. Gardner uses 
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these stories to try to gain insights into the child's prob­

lems, worries, and defenses. 

The above techniques for helping school age children are 

not sufficient because children need someone to take them for 

help. It follows, then, that unless the parents recognize 

that their child needs help, none will he given. Therefore, 

at the time the child needs help the most, none may be 

offered. Also, a frequently overlooked by-product of paren­

tal divorce is the impact of the divorce on the child's 

friends. 

The present investigation was undertaken with the belief 

that a divorce education program in the elementary schools is 

warranted. First, two standardized measures, the Separation 

Anxiety Test (SAT) and the Child's Behavior Traits (CBT) were 

used to determine if patterns of responding were different 

for children of divorce from those of children of intact 

families. The SAT was individually administered to each 

child. The classroom teachers completed the CBT checklist 

for their students. All the children in five intact thirn 

grade classrooms in Catholic schools in the Phoenix, Arizona 

area participated. Next, a divorce education program was 

presented to some of these children. Such a program could 

ultimately be presented to all children, regardless of their 

parents' marital status. The goals of this pro?,ram would 

include helping those who are about to experience parental 
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divorce, those who are presently experiencing parental 

divorce, and those who have already experienced parental 

divorce. Those about to experience their parents' divorce 

are those whose parents are on the brink of making the deci­

sion to get divorced. These children often are well aware of 

the situation. Such children would profit from a divorce 

education program because much of their anxiety is based on 

their fear of the unknown. Learning about divorce and how 

other children have reacted to it could possibly help these 

children. Those presently experiencing their parents' 

divorce could hopefully find some comfort and support from a 

divorce education program. Those whose parents already are 

divorced may still have unanswered questions, perhaps ques­

tions they were too young to ask at the time of the divorce. 

These children may still think their feelings are unique or 

"bad". They may still feel they were responsible for the 

divorce and that they could, if they tried very hard, still 

bring about a reconciliation. Thus, those children could 

also be helped by a divorce education program. 

Children from happy, intact families could also profit 

from this kind of program. These children probably have 

their own anxieties and questions about divorce. Also, 

divorce education could help children be more understanding 

of the problems their friends in divorcing families are hav­

ing. In addition, children would learn there are alternative 



lifes~yles. In other words, such a program could promote 

accep~ance of different lifestyles while helping to discour­

age ~he taunting and teasing some children of divorced 

parents have to endure. 

The specific program developed by this researcher was 

designed for use in the third grade, although it could be 

used in other elementary grades. This is presently the only 

divorce education program addressed to all children, not just 

those identified as children of divorce. There is no other 

school program to help such young children understand and 

cope with divorce. 

In accordance with Kelly and Wallerstein's research 

(1976) showing that this age child has difficul~y discussing 

his or her parents' divorce, this is an audio-visual program. 

Slides consisting of scenes in the lives of three children 

whose parents are getting divorced and slides using puppet 

characters to teach concepts dealing with children and 

divorce are shown accompanied by cassette tapes. This 

researcher investigated the effects of this brief divorce 

education program on third graders. In addition, pretest 

scores were used to discover if children of parental divorce 

were more knowledgeable about divorce than their peers from 

intact families. 

The present study was begun with four purposes in mind. 

First of all, would children of divorce respond in a 
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different way to separation situations than would children of 

intact families? Secondly, would the behavior of children of 

divorce be rated differently by their teachers than the 

behavior of children of intact families? Thirdly, would 

children of divorce be more knowledgeable about divorce than 

their peers from intact families? Finally, would the divorce 

education program have a positive effect on the children's 

understanding of divorce? 



CHAPTER II 

Review of Related Literature 

Three major topics are discussed in this review of the 

related literature. This review begins with a section on 

attachment and separation anxiety. This section was included 

because when parents divorce, the child inevitably loses, in 

varying degrees, an attachment figure. Also, the general 

effects of parental divorce parallel the symptoms of 

separation anxiety. 

The second topic presenterl is concerned with the effects 

of divorce on children. There are three parts to this dis­

cussion, beginning with a general review of the effects of 

parental divorce. Next comes the effects of parental divorce 

on the child's sexual development, an area of development 

that may be particularly affected by parental divorce. 

Finally, there is a section dealing with parental divorce as 

it specifically affects school age children. 

The third topic of this review also consists of three 

parts, all rlealing with ways children of divorce can be 

helped. First, the school's role in helping children of 

divorce is argued along with existing ways children of 

divorce are being helped in the schools. The second part 

discusses ways children of divorce are being helped in 

clinical, rather than school settings. Finally, the problems 

10 



with existing treatments for children of divorce are 

delineated. 

~ttachment and Separation Anxiety 

A poor mother-child relationship is said to be detrimen­

tal to the child's development (Bender & Yarnell, 1941; 

Bowlby, 1940, 1944; Levy, 1937). Bowlby (1973) says that 

whether a child or adult is secure, anxious, or in distress 

is dependent, to a great degree, on the accessibility and 

responsiveness of his or her major attachment figure. He 

continues saying, 

An unthinking confidence in the unfailing accessi­

bility a_nd support of attachment figures is the 

bedrock on which stable and self-reliant 

personality is built. (p. 322) 

Ainsworth and Bell (1970) explain attachment and 

attachment behaviors as follows: 

An attachment may be defined as an affectional tie 

that one person or animal forms between himself and 

another specific one -- a tie that binds them 

together in space and endures over time. The 

behavior hallmark of attachment is seeking to gain 

and to maintain a certain degree of proximity to 

the object of attachment, which ranges from close 

physical contact under some circumstances to 

interaction or communication across some distance 



under other circumstances. Attachment behaviors 

are behaviors which promote proximity or contact. 

In the human infant these include active proximity­

and contact-seeking behaviors such as approaching, 

following, and clinging, and signaling behaviors 

such as smiling, crying, and calling. (p. SO) 

12 

In terms of attachment theory, Ainsworth, Bell and 

Stayton (1974) explain that infant attachment behaviors are 

adapted to_reciprocal maternal behaviors. Although the 

infant-mother contact serves the biological need of the child 

for nourishment, Bowlby (1969) says that the essential bio­

logical function of the infant-mother attachment behavior is 

protection of the infant. He bases his view, in part, on 

Harlow's experimental studies with Rhesus monkeys (1958, 

1961a, 1961b). In these studies, the infant monkey's attach­

ment behaviors lead him to seek and make contact more often 

with the inanimate soft surrogate mother figure than with 

another surrogate mother figure which supplies his milk. 

Harlow also found that following an attachment being made to 

one surrogate mother figure, the infant monkey uses it as a 

secure base from which to explore and also as a place of 

safety when he is fearful. 

Ainsworth, Bell, and Stayton (1974) say learning plays a 

part in the development of attachment. These researchers say 

the infant raised in a social environment with one or more 
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adults who are consistently accessible to him or her becomes 

attached to one or a few specific people around 6 months of 

age. Learning is said to have taken place when the child is 

able to discriminate his or her mother from others. Bowlby 

(1969) explains that during the second half of the first 

year, an infant's attachment behavior becomes "goal­

corrected." This means the child will have a "set-goal" of 

proximity to his or her attachment figure, and attachment 

behavior will begin if he or she goes beyond that distance. 

The acquisition of "object permanence" (Piaget, 1937/1954) 

changes the infant-mother relationship. Attachments, by 

definition, must have time- and space-bridging qualities 

which can only come about after the child is cognitively 

capable of conceiving of the attachment figure's existence 

even when out. of the child's perception. Phillips (1969) 

explains, 

Psychiatrists have coined the term "separation 

anxiety" to refer to the distress that. is occa­

sioned by the absence of the mother. But how can 

the child be distressed about being separated from 

her if she does not exist when she is not present? 

The answer is, he can't; and in point of fact, 

separation anxiety does not occur in Stages 1 or 2. 

Its development is correlated, as one might sus­

pect, with that of object permanence; until then, 
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it is literally a case of "out of sight, out of mind." 

(p 0 24) 

The part cognitive development plays in separation anx­

iety was also discussed by Littenberg, Tulkin, and Kagan 

(1971). They base their work on the idea that environmental 

events different from the established schema (a representa­

tion of experience based on attention to important aspects of 

the environment) cause distress (Hebb, 1946; Mussen, Conzer & 

Kagan, 1969). The question raised is if the child will suf­

fer separation anxiety when mother's leaving is discrepant 

with his or her schema. The authors say that the locus of 

the separation should be an important element to the extent 

of discrepancy experience. 

These researchers studied the behavior of 11 month old 

infants in their own homes when their mothers left the room. 

Twelve mothers left through a familiar exit and 12 mothers 

left through an infrequently used exit (closet or basement 

door). The babies were observed for two minutes prior to the 

mother's return. Ten minutes later, the mothers left again. 

Those who had previously gone out through a familiar exit now 

left through an unfamiliar one, and those who had left 

through a rarely used exit before now went out through a 

familiar exit. These researchers found no difference in the 

children's responses based on their birth order, sex, or 

order of mother's exit. The door used was shown to make a 



difference. Eight of the children cried when mother left 

through the unfamiliar exit, and six of these did not cry 

when she left through the familiar exit. Fifteen of the 
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children vocalized, stared, or crawled to the unfamiliar door 

within four seconds after mother's departure through that 

door, but none of the children did so when mother left 

through the familiar door. Littenberg et al. (1971) believe 

that their data imply that cognitive factors are relevant to ---
separation anxi:ty. They refer to Ainsworth's (1967) study 

of Ganda babies who seemed to show separatio~ anxiety several 

months younger than American babies do. Ainsworth believes 

that the earlier onset of separation anxiety is due to a 

greater contact between mother and child in Ganda. Litten-

berg et al. (1971) believe that, because Ganda children are 

rarely left by their mothers, they find their mother's 

departure discrepant earlier than American children do. 

Bowlby (1969) says, "No form of behavior is accompanied 

by stronger feelings than is attachment behavior" (p. 209). 

It should not be surprising, then, that loss of the attach­

ment figure produces anxiety and has adverse effects on the 

child's development both at the time of separation and in the 

future (Bowlby, 1951). The way one views separation anxiety 

depends on his or her theory of anxiety in general. Bowlby 

(196la) says six major positions for explaining separation 

anxiety have emerged. 
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First is Freud's theory of "Transformed Libido." Freud 

(1905) explains, "anxiety in children is originally nothing 

other than an expression of the fact that they are feeling 

the loss of the person they love" (p. 224). The child's 

libido remains unsatisfied when separated from the person he 

or she loves. 

Second is the "Birth Trauma" theory advocated by Otto 

Rank (1924/1929). He views separation of the young child 

from his or her mother as a reproduction of the birth trauma. 

The third theory is usually called "Signal Theory," a 

term Freud introduced. This theory views the mother's leav­

ing as a traumatic event for the child. The child then uses 

his or her anxiety as a safety device. This anxiety is func­

tional in that the anxiety may be expected to ensure the 

mother's not being gone for too long. There are three main 

variants of this theory. Freud (1926/1959) sees the 

traumatic event as an economic disturbance resulting from an 

excessive amount of stimulation because of unsatisfied bodily 

needs. Jones (1927/1948, 1929/1948) says it is a fear of 

extinction of the capacity for sexual enjoyment. Spitz 

(1950) and Joffe and Sandler (1955) explain that the 

traumatic situation is one of narcissistic injury. 

Melanie Klein (1934/1948, 1935/1948) proposes the fourth 

and fifth theories. She says that neurotic anxiety comes 

from the child's fear and concern that his or her mother will 
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be or has already been destroyed because of the child's own 

sadistic feelings. This is the theory of "Depressive 

Anxiety." The theory of "Persecutory Anxiety" maintains that 

the child believes the mother leaves because she is angry at 

him or her or wants to punish him or her. The child fears 

she will never return or will still be angry when she does 

return. 

Finally, there is the theory of "Frustrated Attachment." 

Suttie (1935) says anxiety is a reaction to fear or actual 

frustration of the child's need for the mother's company. 

Hermann (cited in Bowlby, 196la) says anxiety comes from 

being left alone and results in the child's wanting to seek 

and cling to his or her mother. Because the viewpoints of 

Suttie and Hermann both say anxiety is the child's primary 

response to separation from his or her mother, Bowlby calls 

them the theory of "Primary Anxiety." 

Bowlby (196la) sees an important connection between 

anxiety as the reaction to fear of losing the love object and 

mourning the actual loss. He was surprised that Helen 

Deutsch (1937) separated the two saying that anxiety is an 

infantile response and grief and mourning are more mature 

responses. She wrote, "The early infantile anxiety we know 

as the small child's reaction to separation from the protect­

ing and loving person." But, she says, with the older child, 

"suffering and grief [are] to be expected in place of anxie­

ty" (p. 13). According to Deutsch, separation anxiety that 
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occurs when the person ,is older is a regression to infancy. 

Bowlby disagrees with this opinion. He maintains that 

infants and young children do respond with grief when 

separated from their mothers (1960). And, Bowlby also 

believes that attachment behavior continues into adolescence 

and adulthood. He explains (1969) that during adolescence 

and adulthood, attachment behavior is often directed to 

people, groups, and institutions outside the family. He says 

that the circumstances that lead to an adult's attachment 

behavior (such as sickness and calamity) indicate that adult 

attachment behavior is a continuation of childhood attachment 

behavior. 

Therese Benedek (1946) agrees with Bowlby and says 

separation is traumatic and leads to anxiety and longing for 

the lost person. Even adults suffer with anxiety when they 

are separated from a love object for any length of time. She 

says, "The universal response to separation is anxiety" (p. 

146) . 

• Dlugokinski (1977) says our lives consist of alternating 

attachments and separations which he calls the engagement­

disengagement process. Hansburg (1972) agrees that separa­

tion is an inevitable experience necessary to the individ­

ual's development. He explains that in order to successfully 

progress through developmental separation, family unity and 

availability are crucial. Disturbed conditions (divorce, 



death, etc.) in relation to separations can, Hansburg says, 

result in problems with such things as giving up infantile 

attachments, controlling hostility, abnormal anxiety, and 

loss of self-esteem. All children, according to Hansburg, 

have some degree of trouble with separation, but the quantity 

and quality of their problems are of importance. 

1 Hansburg writes of needing a balance between separation­

individuation and attachment-interdependence. He lists six 

reactions often used to restore this balance: 

.1. hostility 

2. painful tension 

3. reality avoidance 

4. loss of self-esteem 

5. identity crisis 

6. imbalances in intellectual functioning. (p. 8) 

Hansburg constructed the Separation Anxiety Test:in hopes of 

its successfully being used to diagnose children's reactions 

to separation. Some of the assumptions on which he hased his 

test are as follows: 

1. that pictures of separation experiences can 

stimulate children sufficiently to he able to 

project their reactions, 

2. the children can select and report reactions to 

separation which genuinely reflect how they 

feel, 



3. that these reported reactions will show pat­

terns which can be useful in diagnosis and 

treatment of separation problems, 

4. that it will help to reveal what mechanisms of 

defense against separation anxiety are 

mobilized. (pp. 13-14) 
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The Separation Anxiety Test consists of 12 pictures of 

separation situations. Following each picture, Hansburg 

lists 17 statements about the child in the picture. The sub­

jects are asked to select as many statements as they want 

that reflect how the child in the picture feels. Hansburg 

found that if the child were sufficiently expressive to 

reveal them, responses to the test items would reflect his or 

her own emotional reactions to separation. Hansburg is con­

vinced that ~e~ctions,to the pictures of the Separation 

Anxiety Test are expressive of personality characteristics 

because "separation experiences are crucial phenomena 

throughout the life cycle and therefore elicit significant 

and fundamental facets of individual personality" (p. 140). 

Freud (1926/1959) wrote of the separation anxiety, 

mourning, and defense sequence. He explained anxiety is the 

reaction to the danger of losing the love object. Mourning, 

he said is the reaction to the actual loss of the love 

object. Defenses protect the ego from instinctual demands it 

is more vulnerable to when the love object is lost. 
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Bowlby agrees Lhere is a sequence of behavior exhibited 

when the love objecL is lost. Bowlby (1973) writes of three 

phases of a single process through which the separaLed child 

progresses. The first phase is protest and is the actual 

separaLion anxiety. The child Lries everything to get his or 

her mother back. The second phase is despair and consists of 

the child's grief and mourning of his or her loss. The child 

remains preoccupied with the lost love object. The third 

phase is a kind of defense and is called emotional detach­

ment. (Originally this phase was Lermed denial.) This loss 

of inLeresL in Lhe moLher often continues afLer the child and 

his or her mother are reunited. The duraLion of the child's 

deLachment correlates highly and significanLly with the 

length of the separation. Bowlby also says Lhere is reason 

to believe LhaL if young children to 3 years old experience 

long or repeated separations, their deLachment can persisL 

indefinitely. In addiLion, Westheimer (1970) believes that 

lengthy separaLions change Lhe mother's feelings for her 

child. 

The effects of separation on the child are likely Lv 

persisL and be increased when Lhe child is threaLened with 

losing his or her attachment figure before the acLual separa­

tion, as in the case of marital discord (Bowlby, 1973). Such 

children often are violently angry after the actual separa­

tion, as are children and adolescents who experience repeated 

separaLions. Separation and threats of separation arouse 
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angry and anxious behavior in children and adults toward the 

attachment figure. Hostility can increase anxiousness and 

being anxious can, in turn, increase hostiliLy. 

Bowlby (1960, 196lb, 1963, 1973) discusses the frequency 

of angry reactions to a loss. He writes of functional and 

dysfunctional anger. Functional anger's goal is to assist in 

bringing about a reunion and help prevent the love object 

from going away again. Permanent loss, such as loss through 

death, produces anger and aggressive behavior that is without 

function. This dysfunctional anger occurs because in the 

beginning, the person cannot believe the loss really occurred 

and is permanent. Therefore, he or she acts as if it is pos­

sible to get the person back and also reproaches him or her 

for leaving. 

Wolfenstein (1969) studied the responses of children and 

adolescents to the death of a parent. She found that anger 

is very common and is associated with hopes of recovering the 

lost parent. She said, "instead of grief the most common 

reaction to the loss of a parent which we find in children 

and adults is rage" (p. 432). Parkes (1971) also found 

anger to be a common reaction in his study of the responses 

of widows to their husband's death. 

Bowlby (1944, 1951, 1973) concludes that anger and hos­

tility directed toward an attachment figure can be understood 

as a response to frustration. Kestenberg (1943) writes that 

adolescents often have a need to retaliate when they are 
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separaLed from their parents. OfLen this anger and hostility 

is repressed or displaced. In addiLion, Bowlby says the 

person's anger is also often projected onto others. Thus, 

the responses toward the attachment figure become quite 

complicated and distorLed. 

To study the effects of separaLion from mother in early 

childhood, observational studies of children in hospitals and 

other residential institutions have been conducted. Bowlby 

(1973) says that Lhe intensity of young children's responses 

to separation from their mothers seem to be lessened by their 

keeping a familiar companion or possession or geLting mother­

ing care from a substiLuLe mother. Having a sibling wiLh him 

or her has been shown to comforL the child separated from his 

or her mother (Heinicke & Westheimer, 1965). 

SpiLz (1945, 1946) says separaLion from the mother after 

the child is 6 months old produces different reactions from 

Lhose of younger infanLs. Spitz reporLeo Lhe following symp­

toms in the infants in the second half of their firsL year 

that he observed: 

Apprehension, sadness, weepiness. 

Lack of conLacL, rejecLion of environmenL, wiLhdrawal. 

Retardation of developmenL, retardation of reaction to 

sLimuli, slowness of movemenL, dejecLion, stupor. 

Loss of appetite, refusal LO eat, loss of weighL. 

Insomnia. (p. 316) 
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Spitz wrote of the children's prompt recovery when they were 

reunited with their mothers but warned that, if the separa­

tions lasted longer than three months, the children would not 

recover their previous personalities. 

Schaffer and Callender (Schaffer, 1958; Schaffer & 

Callender, 1959) also found that, by 7 months of age, chil­

dren seem to have established a specific relationship with 

their mothers as evidenced by their reactions to being sepa­

rated from their mothers. Schaffer and Callender observed 26 

infants under 1 year old who were in the hospital. The 

observations were for a period of two hours on each of the 

first three days of the hospital stay. The infants' 

responses were found to differ according to their ages. 

Young children (28 weeks and younger) seemed bewildered, but 

older children protested and fretted and seemed frightened 

when strangers approached. These older children clung to 

their mothers when they visted, but the younger children's 

behavior toward their mothers did not seem different from 

their responses to others. When mother left, the older chil­

dren cried loudly, but the younger ones did not protest. 

When the children returned home, the differences in behavior 

between the younger and older children continued. The chil­

dren under 28 weeks old showed little attachment behavior. 

Those over 28 weeks clung to their mothers and cried whenever 

she left. These children were afraid of strangers and even 



25 

showed fear of people they knew (faLhers and siblings). 

Schaffer (1958) relies on Piaget's work in cognitive develop­

ment to explain this behavior. In terms of Piaget's theory, 

it is not surprising that the older infants were the ones to 

exhibit the attachment and separation behaviors they did. 

Freud and Burlingham (1943, 1944) observed the infants 

and young children they cared for in the Hampstead nurseries 

during World War II. They agree that the child's attachment 

to his or her mother hegins in the child's first year of 

life, but they say it fully develops in the second year of 

life. Anxiety, despair, and detachment seemed to he the 

usual responses of children separated from their mothers. 

These researchers likened the children's behavior to the 

behavior of bereaved adults. These children were found to 

become strongly possessive of their nurse and upset when she 

could not be found. At other times, though, the children 

were hostile to their nurse and rejected her. 

Heinicke and Westheimer (1965) conducted systematic 

observations of 10 children (13 to 32 months old) who were 

living in a residential nursery because of a family emergency 

such as mother going to the hospiLal to have a baby. These 

children refused to cooperate with the nurses and would not 

let the nurses comfort them. This resistence to the nurses 

continued, but after a few days, the children also sought 

some kind of comfort from the nurses once in a while. 
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All of these children crieQ when the time came for their 

parents to leave them. Bedtime also caused the children to 

cry. Crying for parents, primarily mother, continued as a 

dominant response for the first three days and continued 

sporadically for all the children for at least nine days. 

Nine of the 10 children had brought a favorite object from 

home with them. The children clung to these objects for the 

first three days. Then their behavior was varied and at 

times they clung to the objects and at other times they threw 

them away. Hostile behavior was infrequent, but tended to 

increase during the two week observation period. Although 

some behaviors were found to be common to all or almost all 

of the children, other behaviors were more individual. For 

example, four children were continually active, hut two 

stayed in one place. The four children who came to the nur­

sery with a sibling cried less and showed less hostility. 

Especially in the first few days, siblings sought each other 

and stayed together. 

Heinicke and Westeimer (1965) list six factors as 

influencing a child's reactions to separation: 

1. What was the nature of the child's previous 

development and what in particular was his 

relationship to his parents? 

2. Under what circumstances did the separation 

occur? For example, was the separation gradual 

or abrupt? 



3. What was the age of the child and, more impor­

tant, what was the developmental status of the 

child? Of central importance here was the 

question of whether or not the parents had 

acquired a distinctive significance for the 

child. 

4. How long a period was the child separated, and 

could he expect to return to his parents? 

5. How much contact with his family could he main­

tain? How frequently did the parents visit, 

and was the child accompanied by a sibling? 

6. Finally, once in the new environment, what was 

the potential for forming substitute 

relationships? (p. 2) 
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Stress factors other than the separation from the love 

object probahly play a part in the child's response to being 

placed in a residential institution. These factors include 

such things as a strange environment, strange caretaker, mul­

tiple caretakers, and unfamiliar food and routines. Even 

with all these contributing factors, the presence or absence 

of the mother figure is of great significance to the child's 

development. To try to isolate the factor of mother absence, 

James and Joyce Robertson (1971) tried to create a strictly 

controlled separation situation. Four children, one at a 

time, were taken into these researchers' home while the 
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mothers were in the hospital. Particular care was taken to 

ensure responsive mothering from a person already familiar to 

the children. For this reason, Mrs. Robertson gave fulltime 

care to each child during his or her stay. The child's own 

mother's methods were used as much as possible. Also, prior 

to the foster care situation, the children visited the 

Robertson home and the Robertsons visited them. The likes 

and dislikes of each child and his or her stage of develop­

ment were noted. In addition, the Robertsons tried to keep 

alive the image of the child's mother by talking about her 

and showing her photograph. Fathers visited as often as 

possible. 

These four children (ranging in age from nearly 1 1/2 to 

nearly 2 1/2 years old) did not seem to be as upset as chil­

dren in less favorable situations. The Robertsons concluded 

that these children's experiences did not follow the protest, 

despair, detachment sequence. Bowlby (1973), though, disa­

grees. He says that protest was evident, especially in the 

two older children, and that despair and detachment were 

decreased, but not totally eliminated. Bowlby views the dif­

ference between these children's responses and those in other 

separation situations as being differences in intensity. The 

Robertsons and Bowlby came together in their basic opinion 

that separation should be avoided because of its possible 

dangers (Bowlby, 1973). 
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Shorter separations than those for days or weeks in 

residential institutions or foster homes have also been 

studied. The first and largest study of children separated 

from their mothers for a short time was conducted during the 

children's all-day visit to the research center (Shirley, 

1942; Shirley & Poyntz, 1941). One hundred ninety-nine chil­

dren between 2 and 8 years old were observed. The children 

also underwent psychological and medical examinations and 

played, ate their meals, and had resting time. 

Half of the children from 2 to 4 years old were upset 

when leaving their mothers in the morning. Half of the chil­

dren this age were also upset when they returned to their 

mothers. Even during the play period, about 40% of those 2 

to 3 years old, about 20% of 4 year olds,and 15% of 5 to 7 

year olds were upset. In each age group, more boys than 

girls were upset. Three year olds were observed to be more 

upset than any other age group. 

Heathers (1954) studied children leaving their mothers 

to attend nursery school. The sample consisted of 31 chil­

dren 23 to 37 months old. The children, all from middle­

class homes, were said to be of above average intelligence. 

Observations were made during the first five days of nursery 

school. The children were called for at home by the observer 

and were to say good-bye to their mothers at the door. On 

subsequent days there was no difference in degree of being 



upse~ between older and younger children, but on the firs~ 

day the 30 to 37 mon~hs old children were found to be 

significantly more upse~ ~han those 23 ~o 29 months old. 
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Murphy (1962) observed children visiting a research cen-

~er for a planned play session. As in ~he above study, ~hese 

children were also picked up a~ home. In ~his study, though, 

mothers were permitted ~0 go with their children. Most of 

the 15 children be~ween 2 1/2 and 4 years old had ~heir 

mo~hers accompany ~hem ~0 ~he research center where ~he 

mothers immediately left the child. Murphy's findings are 

consisten~ wi~h the findings of earlier studies. 

Janis (1964) studied one 2 year old little girl who 

began nursery school. The child was described as normal, 

highly verbal, and from a professional family. As ~ime wen~ 

on, ~he child objec~ed more s~rongly to her mo~her's leavin~ 

~han she did at first. She also became less able to play 

independen~ly and some~imes exhibi~ed uncon~rolled and vio-

len~ play. A~ home, she was more upse~ when her mother wen~ 

ou~ ~han she had been before and became disobedien~. nurino 
C: 

the first session of the nex~ school ~erm, when she was 2 1/2 

years old, she insis~ed on her mo~her s~aying wi~h her. When 

she did accep~ her mother's leaving, her playing appeared ~o 

be halfhearted. She seemed preoccupied with no~ crying when 

her mother lef~. Janis concluded ~hat ~he child was pu~ 

under a terrible s~rain. 
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Experimental studies of brief separations from mother 

have been conducted to compare the child's behavior when the 

mother is absent with his or her behavior when she is 

present, while holding other conditions constant. Arsenian 

(1943) conducted the first such study by studying the play of 

children in a strange room. The children were 11.2 months to 

30.1 months old and were from the nursery of the 

Massachusetts State Reformatory for Women. Sixteen of the 

children played in the room by themselves with the brightly 

colored toys provided. Eight children had their mother or 

mother substitute with them. Based on observations of these 

children, Arsenian said, 

The most certain provision that can be made for the 

security of young children faced with unstructured 

environments appears to be the presence of a 

familiar adult whose protective power is known. 

(p. 248) 

Cox and Campbell (1968) and Rheingold (1969) also found 

that infants explore freely if mother is there, even in a 

strange environment. If mother is not there, though, infants 

explore little or not at all and exhibit attachment behavior. 

Ainsworth and Wittig (1969) and Ainsworth and Bell 

(1970) found that, if a stranger enters the room, the 

infant's exploration lessens; and, if mother leaves, explora­

tion behavior is replaced by attachment behavior. Fifty-six 



1 year old children from white middle-class families were 

studied. Twenty-three infants of the sample had been 
' 
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observed throughout their first year of life. The children's 

social behavior, specifically attachment behavior, was of 

particular interest. The other 33 children were observed 

less intensely starting in their ninth month. All the babies 

were observed around their first birthday (49-51 weeks old) 

in the experimental situation. The babies and their mothers 

entered a small room that had three chairs. Two chairs were 

opposite each other at one end of the room -- one for the 

mother and one for the stranger. A small chair with toys in 

it was at the other end of the room. Eight experimental epi-

sodes took place in the room while the babies' behaviors were 

recorded by observers from behind a one-way vision window. 

The mothers and stranger had previously been told what they 

were to do. 

In the first episode, the mother carried the child into 

the room accompanied by the observer. Then the observer 

left. 

Episode two required the mother to place the child on 

the floor between the two chairs and then sit quietly on her 

own chair for two minutes. She was not supposed to partici-

pate in her child's play unless he or she insisted on it. 

The third episode began when the stranger entered the 

room and sat on the chair provided for her. For one minute 



33 

the stranger ··'remained quiet. Then, for a second minute, she 

spoke with the mother. While t~e mother sat quietly, the 

stranger approached the infant, showing him or her a toy. 

This episode lasted three minutes. Most of the children's 

behavior changed when the stranger entered the room. Play 

and exploration diminished as many of the children moved 

closer to their mothers. Some children cried, but most 

showed interest in the stranger. 

Episode four involved the mother's quietly leaving the 

room, but leaving her purse in the chair. The stranger 

remained quiet if the child was playing happily. If the baby 

was inactive, she tried interesting him or her in a toy. If 

the child became upset, she tried to comfort him or her. 

This episode lasted three minutes. Half of the babies tried 

to find their mothers, usually as soon as they noticed she 

was gone. Thirty-nine children cried or searched for their 

mothers. Thirteen of these children both cried and searched 

for their mothers. 

In episode five, the mothers returned, and then the 

stranger left. Each mother had been told to pause in the 

doorway to see how her child reacted to her return. Balf of 

the children approached her, and six others signalled to her. 

Most stopped crying. Once the child resumed playing, the 

mother left again, this time she paused and said "bye-bye." 

1 f . \. ; :- ', 
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In episode six, the infants were alone. More searching 

and crying took place here than in episode four. Forty-four 

babies searched for their mothers. Fourteen banged on the 

door or tried to open it. There was much crying. Some chil­

dren rocked, kicked, or made random movements. Thirty chil­

dren both cried and searched, and only two did neither. This 

episode lasted three minutes. 

Episode seven was the stranger's return. Three minutes 

later, episode eight began with the mother's return. When 

mother came back, 42 children tried to cling to her and 

resist being put down. Some children seemed ambivalent about 

mother's return. A few ignored mother for a short time 

before going to her. Other children approached and then 

turned away from mother repeatedly. Seven infants did not 

approach mother and showed no desire to do so. They ignored 

mother and would not answer when she asked them to come to 

her. Some even avoided looking at her. 

All the children's behavior in episodes four and six 

when mother was absent was different from what it was in epi­

sode two when mother was there. All these 1 year old chil­

dren were anxious or distressed in episodes four and six -­

seemingly due to missing mother. 

The following studies used experimental situations as 

similar to Ainsworth's as possible. The main difference is 

that the children were older. 
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Cognitive development seems to play a part in the way 

older children behave differently than younger children do in 

the same experimental situation. Macoby and Feldman (1972) 

did a longitudinal study of the children between their second 

and third birthdays. Three year olds are better able to 

understand that when mother leaves she will return soon. 

These researchers believe it is this understanding that 

causes 3 year olds to not cry as much and not go to the door 

as much as younger children whose mothers leave. Also, 3 

year olds were found to feel better when a stranger came in 

to end their being alone, while 2 year olds remained upset. 

The same researchers tested 2 1/2 year old children from 

an Israeli Kibbutz. These children's responses fit in 

between those of children 2 and 3 years old. These kibbutzim 

children responded like American children of the same age, 

suggesting that attachment behavior develops similarly on a 

kibbutz and in traditional families. 

Marvin (cited in Bowlby, 1973) studied eight boys and 

eight girls at each of the three age levels. Marvin found 

the boys and girls to behave differently. Three year old 

boys were less upset than 2 year old boys, and 4 year old 

boys were not very much affected by the situation. Four year 

old girls were greatly upset, especially when left alone. 

Two and 3 year old girls were less affected than 1 year olds. 
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Bowlby (1973) came to the following conclusions based on 

the above and other experiments on children's separation 

behavior: 

(a) In a benign but slightly strange situation, 

young children aged between eleven and thirty­

six months, and brought up in families, are 

quick to notice mother's absence and commonly 

show some measure of concern, varying consider­

ably but amounting very often to obvious, and 

in some cases to intense anxiety and distress. 

Play activity decreases abruptly and may cease. 

Efforts to reach mother are common. 

(b) A child of two years is likely to be almost as 

upset in these situations as a child one, and 

at neither age is he likely to make a quick 

recovery when rejoined either by mother or by a 

stranger. 

(c) A child of three is less likely to be upset in 

these situations and is more able to understand 

that mother will soon return. On being 

rejoined by mother or a stranger he is 

relatively quick to recover. 

(d) A child of four may either be little affected 

by the situations or else be much distressed by 

mother's apparently arbitrary behavior. 



(e) As children get older they are able to use 

vision and verbal communication as means for 

keeping in contact with mother; should they 

become upset when mother leaves the room older 

children will make more determined attempts to 

open the door and find her. 

(f) Up to 30 percent of children are made angry by 

mother's leaving them alone in these 

circumstances. 

(g) In some studies and at some ages no differences 

are observed in the behaviour of boys and 

girls. In so far as any differences are 

observed, boys tend to explore more in mother's 

presence and to be more vigorous in their 

attempts to reach her when she has gone; girls 

tend to keep closer to mother and also to make 

friends more readily with the stranger. (pp. 

51-52) 
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One major criticism of Bowlby and others who place major 

emphasis on the mother-child relationship as necessary for 

the child's healthy development and positive mental health is 

their disregard of the importance of the child's father. 

Andry (1962) complains, "Maternal-deprivation theorists seem 

to ignore the possible importance of paternal and 



dual-parental separation" (p. 38). Bowlby (1951), for 

example, explains: 

While continued reference will be made to the 

mother-child relation, little will be said of the 

father-child relation; his value as the economic 

and emotional support of the mother will be 

assumed. (p. 13) 

As children grow older, though, Bowlby (1973) admits 

they direct their attachment behavior to others besides the 

mother or mother surrogate. For this reason, he suggests 

using the terms "attachment figure" or "support figure" in 

place of the traditionally used "mother figure." Holman 

(1959) found that the difference between the child's 

responses to separation from the mother and the child's 

responses to separation from the father are negligible. She 

concludes that separation from the father is as harmful for 

the child as separation from the mother. As the divorce rate 

grows, more and more children will have to cope with the loss 

of an attachment figure -- usually the father. 

~ The Effects of Parental Divorce on Children 

The general effects of parental divorce on children. No 

general agreement concerning the damaging effects of parental 

divorce on children has been reached. Anderson (1977) warns, 

"Just because a child does not overtly respond to his 

parents' divorce does not mean he is not affected by it" (p. 
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chological problems in children with divorced parents than in 

children from intact families (Glueck and Glueck, 1950; 

McDermott, 1970; Morrison, 1974). But these comparisons were 

between children with divorced parents and children with mar­

ried parents. When children with divorced parents are com­

pared with children from intact, but unhappy homes, the 

results vary. For example, Ivan Nye (1957) found that ninth 

and twelfth graders from broken homes were better adjusted in 

terms of psychosomatic illness, delinquent behavior, and 

parent-child adjustment than their peers from unhappy, but 

intact homes. Landis' 1960 study of 295 university students 

with divorced parents showed that divorce affects children in 

many ways making it impossible to treat such children as a 

homogeneous group. The way the children view the home situa­

tion before the divorce is a crucial factor in their reac­

~ions to the divorce. If children perceived the home as hap­

py, they found the divorce more traumatic than children who 

observed hostility and conflict. 

Krantzler (1974) maintains the impact of divorce on 

children is less than that of living in an unbroken, troubled 

home. Gettlemen and Markowitz (1Q74) say that years of 

parental· arguing are detrimental to a child's psychological 

adjustment and that divorce, by putting an end to the 

fighting, is beneficial to the children. 



Cline and Westman (1971) caution, though, that divorce 

does not necessarily end the problems of the parents' rela­

tionship and that complications often do arise. They list 

three typical post divorce kinds of turbulence that involve 

the children. First of all, there may be hostile parental 

interaction over parenting roles in which the ability of each 

spouse to be an effective parent is questioned by the other. 

These accusations of inadequacy of the spouses as parents 

often lead to battles over custody of the children. Second­

ly, children sometimes perpetuate interaction between the 

divorced parents by playing one against the other. This is 

done either to gain self-satisfying ends ("But Mommy lets me 

stay up later") or to promote reunion of the parents, often 

by claiming one parent is in need of help ("Mommy is very 

sick and has to stay in bed all day"). Thirdly, sometimes 

one parent enters into a special alliance with the child, 

often to spite the other parent. Because of inevitable 

involvement of the children in their parents' divorce, Cline 

and Westman regard divorce as a family affair, not just as a 

marital problem. They warn thaL divorce cloes not necessarily 

end the disturbed marital relationship. 

Steinzor (1969) is another advocate of the idea that 

divorce can be advantageous. 

1. The emotional smog smothering the whole family 

in an early spiritual death is cleared away. 



2. The broken home makes it possible for the child 

to form his own views on each parent unob-

structed by the smoke screen thrown up by each 

in front of the other. 

3. The divorce is an honest admission that the 

adults cannot get along and there is no pre-

tending that they can provide their children 

with a model of a loving relationship. 

4. The child's belief that he is guilty of causing 

' his parents to fight and that only he can save 

them from hurting each other will be laid to 

rest by divorce. (pp. 55-56) 

It appears that it is not the actual fact of the divorce 

that causes children to have problems. J. Louise Despert 

(1953) ~as one of the first to state that divorce is not 

necessarily worse for the children than an unhappy marriage. 

She puts emphasis on the emotional situaion in the home as 

the determining factor in the child's adjustment. 

Mahler and Rabinovitch (1956) agree that the emotional 

situation in the home is an important factor, but they do not 

believe it is the determining factor. They say children do 

not respond to their parents' marital discord in any one 

specific way. Neurotic symptoms may not be manifested in 

childhood, but the parents' marital discord does affect his 

or her attitude and view of life. The child's future choice 
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of a sexual and marital partner is also affected. Mahler and 

Rabinovitch say, 

The child now grown to adulthood may repeat in 

similar or complementary way traumatic situations 

which the marital discord of his parents stamped on 

his pliable personality structure as a child. (pp. 

55-56) 

E. James Anthony (1974) agrees that there are many 

possible reactions to parental divorce depending on numerous 

variables. For example, the child's reaction will depend on 

such factors as ~is or her age, sex, stage of development, 

relationship with parents, previous experiences, etc. 

Anthony maintains that the divorce of a child's parents is a 

traumatic experience that places him or her at psychiatric 
I . 

risk. Anthony lists three possible risks. 

The first risk is that the child may become psychi-

atrically disturbed during the period of childhood 

either acutely, as in a traumatic neurosis, or 

chronically maladjusted and malfunctioning at home 

or at school. The second risk is that the child 

will turn away from marriage as an unsatisfactory 

mode of human relationship or repeat his parents' 

pattern of unsuccessful marriage ending in divorce. 

The third risk is that the children of divorce will 



subsequently develop psychiatric disorders in adult 

life. (pp. 462-463) 
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Support is given to the above views of Mahler and 

Rabinovitch and Anthony by Neil Kalter (1q77) who found a 

high incidence of children of divorce in his sample of chil­

dren referred to the Youth Services Deparment of Psychiatry, 

University of Michigan, from October, 1974 through July, 

1975. Of the first 400 children so referred, nearly one 

third of them had experienced their parents' divorce. 

Kelly and Wall~rstein (1977a) also claim that children 

of divorce ar~ at psychiatric risk. They say that because of 

the stress involveo, parental divorce, "constitutes a poten­

tial developmental interference for children in a general, 

nonclinical population" (p. 39). 

A similar viewpoint is held by John Bowlby (1953) who 

says that any child of divorce or separation must be thought 

of as a possibly deprived child. He goes on to say that 

whether or not these children actually become deprived 

depends on the way the parents and other adults handle the 

situation. 

Hancock (1980) believes that when a divorce occurs, the 

children often undergo an identity crisis. She explains that 

the family gives us roles (son, daughter, brother, sister) 

which define how we relate to others and how we belong. She 

says, "Disruption of the family matrix constitutes a crisis 
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that is perhaps the central blow of divorce -- a rupture in 

the integrity of a meaning system and a threat to a sense of 

belonging" (p. 19). 

While agreeing that each child reacts to parental 

divorce in an individualistic way, Hanna Kapit (1q72) says it 

is generally held that the parental separation and divorce 

experience is damaging to the child. Every child in such a 

situation suffers, not necessarily by the actual separation 

or divorce, but by the tension and events before and after 

the traumatic event. Hilary Anderson (1977), founder of 

Children Helped in Litigated Divorce, an organization which 

attempts to study the effects of divorce on children and 

tries to remediate the negative effects, maintains, 

Children of divorce are among the most abused mem­

bers of society. They are the quiet victims of a 

devastating process which inevitably creates sheer 

havoc in their lives. As if that were not bad 

enough, the effects of this trauma insidiously 

carry over into adulthood. (p. 41) 

Kelly and Wallerstein (1977a) say "divorce is stressful for 

most children and constitutes a potential developmental 

interference for children in a general nonclinical Popula­

tion" (p. 39). The child's sexual development is, perhaps, 

especially vulnerable to parental divorce. 
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The effects of divorce on the child's sexual 

development. In most western societies children ideally grow 

up in a two-parent, happy family. In this way, children of 

both sexes have the advantage of having a parent of the same 

sex to model and identify with and a parent of the opposite 

sex to lay the foundation for future male-female relation­

ships. When children are deprived of one parent as the 

result of parental divorce, one might hypothesize that prob­

lems concerning the child's sexual development could occur. 

The earlier the girl is deprived of her father, the greater 

the likelihood she will have trouble relating to men. The 

earlier she is deprived of her mother, the more likely she 

will have trouble with the female identification. In the 

same way, the earlier the boy is deprived of his mother, the 

greater the probability he will have trouble relating to 

women. The earlier he is deprived of his father, the more 

likely he will have trouble with masculine identification. 

A child's being born male or female does not assure the 

child's resultant masculinity or femininity. Learning plays 

a major part in sex role identification. This learning is 

attributed, for the most part, to the family (Brown & Lynn, 

1966). 

The age at which sex role identity is fixed has not been 

agreed upon, but the patterning of human sexual behavior is 

said to begin at birth. Marmor (1971) says that the child 
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receives cues abou~ sex role expecLations from birth until 

the "core gender identity" is fixed by the age of 3. Brown 

places Lhe sex role identification as firmly established by 

or during the fifth year (Brown & Lynn, 1966). Money (1963) 

believes the onse~ of language mas~ery is impor~ant to sex 

role identifica~ion (18 monLhs ~o 3 years) and says changing 

the identification after the age of 6 is rare. Regardless of 

~he particular year specified as ~he crucial one, it is 

agreed that Lhe early years in a child's developmenL 

determine his or her sex role idenLification. 

The child of divorce seems ~o have special problems wi~h 

his or her sex role identification. Kliman (1968) writes of 

the problems that result from con~inued criticism of the same 

sexed parent by Lhe other parent. It is hard, for example, 

for Lhe boy to model a person his mother so inLensely dis­

likes and who, very of~en, is hos~ile to his mother. When 

one paren~ verbally degrades Lhe other, the child begins to 

feel that, if he is like ~he ha~ed paren~, ~hen he too is ~o 

be hated. If Lhis is associa~ed wi~h the child's sexual 

identiLy, he may be uncomfortable with his own sexual 

development. Gardner (1976) wriLes of ano~her kind of iden­

tification problem in which ~he child ~ries LO compensa~e for 

the loss of his parent by immedia~ely becoming like him. 

This appears to be a way ~o cope wiLh the parenLal loss and 

was noted by McDermo~~ (1970) who found a high correla~ion 
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between children's symptoms and their descriptions of their 

absent fathers. 

Gettleman and Markowitz (1974) agree that the process of 

identification is usually completed by the time a child is 5. 

In their opinion, sexual identification problems do not occur 

when divorce is delayed until after the child is 5. Evelyn 

Goodenough Pitcher (1967) is in accord. She maintains that 

the importance of both parents for the child's sexual 

development means that even inevitable divorces should be 

postponed if the child is under 5. She agrees that constant 

fighting is upsetting to the child, but is no worse than the 

child's anxiety about parental loss, guilt about separation, 

and confusion about belonging. ~ut, waiting to divorce is 

not always possible (Despert, 1953). Gardner (1976) agrees 

and says that advising parents to wait until their children 

are 5 to divorce is often unrealistic advice, especially when 

there is more than one child in the family. 

Many psychodynamic theorists believe that parental 

divorce is most detrimental to the child in the Oedipal phase 

of development (Sugar, 1970; Westman, 1972). Neubauer (1960) 

says, 

When a parent is absent, there is an absence of 

oedipal reality. The absent parent becomes endowed 

with magical power either to gratify or punish; 



agression againsL him and the remaining parent as 

well, become repressed. (p. 308) 

Jones (1963) sLates the problem Lhis way: 

The Oedipal period is the one time of a child's 

life when he definitely needs two parents living 

together. Otherwise, he cannot develop essential 

aLtitudes about sexuality at the time and in a way 

that is natural and usual. (p. 299) 
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Meiss (1952) was concerned with the problems of the child who 

is fatherless due to his father's death. She says, 

Since the resolution of the Oedipus Complex is the 

principal task of a boy during the phallic period, 

we may assume that Lhe death of his father at this 

Lime would be extremely hazardous for his 

development. (p. 216) 

ConLinuing Meiss' thoughL, Lhe loss of the father through 

divorce may have similar consequences for children. 

For the boy, the resolution of the Oedipus Complex comes 

abouL when the child resigns himself to the facL that he can­

not have his mother. BuL, when divorce necessitates the 

father's leaving, the boy may believe he caused his father's 

departure by wishing he would leave. If Lhe boy reacLs in 

this way, he may be consumed by guilt. These boys may fanLa­

size abouL restitution or punishment either in response to 

their guilt feelings or Lo appease their fathers. Another 
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possible reaction to the father's departure is that the hoy 

believes that now that the father is gone, he can have his 

mother. Another fantasy that may occur is that the mother 

wanted the father to leave in order be alone with her little 

boy. In other words, the boy sometimes projects his own 

wishes onto his mother. This problem is compounded by the 

mother's saying such things as, "You're the man of the house 

now." Placing the child in the absent parent's place is, 

disproportionate to his ego strength so that warp 

occurs in ego and superego development. Superego 

development is handicapped as well by the depriva­

tion of the social organization and regulation nor­

mally provided by the responsible father. (Forrest, 

1Q66, p. 25) 

The girl also has problems in that she may be placed in 

her mother's role by the father. Also, the girl is often 

angry with her mother. First of all, the girl is said to 

blame her mother for being deprived of a penis. When the 

father leaves, the girl again places the blame on the mother. 

In addition, the girl may believe the mother learned of her 

desire for her father and forced him to leave just so the 

girl could not have him. Arnstein (1962) believes another 

possibility is that the girl may think that getting rid of 

her father is the mother's means of punishing her daughter 

for wanting her father and planning to reject her mother. 
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Jones (1963) states that the child needs to see his or 

her parents have a happy marriage, 

as the screen against which he projects his Oedipal 

fantasies, the child recognizes the disparities, 

the grotesque incongruities and differences, 

between himself and his parents. There is no way 

out for him; he must grant that children are chil­

dren, not adults. . . No other relationship but a 

marriage of healthy parents affords a child the 

opportunities and pressures he needs in order to 

correct his immature version of reality. 

According to Neubauer (1960), 

(p. 300) 

The loss of a parent during the oedipal phase 

intensifies the fears and wishes of an already 

existing positive oedipus complex. Moreover, it 

leads to a readiness for the fixation of those con­

flicts which were uppermost in the parent-child 

relationship at the time of the parent's 

disappearance. (p. 292) 

Cases described by Keiser (1953) and Meiss (1952) serve to 

exemplify Neubauer's statement. Keiser described the case of 

an adolescent girl whose father left when she was 4. Her 

father's departure did not let her desexualize the original 

oedipal attachment to him. The girl became fixated at this 

stage with her father remaining a sexualized, idealized image. 
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Meiss described the case of a boy who lost his father during 

the oedipal period. The father's departure made it impossi­

ble for his son to alter his image of an angry, powerful 

father. The father's leaving intensified and fixated his 

oedipal rivalry anrl castration fears. These two cases also 

go along with Fenichel's (1931/1954) belief that when the 

parent of the child's own sex leaves, it is perceived as a 

fulfillment of the child's oedipal wishes with resultant 

guilt feelings. He says that when the opposite sex parent is 

the one to leave, the child's oedipal longing remains unsat­

isfied and leads to the fantastic idealization of the lost 

parent and to an increase in the longing. 

McDermott (1968) studied the effects of parental divorce 

on normal, white, middle-class children who attended a pri­

vate nursery school in a university community. He examined 

the records of 16 children (ten boys, six girls) age 3 to 5 

whose parents were separated and divorced during their nur­

sery school experience. He found acute behavioral changes in 

10 of these children, with these changes being more acute in 

boys. He warns, "The girls' changes may not be so easily 

seen as a 'problem,' yet may be even more serious signs of 

potential life disturbance" (p. 122). Three of the girls in 

this study showed no great behavioral changes but became 

"pseudo-adult and bossy, scolding and lecturing their peers 

with comments about their health and manners as well as the 
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rules of the games" (p. 123). McDermott believes that this 

kind of behavior could be a kind of identification with a 

real or fantasized part of the mother. He explains, 

It may represent a premature, sudden distorted 

freezing of personality traits with which they had 

been experimenting, or identification with a cari­

cature of the mother whose husband could not find 

genuine warmth in her, the 'superior, nagging wife' 

who is always right. It suggests an identification 

with the 'wife of the husband who leaves home' 

rather than with the more positive qualities in the 

mother expressed in other ways and seen at other 

times. (p. 123) 

Thus, these girls seem to be identifying with the pathologi­

cal features of their mothers. 

The boys in this study reacted differently. They showed 

more dramatic changes in behavior often characterized by the 

sudden release of agressive and destructive feelings. 

McDermott reports, 

There seemed to be an acute and violent disruption 

of the process of masculine identification forma­

tion at the very least in several of the boys, as 

contrasted with what appeared to be a consolidation 

of a particular form of identification in the 

girls. (p. 123) 
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Several factors could contribute to this reaction. For exam­

ple, the boys could feel guilty for secretly feeling satis­

fied that their fathers left. Also, the loss of the person 

upon whom the boy focused his aggression may be upsetting. 

And, the boys could believe that the mother forced the father 

to leave as punishment for masculine aggression. 

In interpreting McDermott's study, though, it must be 

remembered that only in-school observations were made with no 

indication of at home behavior. Also, the sample is 

extremely small, making generalizations difficult. 

Wallerstein and Kelly (1975) reported on 34 school chil­

dren in their study of the effects of parental divorce on 

children and adolescents. These children were drawn from a 

normal population and had no history of psychological distur­

bance. The children were seen at the divorce counseling ser­

vice these researchers established at the Marin County 

Community Mental Health Center. The 34 preschoolers came 

from 27 families and were interviewed shortly after the 

parental separation. 

The youngest children (2 1/2 to 3 1/4 years) all 

responded to the separation with observable behavioral 

changes. Acute regression in toilet training, whining, cry­

ing, fearfulness, sleep problems, aggressive behavior, etc. 

were exhibited. The degree of each child's symptoms varied, 

but no sex differences were observed. These researchers 
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likened the children's response to parental separation to 

those described by Anna Freud and Burlingham (1943) and 

Bowlby, Robertson and Rosenbluth (1952) following the separa­

tion of children from the primary caretaker. Interestingly, 

all but one of these children in the Wallerstein and Kelly 

study remained with the mother and lived in the family home. 

Thus, there was no disruption in maternal or environmental 

continuity. 

The middle preschool group (3 3/4 to 4 3/4 years) con­

sisted of five boys and six girls. Regression appeared in 

fewer than half of these children, but aggressive behavior 

and fear of aggression increased. These children seemed 

bewildered hy the loss of one parent and suffered cognitive 

confusion. In agreement with McDermott (1968), Wallerstein 

and Kelly found that these children could not master their 

anxiety and depression through play. They played out threats 

to their survival and their helplessness. Oedipal fantasies 

were offered which were, in these researchers' opinions, a 

kind of denial, "My daddy sleeps in my bed every night" (p. 

60). These children felt they were to blame for their 

father's departure. The child's sense of order in the worlo 

was shattered, and the child's self-image was threatened. 

Nine boys and 5 girls were in the oldest preschool group 

(5 to 6 years). These children had a reasonable understand­

ing of the divorce related changes in their lives, but, like 



55 

the younger children, still displayed increased anxiety an~ 

aggression, whininess, irritability, separation problems, 

etc. These children were sad and missed their fathers. They 

wanted to make the family whole again. Some of the children 

experienced prolonged fantasies which may have warded off a 

deeper depression. In addition, 

Visitation patterns often stimulated peaks of 

excitement, not unlike courtship, alternating with 

recurrent disappointments following the father's 

departure. The potential teasing. ann seductive 

quality of such a pattern may well have served to 

deter the resolution of normal oedipal conflict. 

(p. 60q) 

At the time of the follow-up, one year later, one little 

girl; then 6 years, 4 months old; said she still planned on 

marrying her father who had already remarried. The little 

girl maintained confidently, " 'He might get a divorce from 

his new wife, and then I would marry him' " (p. 610). 

Wallerstein and Kelly view this kind of nourishing of an 

oedipal fantasy as both self-sustaining and gratifying while, 

"impeding the integration of the divorce experience and the 

entry into latency" (p. 6ln). 

At the follow-up, Wallerstein and Kelly said, 

Our finding that nearly half of the preschool chil­

dren deteriorated in functioning in the year 



following parental separation, if applicable to the 

large numbers of young children involved in divorce 

each year, has sohering implications. (p. 61) 

Parental dating is another problem faced by boys and 
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girls which makes resolving the Oedipal Complex more diffi­

cult. Boys and girls may resent the opposite sex parent's 

dating, particularly if the child is exposed to a variety of 

the parent's dates. ~ardner (1976) says, 

It is common in such situations for a child to 

become very antagonistic to both the parent and the 

date and to utilize various maneuvers to prevent 

dating or alienate the date. (p. 307) 

Gardner lists such things as temper tantrums, illness, and 

fierce sibling fighting as some such maneuvers. Overt hos­

tility is sometimes used to make the date not want to return. 

Some children may purposely ask embarrassing questions to 

alienate the date, such as, "Are you going to be my new 

daddy?" or, "Are you sleeping here tonight li'ke some of 

Mommy's dates?" 

Wallerstein and ~elly (1974) say that some adolescents 

become anxious about their parents' sexuality which becomes 

more visible as datin~ occurs. They say, 

Having a mistress, frequent dates, or a boyfriend 

sleep overnight inescapably presented the adoles­

cent with more evidence than he cared to see that 



his parent was indeed a sexual being and now very 

much in the same market place as the adolescent in 

terms of heterosexual object-finding. Undoubtedly 

the anxiety was due to increased sexual and 

reawakened incestuous fantasies: the parent was no 

longer a "safe" object. (p. 492) 
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An adolescent girl who observes her mother's numerous 

affairs may imitate her mother's behavior. She may come to 

believe that the important thing is to attract many men 

rather than form a deeper, more continuing relationship. 

Oedipal rivalry with her mother may lead her to compete with 

her own mother. Sometimes their competition results in her 

seeking older men as dates, even her mother's dates. 

Resolution of the Oedipal Complex in such a case is very 

difficult. 

In Wallerstein and Kelly's (1Q74) study of a nonclinical 

population of children who were adolescents at the time of 

their parents' divorce, all 21 subjects experienced their 

parents' divorce as an extremely painful experience. These 

adolescents were angry at their parents and were very sad. 

They felt a sense of loss and believed they were betrayed by 

their parents. They also were ashamed and embarrassed by 

their parents' divorce and many did not even tell their best 

friends about it. 
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Parental divorce in adolescence occurs at the time when 

the child is in the process of heterosexual object-finding. 

Thus, the impact of parental divorce affects the adolescent's 

thinking in many ways. Some adolescents realize that divorce 

may be in their futures. In response to this, some decide 

they will never marry. Others say they will marry at an 

older age than their parents did and will be more selective 

and wiser than their parents in choosing a husband or wife. 

Rubin and Price (1979) propose, "Education in family life, 

parenting and interpersonal relationships are especially 

necessary for the children of divorce who are at greater risk 

for marital disruption in their own adult lives" (p. 555). 

Some adolescents were also concerned about their adequacy as 

a sexual partner. Identification with the parent as a sexual 

failure served to increase the anxiety -- especially when one 

parent has told the child of the other parent's sexual inade­

quacies or peculiarities. Parental divorce at this stage 

may, therefore, affect the adolescent's self esteem as a 

sexual being and in turn affect his heterosexual relation­

ships. In addition, Wallerstein and Kelly explain that, 

the disruption of the family structure, the loss of 

the father's physical presence, the discovery of 

sexual, aggressive, and "amoral" behaviors in 

parents with the consequent sense of disappointment 

and betrayal triggered acute anxiety and intense 



conflict. It seemed clear that the controls and 

tenuous indentification and ego ineals of these 

young people were unable to contain heightened sex-

ual and aggressive impulses in the absence of the 

familiar external reinforcement and threats. (p. 

501) 
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Typically, it is the father who leaves the home follow-

ing divorce. The boy's need for his father to serve as a 

role model has been discussed. The girl also needs a father. 

Forrest (1966) says the girl's need for her father hegins in 

infancy when he serves as an aide in her developing a separ-

ate identity from her mother's. The father is also needed to 

enable the girl to see herself as a feminine person and to 

learn to relate to men. Forrest maintains, 

The infant girl needs the impact of the masculine 

touch and sound, tenderness and strength, if she is 

to develop basic trust and security in a man and in 

herself in relation to a man. 

Without an early contact with her father, the girl often 

fears men as strangers. A natural relationship with her 

father, on the other hand, can later be transferred to other 

males. In addition, from infancy through adolescence, the 

father provides the girl with direction and guidance and sets 

the standards of behavior. A girl with divorced parents is 

usually deprived of the kind of male comments an~ feedhack 



about the kind of woman she is that is necessary for her 

healthy development. 
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Hetherington (1973) researched the effects of the 

father's absence during the girl's childhood on her later 

behavior in adolescence. She reasoned that if one major 

problem of girls raised without fathers is their difficulty 

in relating to men, then their behavior during adolescence, 

when such interactions begin, is the time to study this 

effect of parental divorce. She foun~ that girls whose 

parents were divorced, "exhibited tension ann inappropriate 

assertive, seductive, or sometimes promiscuous hehavior with 

male peers and adults" (p. 4q). These girls sought more 

attention from male adults and spent more time in the "hoys' 

areas" of the recreation center in which this study took 

place than did the girls from intact homes or the girls whose 

fathers had died. The girls with divorced parents dated ear­

lier and were more likely to have sexual intercourse than 

girls from intact homes or homes in which the father died. 

It follows, according to Hetherington, that, 

It may be that the daughter of divorce views her 

mother's separated life as unsatisfying and feels 

that happiness requires a man. Ber hostile memory 

of an absent father may make her particularly 

apprehensive, ambivalent, and inept in pursuit of 

the goal. (p . .52) 
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Hetherington's research must be interpreted in terms of 

the sample she studied. The girls were first born daughters 

then between 13 and 17 who had no brothers. The girls with 

divorced parents lived with their mothers who did not remarry 

and no males were living in the house. Thus, different finn­

ings might result when divorced mothers remarry and a man is 

brought into the girl's life. 

Girls without fathers due to their parents' divorce may, 

because of not learning how to act with men in childhood, 

find that the only way to get attention from men is to become 

sexually available. The girl's lack of a father while grow­

ing up may interfere with her superego development and, 

therefore, contribute to her lack of inhibition in her sexual 

behavior. Wallerstein and Kelly (1974) believe that adoles­

cents whose parents divorce may enter into heterosexuality 

prematurely. They state, 

To the extent that the sexual activity occurs under 

the dominance of an incestuous tie to the parents 

or as an extension of the parents' subconscious or 

conscious needs and impulses, the adolescent can be 

said to be living out a pseudo-adolescence rather 

than a true emancipating experience. (pp. 

499-500) 

Girls who are rejected by their fathers at an early age 

may dislike and distrust all men, thus making meaningful 
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relationships difficult. They may fear that just as their 

fathers rejected them, all men will eventually abandon them. 

If such a girl marries, and many do not, marital problems are 

likely to develop. 

Other kinds of problems with marriage may also result 

from having divorced parents. Children of divorce often are 

extremely dependent on the remaining parent, possibly in fear 

of abandonment. This could result in the so-called "momma's 

boy" who either never marries or who is so involved with his 

mother that if he does marry, marital problems are almost 

inevitable. The girl in this kind of dependent situation may 

never marry in order to stay loyal to and be with her mother. 

Also, Mahler and Rabinovitch (1956) warn that, 

The child now grown to adulthood may repeat in a 

similar or complementary way traumatic situations 

which the marital discord of his parents stamped on 

his pliable personality structure as a child. (p. 

460) 

Anthony (1974) also warns of possible marital problems in the 

futures of children of divorce, if these children do not re­

ject marriage totally. He says that one of the risks for a 

child of divorce is that the child, ''may turn away from mar­

riage as an unsatisfactory mode of human relationship or re­

peat his parents' pattern of marriage and divorce" (pp. 462-

463). 
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The above statements were made by those knowledgeable in 

the field, but even the adolescents directly involved in a 

parental divorce situation realize they are, perhaps, likely 

to be divorced themselves. Grollman (1967) asked teenagers 

with divorced parents if divorces were in their futures. One 

girl, 'Barbara, answered, "Definitely ... nivorce is really 

the only pattern I know." 

Another possibility is that the child of divorce may 

reject a heterosexual relationship in favor of a homosexual 

relationship. Bieber (1962) says that homosexuality is most 

likely to occur when the child is deprived of a loving, 

affectionate parent which is the case with children of 

divorce. Usually the boy is deprived of his father and is, 

therefore, hindered in his identification with him while mak­

ing a feminine identification with his mother more likely. 

According to Bieber's analysis, this makes a homosexual 

orientation quite possible. Also, if the boy strives to gain 

affection from the father who does not offer it or only 

offers affection infrequently, the boy may continue to try to 

gain affection from another male. This is another contribu­

tion to a homosexual orientation for boys with divorced 

parents. 

The girl may also develop a homosexual orientation. She 

may grow to distrust all men and seek females as love 

objects. If her mother does not offer her affection and 
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seems to the daughter to always be hoping for the father's 

return, the girl may assume a male identification in order to 

gain her mother's love. Freud (1905) wrote about his patient 

saying that when one parent is lost early in life, the sex of 

the remaining parent determines the sex of the eventual love 

object. Often the result is, according to Freud, permanent 

inversion. Thus, Freudian theory would suggest that having 

divorced parents predisposes children to having homosexual 

orientations. 

The actual causes of homosexuality are still not known, 

but the central importance of family is accepted. Broderick 

(1966) places importance on the parents saying, "It is uni­

versally agreed that the foundation for later heterosexual 

attachments is laid in early childhood in the interaction 

between the child and his parents" (p. 31). Be lists the 

following four conditions for normal heterosexual 

development: 

First, the parent or parent-surrogate of the same 

sex must not be so punishing on the one hand or so 

weak on the other hand to make it impossible for 

the child to identify with him. 

But, the oedipal stage boy whose father leaves, for example, 

often has intensified castration fears. 

Second, the parent or parent-surrogate of the oppo­

site sex must not be so seductive, or so punishing, 



or so emotionally erratic as to make it impossible 

for the child to trust members of the opposite 

sex. 

6.5 

But, the oedipal stage boy, for example, sometimes believes 

that his mother wanted his father to leave so she could he 

alone with her little boy. Also, the intermittent relation­

ship with her divorced father makes the girl's relationship 

with him emotionally erratic. 

Third, the parents or parent-surrogates must not 

systematically reject the child's biological sex 

and attempt to teach him cross-sex role behavior. 

But, a divorced woman who hates all men may have a son who 

believes she woul~ love him more if he were a girl. He may 

take on a somewhat feminine identification, as may any young 

boy who does not have a father with whom to identify. 

A fourth factor in normal heterosexual development 

is the necessity of estahlishing a positive concep-

tion of marriage as an eventual goal. (p. 31). 

But, children of divorce usually do not have a positive mar­

riage to teach them this. They often see divorce in their 

own futures. Also, Joseph Garai (1Q72) says divorced and 

separated parents often perpetuate unhealthy attitudes toward 

love, sex, intimacy, and marriage. Thus, it appears that 

children of divorce are especially vulnerable to problems 

with normal heterosexual development. 
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IL seems clear LhaL Lhe parenLs' divorce is a definiLe 

facLor in their child's sexual developmenL. In particular, 

parenLal divorce may induce problems wiLh sex role idenLifi­

cation, difficulty in resoluLion of the oedipal conflicL and 

developmenL of the superego, and rejecLion of or problems 

with heLerosexual relationships. 

The effects of parental divorce on school age children. 

There are few sLudies of Lhe effects of parenLal divorce 

on school age children. McDermoLt (1970) wrote of Lhe need 

Lo study divorce as a mental health issue in children's 

lives. He examined Lhe records of 1,487 children under Lhe 

age of 14 who had been evaluated aL Lhe UniversiLy of Michi­

gan's Children's Psychiatric Hospital from 1961 to 1964. 

Children whose parents were separaLed buL noL divorced were 

excluded. The oLher children were divided inLo two groups --

116 with divorced parents and 1,349 wiLh legally intact fami­

lies. There was no indicaLion of the nature of the stability 

or happiness of Lhe inLacL families. McnermoLt found signi­

ficantly more depression in children of divorce Lhan in chil­

dren from inLacL families. In addition, iL was reported that 

Lhe children's personality development appeared to be affect­

ed by parental divorce. These children commonly viewed them­

selves as small, weak, and vulnerable. A high correlation 

was found beLween Lhe child's sympLoms and his or her de­

scripLion of Lhe absenL parent. McDermoLL inLerpreted Lhis 



as suggesting the child's identification with the absent 

parent or fantasized absent parent and represented the 

child's way of dealing with the parental loss and conflict 

concerning it. McDermott's findings must be considered in 

terms of the specific, psychiatric population studied. 
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Kelly and Wallerstein (1976, 1977a) are conducting what 

they believe to be the first in-depth look at children of 

divorce who have had no history of psychological problems. 

They are attempting to find the immediate consequences and 

long term effects of d~vorce on children. These researchers 

began their study of 131 children and adolescents from 60 

divorcing families in 1970. Their study is being conducted 

at the Divorce Counseling Service they established Rt the 

Community Mental Health Center, Marin County, California. In 

addition to trying to observe ann record the major responses 

and experiences of the children regarding their parents' 

divorces, these researchers are trying to construct clinical 

intervention procedures specific to divorce. They hope to 

provide suggestions for ways community programs can help 

divorcing families. 

School age children comprise the largest, single group 

affected by parental divorce. Kelly and Wallerstein (1Q76) 

found that the central event for school age children seems to 

be the parental separation. Following the separation, the 

family structure rarely stabilizes in the first year. 
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Children of this age are often found to be fearful following 

their parents' divorce. Kelly and Wallerstein attribute this 

fear to the fact that the child 1 s world had been severely 

shaken, and the child may believe there is no longer any safe 

place for him or her. School age children of divorce were 

seen to be filled with sadness and grief. Kelly and 

Wallerstein found no child who was relieved by his or her 

parents' divorce, even those who had witnessed violent mari­

tal conflict. This is in accord with Gardner's (1976) obser­

vation that if the child were to be given the choice between 

his or her parents having an unhappy marriage and being 

divorced, the child would always choose the unhappy marriage. 

The idea that children blame themselves for their 

parents' divorce has been suggested by many, including 

Gardner (1976), Grollman (1967) and Krantzler (1974). This 

idea was not confirmed by Hammond's (1979a, 1979b, 1979c) 

study of 165 children in grades three through six, half of 

whom had separated or divorced parents. The children in 

Hammond's study, both those in the divorced or separated and 

those in the intact group, agreed that children do not cause 

parental divorce. She also found no significant difference 

between the groups in self-concept, mathematics and reading 

achievement, immaturity, withdrawal, and peer relations. 

Boys with divorced parents said they were less happy and were 

more dissatisfied with the time and attention they received. 
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Girls with divorced parents did not differ from girls with 

intact parents on this. Hammond explained that her finding 

of a greater reaction to parental divorce by boys than by 

girls goes along with Hetherington (1973) who suggested that 

the girls' reactions to father absence do not emerge until 

adolescence. Kelly and Wallerstein also found that this age 

child does not usually feel responsible for his or her par­

ents' divorce. School age children, they say, are primarily 

concerned with wishes for their parents' reconciliation. 

These reconciliation wishes must be dealt with because, as 

Thies (1977) explains, "Remarriage validates the finality of 

divorce, flying in the face of any reconciliation fantasies 

still harbored by the child" (p. 60). These children miss 

their fathers (the parent who usually leaves the home). 

Anger plays a large part in the school age child's 

response to parental divorce. Rohrlich et al. (1977) wrote, 

''All latency age children are more likely to engage in 

aggressive and antisocial behavior as a result of the 

divorce" (p. 15). Despert (1953) wrote of the anger 

directed toward the child's mother. Despert interpreted the 

boy's anger at his mother as a reaction to his trying to free 

himself from his infantile need for her. She viewed the 

girl's anger at.the mother as resulting from the girl's 

belief that the mother had driven her father away or that the 

mother had not been a good enough wife to him. Kelly and 
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Wallerstein, though, found that the school age boy is the one 

to believe the mother was responsible for the father's leav­

ing and that she had failed as a good wife. More than anger, 

Kelly and Wallerstein say that children are afraid of getting 

their mothers angry at them. They fear that if their mother 

does get angry, she may send them away, too. Sugar (1970) 

agrees that school age children fear being sent away just as 

their fathers were. Sugar also says that children may also 

be fearful that they were the ones to have caused their 

father's departure because they had wished it. The anger 

children feel for their parents and themselves is, according 

to Kelly and Wallerstein, often displaced onto their friends, 

siblings, or teachers. 

Staying loyal to both parents is an additional problem 

with which children of divorce must cope. By school age, the 

child is old enough to be enlisted by his or her parents to 

take sides. Sometimes a special relationship is formed with 

one parent that deliberately excludes and rejects the other 

parent. Wallerstein and Kelly (1976) believe children, by 

around the age of 9, can use such alignments to serve their 

own needs and help them handle the divorce situation by 

dividing their parents into the "good parent" and the "bad 

parent". In other words, such relationships become a kind of 

coping behavior. 
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Children of divorce also appear to feel deprived. This 

feeling of deprivation is expressed by the child's becoming 

possessive and finding it difficult to share. Eventually, 

children do accept their parents' divorce. At their one year 

later follow-up, Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) discovered that 

the children were still sad, but they were resigned to the 

divorce. 

Blaine (1967), in writing of the effects of divorce on 

children, claimed that parental divorce has little or no 

effect on children under 3. Those in the 3 to 6 year old age 

' group, he maintained, are most in n~~~. of both parents. He 

did not seem concerned with the 12 to 18 year olds who, he 

believed, are capable of understanding the need for their 

parents' divorce. Blaine perhaps underestimated the effects 

of divorce on 6 to 12 year olds by saying children in this 

age group are not in as much need for both parents as other 

age children are. Rita Turow (1977) agrees with Blaine's 

evaluation. She said 6 to 12 year olds are not as trauma­

tized by parental separation as younger children and are 

better able to tolerate change. But, Despert (1953) said 

that trouble in the home produces tension, and the school age 

child's need for his or her mother increases. The school age 

child has the same need as the younger child for the love of 

both parents. She says, 



It is not rare to find in children who are troubled 

about their parents' relationship a greater~outward 

show of independence to compensate for a gr~ater 

inner need to be dependent. (p. 49) 
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Bornstein (1951) cautioned against environmental interrup­

tions in latency. He said the latency child is greatly 

afraid of having his or her precarious equilibrium upset. 

Certainly parental divorce qualifies as a major environmental 

interruption that does upset the child's "precarious 

equilibrium". 

Many school age children are in what Eriksop (1950) 

calls the Industry vs. Inferiority period of development. 

Erikson said, "The child's danger, at this stage, lies in a 
,, ' 

sense of inadequacy and inferiority" (p. 260). Unfortunate-
' 

ly, children of divorce often do feel inadequate and infer­

ior. Support is also given to the view that school age chil­

dren are affected by parental divorce by Erikso~~s stating, 

"Many a child's development is disrupted when family life has 

failed to prepare him for school" (p. 260). In other words, 

the central developmental task of this stage is, in our cul-

ture, doing well in school. Without a stable family life, 

the child is at a disadvantage to successfully~resolve the 

Industry vs. Inferiority crisis. Rohrlich et al. (1977) put 

it this way, "The danger of divorce is that it can focus all 

of the child's energy into the family and restrict the growth 

of newly acquired but unstable autonomy" (p. 17). 
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Although some believe school age children are not as 

troubled by parental divorce as older and younger children, 

this does not appear to be true. Wallerstein and Kelly 

(1976) explained that school age children have a difficult 

time because they do not use denial as well as younger chil­

dren and do not have the defense mechanisms adolescents 

have. 

Lowe~ed academic achievement often occurs, following a 

school aged -6hild's parents' divorce (Gardner, 1976; 

Wallerstein & Kelly, 1976). Krantzler (1974) said a child's 

getting bad grades may reflect his or her anxiety about the 

divorce or may be the child's way of being punished for 
I -

causing the divorce. 

Isakson (1979) reports that some educators blame the 

drop in reading scores in recent years directly on the 

changes in the family situation. In addition, Black (1Q79) 

reports that a panel commissioned by the College Entrance 

Examination Board lists the increase in one-parent families 

as one of the factors possibly to blame for the continuous 

decline of Scholastic Aptitude Test scores since 1Qo4. It 

seems logical that the child's performance in school is some­

times affected by his or her parents' divorce. As Black 

(1979) explains, "Working people report that their perfor­

mance on the job is affected. And if we consider that the 

children's major work is their school performance, we, by 
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analogy, should not be surprised to find that, for some, 

school work suffers" (p. 25). Kelly and Wallerstein (1979) 

explain that divorce produces stress which often affects 

school performance. Again, though, there is no one way that 

children respond to their parents' divorce. Kelly and 

Wallerstein (1979) report, 

Students who showed real change at school were not 

necessarily the same ones who expressed vigorous 

responses at home, or with us in the office. And 

some angry youngsters, newly irritable and diffi­

cult to manage at home, continued their exemplary 

behavior at school. (p. 56) 

Schools must understand the possible effects parental 

divorce has on the school age child. Kelly and Wallerstein 

(1979) say, 

Divorce-engendered stress may compromise chilrlren's 

receptivity to learning, their willingness to ven­

ture into new materials, their ability to concen­

trate, and their overall attitude toward learning 

and the school setting. Children in the earliest 

stages of mastering reading may be most vulnerable 

to the disorganizing effects of family disruption, 

but older children also need a continuing sense of 

achievement to maintain positive attitudes toward 

learning. (p. 58) 
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The child's response to parental divorce inevitably goes to 

school with him or her. 

Help for Children of Divorce 

The school's role in helping children with divorcing 

Earents. The school plays a major part in the school age 

child's life. The school is instrumental to the child's 

development and adjustment, even when they are hampered by 

the divorce of his or her parents. 

Hammond (1979b) calls for the schools to help children 

of divorce saying, "With millions of school-age children 

experiencing the dissolution of their parents' marriages it 

is imperative that school personnel make themselves aware of 

the possible effects of divorce on children and ways of help­

ing pupils" (p. 55). Parks (1977) expects the schools to 

help those involved with divorce and says "Probably the 

agency that has the potential of being the most supportive of 

the single-parent family is the public school" (p. 46). 

Hammond (1979c) agrees saying, "The schools, which are part 

of the child's natural environment, may be in the best posi­

tion to provide support for children experiencing this 

crisis" (p. 219). 

Richard Gardner (1976) maintains that the child's teach­

er should be told of parental separation and divorce. Teach­

ers are, Gardner insists, in the best possible position to 

substitute, to some extent, for the parent who left home. 
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McDermott (1968) explains that with the father's physical 

absence and the mother's preoccupation and possible emotional 

absence, the teacher may be forced into the role of an inter­

im parent surrogate. In addition, the teacher is bound to 

find out sooner or later as other children and parents learn 

of the divorce. Also, teachers aware of the divorce may be 

more tolerant of behavioral reactions to the divorce and not 

so quick to punish as teachers unaware of the turmoil in the 

child's life (Gardner, 1976). 

Teachers must take care, though, to avoid perceiving the 

child of divorce as different from children from intact fami­

lies. Santrock and Tracy (1978) used videotapes to investi­

gate if teachers rate children of divorce according to a 

stereotyped view of such children. Thirty subjects, teachers 

and students who were completing their student teaching 

requirements, participated in this study. The child des­

cribed as being a child of divorce was rated more negatively 

on happiness, emotional adjustment and coping with stress 

than was the child described as coming from an intact family. 

Santrock and Tracy conclude, "The present results suggest 

that the child from a father-absent home is likely to he per­

ceived more negatively by his teachers than a similar child 

from an intact family" (p. 7 57) . 
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The responsibility of the Leacher and Lhe school Lo help 

these children of divorce has been sLaLed quiLe emphatically. 

Kelly and WallersLein (1977a) said, 

Teachers become a cenLral stable figure in the 

lives of several children in Lhe monLhs following 

the separation, in some cases the only sLable 

figure in the children's environment. (p. 2~) 

Rubin and Price (1979) say, "AssisLing children in 

developing appropriate coping skills for dealing with Lheir 

new problems is an area wiLh enormous potenLial for the 

schoo 1 s" (p. 554) . Black (1979) agrees, "While divorce is 

an individual and personal decision, we as educaLors need Lo 

concern ourselves with iLs implicaLions for the intellecLual 

and psychological developmenL of children and Lhe school's 

capabiliLy Lo help children cope wiLh iL" (p. 24). 

McDermott (1968) says thaL the schools noL only can 

help, buL sLaLes LhaL Lhey must help. He wrote, 

It may even be argued that the school has an obli­

gation Lo intervene aL this time in order to pre­

vent reactions from going underground and thus to 

prevenL fuLure disorders. (p. 1431) 

What can schools do Lo comply with this demand Lhat Lhey 

help children of divorce? As Ricci (1979) says, "Schools 

have a responsibility to relate knowledgeably to new family 

siLuations" (p. 510). She complains that school forms are 
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designed for intact families, ignoring the possibility of two 

homes and stepparents. Tickets for school events are sent 

out for one family, as are report cards and school notices. 

Ricci explains the problem saying, 

a "one-home" view of family life after divorce can 

trap a child in the middle. Told to hring things 

"home," a child must choose which home, Mom's or 

Dad's. As a result, some chilnren feel pushed into 

divided loyalties or pushed out of step with "real" 

families (p. 510). 

Boyer (197q) suggests that teachers need to redefine 

"family" in the classroom. The term, "single-parent home," 

she says, is preferable to "broken home." Hammond (1 q79a, 

1979b, 197qc) and Black (1979) agree saying that teachers 

should deal openly with different family situations and 

should avoid terms such as "broken home." B 1 ack (197q) , 

Boyer (197q) and Hammond (lq79a, 1Q79b, lq79c) suggest that 

instead of making presents in school for a particular person, 

such as making a p~esent for mother for Mother's Pay, chil­

dren should be told to make a present for someone who is 

important to them. If they wish, chilriren should he allowed 

to make more than one present in order to avoid having the 

child choose between two mother figures. 

Kenneth ~agid (1977) advises teachers to establish 

classroom libraries dealing with divorce. Marian Bartch 
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(1976) discusses some possible books for this purpose in her 

article, "Divorce-- Children's Literature Style." She 

explains that books dealing with divorce exist at all levels 

of comprehension and reading ability. She believes reading 

such books can help children understand their own divorce 

situation and provide some comfort by helping children deal 

with their own feelings and accept them as legitimate. 

Louis Bates Ames (1969) believes teachers must learn 

that school is not just about teaching. She puts emphasis on 

the child's feelings and says teachers should especially 

encourage children of divorce to express their feelings. 

Magid also advises teachers to give support to children of 

divorcing parents and reccomends using the techniques of 

Teacher Effectiveness Training (Gordon, 1974). Magid wants 

teachers to educate children about divorce, but he does not 

suggest how this should be done. In general, "Schools can no 

longer relate to children and parents as though it could be 

assumed that there are two parents in the home." (Falk, 

1979, p. 76). 

Wilkinson and Bleck (1977) complained that there are 

few, if any published methods for elementary schools to help 

children of divorcing parents. These reserchers believe 

schools need to be involved in helping children face all 

critical life situations, including divorce. They described 

the Children's Divorce Group (CDG) that is offered in some 
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elementary schools and is led by elementary school counse­

lors. These groups are for fourth and fifth graders with 

divorcing parents. Six students attend a series of eight 

forty-five minute development group sessions. Approximately 

100 children were reported to have participated in this 

series of group sessions. The goals of these groups were 

stated as clarifying the child's feelings about divorce, 

helping the child understand others are experiencing similar 

feelings, helping the child realistically view divorce, and 

helping the child learn new ways of dealing with his or her 

feelings associated with divorce. Wilkinson and Bleck gave 

the following general description of these eight sessions as 

follows: 

Session 

Session 

Session 

Session 

Session 

Session 

Session 

Session 

1 : 

2: 

3: 

4: 

5: 

6: 

7: 

8: 

Introduction and Ground Rules 

Non-divorce Related Self-Disclosure 

Filmstrip on Divorce and Discussion 

Divorce Related Self-Disclosure 

Role Playing the Problems of Divorce 

Puppet Play of Coping Behaviors 

Positive Aspects of Divorce 

Summary and Ending. 

These authors concluded, 

If public education has the responsibility to teach 

children how to realize their own potential and, by 

so doing, to cope with developmental crises as they 



occur, then it cannot ignore such a large influence 

on a child's life as the divorce of his or her 

parents. The CDG provides one means of dealing 

with this particular developmental crisis in a way 

that is familiar and acceptable to many elementary 

schools. (p. 213) 
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Holdahl and Caspersen (1977) developed a program for all 

interested children with the purpose of helping them under­

stand and cope with changes in the family. While this pro­

gram does not specifically deal with divorce, the subject of 

divorce is included as one of the family changes considered. 

This program consists of one hour group sessions on five con­

secutive days for children eight to twelve years old. The 

sessions for younger children, five to seven, last one-half 

hour and are held on ten consecutive days. According to 

Holdahl and Caspersen, the curriculum of Children's Family 

Change Group consists of, "Definition of a family, personal 

loss within the family context, conflict inherent in change, 

mixed emotions accompanying change, the new family situation 

and the relationship with the absent or new family member" 

(p. 474). Family changes such as divorce, death, and resi­

dential moves are identified. Then the children are 

encouraged to discuss how these events relate to them. Role 

playing, readings, and puppets are used in addition to the 

discussions. These classes are optional and are meant to be 
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educational classes, not counseling sessions. Roldahl and 

Caspersen conclude that schools need to offer more supportive 

experiences for children. 

It seems clear that schools need to take an active role 

in helping children cope with divorce. As Black (1979) says, 

"The fact of divorce is with us. The schools as well as the 

one-parent families must learn to cope with this in a way 

that enables our children to continue to develop in a healthy 

fashion" (p. 28). 

Therapeutic techniques being used in clinical settings 

for helping children of divorce. In 1977, Froiland and 

Rozman wrote, 

An examination of the literature indicates that 

very little has been written on divorce counseling, 

and that most professional training programs have 

offered no courses in this area. (p. 525) 

Many writers (Fisher, 1973; Kliman, 1968; Krantzler, 1974; 

Sugar, 1970) believe, as do Froiland and Hozrnan, that divorce 

is the death of a relationship, and people react to divorce 

in much the same way they react to death. Froiland and 

Rozman view dealing with a loss by divorce as needing more 

counseling than dealing with a loss by death because of the 

deleterious affect divorce has on one's self-concept. 
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Hancock (1980) also believes that divorce is sometimes 

harder to deal with than death because, "There is nothing 

comparable to a funeral, no divorce ceremony to punctuate 

this shift in meaning, and give it social recognition" (p. 

20). She also cites the difficulty involved when the child 

of divorce visits the noncustodial parent, "The loss is 

renewed with each reunion and parting, and a child grieves 

alone, his sadness unsharable" (p. 25). Kelly and Waller­

stein (1977b) also refer to this problem, "Nowhere is the 

difference in the child's experience between loss following 

the death of a parent and loss subsequent to divorce more 

clearly highlighted than in the post-divorce parent-child 

relationship" (p. 51). 

Froiland and Rozman believe that those involved in 

divorce go through the same stages as those delineated by 

Elizabeth Kubler-Ross as stages people go through on the way 

to the acceptance of a loved one's death. In other words, 

the loss of a loved one by death or by divorce is often dealt 

with by progressing through stages of denial, anger, bargain­

ing, depression, and finally, acceptance. Bozman and 

Froiland (1977) extended this model to children of divorcing 

parents. Children, they say, go through these stages just as 

adults do and can be helped to constructively work through 

them. 

The first stage is denial. In this stage the child 

chooses not to accept reality and often pretends his or her 
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parents are still together. Parents are often models for 

this kind of reaction when they hide any indication of the 

approaching separation from their children. School age 

children in this stage are said to often engage in isolation 

kinds of behaviors, such as not inviting friends to their 

houses. Hozman and Froiland advocate the use of role palyinP, 

and modeling for children in this stage. They also recommend 

books about children with divorced parents. 

In stage two, the child often tries to strike out at 

those in the situation. The child's anger can take many 

forms and be directed at many different people. The child's 

angry feelings need to be expressed and channeled. Hozrnan 

and Froiland suggest using Play-Doh and punching toys. 

Stage three is the bargaining stage. In this stage, the 

child tries to manipulate his or her parents, perhaps with 

the hoped for outcome of the parents' reconciliation. 

Children need to learn they are only responsible for their 

own behavior. Rozman and Froiland suggest the school can 

help with such things as group projects in which each child 

is responsible for one part of the whole project. Children 

must accept that they neither caused the divorce, nor can 

they reunite their parents. 

Depression is the stage that occurs when the child 

learns he or she is powerless to control or change this 

situation that affects his or her life so completely. At 
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this point, Hozman and Froiland maintain iL would be helpful 

for the child to meet and model other children whose parents 

have divorced. 

Finally there is acceptance. Here the child accepts the 

existing reality, even if he or she does not like it. 

While all children may not go through every stage, nor 

must the stages be experienced in any specific order, identi­

fying the stage the child's feelings are in is, according to 

Hozman and Froiland (1976), importanL to counseling the chil­

dren of divorcing parents. 

Dlugokinski (1977) also believes that children and 

adults follow a regular patLern when learning to cope with 

divorce. He views divorce as an engagemenL-disengagemenL 

process and proposes a Lhree sLep process of re-engagement 

for those dealing wiLh divorce. He says, ''In divorce adults 

and children must disengage from one life sLyle and engage 

again, with a new direction and focus" (p. 27). According 

Lo Dlugokinski, divorce is one of many separations in life 

which begin wiLh the separation from the mother's body at 

birth and end wiLh Lhe final separation of death. Each 

separation means the loss of one way of life and a reorienta­

tion to another. He lists such things as changed relation­

ships with parents, altered economic status, new residential 

setLing, and frequenL babysitters or time spent in day care 

centers as some changes in their lives that children of 

parenLal divorce often must learn to accept. 
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Dlugokinski's three-step process begins with Orienta­

tion. Stress accompanies the changes in one's life that 

occur because of divorce, and some of these changes are 

blocked out until the child or adult is ready to accept them. 

Dlugokinski says that denial and depression occur in this 

stage. For children, school performance and peer relation­

ships sometimes change at this time. Dlugokinski maintains 

that the counselor's job at this stage is to be supportive 

and express a caring attitude while helping the client become 

oriented to his or her new life situation. 

Dlugokinski's second stage is Integration. This stage 

usually begins a few weeks or months following the divorce. 

In this stage, the divorce becomes personalized, and anger 

and sadness is to be expected. Depression may be used to 

lessen the anxiety of this stage. Counselors do the most 

good at this time by helping children and adults express and 

accept their emotions. 

The final stage, according to Dlugokinski, is Consolida­

tion. By this time, a realistic identity and coping skills 

have been achieved. Children and adults are now ready to go 

on with their new lives. 

In their comprehensive study of children of parental 

divorce, though, Kelly and Wallerstein (lq77a) did not find a 

progression of defined stages in response to the divorce. 

They contend that the child's response is tied to his or her 
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developmental stage, environment, and relationship with both 

parents. The intervention program they propose has the 

following goals: 

1) reduction in suffering, where suffering was 

defined as intense anxiety, fearfulness, 

depression, anger, longing, or other symptoms 

causing distress; 

2) reduction in cognitive confusion in relation to 

the divorce and its sequelae; 

3) increase in psychological distance between the 

divorce situation and the child, or a divorcing 

parent and his child, where the child has 

become directly involved in the parental 

conflict; and 

4) successful resolution of various idiosyncratic 

issues, for example, dealing more comfortably 

with a mentally disturbed noncustodial parent, 

or working through the dilemma of having to 

choose between parents. (p. 30) 

The kind of intervention program they use for young school 

age children is based on these researchers' earlier findings 

regarding the effects of parental divorce on school age chil­

dren. These children have great trouble talking about their 

parents' divorce. It was found that many children expe­

rienced an increase in suffering from discussing the divorce. 
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Because these researchers believe that respecting the child's 

defenses is necessary, they used "divorce monologues", 

stories told by the counselor about a child dealing with a 

similar divorce situation. This technique enables the child 

to maintain psychological distance and also serves as a per­

mission granter for the child's expressing his or her own 

feelings. Each monologue is shaped to correspond to the 

child's particular response to parental divorce. Many 

children found relief from hearing about other children that 

shared their problems, and they began to feel less lonely. 

The effectiveness of this treatment method is being evaluated 

through observations done four years after treatment of the 

131 children in this study. 

Children Facing Divorce is another treatment program for 

parents being divorced and their children. Kenneth Magin 

(1977), the Director of this program in Evergreen, Colorado, 

lists three goals of Children Facing Divorce. The first goal 

is to provide a non-threatening atmosphere in which the child 

can express his or her innermost feelings and fears. 

Secondly, the alternatives to old, no longer working role 

patterns are found. Thirdly, effective communication skills 

between parent and child are promoted. Finally, this is a 

group procedure that encourages participation in construc­

tive, interpersonal relationships with peers. The program 

continues for six weeks with children meeting together once a 
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week and parents meeting together once a week. The last ses­

sion is a combined session for parents and children. Within 

the groups, seven vignettes of family scenes children facing 

divorce can relate to are shown. The children discuss each 

one. Hopefully, they come to view divorce as a terminating 

event between their parents and see their own role realisti­

cally. Emphasis is put on expressing feelings, especially 

repressed feelings. Later, the children create and discuss 

their own vignettes. The major areas dealt with include, 

Why Are We Here? 

Divorce and Variability of Human Perception 

Children Facing Guilt and Loneliness 

Looking Ahead. (P. 535) 

The effects of this program are still being studied. 

R. A. Gardner's (1976) approach to treating children of 

divorce is, "individual child therapy with parental observa­

tion and intermittent participation" (p. 51). Gardner 

believes there are advantages to be gained by having the 

parents in the room with a child under 11 who is undergoing 

therapy. He says that children of this age have little that 

their parents do not know or that should be kept secret from 

them. Sometimes siblings are also included. He asks chil­

dren to bring a cassette tape recorder to each session and 

tape the entire conversation so that the children can listen 

to the tape between sessions. 
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Gardner utilizes many approaches throughout the ses­

sions. In his Mutual Storytelling Technique, he uses chil­

dren's storytelling to gain insight into the child's inner 

conflicts, frustrations, and defenses. The child first tells 

a story, and then Gardner tells one using the same characters 

and setting. Gardner alters the child's story, though, to do 

such things as show healthier resolutions of the conflicts 

the child expressed. In order to get the children to make up 

stories, he plays games such as asking the child to be the 

guest of honor on a pretend television show. If the child 

agrees, Gardner says, 

Good morning, boys and girls, I'd like to welcome 

you once agin to Dr. Gardner's "Make-Up-A-Story 

Television Program.'' As you all know, we invite 

children to our program to see how good they are at 

making up stories. Naturally the more adventure or 

excitement a story has, the more interesting it is 

to the people who are watching at their television 

sets. Now, it's against the rules to tell stories 

about things you've read or have seen in movies or 

on television, or about things that really happened 

to you or anyone you know. (pp. 58-59) 

Gardner then introduces the child and asks him or her a few 

simple, interview type questions to lessen his or her anxiety 

before making up a story. Sometimes the child's stories are 



reenacted as plays. This is Gardner's Dramatization 

techinque. 

91 

For children unwilling or too inhibited to reveal them­

selves in the above ways, Gardner uses a variety of games. 

These games are all used as vehicles for the child's story­

telling in that at some point in each game the child is 

required to tell a story or describe his or her own feelings. 

Gardner's procedures are extensively described in his book, 

Psychotherapy with Children of Divorce. 

Kessler and Bostwick (1977) describe a workshop model 

for children ten to seventeen years old who are children of 

parental divorce. Some of the children who participated had 

just experienced their parents' divorce, and others had 

parents who had been divorced as long as six years. Kessler 

and Bostwick met with the group on one Saturday from ten in 

the morning until four that afternoon. The stated 

therapeutic goals were, 

(1) To ex- lore their own and others' values/assump­

tions about marriage/divorce; (2) to recognize, 

express and cope with their own and their parents' 

emotions constructively; and (3) to develop commu­

nication skills for handling difficult situations. 

(p. 39) 

Kessler and Bostwick explain, "The model we have shared is hy 

no means statistically substantiated, cross-validated, or 
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otherwise proven; but based on Lhe productive growth we have 

personally witnessed, we encourage other professionals Lo 

serve this overlooked and deserving population" (p. 41). 

Although all of the procedures for helping children of 

divorce discussed above cerLainly have some merit, they are 

not sufficient~ 

Problems with presently used procedures for helping 

children of divorce. The firsL problem with exisLing proce­

dures concerns the question of when therapy should starL. 

Louise Despert (1953) says children need help as soon as 

parents are aware of trouble beLween themselves, noL when the 

divorce is granted or jusL before. UnfortunaLely, according 

to Kelly and Wallerstein (1977a), "Lhe greatest period of 

stress or crises for Lhe child may be ouL of synchrony wiLh 

the timing of the intervenL ion" (p. 30) . KapiL (197 2) 

agrees asserLing thaL the child's first problem is LhaL, 

he rarely is helped -- by parent or professional 

when his anxieties firsL start, when he first 

begins Lo sense conflicts around him. This may be 

before the parents are aware, or have admiLted to 

themselves, that their relationship is in 

difficulLy. (p. 207) 

Louise Bates Ames (1969) wrote LhaL the biggesL part of meet­

ing trouble takes place before trouble occurs. Could Lhis 



mean that some kind of intervention should begin before 

marital problems begin? 
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The child's dependence on parents for taking him or her 

for therapy produces another problem with existing techniques 

for helping school age children. Parents need to observe a 

need for their child's_getting help before they provide it. 

Wargotz (1972) studied fathers who were raising their 

children in motherless homes. She concluded it was the 

fathers' need to show they were doing a good job that, "they 

tend to overlook danger signals in their children of 

impending emotional distress" (p. 64). Kapit (1972) 

described the case of an 8 year old girl, for example, who 

was having many problems related to her parents' divorce. 

When she was brought for therapy the mother said she brought 

her daughter for therapy, 

Not because she has any problems, she is very well 

adjusted. The divorce didn't affect her at all, 

but because all the others in the family are in 

some form of treatment and she feels left out, she 

wants to have somebody to talk to also. (p. 201) 

Thus, no matter how effective a technique is, it is useless 

for the child not presented with it. 

Another problem that needs attention is that the friends 

of the children whose parents are divorced may also need help 

in coming to terms with divorce. These "innocent bystanders" 



often become anxious and concerned. Gardner (1976) 

explained, 

Parental separation creates anxiety among peers. 

The other children cannot but become frightened 

that the same calamity will befall themselves if it 

can happen so close to home. (pp. 33-34) 
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Gardner believes that these children's intense interest or 

complete disinterest in their friend's parents' divorce is 

not so much trying to be helpful and kind or inconsiderate 

and cold as a response designed to alleviate their own anxie­

ties. Parker Damon (1979) explains, "The fear of losing a 

parent via separation or divorce is very much part of the 

awareness of many children who live in stable homes and 

environments" (p. 69). In 1970, Margaret Mead wrote, 

Each American child learns, early and in terror, 

that his whole security depends on that single set 

of parents ... "What will happen to me if anything 

goes wrong, if ~ommy dies, if Daddy dies, if Daddy 

leaves Mommy or Mommy leaves Daddy?" are questions 

no American child can escape. (p. 102) 

A program that takes the needs of these children into 

consideration is necessary. 

In conclusion, there are insufficiencies in existing 

programs designed to help children cope with parental 

divorce. First, how can children get help when (or even 
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before) marital conflict begins? Second, how can children be 

provided with necessary assistance even if their parents and 

teachers are unaware of their need for help? Third, what can 

be done to help friends of children of divorce deal with 

their anxieties? With the high rate of children with 

divorced parents, the large number of children with separated 

parents, and the numerous children who are friends of those 

in the first two categories, the total number of children who 

could profit from some kind of assistance is staggering. 

This researcher believes that the best way to reacr so many 

children would be in an educational program conducted in ele­

mentary school classrooms. The research indicates that most 

children need divorce education rather than intense therapy. 

The importance of the classroom teacher at the time of 

divorce makes her the best person to conduct such a program. 

And, all children would, hopefully, learn what divorce is ann 

what usually happens to children when their parents divorce. 

In this way, the children's fears of the unknown could be 

diminished. Children would be shown the kinds of feelings 

children of divorce often experience which would help those 

who are afraid their feelings are unique. It helps just to 

know others are involved in similar situations and share 

their feelings. Thus, this kind of program could bring about 

results similar to those achieved by clinical procedures. 

Also, such a program could prompt children to initiate 
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conversations about their problems with caring teachers or 

counselors. Children could, in essence, take themselves to 

appropriate school personnel for counseling. When necessary, 

conferences with parents could be arranged, sometimes produc­

ing referrals to outside agencies. An elementary school 

divorce education program could help to reduce the number of 

children's divorce related problems and promote clinical help 

when it is indicated. 

Summary of Literature Review 

The loss of an attachment figure, for an adult as well 

as for a child, precipitates a variety of responses often 

grouped together under the name separation anxiety. A dis­

cussion of attachment and separation anxiety was presented 

because parental divorce does indeed mean the loss of an 

attachment figure. It follows, then, that at least part of 

the child's response to parental divorce could be termed 

separation anxiety. 

The way one explains separation anxiety is dependent on 

his or her view of anxiety in general. Therefore, the six 

major positions for explaining anxiety were presented. 

Regardless of the theory one accepts, it seems that experi­

encing separations in our lives is inevitable, as is the 

anxiety that accompanies the loss of an attachment figure. 

Research dealing with ways one reacts to separation was 

discussed, including reactions to short and long separations 
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by various aged subjects. The age of the subject and his or 

her level of cognitive development was found to make a 

difference in the child's responses. 

Discussion of the research into the effects of parental 

divorce on children also showed this variety of responses 

dependent on the child's age. No one pattern of responding 

emerged, although anger was most often reported. Some 

researchers delineate a series of stages through which chil­

dren of divorce progress on their way to accepting their 

parents' divorce. These theories were included in the 

discussion. 

The sexual development of a child appears to be espe­

cially prone to being affected when his or her parents 

divorce. Sex role identification, resolution of the Oedipal 

conflict and superego development, and heterosexual relation­

ships are all areas potentially affected by being a child of 

parental divorce. 

Because it has been shown that the age at which the loss 

of an attachment figure occurs is important to the child's 

reaction, it seems to follow that school age children would 

react to parental divorce differently than preschoolers and 

adolescents. This age child is certainly affected by paren­

tal divorce and needs to be included in the research into the 

effects of parental divorce on children. 
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A school age child's reaction to parental divorce 

undoubtedly affects his or her school life. The argument 

that the school must play an active role in helping children 

of divorce was presented along with the importance of 

teachers learning to help children cope with their new family 

situations. Ways the school can help were explained, and 

existing programs in the schools for helping these children 

were outlined. Other programs for helping the children of 

divorce, outside of a school setting, were also discussed. 

While the presently used techniques for helping children 

of divorce do have merit, there are problems with them. 

These problems and insufficiencies were explained and include 

the child's not getting help at the time he or she needs it 

most; the child's not getting help because parents and 

teachers do not recognize his or her need for help; and 

finally, all children, not just those identified as being 

children of divorce, need help with their own anxieties about 

divorce. To correct these problems, a divorce education 

program for the schools to be presented to all children was 

suggested. 



CHAPTER III 

Method 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were investigated: 

1. There is no difference between children who have exper-

ienced parental divorce and those in intact families as 

shown on Separation Anxiety Test (SAT; 10 patterns and 

total) scores and Child's Behavior Traits (CBT; 5 sub-

scales and total) scores; 

2. Children of divorce are not more knowledgeable about 

divorce than children in intact families as shown by pre-

test scores; 

3. The term "custody" is not better understood by children 

of divorce than by children in intact families as shown 

by answers to item six on the pretest; 

4. The divorce education program presented had no effect on 

the children's knowledge of divorce as shown by a com-

parison of pretest and posttest results. 

Subjects 

One hundred forty-one third graders from four Catholic 

elementary schools in the ?hoenix, Arizona area participated 

in this project. This investigator chose to focus on thir~ 

graders because of the lack of research concerning the 

effects of divorce on this age child (7, 8, 9). Third 
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graders are too old to have research with preschoolers 

applied to them, and too young to have research with 

adolescents applied to them. 
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The participating schools were selected by the Superin­

tendent of Catholic Schools in the Phoenix Diocese who used 

socio-economic factors as the basis for her choices. One 
I 

school, located in an upper1 socio-economic status area, had 

two third grade classes, both of which took part. The three 

other cooperating schools were in lower socio-economic status 

areas. Each of these schools had one third grade class. The 

two third grade classes in the upper S~S school and the three 

third grade classes from the lower SES schools comprised the 

sample. The three classes in the lower SES schools were ran-

domly assigned to the experimental or control group as were 

the two classes in the upper SES school. The children were 

simply told that the researcher was studying third graders' 

opinions and needed their help. 

Overall, one hundred forty-one subjects originally par­

ticipated in this study. ~ight of these children had to be 

omitted because they were unable to complete valid tests 

either because of unwillingness to cooperate, a lack of suf-

ficient En~lish language skills, or school absence. Scores 

for 133 children (63 boys; 70 girls) were gathered for both 

the SAT and CBT. When comparing pretest, posttest, and gain 

scores, 13 more children were eliminated, either because of 
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completing invalid tests (choosing more than one answer for a 

question or skipping a question) or school absence. There­

fore, 120 students (55 boys; 65 girls) completed this part of 

the study (see Table 1). 

Parts of this study focused on School 2 because the par­

ticipating teacher there was confident of her knowledge of 

her stu.dents' family situations. Twenty- five children (14 

boys; 11 girls) completed the custody question in the pre­

test, of which 10 had divorced parents, and 15 came from 

intact homes. When comparing pretest, posttest and gain 

scores for School 2, twenty-three children (12 boys; 11 

girls) were studied. Two of the boys with intact families 

were eliminated from this part of the study because of 

absence (see Table 1). 

Instrumentation 

Separation Anxiety Test (SAT). The first step of this 

project was individually administering Henry G. Hansburg's 

Separation Anxiety Test (Hansburg, 1972). This test consists 

of twelve pictures showing a child in scenes ranging from 

mild and usual separations to more traumatic ones. There are 

two forms of this test -- one for boys and one for girls. 

The pictures are titled to avoid problems with the child not 

understanding what is supposed to be happening in the pic­

tures. Seventeen statements describing how the child in the 

picture might feel follow each picture. The child is to 



102 

TABLE 1 

A N\.Jnerlcal Description of Subject.s Taking Part in this Study 

Group 
Subjects Control Experimental 
Total 67 53 
Sex 

Male 26 29 
Female 41 24 

SES 
Lower 30 21 
Upper 37 32 

Tests 
Subjects SAT/CBT Pretest Pre/Post/Gain Custody Question 
Total 133 133 120 133 
Sex 

Male 63 63 55 
Female 70 70 65 

Home Situation 
Divorced 19 19 
Intact 114 114 

School 2 
Subjects SAT/CBT Pre/Post/Gain Custody Question 
Total 23 23 25 
Sex 

Male 12 12 14 
Female 11 11 11 

Home Situation 
Divorced 10 10 10 
Intact 13 13 15 
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select as many of these statements as he or she believes tell 

how the child in the picture feels. nuantitative scores con­

sist of the number of responses for each of the seventeen 

possible reactions (represented by statements), the number of 

responses for each picture, the total number of statements 

marked for the twelve pictures, the percentage of particular 

kinds of responses (attachment need, individu.ation, hostili-

ty, painful tension, reality avoidance and reality testing 

affects, and identity stress) over the total number of 

responses, and the percentage of the picture responses over 

the total responses. 

The titles of the twelve pictures are: 

1. The child will live permanently with his grandmother 

and without his parents; 

2. The child is being transferred to a new class; 

3. The family is moving to a new neighborhood; 

4. The child is leaving his mother to go to school; 

5. The child is leaving his parents to go to camp; 

6. After an areument with the mother, the father is 

leaving; 

7. The child's brother is a sailor leavine on a 

voyage; 
I 

8. The judge is placing the child in an institution; 

9. The mother has just put this child to bed; 

10. The child's mother is being taken to the hospital; 



11. The child and the father are standing at the 

mother's coffin; 
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12. The child is running away from home. (pp. 14-15) 

Reliability data is only available for 250 children aged 

10 to 15, and run in the .70s and .ROs, using the Spearman­

Brown split-half method. Validation is continuously being 

checked and is derived by comparisons of responses of those 

in residential care with those in normative populations; and 

by comparison of test results with psychiatric opinions, case 

histories, and other psychological tests. 

Child's Behavior Traits (CBT). The participating class­

room teachers completed the CET checklist which provides a 

total score and the following five suhscale scores for each 

child: 

1. Responsible Independence 

2. Social Cooperation 

3. Cognitively Related Skills 

4. Emotional Stability 

5. Task Orientation 

Four items comprise each subscale. The teacher indicated the 

degree a trait is present in each child on a Likert type 

scale ranging from almost not present to markedly present. 

The subscale scores range from four to twenty. The total CRT 

score ranges from 20 to 100. 
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Internal reliability was shown in 1974 for 390 children 

when the coefficient Alpha was .95. Validity was shown by: 

1) the coefficient of -.70 when correlating CBT total scores 

with the presence of school problems as indicated by the same 

teacher who completed the CBT, 2) coefficients of .58 and .5R 

respectively for math teachers' CBT scores correlated with 

indications of school problems by classroom teachers, and 

vice versa, and 3) the correlation of .43 between CBT scores 

and IQs of 273 children aged four to ten. 

Pretest. The children in all the participating classes 

completed a pretest to determine their knowledge of divorce. 

This test, written by this researcher, consists of descrip­

tions of situations followed by statements relating to these 

situations. For each of the statements, the children circlen 

if they Strongly Agreed, Agreed, were Uncertain, Disagreed, 

or Strongly Disagreed with the statement. 

nivorce education program. Following the pretest, the 

children in the experimental group were presented with the 

divorce education program written by this researcher. This 

program consists of six presentations, each consisting of 

3Smm slides and accompanying cassette tapes (see Appendix C). 

This divorce education program is an audio-visual pro­

gram that does not solicit class participation. Research 

conducted by Wallerstein and Kelly (1976) found that school 

age children are not helped by discussing their parents' 
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divorce. On the contrary, they found it too painful to probe 

the subject. It was for this reason that the combination of 

slides and cassette tapes was chosen for the media of the 

program. An explanation of this program and how it developed 

appears in Appendix D. 

Procedure 

First, the subjects individually responded to the 

Separation Anxiety Test. This researcher tape recorded the 

seventeen statements following each picture, enabling the 

child to hear the statements while he or she was reading them 

silently. The tapes were made in order to lessen the effects 

of the child's reading ability on the test results. Each 

child was told to select as many of the seventeen statements 

as he or she believed represented how the child in the pic­

ture felt. The child indicated his or her choice of a state­

ment as soon as it was heard by saying "yes", "that one", or 

the number of the statement. When all seventeen statements 

had been read, the child was asked if he or she had anything 

to add about how the child in the picture feels. This re­

searcher recorded the child's responses on a recording chart. 

Before giving this test to the children in the sample, 

this researcher practiced its administration with two other 

third grade classes. At that time it was learned that some 

children needed help understanding the vocabulary of the 

test. The tape recorder was easily stopped in order to 
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explain those words that needed explanation. Two words 

"institution" and "suicide" were routinely defined for all 

the children. Others needed help with such words as 

"permanently", "transferred", and "coffin". 

Testing took placed in a variety of settings including a 

storeroom, assembly hall, lunch room, and an outside corri­

dor. All these areas were unused while testing was taking 

place which provided a quiet testing setting with a minimum 

of distractions. Each child was with this researcher for 

approximately 1/2 hour. No direct questioning of the child 

about his or her parents' maritai situation was allowed, but 

some freely gave this information without being asked. 

Two of the children were absent too often to be tested. 

Six of the children were unable to be tested either because 

of an inadequate knowledge of English or because of a refusal 

to cooperate. 

Next, the classroom teachers completed the CBT for each 

student. The scores on the SAT and CBT were compared for 

children whose parents were married and those whose parents 

were divorced and live with their mother. Children who have 

suffered the death of one parent, whose mothers were never 

married, whose parents were separated, or who live with their 

father or neither of their natural parents were omitted from 

this study. 
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The Leachers were aware of presenL family siLuations of 

Lheir sLudenLs, but were noL sure LhaL Lhey knew what Look 

place years before, such as a divorce and remarriage which 

could make the child appear Lo be in an inLacL family. The 

Leacher in School 2 was more confidenL Lhan the other 

Leachers Lhat she correctly idenLified all children of paren­

tal divorce in her class because of her work with her 

sLudents' families. Because of this, in addition Lo the com­

parison already menLioned, a comparison of children of 

divorce with children of intact families on SAT and CBT 

scores was also done jusL for Lhe 23 children LesLed in 

School 2. A more Lhorough individual analysis of the tesL 

proLocols for Lhe children of divorce in school 2 was also 

done Lo see if any sysLematic patterns emerged. 

Then, all Lhe participating children were given the pre­

test. Before beginning the LesL, this researcher asked if 

anyone knew whaL it meant to agree or disagree with some­

Lhing. The Lwo upper SES classes had no Lrouble with Lhese 

words, buL the lower SES classes needed full explanations. 

The classroom blackboards were used to help Lhe children 

remember the meanings of Lhe answer choices in the following 

way: 

Strongly Agree 

YES!!! 

Agree 

YES 

UncerLain 

? 

Disagree 

NO 

SLrongly Disagree 

NO!!! 

The children were reminded to refer to the blackboard. 
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This pretest was a printed test which was read aloud to 

the students by this researcher on a previously recorded cas­

sette tape. The children were told the test was about the 

experiences of Gertrude and Alvin, brother and sister puppets 

which were brought to the classes and displayed throughout 

the testing. 

Children who were absent or who completed tests that 

could not be used because they chose more than one answer for 

a question or they skipped a question were eliminated from 

this study. Again the children of School 2 were separated 

out for additional comparisons. 

The experimental group viewed the divorce education pro­

gram. One program a week was to be presented for six consec­

utive weeks, but the final program and the posttest had to be 

postponed until after Christmas vacation because the schools 

were unexpectedly closed early for vacation due to flooding 

and a flu epidemic. 

The teachers and principals of the schools never saw the 

program prior to the class presentations for fear of contami­

nating test resul~s. All they knew was that the program 

dealt with divorce and had been approved by the Superinten­

dent of Schools for the Phoenix niocese. 

This program was presented to all the children in the 

experimental group, regardless of the parents' marital 

status. There were three major reasons for choosing to 
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present the program to all the children. First of all, 

singling out children of divor.ce for a program just for them 

could do more harm than good. The children of divorce 

already carry the burden of being "different". Calling these 

children out of class would draw more attention L0 this 

difference. Secondly, there is no way to know which children 

need such a program the most. Some children might not yet be 

aware of impending marital separations. And even finalized 

divorces might not be brought to the school's attention, 

especially in the Catholic schools. Thus any selection 

process for determining the group to see the program would 

eliminate some of those who should be included. Thirdly, 

with the large numbers of children experiencing divorce and 

the extensive portrayal of divorce situations in the media, 

few children escape being exposed to divorce in one way or 

another. Children of intact families have their own 

questions and anxieties about divorce. It was hoped that 

these children would also be helped by the divorce education 

program. 

The divorce education program presented consisted of six 

parts. Following the program's presentation, children in 

both the experimental and control group were given the 

posttest, which was the same as the pretest, to determine if 

the program had any effect on the experimental group. 
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Design and SLatisLical Analysis 

A pretest-postLesL control group design was used for 

deLermining the effecLiveness of Lhe divorce educaLion pro­

gram. Analysis of variance was used Lo study the relation­

ship of the independent variables (sex, home situation, 

group, SES, sex/home situation, sex/group, SES/group) and the 

scores on the dependent variables (pretesL, pre/post/gain, 

cusLody question, SAT and CBT). When applicable, analysis of 

variance was also usee Lo study Lhe relaLionship of Lhe above 

independenL and rlependenL variables specifically for 

School 2. 



CHAPTER IV 

Results 

Null Hypothesis I: There is no difference between children 

who have experienced parental divorce and those in intact 

families as shown on Separation Anxiety Test (SAT; 10 

patterns and total) scores and Child's Behavior Traits (CBT; 

5 subscales and total) scores. 

Analysis related to the Separation Anxiety Test 

responses. The SAT scores were analyzed in three ways. 

First, the mean scores of the children of divorce were com­

pared with the mean scores of children of intact families for 

children in all the participating classes. Second, the mean 

scores of children of divorce were compared with the mean 

scores of children in intact families for just those children 

in the third grade from School 2. Third, individual evalua­

tions of SAT protocols for children in School 2 identified as 

being children of divorce were done. 

Table 2 presents the mean scores for children in all the 

participating classes. The SAT total indicates the mean num­

ber of responses the children made on the entire test. All 

the other scores are percentages of that total. 

An analysis of variance showed no statistical differ­

ences between children of divorce and children of intact 

families on these scores (see Table 3). Nevertheless, the 

112 
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TABLE 2 

SAT Mean Scores for Chi,ldren of Divorce and Children of Intact Homes 

Divorce nivorce Intact Intact 

Divorce Intact Female Male Female Male 

N 19 114 11 8 59 55 

SAT Total 57 57 60 53 55 58 

Attachment 23 24 23 22 25 24 

Individuation 28 24 27 28 23 25 

Hostility 11 12 11 12 11 13 

Painful Tension 17 18 16 18 20 16 

Reality Avoidance 10 11 10 9 11 10 

Concentration Impairment & 
Sublimation 13 12 15 10 12 13 

Self-Love Loss 6 6 7 6 6 7 

Identity Stress 6 5 7 4 5 6 

Attachment-Individuation 
Balance 26 29 31 21 28 '30 

Mild-Strong nifference 10 11 10 11 11 11 



TABLE 3 

Analysis of Variance Results for SAT Responses 

and ~orne Situations of All SUbjects 

Type IV SS F Value 

SAT Total 23.50 0.02 

Attachnent 0.00 0.45 

Individuation 0.01 0.47 

1-lostility 0.00 0.44 

Painful Tension 0.00 0.04 

Reality Avoidance 0.00 0.14 

Concentration Impairment & 
SUblimation 0.01 1.84 

Self-Love Loss 0.00 0.46 

Identity Stress 0.00 0.50 

Attachment-Individuation 
Balance 0.00 0.00 

Mild-Strong Oifference 0.00 0.45 

Note: df = 1 
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PR>F 

0.88 

0.50 

0.49 

0.51 

0.84 

o. 71 

0.18 

0.50 

0.48 

0.96 

0.50 
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following scores deserve attention. The girls as a group, 

regardless of home situation, scored below the adequate range 

on Hostility. This may indicate repressed hostility. Males 

who are children of divorce scored lower than the adequate 

range on reality avoidance and may be denying denial. 

When the Concentration Impairment and Suhlimation score 

is much higher than the Self-Love Loss score, a feeling of 

ineffectiveness and a lacking of confidence is indicated. 

Inadequacy because of the absence of someone the child 

depends on is also suspected. Female children of divorce 

seem to fit this pattern. All of the groups were below 

average on Identity Stress, but that could be because these 

children are a few years younger than those who usually are 

given this test. Male children of divorce indicated a prob­

lem that needs further investigation by scoring well below 

the adequate score on the Attachment-Individuation Balance 

score. All the Mild-Strong Difference scores were weak. 

These scores are of interest even though they are not 

statistically significant, because, as Hansburg (1976) says, 

"The pathological significance of a small differ­

ence between the frequency of reactions to mild and 

strong pictures would suggest an increasing degree 

of insensitivity. Decreasing sensitivity in terms 

of undifferentiation of responses to varying stimu­

li would be most characteristic in situations of 



personality constriction, depression, ann psycho­

pathic individuals". (p. 6) 

lln 

Table 4 shows the mean scores for children in School ? 

on the SAT. Except for the total score which is the mean 

number of responses, the scores are percentages of that 

total. An analysis of variance pointed out one statistically 

significant difference between children of divorce and chil­

dren in intact families in School 2 (see Table 5). The 

Individuation score was high for children of divorce as a 

group, and even higher for male children of divorce, indicat­

ing these children's strong need for self-reliance. This 

Individuation score when correlated with the chilnren's home 

situations yielded an F-value of ~.04 and a ~-value of .03. 

Other scores are also of interest. Male children of 

divorce scored lower than average on Hostility, possibly 

indicating a repression of normal anger ann resentment. On 

the other hand, female children of divorce scored in the 

strong range on Hostility. Male children fro~ intact fami­

lies also scored in the strong range on Hostility. Male 

children of divorce appear to deny denial in that their 

Reality Avoidance score was in the weak range. Female chil­

dren of divorce seem to be overdependent on an absent person 

and may feel ineffective and lack confidence as indicated by 

their Concentration Impairment and Suhlimation score being 

much greater than their Self-Love Loss score. Male children 
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TABLE 4 

SAI Mean Scores fOr Children of Divorce and 

Children of Intact Hanes in School 2 

Divorce Divorce Intact Intact 

Divorce Intact Female Male Female Male 

N 10 13 4 6 7 {., 

SAT Total 56 66 71 46 so 86 

Attachment 23 24 23 23 28 17 

Individuation 29 20 26 31 22 19 

Hostility 12 14 15 10 9 21 

Painful Tension 17 17 16 18 18 17 

Reality Avoidance 10 11 12 8 11 12 

Concentration Impairment & 
Sublimation 12 12 15 10 13 11 

Self-Love Loss 6 9 8 5 7 11 

Identity Stress 3 4 3 3 4 4 

Attachment-Individuation 
Balance 27 32 37 20 43 lg 

Mild-Strong Difference 1() 10 10 11 12 9 



TABLE 5 

Analysis of Variance Results for SAT Responses 

and Hane Situations of Children in School 2 

Type IV SS F Value 

SAT Total 1504.30 0.99 

Attaci-ment 0.00 0.44 

Individuation 0.06 6.04 

Hostility 0.01 0.66 

Painful Tension 0.01 1.26 

Reality Avoidance 0.00 0.12 

Concentration Impairment & 
Sublimation 0.01 1.18 

Self-Love Loss 0.01 0.96 

Identity Stress 0.00 1.11 

Attachment-Individuation 
Balance 0.11 ·1.00 

Mild-Strong Difference 0.00 0.01 

Note: df = 1 
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PR>F 

0.37 

0.52 

0.03 

0.43 

0.28 

0.73 

0.2Q 

0.34 

0.31 

0.33 

O.Q1 
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of divorce had a low RealiLy Avoidance score and a high 

IndividuaLion score higher than Lheir Attachment score 

(Reality Avoidance 8%, Individuation ~1!, and Attach~ent 231c) 

which indicates a pattern of denying that they are needful. 

Low Identity Stress scores for this group is probably a func­

tion of the children's age and does not seem to be a cause 

for concern. 

The only statistically significant difference between 

children of divorce and children of intact families on the 

SAT that was found was the Individuation score for School 2. 

The third way in which SAT scores were analyzed was by 

evaluating the individual student protocols. The proLocols 

of the ten children identified as children of divorce in 

School 2 were evaluated. These, scores and a summary of each 

child's protocol is presenLed in Appendix B. It is interesL­

ing to note thaL denial was evident in seven of the ten pro­

Locals either in the form of a constricLed protocol, affect 

blunLing or high realiLy avoidarice scores. All of these pro­

tocols indicaLe the possibility of some kind of emotional 

disorder. 

Analyses related Lo Lhe Child's Behavior TraiLs 

responses. The analysis of CBT scores was also done in three 

ways. FirsL, the mean scores of children of parental divorce 

were compared wiLh Lhose of children from intact families for 

children in all the participating classes. Second, Lhe same 
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comparisons were made, but this time only the scores for the 

children in School 2 were compared. Third, the score sheets 

for the children of divorce in School 2 were individually 

discussed. 

No statistically significant differences were found 

between the scores for children of divorce and those for 

children of intact families (see Table 6). It is important 

to note that the girls from intact families scored the high­

est on all CBT scales except the Cognitively Related Skills 

scale on which they were the second highest score. The 

Intact Female group scored a full point over all others on 

the Social Cooperation and Emotional Stability scales (see 

Table 7). 

The child's sex, not home situation, was found to be 

statistically significant for the group from School 2, which 

may indicate the way teachers stereotypically view boys and 

girls (see Table 8). For the total score, the F-value is 

11.82 and the P-value is .00. There also was a statistically 

signficant difference between the scores for boys and the 

scores for girls on Responsible Independence, Social Coopera­

tion, and Emotional Stability. It is important to note that 

the Intact Female group scored highest on all scales followed 

by the Divorce Female group on all scales except Cognitively 

Related Skills (see Table 9). The group of Intact Males 

scored the lowest of all groups on all scales and the total 



TABLE 6 

Analysis of Variance Results fOr CBT Responses 

and Borne Situations for all Subjects 

Type IV SS F Value 

CBT Total 0.02 0.00 

Responsible Independence 3.14 0.44 

Social Cooperation 2.37 0.25 

Cognitively Related Skills 4.51 0.68 

Emotional Stability 0.73 0.08 

Task 0rientation 3.69 0.29 

Note: df = 1 
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PR>F 

0.99 

0.51 

0.62 

0.41 

0. 7R 

0.60 
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TABLE 7 

CBT Mean Scores for Children of Divorce and Children of Intact Homes 

Divorce Divorce Intact Intact 

Divorce Intact Female Male Female Male 

N 19 114 11 8 59 55 

CBT Total 79.7 81.2 79 80 84 77 

Responsihle Independence 15.8 16.2 15.4 16.4 16.6 15.8 

Social Cooperation 16.5 16.6 16.6 16.3 17.7 15.5 

Cognitively Related Skills 16.5 16.1 16.3 16.8 16.4 15.7 

F100tional Stability 15.7 16.6 16.0 15.4 17.2 16.1 

Task Orientation 15.2 15.5 14.7 15.9 16.1 14.8 
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TABLE 8 

Analysis of Variance Results £or CBT Responses 

and Hane Situation and Sex for the Children in School 2 

Type IV SS F Value PR>F 

Home Sex Home Sex Home Sex 

CBT Total 359.40 1183.23 3.59 11.82 0.08 0.00 

Responsible Independence 4.56 22.75 0.94 4.71 0.35 0.04 

Social Cooperation 24.24 124.21 2.66 13.62 0.12 0.00 

Cognitively Related Skills 7.64 4.81 1.27 0.80 0.28 0.39 

Emotional Stability 28.01 120.83 3.39 14.61 0.09 0.00 

Task Orientation 14.77 28.04 1.46 2.77 0.25 0.12 

Note: df = 1 



TABLE 9 

CBT Mean Scores for Children of Divorce 

and Children of Intact Homes in School 2 

Divorce Divorce Intact 

Divorce Intact Female Male Female 

N 10 13 4 6 7 

CBT Total 82 80 85.8 79.5 89.9 

Responsible Independence 16.3 16.1 16.5 16.2 17.7 

Social Cooperation 17.3 16.6 19.3 16.0 19.4 

Cognitively Related Skills 16.4 16.1 16.0 16.7 17.0 

Emotional Stability 16.1 16.5 17.8 15.0 19.0 

Task Orientation 15.9 15.2 16.3 15.7 16.7 
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Intact 

Male 

6 

69.8 

14.2 

13.3 

15.2 

13.7 

13.5 
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score. It must be remembered that the CBT is a checklist 

with scoring done on a Likert type scale filled out by the 

teacher. 

Four items comprise each of the five subscales. Each 

item may be scored from one to five. The highest possible 

score for each subscale is twenty; the lowest is five. 

Because of this scoring procedure, it is possible for a child 

to have an appropriate score for a subscale but still have a 

very low score on one of the items in it. In this way, a 

child could score five points on three items, but only one 

point on the fourth and end up with a score of sixteen. The 

item with the score of one needs to explored. For this 

reason, the item scores were examined for the children of 

divorced parents in School 2. These scores and summaries of 

individual protocols are presented in Appendix B. Generally, 

their lowest scores indicate anger, lack of self-confidence, 

moodiness and inability to concentrate and be creative. 

Although differences in SAT and CBT results were found 

between children of divorce and children of intact families, 

the only statistical significant difference found was on the 

Individuation scale of the SAT for School 2. Except for the 

Individuation pattern we must not reject the first null 

hypothesis, "There is no difference betwen children who have 

experienced parental divorce and those in intact families as 



shown on SAT scores (10 patterns and total score) and CBT 

scores (5 subscales and total score)." 
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Null Hypothesis II: Children of divorce are not more know­

ledgeable about divorce than children in intact families as 

shown by pretest scores. 

Analysis related to the pretest responses. The pretest 

written by this researcher was given to all participating 

classes. Children absent on the day of the pretest and those 

whose tests were invalid due to skipping a question or mark­

ing more than one answer for a question were eliminated from 

this study. This pretest score is an indicator of the know­

ledge children possess about divorce. Table 10 contains the 

results for all classes and also the results for School 2. 

This pretest was made up of twelve questions each with a 

possible score of one to five. The answers were scored on a 

Likert type scale. If a child was uncertain of an answer he 

or she was to circle that answer choice which would still 

earn a score of three. If the child answered all twelve 

questions by circling "uncertain" he or she would still have 

a total score of 36. No statistically significant differ­

ences were found with the above groups of children (see Table 

11). It appears that none of the groups has a great know­

ledge of divorce. Of all the groups, the highest group mean 

was earned by the girls from intact families in School 2. 

The lowest group mean was for the girls with divorced parents 



Divorce 

Intact 

Female 

Male 

Divorce 

Divorce 

Intact 

Intact 

TABLE 10 

Pretest Mean Scores for Children of 

Divorce and Children of Intact Homes 

All Schools 

Mean Score 

37.5 

37.2 

37.5 

36.9 

Female 37.8 

Male 37.0 

Female 37.4 

Male 36.9 

N 

19 

114 

70 

63 

11 

8 

59 

55 

School 2 

Mean Score N 

35.4 10 

38.5 13 

37.5 11 

36.8 12 

34.5 4 

36.0 6 

39.3 7 

37.5 6 
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TABLE 11 

Analysis of Variance Results for ~retest Scores and 

Home Situation, Sex and Home Situation/Sex for all 

Participating Subjects and Subjects in School 2 

All Schools 

'Home Situation 

Sex 

Home Situation/Sex 

School 2 

Home Situation 

Sex 

Home Situation/Sex 

Note: df = 1 

ss 

8.18 

8.39 

0.30 

7.19 

0.11 

2.14 

F Value 

0.32 

0.33 

0.01 

0.24 

0.00 

0.07 

PR>F 

0. 57 

0.57 

0.91 

0.63 

0.95 

0.79 
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in School 2. Based on these results, the second null hypo­

thesis, "Children of divorce are not more knowledgeable about 

divorce than children in intact families as shown by pretest 

scores," cannot be rejected. 

Null Hypothesis III: The term "custody" is not better under­

stood by children of divorce than by children in intact fami­

lies as shown by answers to item six on the pretest. 

Analysis related to the custody item responses. Because 

"custody" is the divorce term most directly affecting chil­

dren, it seemed logical to use the child's knowledge of that 

term as another indicator of the child's knowledge of divorce 

in general. Below is item six from the pretest: 

Now that their parents are divorced, Gertrude and Alvin 

live with their mother and visit their father. 

6. Gertrude and Alvin's mother has custody of them. 

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE UNCERTAIN DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Table 12 shows the mean scores for all schools and School 2 

on this item. Considering a score of 3.0 on this question 

indicates the child chose "uncertain" as his or her response, 

the above mean scores hovering around 3.0 suggest a lack of 

understanding of the term "custody" by all the children, 

although the children of divorce did score a few tenths of a 

point higher than their peers in intact families. Sex and 

socio-economic status had no effect on the children's know­

ledge of the word "custody". Based on analysis of variance 



TABLE 12 

Mean Scores for the Custody Item for Children 

of Divorce and Children of Intact Homes for all 

Participating Subjects and those in School 2 

All Schools School 2 

Mean Score N Mean Score N 

Divorce 3.4 19 3.6 10 

Intact 3.2 114 3.0 15 

Female 3.2 75 3.2 11 

Male 3.2 65 3.3 14 

Upper SES 3.2 76 

Lower SES 3.3 64 3.3 25 

130 



131 

results (see Table 13), the third null hypothesis, "The term 

'custody' is not better understood by children of divorce 

than by children in intact families as shown by answers to 

item six on the pretest," must not be rejected. 

Null Hypothesis IV: The divorce education program presented 

had no effect on the children's knowledge of divorce as shown 

by a comparison of pretest and posttest results. 

Analysis related to the divorce education program. 

Following the pretest, the children in the experimental group 

viewed the six presentations of the divorce education pro­

gram. Only those children in the experimental group who were 

in class for all the presentations and completed a valid pre­

test and posttest were included in this study. Those in the 

control group were included if they completed valid pretests 

and posttests. Table 14 displays the pretest, posttest, and 

gain scores for the children in all the schools. 

From Table 15, it can be seen that those in the experi­

mental group did learn from the divorce education program 

presented. There is a statistically ,signficant difference 

between the experimental and control groups on their posttest 

scores (F=6.4; P=.Ol). All the children in School 2 were in 

the experimental group discussed above. School 2 scores were 

studied separately in terms of the effect of the divorce 

education program on children of parental divorce compared 



TABLE 13 

Analysis of Variance Results for Custody 

Item on Home Situation, Sex and SES for all 

Participating Subjects and those in School 2 

All Schools 

Home Situation 

Sex 

SES 

School 2 

Home Situation 

Sex 

Note: df = 1 

ss 

0.54 

0.00 

0.34 

1. 31 

0.06 

F Value 

0.79 

0.00 

0.50 

2.02 

0.09 

PR>F 

0.37 

0.95 

0.48 

0.17 

0.77 
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TABLE 14 

Mean Pretest, Posttest and Gain 

Scores for all Participating Subjects 

N Pre Post 

_control 67 35.6 38.3 

Experimental 53 38.2 42.5 

Lower SES Control 30 34.5 37.5 

Lower SES Experimental 21 37.3 40.8 

Upper SES Control 37 36.5 39.0 

Upper SES Experimental 32 38.8 43.7 

Female Control 41 36.0 3R.5 

Male Control ?6 35.0 38.0 

Female Experimental 24 3Q.4 42.9 

Male Experimental 29 37.2 42.2 

Lower SES 51 ~5.7 3R.R 

Upper SES 69 37.5 41.2 

Mexican Control 24 35.() 36.R 

White Control 33 36.6 39.3 

Mexican Experimental 13 36.0 39.1 

White Experimental 34 38.9 43.5 
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Gain 

2.7 

4.4 

2.9 

3.5 

2.5 

4.9 

2.5 

3.0 

3.5 

5.0 

3.~ 

3.6 

1.8 

2.7 

3.0 

4.7 

Note: Other nationalities had too little representation 

to be included. 



TABLE 15 

Analysis of Variance Results of Pretest, 

Posttest and Gain Scores for Children in the 

Control Group and those in the Experimental Group 

Pre 

Post 

Gain 

Note: df = 1 

ss 

56.65 

154.35 

23.98 

F Value 

2.38 

6.42 

0.72 

PR>F 

0.13 

0.01 

0.40 
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with children of intact families. Table 16 shows the pre­

test, posttest and gain scores for the children in School 2. 

From those scores, it is obvious that those children who have 

experienced parental divorce learned a great deal more from 

the divorce education program than did those from intact 

homes. Children of divorce were probably more able to iden­

tify with the concepts being taught than were those who had 

never encountered such experiences. The female children of 

divorce started out less knowledgeable than male children of 

divorce, but gained 7.3 points pushing them a little ahead of 

males on the posttest. For each category, children of intact 

families scored higher on the pretest than did those with 

divorced parents. But the children of divorce in all cate­

gories gained more from the divorce education program than 

did the children with intact families. For this reason, the 

children of divorce in all categories scored higher on the 

posttest than did those with intact families. None of these 

comparisons, though, were statistically significant (see 

Table 17). Although statistical significance was not 

attained, children of divorce and children of intact homes 

scored better on the posttest than on the pretest, and the 

children of divorce had higher gain scores. 

Because there was a significant statistical difference 

between the experimental group and the control group on their 

posttest scores, the null hypothesis, "The divorce education 
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TABLE 16 

Mean, Pretest, Posttest and Gain Scores for the Children 

of Divorce and Children in Intact Homes in School 2 

N Pre Post Gain 

Divorce / 10 35.4 41.3 5.9 

Intact 13 38.5 39.8 1.3 

Divorce Female 4 34.5 41.8 7.3 

Divorce Male 6 36.0 41 .0 5.0 

Intact Female 7 39.3 40.7 1.4 

Intact Male 6 37.5 38.7 1.2 



TABLE 17 

Analysis of Variance Results of Pretest, 

Posttest and Gain Scores and Home Situation 

and Home Situation/Sex for Children of School 2 

Home Situation 

Pre 

Post _ 

Gain 

Home Situation/Sex 

Pre 

Post 

Gain 

Note: df = 1 

ss 

7.19 

20.61 

52.14 

2.14 

0.45 

0.62 

F Value 

0.24 

0.43 

1.04 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

PR>F 

0.63 

0.52 

0.32 

0.79 

0.92 

0.91 
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program presented had no effect on the children's knowledge 

of divorce as shown by a comparison of pretest and posttest 

results," is rejected. 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion 

Any study of children of divorce in a normal, rather 

than a clinical, setting is hampered by the inability of 

being sure which children rightfully fall into that category. 

In this study, the teacher may be unaware, for example, that 

a child now living in what appears to be an intact family may 

in fact be living with a step-parent. In addition, some 

families, especially those with children in Catholic schools, 

intentionally try to keep the divorce a secret from the chil­

dren's school. Other children may be on the verge of becom­

ing children of divorce and are already suffering from 

divorce related problems. While the teacher may know a child 

is from an intact family, there is no way for that teacher to 

know if it is a happy family. Research has shown different 

results depending on if children of divorce are compared with 

children of happy or unhappy intact families (Landis, 1960; 

Nye, 1957). For these reasons, although all scores are 

reported, those of children in School 2 were studied in 

greater depth because the teacher in that school had done 

work with the families of her students and was confident of 

her knowledge of her students' home situations. Even in 

School 2, it is possible some students were erroneously 
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placed in the intact home situation group, although we were 

positive that all children classified as children of divorce 

had truly experienced parental divorce. Unfortunately, the 

only ways to avoid such problems bring on others. Using 

volunteers or a clinical setting defeats the purpose of 

assessing the effects of divorce on "normal" school age 

children. These problems were accepted as inevitable when 

this study was begun and should be kept in mind. 

Null Hypothesis I: There is no difference between children 

who have experienced parental divorce and those in intact 

families as shown on Separation Anxiety Test (SAT; 10 

patterns and total) scores and Child's Behavior Traits (CBT; 

5 subscales and total) scores. 

Parental divorce is usually a strong separation exper­

ience for the child. For this reason, the child's reactions 

to the separation experiences pictured in the Separation 

Anxiety Test should reflect his or her reactions to parental 

divorce. The composite scores for the children of divorce as 

a group give an indication of the most common reactions to 

parental divorce for that group. The individual test proto­

col evaluations indicate the ways in which each particular 

child responds to parental divorce. 

Male children of divorce in School 2 scored lower than 

average on Hostility. Hansburg (1976) says, 



It is to be expected that degrees of resentment and 

anger will normally be aroused as such normal 

hostilities should be expected in the test pattern­

ing and when absent or low, should be considered 

with suspicion as evidence of attempts to repress 

normal resentments. (pp. 26-27) 
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Female children of divorce in School 2 scored in the strong 

range on Hostility which goes along with the research (Des­

pert, 1953; Kelly and Wallerstein, 1976; Bozman and Froiland, 

1977) showing anger as a typical response to parental di­

vorce. 

Male children of divorce from all the schools and also 

from School 2 had low Reality Avoidance scores. Hansburg 

(1976) explains such low scores saying, "In a sense, a low 

level of separation denial could be called a denial of 

denial. This individual is saying, 'since I do not have any 

need to be concerned with separation problems, I have no need 

to deny them'" (p. 30). In addition, Hansburg says, "If such 

a low level of separation denial is accompanied by a high 

degree of individuation responses which are far ahove the 

attachment level, one would have to suspect that the indivi­

dual must constantly deny that he is needful" (p. 30). The 

male children of divorce in School 2 fit this pattern. It 

should be remembered that denial is one of the stages Hozman 
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and Froiland (1977) say that children go through on the way 

to reaching acceptance of their parents' divorce. 

When the scores of Concentration-Impairment and Sublima­

tion are much higher than Self-Love Loss, a feeling of being 

ineffective and lacking in confidence is suggested. Bansburg 

(1976) says this may be an, "Overdependence on a supportive 

figure whose absence reduces the feeling of effectiveness" 

(p. 36). This pattern is evident in female children of 

divorce for all the schools and also for female children of 

divorc,e in School 2. This is in keeping with Erikson (1950) 

who says that school age children are in the Industry vs. 

Inferiority stage of development and that without a stable 

family life, the crisis of this stage will not be resolved. 

Without successfully resolving this crisis, the child may 

develop feelings of inadequacy and inferiority. 

The one statistically significant difference found 

between children of divorce and children of intact families 

in School 2 was the Individuation score. This score was high 

for the children of divorce as a group, and even higher for 

the male children of divorce. This could be an example of 

Despert's (1953) belief that children with divorced or 

divorcing parents often have a strong outward show of inde­

pendence which is really just a compensation for a greater 

inner need to be dependent. 
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ThaL one parLicular paLLern of responding to the SAT by 

all children of divorce did not emerge goes along with 

AnLhony (1974), Kapit (1972), Kelly and WallersLein (1977a), 

and Mahler and Rabinovitch (1956), who said thaL there are 

many possible reacLions to parenLal divorce, but Lhese chil­

dren are susceptible to psychological problems. Although 

there was not one specific response paLtern, the individual 

protocols evaluaLed do indicaLe thaL these children do have 

problems perLaining Lo Lheir separation experiences. This is 

not to say thaL all their problems have Lheir origins in 

their parenLs' divorce, but it does mean thaL Lhis age child 

does need help dealing with divorce and should not be left 

out of Lhe research inLo Lhe effecLs of divorce on children. 

The Child's Behavior Traits is a checklisL of behaviors 

completed for Lhe children by Lheir classroom Leachers. 

AlLhough no significant differences were found between the 

scores of children of divorce and children of inLaCL 

families, Lhe InLacL Female group scored Lhe highest of all 

groups for all Lhe schools and for School 2. 

Each subscale of Lhe CBT is made up of four iLems Lhat 

can earn a score of from one Lo five poinLs. The study of 

these iLems scores for the children of divorce in School 2 

revealed the items Lhat earned each child's lowest scores of 

one or two points. The following items received these lowesL 

scores: 
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1. Protects own rights appropriately for his (her) age 

group; 

2. Seems self-confident, not timid; 

3. Is spontaneous without being explosive; 

4. Seems free of sudden, unpredictable mood changes; 

5. Seems generally cheerful and content; 

6. Is attentive and concentrates on tasks; 

7. Is creative, inventive. 

The low scores on the first two items listed above 

reflect a lack of confidence, feelings of inadequacy and 

inferiority, and fearfulness. Erickson (1950) wrote of the 

feelings of inferiority that could result from a school age 

child's not having a stable family life. Kelly and 

Wallerstein (1976) discussed the fearfulness children feel 

when their world is shaken by parental divorce. Hansburg 

(1976) explained that feelings of ineffectiveness may come 

about with the abse.nce of a supportive figure on whom the 

child depends. 

The low score on the third item seems to indicate a 

child with a temper who suddenly gets angry. Despert (1953), 

Kelly and Wallerstein (1976), and Rozman and Froiland (1977) 

all wrote of the part anger plays when a child experiences 

parental divorce. 

Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) wrote about the sadness and 

grief that accompanies parental divorce. Rozman and Froiland 
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(1977) include depression in their list of the stages through 

which children pass on their way to accepting their parents' 

divorce. Low scores on items four and five appear to exemp­

lify the theories of these two researchers. 

The final LWO items that received the lowest scores may 

reflect the belief of Gardner (1976), Krantzler (1974) and 

Wallerstein and Kelly (1976) that academic achievement often 

suffers when parents divorce. These scores could also repre­

sent the children's wasting their energies in trying to bring 

about a reconciliation of their parents which, Kelly and 

Wallerstein (1976) say, is school age children's primary 

concern. 

These scores would have more meaning if there were some 

way to compare Lhem to the same scores on a CBT filled out 

prior to the child's becoming a child of divorce. 

Null Hypothesis II: Children of divorce are not more know­

ledgeable about divorce than children in intact families as 

shown by pretest scores. 

The pretest scores and custody item score for all groups 

indicate that third graders do not know very much about 

divorce, even if they have experienced parental divorce. By 

including the choice "uncertain" and giving that answer three 

points, these test scores are inflated scores. Nevertheless, 

it seemed better to include this answer choice to eliminate 



guessing. At least this way, if children did not know an 

answer, they circled "uncertain". 
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Null Hypothesis III: The term "custody" is not better under­

stood by children of divorce than by children in intact fami­

lies as shown by answers to item six on the pretest. 

The children's answers to the custody item in the pre­

test lend credence to the idea that third graders, regardless 

of their parents' marital status, are not knowledgeable about 

divorce. 

Although this test item could be considered ambiguous by 

those aware of the recent work to promote awarding of joint 

custody, it is highly unlikely that third graders would be 

aware of this. None of the children involved in this study 

were part of a joint custody situation. Thus, it was assumed 

that any knowledge of custody these third graders had would 

be limited to the traditional idea that one parent is awarded 

custody, with the children living with that parent. 

Null Hypothesis IV: The divorce education program presented 

had no effect on the children's knowledge of divorce as shown 

by a comparison of pretest and posttest results. 

Unfortunately the posttest could not be administered 

when it was originally scheduled. Area flooding and a flu 

epidemic caused the early closure of the schools for 

Christmas vacation. Instead of the posttest being given five 

weeks after the pretest, it was given more than seven weeks 
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after the pretest. For the experimental group, this also 

meant that instead of viewing the divorce education programs 

once a week for six consecutive weeks, the final presentation 

took place more than three weeks after the fifth presenta­

tion. It is not known if this delay had any effect on the 

posttest scores. 

Considering that parental divorce is a major upheaval in 

a child's life, and that a great number of children are 

experiencing parental divorce, it is logical that a divorce 

education program is needed. The divorce education program 

used in this study is an audio-visual one, but it may be 

beneficial to transform it into book form to make it more 

readily accessible to the children when they want it. The 

major point is that the program, regardless of the form it 

takes, needs to have a place in the schools. Gardner (1976), 

Kelly and Wallerstein (1977a), Ricci (1979), Rubin and Price 

(1979) and Wilkinson and Bleck (1977) agree that elementary 

schools should accept at least some of the responsibility for 

helping children cope with divorce. By placing the program 

in the classroom, all children could benefit from it. Out of 

school programs are of no help to children of intact families 

who, nevertheless, have their own concerns and questions 

about divorce. These out of school programs place on 

parents, who often are already in a state of turmoil 
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themselves, the entire burden of recognizing that their child 

needs help and then providing that help for him or her. 

The statistically significant posttest score differences 

between the experimental group and the control group seem to 

attest to the program's effectiveness. That the control 

group also gained on the posttest indicates the value of 

bringing up the subject of divorce in the classroom. The 

pretest may have prompted peer discussions or asking adults 

questions dealing with the subject of divorce. Familiarity 

with the test, having taken it before, may also have caused 

these increased scores. That the upper S~S experimental 

group gained more than the lower SES experimental group and 

that the White children in the experimental group gained more 

than the Mexican children in the experimental group may be a 

function of language abilities coupled with academic 

achievement. Interestingly, the male experimental group had 

the highest gain score. Typical problems with gain scores 

such as ceiling effect, regression toward the mean and 

assuming equal intervals at all points of the test are not 

applicable to the pretest and posttest given. Reliability, 

though, may be a problem. 

Additional factors make this program's success even more 

meaningful. First, there is the delay in presenting the 

final part of the program and giving the posttest. Second, 

many of the children may have had somewhat of a language 
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handicap because the language spoken at home is Spanish. 

Finally, the program was disruptive of the regular school day 

routine in that this researcher entered the classroom with a 

cassette tape recorder and slide projector to present the 

program. Especially in the lower SES schools, the children 

were fascinated with the equipment used. Also, it is not 

known what attitudes the teachers expressed to the children 

about having this program interrupt the normal course of the 

day. It is not known what discussions took place before or 

after the presentations, although the teachers were asked not 

to bring up any subject concerning divorce with the children, 

although they could answer questions put to them. 

Finally, it was rewarding that in addition to learning 

from the program the children seemed to enjoy it. After the 

posttest was given, this researcher asked each class in the 

experimental group which part of the program was most liked 

and which was least liked. Interestingly, each class had a 

different answer. There were even conflicting opinions over 

whether the parts using the puppets or the parts with real 

children were more enjoyable. The responses gathered in this 

informal way were extremely positive. 

Mention must be made of the fact that some peoples' 

initial reaction to a divorce education program is fear that 

such a program could encourage divorce. Some of the teachers 

involved in this study did have such apprehensions before 
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viewing the programs. The programs present situations with­

out condoning or condemning them. They reflect what is 

already taking place in the lives of millions of children. 

Following these programs, these same teachers accepted the 

programs as strictly educational. If we accept that today's 

children cannot avoid knowing that divorce exists, then we 

should also accept that correct information about divorce can 

only be beneficial. If children learn to understand and 

handle their parents' divorces better, perhaps they will end 

the cycle of children of divorce later becoming divorced 

adults. 

Implications for Further Research 

Effects of divorce on children. This research was 

undertaken with certain problems inherent to it. For 

example, it was accepted that errors in placing children in 

the intact group may have been made. Thus, further research 

needs to be done in which complete family histories can be 

taken. 

Complete family histories would also give valuable 

information about factors such as the child's age and stage 

of development when the divorce occurred; age, sex, and num­

ber of siblings; availability of a parent surrogate; and 

access to the absent parent. The child's reaction to his or 

her parents' divorce may be contingent on these factors. The 

personality of the parents and their own reactions to the 
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divorce probably influence their children's reactions. Thus, 

information gained through testing and interviewing the 

parents would be beneficial to research into the effects of 

parental divorce on children. It could be found that certain 

children, based on such factors as those mentioned above, are 

more at risk than others. 

Studies in a normal, not a clinical, setting are needed. 

Finding a sample willing to provide the complete family his­

tories needed may be difficult because using volunteers would 

negate the normal setting. 

To truly comprehend the effects of parental divorce in 

children, it is not enough to do a study at one point in 

time. Long term studies are indicated. We need to see if 

immediate effects of parental divorce are different from long 

term effects. Also, we need to see if these effects are 

stage dependent, or, for example, if certain effects dormant 

in latency present themselves in adolescence. Such research 

would be hampered by such typical difficulties of long term 

studies as the continued availability of subjects. 

In any study of the effects of divorce on children, it 

is hard to attribute the results solely to the divorce and 

not to other factors. For this reason, research needs to he 

done comparing the same subjects before their parents' 

divorce and then again after. With the divorce rate as high 

as it is, it would be possible, though admittedly difficult, 
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to test children who presently are from intact homes and then 

retest those children whose parents divorce in subsequent 

years. A Separation Anxiety Test profile, for example, would 

then be able to be compared for the same child before and 

after his or her parents' divorce. The results of such test­

ing still would not be completely attributable to parental 

divorce, but it would be useful to see if such test results 

remained constant or changed following parental divorce. 

Ways to help children deal with divorce. The schools 

must be willing to get involved in that it has been shown 

that the schools are in the best position to help children 

understand and accept divorce. New programs designed for 

this purpose need to be implemented and evaluated. All 

children, regardless of their parents marital status, need to 

be included. 



CHAPTER VI 

Summary 

This is one of the first studies of the effects of 

divorce on school age children conducted in a normal, rather 

than a clinical setting. The sample consisted of 133 chil­

dren in five intact third grade classrooms in Catholic 

schools in the Phoenix, Arizona area. Three of these classes 

were located in lower socio-economic status areas, and two 

were in upper socio-economic status areas. 

Scores for children of parental divorce were compared 

with scores for children of intact families on the Separation 

Anxiety Test (SAT) and the Child's Behavior Traits (CBT) 

checklist. These comparisons were made for all the classes 

together and then again for School 2. School 2 was singled 

out because of that teacher's increased awareness of her 

students' home situations. The only statistically signifi­

cant finding for the SAT at the .OS level of significance was 

that children of divorce in School 2 expressed a much greater 

need for individuation (self-reliance) than did children from 

intact families. On the CBT, no statistically significant 

differences in the scores for children of divorce and chil­

dren of intact families were found. It should be noted, 

though, that girls in intact families were given the highest 

scores, and that there were statistically significant 
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differences between the boys' and girls' scores. A more com­

plete evaluation of the individual test protocols for the 

children of divorce in School 2 revealed no one pattern of 

behaviors for these children. This variety is consistent 

with the research, as is the finding of the following traits 

on these children's CBT protocols: anger, denial, sadness 

and depression, feelings of ineffectiveness, and lack of 

self-confidence. 

This study also investigated a divorce education program 

for young school age children which was designed by this 

researcher to be presented in the classroom to all children, 

regardless of their parents' marital status. This program 

was found to be effective in increasing the children's under­

standing of divorce as shown by a comparison of pretest and 

posttest scores for the experimental and control groups. 

This difference was found to be statistically significant at 

the .01 level. 

The pretest was also used as a measure of the chil­

dren's knowledge of divorce. It was found that these third 

graders knew little about divorce, even if they had already 

experienced the divorce of their parents. Children of 

divorce in the experimental group, though, had higher gain 

scores than did children in intact families. Analysis of the 

"custody" item on the pretest gave further evidence that 

third graders lack knowledge about divorce. 
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Four null hypotheses were tested. Except for the 

Individuation (self-reliance) pattern, the first null 

hypothesis, "There is no difference between children who have 

experienced parental divorce and those in intact families as 

shown on SAT scores (10 patterns and total score) and CBT 

scores (5 subscales and total score)", was not rejected. 

Both the second and third null hypotheses were also not 

rejected. "Children of divorce are not more knowledgeable 

about divorce than children in intact families as shown on 

pretest scores." "The term 'custody' is not better understood 

by children of divorce than by children in intact families as 

shown by answers to item six on the pretest." 

Only the fourth and final null hypothesis, "The divorce 

education program presented had no effect on the children's 

knowledge of divorce as shown by a comparison of pretest and 

posttest results," was rejected. 

In conclusion, more systematic research needs to be done 

on the effects of divorce on school age children. Long term 

studies, such as comparing SAT and CBT results gathered 

before the child's parents begin to have serious marital 

problems with SAT and CBT results following parental divorce, 

would be especially meaningful. Studies done in which the 

researcher has access to such information as the age of the 

child at the time of divorce, siblings in the family, access 

to the parent not living with the child and the availability 
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of a surrogaLe for the absenL parenL are needed, buL almosL 

impossible to do in a normal seLting. 

From the results of this sLudy, it would appear LhaL a 

divorce education program in the schools is needed. This 

study found third graders Lobe uninformed abouL divorce, 

even if they had already experienced parenLal divorce. The 

divorce education program used in this study was found to be 

effective in teaching third graders abouL divorce. SLurlies 

on the effects of such a program in helping children cope 

with parental divorce are also needed. 
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RECORDING AND SCORING FORM 

FOR. 

THE SEPARATION ANXIETY TEST 

BIR.THDATE 
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NAME __________________________ ___ 

---------------------
DATE OF TEST __________ _ AGE ----------------------------

STATUS 

Intake ____ Foster Home Group Residence ______ Pleasantville ______ __ 

Hawthorne Childville Other -------

This form is to be used l'tith a book entitled "Adolescent 

Separation J.m:iety: A l1ethod for the Study of Adolescent 

Separation Problems" by Henry G. Hansburg Ph.D, Consultant 

in Research and Psychotherapy in the Psychiatric Clinic of 

tr.~ Jewish Child Care Association. Th~:: book is published 

by Charles C. Thomas Publishing Co. of Sprinsfield, Illinois. 

This form was created with the assistance: of !-1iss Christine 

Duplak, Staff Psychologist. 

EXAM!N:C:R -------------------------------
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and empathy) 
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projection ond intra­
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oomatic reactions) 
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*S 

*1 These fi~ures are apprJxim .• te-fir;ure:J on indivi.iual f: ctors must l:e con:;idered in rel< lion to each other •. 
*2 This catcr,ory intiic:~t~1 ~lhP.ther intellectual funclion: 11~ is disr11pted by a high sensitivity to separation. 

It can also be thought of as cor.c~rn with :~elf-n:;tcl!m. • 
*3 Exa~i m r.~a~tiona to C\rds to dct.•~r::~ire wheth.:!r theN is P.xcessive reactivity to the lli1d cards or 

imdc'luate rc•ctivity :o the stronr. cards. 
*4 Exam1r.e the carrls to d·1tennine whether there 111 inade1uate reactivity to mild cards o1· excessive reactivity 

to the stronG cards. 
*S Indicates reality testlng· 
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C~!lD'S E~~v:o?. TRAITS (C:T) 

CE~----------------------------
SCHOOl. ________________________ ___ 

:l:s:::!::Tic::s T::• P.A.!U.: Circle nu.or.ber, at right o~ behavior 
tra~t which best rates the amount you judge that that 
trait to be present in the child from your specific or 
ge~eral obse:-Ta~ions. Your ratings may range fro~ 1 (a~ost 
~oat Frese~t) to 5 (MArkedly present). ?lease consult the 
aceo~pa~yL~g guide as often as you vish. 

1. :swell crganize~ i~ work or pl•Y•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

2. See~s generally eheer!ul and content .••••••••••••••••.••••• 

), ?.efrains froa:. pl::ysically aggressive behavior toward 
other•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~. ~presses ideas in !&~guage •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

5. !nitiates non-destructive, goal directed activities •••••••• 

-· ~eceftS or asks for help vher. necessary ••.•••••••••.••.•••• 

7. :s cooperative ~~th adults ••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

E. Seems to know difference between facts and make believe •••• 

9. Is spontaneous without being explosive,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

10. Cnderstands and completes tasks witho~t frequent 
urging •• , , •••• , •• , • , •••••••••.••••••••.•• , ..••.•••.....•. , . 

11. Protects ovn rights appropriately for his (her) age 
rroup •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•.•.•.••...•...•••••. 

12. Folloas r..cessary rules in fa~ily or school •••••••••••••••• 

1;. !s ereat!.ve, :W..,ventive, ••••.... , ••.. , .•. , .... , ..• , , .•.... , . 

:4, Tolerates necessary frustration (e.g. awaiting turn 
at ga~te) ••..•••••. ,., •.•.••••.••••.••.. ,.,, .. , .. ,,, ....... . 

1.5. ~:-:~oys maste:-i .. :,g ~ew ta.si<s •• ,.,, ••• , ••••••••• ,, ••• , •••••••• 

16. See~s sel!-con!~dent, net ti:i~•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

:7. Car. p~t o~ ~eeds secor.= ~o those of o~hers .••••••••••••••• 

18. Refrains !rom unnecessary phys~cal risks ••••••••••••••••••• 
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~ ~·------------------------------

WH.I.l' 00 YOU THIN!! 

Alvin and Gertrude are brother and siste:- puppets. 

listen to ... or the things that happened to th-. 

Your job is to 

Then you will 

pat a circle arou."ld tb vozods that tell how you feel about what happened. 

You Will show how you feel about eacb numberee sentence by circling 

one o! these ansvers1 

STRONGlY .t.GREE: 

Circle STRONGlY AGREE 1!' you are sure the sent.ence is right or true. 

Circle &GREE if you think the sentence is right or true. 

Circle Ul\C:E:!t'U.!N 1! you don't haTe any idea i! the sentence is right cr wrong. 

Circle D!S4~ 1!' you think the sentence is wrong or false, 

Circle STRONGlY DISJ.GREE 1!' you are sure the sentence is wrong or- !alse. 

This is NOT a test. 

?.eme::~ber, you can.'lot make a cstake. '!'here are no r:!.~ht cr wrong ansvers. 

!liow let's hear about J..lvin and Gertrude, 
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~vL~ an~ Gertrude's parents argue all the time. 

l. So111eti:nes when t.'leir parents argue, J.l.V"'...n an:i Gertrude get scared. 

DISI.GP.::E 

So~et~~es when Gert~Jde and Alvin's parents ar~e, their mot~er asks 

the: to agree with her, and their !at~er wants the~ to agree with him. 

2. :::ertru:ie and J..lV:.n should think real hard and then tell their 
parents who they th1nk is right. 

'!'his morning, r.ert~Jde and Alvin's parents told the:: they were gettir..g 

divorced. :heir parents were going to stop beins m&rried to each 

other. wnen told about the divorce, Alr.n yelled and screamed at his 

parents. 

) • J..lvin shoul: be pur:isheci. 

"When told about the divorce, Gertrude didn't say anythL~g. She 

just went outside. 

4, Gert.-ude doesn't care that her parents are getting divorced. 

:.- ter that day, ~:.ildred asked i! s!":e could "borrow Gertr~:i•' s jw:!p 

rope. Gertrude yellee at her and told ber to get her own j~p rope. 

;. Ge~tru:e :s &~gry at ~il:red, 

A.GRU 
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Now that their parents are divorced, Ger~de and ~lTin live with 

t~eir mot~e~ £nd visit their father. 

6. 3ertrude and ~Tin's mother has eustody of them. 

ONCERUIN 

:·:ildred and Cla::-enee ate dinner at Gertrude and Alvin's house 

a week later. l".ildred ast:ed where their father was, Gertrude 

said he was working late. 

7. 3ertrude was kiddi.rli around. 

STRONGLY AGREE 

~ few weeks later, Gertrude and Alvin told ~il~eci and Clarenee 

about their parents' divoree and asked them to help them get 

their parents b&ek together. 

B. ~~dred and Clarenee should offer to do anyt~ing they ean 
to help their friends get their parents baek together. 

Gertrude and ~lvL~ think they eaused their pa~er.ts' divoree 

beeause they were bad so often. 

t;. If Gertrude and llvb start being ve:-y, very gooc, their 
parents will get baek to~et~er again. 

:;ow that their parents are divorced, Alvin and Gertrude don't 

~et to see their ra~her as ~c~ as they use: to see ~~. 

10. Al~~~ and Gertrude's fat~er doesn't love the~ anymore. 
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Gertrude and Alvin sometimes Tisi t their !ather on Sunda;ys, 

~vin's seout troop is going to the eireus next Sunday, but 

llV"...n is supposed to visit his !&the:o that da;y, 

ll. llrin 'li'iJ.l have to =:iss the eireus because he has to 
visit his father, 

S':'RONGL! AGREE AGREE ONCE?.TAIN DISAC:P.EE 

Gertrude and her friends were talking about vbat they v1ll do 

when they grow up. Most o! her friends said they wanted to get 

r.~arried. 

12. Gertrucie shoulci not get 1111.rried beeause she will probably 
!!et divo:oe.C. 
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APPENDIX B 

Evaluation of Individual SAT Pro~ocols for ~he Children of 

Divorce in School 2 

Studen~ A - Male 

This child's weak A~tachment score indicates an inabil­

i~y to es~ablish close rela~ionships. The Reali~y Avoidance 

score with a s~rong Individuation score which is well above 

~he Attachmen~ score indica~es a denial of being needful. 

The strong Concen~ration Impairmen~ and Sublima~ion score 

well above ~he Self-Love Loss score may indica~e this child 

feels ineffectual and lacks confidence. These scores sugges~ 

an over-dependence on a suppor~ive figure who is absen~. The 

Iden~ity S~ress score is high for ~his child's age and may 

indica~e emotional problems. The Painful Tension scores are 

~he same for ~he mild and s~rong pic~ures which either indi­

ca~es affec~ blunting or a psycho~ic inappropriateness. The 

weak A~~achment-Individua~ion Balance may also indica~e 

emotional problems. 

Student B - Male 

This child has a s~rong need for closeness as indicated 

by his s~rong a~~achment score. The hos~ility score is ~oo 

low with more hostility expressed for mild pictures ~han for 

s~rong ones which sugges~s affec~ blunting. The very strong 
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Painful Tension score accompanied by a high Attachment score 

may be interpreted as a neurotic conflict. More Painful 

Tension responses were given for mild than strong pictures 

again indicating affect blunting. This child's low Reality 

Avoidance score shows a denial of denial. Anything below 3~~ 

on the Attachment-Individuation Balance score is consideren 

to be indicative of a character disorder. This child scored 

a very weak 11%. 

Student C - Female 

This child only gave 22 responses to the entire test. A 

constricted record such as this is considered a form of 

denial. A denial of denial is also found in this chiln's 

score of zero on Reality Avoidance. This child's very weak 

score on Painful Tension is suggestive of pathology. Accor­

ding to Hanshurg (1976), the strong Hostility score whic~ is 

higher than the Painful Tension score indicates a child, "who 

is more likely to circu~vent pain and express reactive anger 

before permittin~ the pain to be felt'' (p. 2R). The Concen­

tration Impairment and Suhlimation score's hein~ much higher 

than the Self-Love Loss score suggests this chiln feels inef­

fective and lacks confidence. The zero Identity Stress score 

indicates an emotional problem. The very high Attachment­

Individuation Balance score of Q1~ indicates the possibility 

of a serious emotional disorder. 



StudenL D - Female 

This child's low AtLachment score may mean a failure to 

esLablish closeness. This low score paired wiLh the high 

Painful Tension score, "indicates a more narcissisLic con­

cern, Lhat is, noL mourning for Lhe losL objecL buL fear of 

being on one's own" (Hans burg, 1976, p. 24). The weak mild­

strong score is cause for concern, as is the very weak 

AttachmenL-IndividuaLion Balance which indicates an emoLional 

disorder. 

Student E - Male 

This child's Lotal score of 19 is a consLricted record 

and is a form of denial. Hansburg (1976) says, "By its very 

nature, a constricLed record is a form of denial and there­

fore feelings of loss of love are more likely to be denied 

under such circumstances" (p. 34). This child scored a zero 

on Self-Love Loss again showing his denial of self-love loss. 

His exLremely sLrong IndividuaLion score is indicaLive of a 

serious emotional problem. The only ALtachment responses 

given were to sLrong pictures which is a sympLom of self­

sufficiency. Normal pain was not reporLed, suggesLing affect 

blunLing. The low HosLility score is evirlence of this 

child's aLLempL to repress normal resentments. This child's 

low Reality Avoidance score accompanied by a high Individua­

tion score far above his ALLachment score indicates his deny­

ing that he is needful. 
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Student F - Male 

This student has a constricted record with only 22 

responses given. The zero Hostility score shows repression 

of normal anger and is a form of affect blunting. The very 

strong Painful Tension score suggests neurotic or psychotic 

distress. The low Reality Avoidance score is a denial of 

denial. The strong Concentration Impairment and Sublimation 

score much higher than his Self-Love Loss score is symptoma­

tic of feelings of ineffectiveness and lack of self 

confidence. 

Student G - Male 

This child has high Hostility and Painful Tension 

scores. The sum of these two scores is more than one third 

of the total responses which is evidence of strong affect 

reaction to separation experiences. Because the Hostility is 

stronger than the Painful Tension score, this child probably 

circumvents pain and expresses anger before allowing himself 

to feel any pain. This child has an extremely high Self-love 

Loss score about which Hansburg (1976) says, "Once an attach­

ment has been formed between the child and such a love 

object, a prolonged absence from such a person could induce 

the notion that one is not worthy or that one is not wanted" 

(p. 31). This strong Self-Love Loss score is higher than 

this child's Concentration Impairment and Sublimation score. 

This pattern is found in those subject to depression and 
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self-destructive tendencies. This child's low Attachment­

Individuation score and low Mild-Strong Difference score is 

also suggestive of problems such as depression. Even for his 

age, this child has a low Identity Stress score. Any total 

score over 100 (this child gave 102 responses) is likely to 

be obsessional. 

Student H - Male 

This child has a great need for self-reliance as 

depicted by his strong Individuation score. His weak Painful 

Tension score is a sign of pathology and affect blunting. 

Because the Hostility score is higher than the Painful 

Tension score, it is likely that this child gets angry before 

he allows himself to feel pain. His Self-Love Loss score is 

higher than his Concentration Impairment and Sublimati'on 

score which is a symptom of depression and self-destructive 

tendencies. His strong Reality Avoidance score suggests 

separation denial. His Identity Stress score is weak. 

Student I - Female 

The strong Hostility score which is higher than this 

child's Painful Tension score indicates this child expresses 

anger before permitting herself to feel pain. This child may 

be prone to depression and self-destructive tendencies as 

indicated by her strong Self-Love Loss score which is higher 

than her Concentration Impairment and Sublimation score. The 

strong Reality Avoidance score indicates the use of denial as 
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a defense. Weak scores for IdenLiLy SLress and AttachmenL­

Individuation Balance may be indicators of emotional prob­

lems. Some pathology is indicaLe~ hy the nearly equal number 

of mild and strong scores. 

SLurlent J - Female 

The weak ALtachmenL score found here may mean a failure 

in esLablishing closeness. Evidence for this child's trying 

LO repress normal resenLments is found in her low HosLility 

Score. The high RealiLy Avoidance score suggesLs separaLion 

denial. This child may feel ineffective and may be overde­

pendenL on an absenL supporLive figure as suggesLed by her 

SLrong Concentration-ImpairmenL and Sublimation score being 

much higher than her weak Self-Love Loss score. Her high 

Painful Tension score coupled with her low Attachment score 

indicaLes Lhe narcissistic concern of fear of being on her 

own, noL mourning the absent love object. The AttachmenL­

Individuation Balance score is weak, suggesting possible 

problems. The total score is very high (113). Hansburg 

(1976) says that total responses of of over 100 are likely to 

be obsessional. Pathology is suspected because of the very 

low Mild-SLrong difference score. 
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TABLE 18 

SAT Individual Scores fur Children of Divorce in Sch:>ol 2 

A R C D E F G H I J 

SAT Total 47 35 22 65 1Q 22 102 53 85 113 

Attachment 19 2n 3n 15 26 23 21 21 24 lq 

Individuatiun 26 26 36 23 53 27 26 30 15 2R 

Hostility 13 11 18 12 5 0 20 13 18 10 

Painful Tensioo 17 26 4 23 5 32 18 11 16 19 

Reality Avoidance 6 6 0 12 5 4 10 15 18 1q 

Concentration Impairment & 
Sublimation 19 6 23 12 0 18 16 0 13 12 

Self-Love Loss 4 0 4 6 0 0 17 q 18 4 

Identity Stress 9 0 0 6 5 0 2 4 2 5 

Attachment-Individuation 
Balance 23 11 91 -29 47 4 3 32 15 11 

Mild-Strong Difference 23 -8 0 14 5 0 0 36 1 -3 
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Evaluation of Individual CBT Protocols for the Children of 

Divorce in School 2 

Student A - Male 

Student A has a Responsible Independence score of fif­

teen, but he only scored one on t.he item, "Protects own 

rights for his (her) age group." This student also only 

scored a one on "Is spontaneous without being explosive," 

under Emotional Stability. 

Student. B - Male 

This child's scores are all within one of the others 

within each subscale except. for a lower score of two on 

"Seems free of sudden, unpredictable mood changes," under 

Emotional Stability. 

Student. C - Female 

All of this girl's scores were either fours or fives 

except for a low score of two on, "Seems self-confident, not 

timid," within t.he Responsible Independence subscale. 

Student D - Female 

This child received scores of three, four, or five for 

all items except one. On "Is attentive and concentrates on 

tasks," in the Task Orientation subscale, this girl scored a 

two. 
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Student. E - Male 

All of this boy's scores were fours and fives except. 

for, "Accepts or asks for help when necessary," under the 

Responsible Independence subscale which has a score of three. 

Student "~<' - Male 

This child had a variety of scores on the items. The 

two lowest scores were ones and were given for, "Is spontane­

ous without. being explosive," under Emotional Stability and 

"Is attentive and concentrates on tasks," under Task 

Orientation. 

Student G - Male 

This child had all high scores except. for one score of 

two. This low score was for "Seems generally cheerful and 

content," in the Emotional Stability subscale. 

Student. H - Male 

The lowest. score for this child was one score of two on, 

"Is spontaneous without being explosive," in the Emotional 

Stability subscale. 

Student. I - Female 

This student's scores are all close within each suhscale 

except. for the Responsible Independence subscale. Three of 

the items here were scored four or five, but. a score of two 

was given for "Seems confident, not timid." The only other 

two this child has was under Cognitively Related Skills, "Is 

. . . " creat1ve, 1nvent1ve. 



Student J - Female 

This child received all fours and fives except for two 

threes. One three was in the Responsible Independence 

subscale on the item, "Seems self-confident, not timid." The 

other score of three was in the Cognitively Related Skills 

subscale "Is creative, inventive." 
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TABLE 19 

CBT Individual Scores for Children of Divorce in Sch:>ol 2 

A B C D E F G H I J 

CBT Total 68 79 91 80 95 73 90 72 91 91 

Responsible Indepenoence 15 1.5 17 18 18 16 19 14 15 16 

Social Cooperation 9 15 20 18 20 17 20 15 19 20 

Cognitively Related Skills 17 18 17 16 19 13 18 15 13 18 

Fmotional Stability 12 13 1?. 15 20 15 17 13 18 20 

Task Orientation 15 1R 19 13 18 12 16 15 16 17 
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Leader 

Olivia 

Oliver 

Olivia 

Oliver 

Olivia 

Oliver 

First Little DEP 

Second Little DEP 

Mom 

DIVORCE EDUCATIO~ PROGRAM 

I~TRODUCTION 

Hello boys and girls. I'm a kind of pup­
pet called a DEP. There are lots of us 
DEPS, but because I'M the leader, I'm the 
one who gets to make the hello speech. 
This is my first time in a show, and I'm 
a little nervous -- I hope you can't 
tell. Anyway, I'm supposed to tell you 
that us DEPS have been asked to star in 
some shows for you. Can you imagine 
that? I'm a star! 

I. What Is a Family? 

Oh, Oliver. I do hope we'll find one. 

Don't worry, Olivia, we will. Once we 
find one, we'll know what it is. Then it 
will be a cinch to get one of our own. 

But Oliver, how can we find a family when 
we don't know what it is? And how do you 
know we'll like it if we ever do find · 
one? 

Hey! Cool it, Olivia. I've only heard 
n~ce things about families so I'm 
absolutely, positively, without a doubt 
sure we'll like it -- if we ever find 
one. 

I still don't know how we can find 
something when we don't know what it is. 

Olivia! Look! Look over there! 

Mom! Mom! The ice cream man is comin?,. 

Please, please may we have some? 

Well ... 
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Second Little DEP 

Mom 

Little DEPS 

Oliver 

Mom 

Olivia 

Mom 

Olivia 

Oliver 

First Little DEP 

Second Little DEP 

Olivia 

Oliver 

First Little DEP 

Oliver 

First Little DEP 

Second Little DEP 

First Little DEP 

Olivia 
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It's after lunch. 

And we've been good little DEPS. And ... 

O.K. O.K. Here's some money. Be sure 
to bring the change back. 

Thanks, mom. 

Excuse me. Are you a family? 

Of course. I'm the mother, and those are 
my little DEPS getting ice cream. 

Isn't there a daddy DEP? 

Yes, but he and I are divorced. 

Oh. 

Your mom said you were divorced. 

Not us! Our parents got divorced, not 
us. 

You're not very smart DEPS, are you? 

Well, we sure don't know much about 
families. 

~fuat does divorce mean? 

Divorce means your parents aren't happy 
together anymore, so they decide it's 
best to live in separate houses. 

Oh, then you don't have a daddy anymore. 

Yes we do! You little DEPS don't know 
anything. 

We still have a daddy. 
live with us anymore. 
visit him. 

He just doesn't 
We get to go and 

You sure are a dippy DEPS. 

Now I get it. You still have a mother 
and a father, but your father doesn't 
live with you. 
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Hooray! You finally understand. We are 
still a family. 

Well, Olivia. Now we know. 

I'm not so sure we know all there is to 
know about families yet. 

Look, Olivia. Maybe that's another 
family. 

Look at me, mom. 

Watch me do this. 

Be careful, little DEPS. Hold on tight. 

Oh, mom. You worry too much. 

Excuse me. Are you a family? 

Yes we are -- part of it, anyway. 

What do you mean? 

My husband is a~ home with our two 
youngest little DEPS. 

You have eight little DEPS? 

Yes we do. Eight wonderful little DEPS. 

We didn't know families had to have so 
many little DEPS. 

They don't. Families can be any size. 
There's no rule about the number of DEPS 
in a family. Look over there. That 
looks like a family -- a small family. 

nh, yeah, Th~nk you. 

Excuse me. Are you a family? 

1:lhy yes we are. This is my wife, and 
this is our baby DEP. 

Is he an only little DEP? 



Mom 

Oliver 

Mom 

01 ivia 

Oliver 
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Grandpa 

Grandma 

Second Little 

Grandma 

Third Little 

Olivia 

Grandpa 

Oliver 

Grandma 

Olivia 

Grandpa 

Grandma 

DEP 

DEP 

DEP 

Yes. We only have one little DEP. 

And you're still a family? 

Definately! What a silly question. 

Now I'm really confused. 

What is a family? 
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Well, we might as well go over there and 
see if that's a family too. 

Grandpa, let's play catch. 

That's a fine idea. Come here little 
DEPS. Let's all play catch. 

May I play too? 

Sure, grandma. C'mon. 

Don't throw the ball too hard. 

O.K. 

Excuse me. Are you a family? 

Indeed we are. These are our little 
grandDEPS. I'm their grandpaDEP, and 
this is their grandmaDEP. 

I thought families had to be little DEPS 
and their parents. 

Yes, but my goodness, there's more to 
families than just that. Little DEPS 
have grandmaDEPS, grandpaDEPS, aunts and 
uncles, and cousins too. 

Do all those DEPS have to live together 
in the same house? 

Oh my goodness no. That would be too 
crowded. 

Besides, it's fun to visit DEPS who you 
love and who love you. Why don't you ask 
our little grandDEPS about it. They're 
visiting us now. 
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I like it best when I go visiting by 
myself. I must admit it's sometimes fun 
when all of us go together, but I really 
have a special time when I can visit all 
by myself. Then I don't have to share 
with my brotherDEPS and sisterDEPS, anrl I 
get all the attention. 

I like going alone too, unless I get to 
take a friend with me. Yep, I sure do 
like visiting the parts of our family 
that don't live with us. 

Me too -- usually. But do you remember 
that time last month when we were sup­
posed to visit grandmaDEP and grandpaDEP 
on the very day of the school fair? 

Oh yeah. That was a mess. We sure 
didn't want to miss the school ~air, but 
we didn't want to hurt grandmaDEP and 
grandpaDEP's feelings either. 

But we came up with a good solution, 
don't you think? We just told grandmaDEP 
and grandpanEP about the fair and changed 
our plans to visit them the next week­
end. It all worked out. 

Hey! 
Wilma 
spend 
early 

That reminds me of the time Aunt 
and Uncle Wilbur invited us to 
a whole Saturday with them -- from 
in the morning to after dinner. 

Oh yeah. We all love to visit Aunt Wilma 
and Uncle Wilbur, but all day is a bit 
too much. Besides, in the morning Aunt 
Wilma is busy cleaning the house, and 
Uncle Wilbur works out in the yard. And 
that's no fun at all. 

We were smart to say we'd love to come -­
after lunch. 

Yeah. That was a good idea. All day 
would have been too much, but after lunch 
was perfect. Remember how much fun we 
had that day? 
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I'm glad you little DEPS can solve your 
problems. Olivia and I aren't having any 
luck with ours. 

vfuat's the matter? 

We're trying to find out just exactly 
what a family is. 

So far we've found a family with divorced 
parents. 

And a large family with eight little 
DEPS. 

And a small family with only one little 
DEP. 

And we found out you don't have to live 
with all the members of your family, even 
though you love them and they love you. 

And we're confused. 

Yeah. We found out lots of things, but 
we still don't know what a family is. 
And without knowing just exactly what a 
family is, we'll never be able to find 
one for ourselves. 

Cheer up, little DEPS. You know more 
about families than you think you do. 

Yes, dear little DEPS. There are lots of 
different kinds of families. There is no 
one right kind that you seem to be 
looking for. 

No siree. Families don't have to have 
any special number of little DEPS or 
grown-up DEPS. Any number of DEPS can be 
a family. 

And, little DEPS, families change in many 
ways. Baby DEPS are horn, and DEPS die. 
And the members of our family we live 
with also can change. For instance, when 
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a little DEP grows up, he might move into 
his own house. And, sometimes more DEPS 
move in like when a grandmaDEP or 
grandpaDEP moves in with their little 
DEPS. 

Hey, Olivia. Are you thinking what I'm 
thinking? 

Yes, Oliver. I think I am. We didn't 
know it, but we already have our very own 
family. 

What dippy DEPS we are! 
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II. WILL THE REAL ANGER PLEASE STAND UP? 

M.C. Hi. This is Joe Garagiola and welcome to 
all of you in DEP land. Welcome to our 
show. Yes sir it's time for another 
segment of Who 1s Telling the Truth? So, 
let me introduce our panel for today. 
First we have Zelda. Next is Hector. 
And then there's Bertha. And finally, we 
have Jasper. O.K. Let's begin. Now 
here are our first three contestants. 
Number One, who are you? 

One I am Anger. 

M. C. Number Two, who are you? 

Two I am Anger 

M. C. Number Three , who are you? 

Three I am Anger 

M.C. O.K., panel. Now all three DEPS claim to 
be Anger. And your job is to ask 
questions and from their answers figure 
out who is telling the truth. Which of 
these DEPS really is Anger? All right, 
Zelda, we'll start the questioning with 
you. 

Zelda DEP Number One, do you yell and scream? 

One Yes, I most certainly do! 

Zelda DEP Number Two, do you yell and scream? 

Two 

Zelda 

Three 

M.C. 

Oh, no. I never even raise my voice. 

DEP Number Three, what about you? Do you 
yell and scream? 

No, I do not. 

Zelda, your time is up. I know you have 
100 more questions, but right now it's 
Hector's turn. 
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DEP Number One, do you slam doors, stamp 
your feet, or do other things like that? 

I don't think I have ever done those 
kinds of things. 

Number Two, do you throw things or slam 
doors? 

Definately not. 

Number Three, do you do those things? 

I most certainly do. I stamp my feet, 
bang the furniture, slam doors, and all 
that. Sometimes DEPS who see me get 
scared. 

Bow about you, Number One. Do DEPS get 
scared watching you? 

Oh yes. It's scary to see anger, no 
doubt about it. Children really get 
scared, especially when it's their 
parents who are angry. 

O.K., Hector. You're really getting into 
it, but right now, Eertha, it's your 
turn. 

Number One, do you make mean faces and 
give mean looks to DEPS? 

Only if that's how I look when I'm 
yelling at someone. 

Number Two, please answer the same 
question. Do you give DEPS mean looks 
and have a scowl on your face? 

I always try to look my best, of course 
not. 

Number Three, do you scowl and give mean 
looks to DEPS? 

Absolutely! That's my job. 

That's all you can ask, Bertha. Jasper, 
it's up to you now. 



Jasper 

One 

Jasper 

Two 

Jasper 

Three 

Jasper 

M.C. 

Zelda 

M.C. 

Hector 

M.C. 

209 

Number One, is it bad to be angry? 

Oh no. Anger is a feeling just like 
being happy or sad. Feelings can't be 
bad. 

Do you agree with this Number Two? 

Yes, I do. Everyone has a right to his 
feelings. Everyone gets angry sometimes, 
and that's O.K. You do have to be care­
ful though, about how you show your feel­
ings. 

And Number Three, do you also agree? 

Yes. It's not wrong or bad to be angry, 
but sometimes the way we express or show 
anger is bad. What I mean is it would be 
O.K. to have an angry look on your face 
when the umpire says your out, but it 
would be very wrong to hit the umpire. 

I see. Then you all agree it is O.K. to 
be angry and that everyone gets angry. 
There can be problems, though, with the 
ways we show our anger. 

All right. With that, panel, the ques­
tioning has come to an end. And now the 
time has come for you to choose who you 
think really is Anger. Is it DEP Number 
One, or is it DEP Number Two, or DEP Num­
ber Three? Zelda, we'll start with you. 

Well, I'm sure it's not Number Two. It 
could be Number One, but I voted for Num­
ber Three because he does things like 
making mean faces and throwing things. 

Hey, you got it all figured out, Zelda. 
Hector, how did you vote? 

Well, I agree with Zelda. Stamping feet, 
banging furniture it just has to be 
Number Three. 

Bey, that's two votes for Number Three. 
Bertha, it's time for you to tell us who 
you voted for. 
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I almost voted for Number Three, but 
Number One yells and screams, so I voted 
for Number One. 

All right Jasper. The whole world is 
waiting. How did you vote? 

I also voted for Number One, although it 
could be Number Three. I'm sure it 1 s not 
Number Two. 

Well, fanel, the votes are all in. And 
now it s time to see which DEP really is 
Anger. Is it DEP No One, or DEP Number 
Two, or is it DEP Number Three? Now 
let's ask the great question. Will the 
real Anger please stand up. 

(All three DEPS stand up) 
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What? 

That can't be! 

Yes it can, panel. We played a trick on 
you. All three contestants really are 
Anger. 

I can see Number One and Number Three 
both being Anger, but how can number Two 
be Anger? 

Yeah. Number Two doesn't even yell or 
scream, or make faces, or bang and stamp. 
Number Two can't be Anger. No way! 

But Number Two is indeed Anger. Number 
Two please explain to the panel. 

Sure. I understand your confusion, but, 
you see, there is more to anger than 
yelling and stamping feet and throwing 
things. I am a quiet, secret anger. 
There's no way to tell when I'm around 
because I stay hidden. I'm the Anger 
that take place inside of you and doesn't 
show. 
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Oh, I get it. You're the Anger we keep 
hidden inside of us. Like when something 
makes you angry, but you don't tell 
anyone or show you're angry. And then 
when you get home, you run to your room 
and cry. 

Yes, that's it. Now you understand how I 
am Anger. 

See, panel. Number Two is a secret Anger 
kept inside of you and not shown. That 
is why you didn't think Number Two could 
possibly be Anger. When Number Two is 
around, the angry feeling is there, but 
no one knows about it. Hey. But now I 
have another surprise for you. Would my 
surprise guest please come in? Surprise 
guest, please tell the panel who you 
are. 

I am Anger. 

Another one? 

Yes, panel, this is another Anger. 
Please tell us what kind of Anger you 
are. 

I am Displaced Anger. Displaced Anger is 
anger put in the wrong place. This means 
you seem to be angry about something or 
at someone, but you are really angry 
about something else or someone else. 
It's when you yell and act angry at your 
little sister for wrecking your model 
airplane, but you really know she is too 
young to be blamed, and you are really 
angry at yourself for not putting it up 
out of her reach like you were supposed 
to. 

Oh, I see. It's the same as when parents 
have been fighting, and then they yell at 
their children for a little thing they 
usually don't get angry about. The 
parents are angry at each other, but they 
act like they're angry at the children. 
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Yes. Displaced Anger is anger put in a 
different place than where it really 
belongs. 

Wow. That's really something. 

Boy. There's Anger that shows with 
things like yelling, making mean faces, 
and throwing things. 

There's secret Anger that stays hidden 
inside of you. 

And there's Displaced Anger that makes it 
seem like we're angry about one thing 
when really we're angry about something 
else. 

Well, panel, I'll tell you, just sitting 
here and listening I feel like I've 
really learned something. And I know 
you've learned something. I hope that 
all you out there have learned something 
too. Unfortunately, our time is up for 
today. We hope you have enjoyed our 
show. 
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III. TAKING SIDES 

Everyone argues, right? I know that. 
And I know it sometimes makes you feel 
bad when you listen to DEPS argue, espe­
cially if they're DEPS you like. But, 
boy did I make a mistake yesterday. That 
was the dumbest thing I did in my whole 
life. Listen, listen to what happened. 
Ursula and Edgar were arguing. 

That's not fair Ursula. You know Wilson 
is my best friend. You knew I was going 
to pick him to be on my team. 

Sorry, Edgar. But I had first choice, 
and my first choice was Wilson. Those 
are the rules, and you know it. The 
captains choose the teams, and I chose 
Wilson -- fair and square. 

I know the rules, Ursula. But you know 
Wilson and I are best friends. We're 
always together. You know Wilson wants 
to be on my team. Why would you even 
want Wilson on your dumb old team when 
you know very well he'd much rather be on 
mine? 

Wilson knows the rules, too. 
seem upset that I chose him. 
wants to be on my team. 

He doesn't 
Maybe he 

Boy are you dippy. Go ahead and ask 
Wilson whose team he wants to be on. 

Wilson, are you angry I picked you, and 
do you want to be on my team? 

Are you beginning to see my problem? I 
was dumb enough to answer Ursula's ques­
tion. Believe me, there was no way I 
could come out O.K. in this situation. 

Here's what happened. 

Well, I'd really like to be on your team, 
Ursula ... 



Ursula 

Wilson 

Edgar 

Ursula 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Ursula 

Wilson 

Edgar 

Ursula 

See, Edgar. I tolrl you. You were so 
sure. 

214 

Wait. Let me finish. I was going to add 
that I'd really rather be on Edgar's 
team. After all, Edgar is my best 
friend. 

See. I told you he'd rather he on my 
team. 

You are really a jerk, Wilson. I wish I 
had never even picked you in the first 
place. I don't even want you on my 
team. 

See what I mean? I answered their ques­
tions, and I should have just kept quiet 
after that. But not me. They were 
fighting about me so I thought I should 
help stop their argument. Yeah. I 
should have kept my big mouth shut. It's 
true they were arguing about me, but it 
still was their fight, not mine. I had 
nothing to do with it. I sure wish I had 
figured that out sooner, then I wouldn't 
be in such a big mess now. 

Ursula, please don't say that. I still 
think you're neat. I just would like to 
be on Edgar's team, that's all. You 
asked me, and you wouldn't want me to lie 
about it. 

Oh, you really do hate me. Otherwise 
what difference would it make if you're 
not on Edgar's team just this once? 

Ursula, I really do like you. And I 
guess you're right. I don't always have 
to be with Edgar. Maybe I should be on 
your team this one time. 

What? You'd rather be on her team than 
mine? What kind of weirdo are you? I 
thought you were my best friend. 

Forget it Wilson. It's too late now. I 
don't even want you on my team. Go ahead 
and be on Edgar's team. 
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No way! I don't want you on my team. 

So, that's what happened. All because I 
though I was responsible for their fight. 
But I didn't cause Edgar and Ursula's 
fight, even if it was about me. I had 
nothing to do with their fight. But 
because they were fighting about me, I 
thought it was up to me to try to fix 
things up. How stupid! Ursula and Edgar 
started their fight, and they had to be 
the ones to end it. I should have stayed 
out of it. I tried helping, and look 
what happened to me. Now they are both 
angry at me. Boy, I'll never take sides 
again! 

Hey, Wilson. Melvin and I are arguing 
about which one of us painted the best 
poster for the school carnival. 

Yeah. Which poster is nicer, Jake's or 
mine? 

You're both good artists. I can't make a 
choice. 

Aw, c'mon, Wilson. All you have to do is 
tell us which poster you like better. 

Sorry, guys. You'll have to find another 
way to end your argument. 

Oh, Hilson. Ve're not asking too much. 
Just tell us which one of us painted the 
nicer poster. 

I wish I could help you, guys. But I've 
learned the hard way that everyone 
argues, and I'm not responsible for their 
arguments or their making up. I learned 
you can only cause more trouble by taking 
sides. I'm not taking sides ever again. 

Hey, Ursula! What's with Wilson? Melvin 
and I asked him which one of these 
posters he liked better, and he refused 
to tell us. 
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Oh, I think I understand. You see, Edgar 
and I were having an argument, and we 
asked Wilson who was right. Anyway, it 
all ended up with Edgar and me both angry 
at Wilson. 

Well, now it at least makes sense. 
Wilson learned it is best not to take 
sides in other DEPS' arguments. 

Yes, that must be it. But, you know, I 
feel crummy. After all, Edgar and Wilson 
have been best friends forever -- at 
least since first grade. I had to have a 
dumb old fight with Edgar, and now Edgar 
and Wilson aren't even talking to each 
other. 

Wow! No wonder Wilson's so upset. 

I know Edgar and Wilson are probably 
angry at me too, but we were never such 
really close friends. Besides, I think 
it's my fault Edgar and Wilson are angry 
at each other. If I hadn't picked Wilson 
for my team, none of this would have 
happened. I feel just awful about 
ruining their friendship. Hey! I have 
an idea! Would you two help me try to 
get Edgar and Wilson to be friends 
again? 

We'll help Ursula. What do you want us 
to do? 

Yeah. Whatever you say, tTrsula. Do you 
have an idea? 

Mm ... Let's see. Both Edgar and Wilson 
are angry at me so they'd never listen to 
me. You two will have to do it. 

Do what, Ursula? 

C'mon, Ursula. Tell us your idea. 
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Listen. Here's the plan. You two go 
tell \-Tilson and Edgar to meet you at the 
park after school. Say you'll play ball 
or something. Then no one else will show 
up, just them. They'll have to talk to 
each other. 

O.K. We'll do it. 

Let's go Jake. See ya later, Ursula. 

(No dialogue, just a picture of Wilson and Edgar ignoring 
each other. Ursula, Jake, and Melvin are hiding.) 
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Look! They're just going to leave. 

They're not going to say one word to each 
other. 

Gosh. I thought for sure they would have 
to say something when no one else showed 
up. I wanted so much for them to make 
up. I feel awful. 

Hey, don't feel so bad, Ursula. You 
aren't responsible for getting them to 
make up. No one can make other DEPS make 
up. 

I don't know how we could have thought we 
could get them to be friends again. 
Edgar and Wilson have to be the ones to 
decide that, not us. It's not up to us 
at all, no matter how much we want them 
to make up. 

Yes. I guess you're right. They will 
have to make up on their own, when and if 
they ever want to. But I still feel so 
crummy. I want so much for them to be 
friends again. 

Yeah, but forget it, Ursula. You're just 
wasting your time. You can't change 
other DEPS' feelings. 

Melvin is right, Ursula. We know you 
feel bad, but there is nothing you can 
do. You'll have to accept that Edgar and 
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Melvin are angry aL each oLher and are 
not friends anymore. Maybe Lhey will 
make up some day, and maybe Lhey won'L· 

I suppose you're righL, buL I sLill hope 
and wish they'll make up soon. 

IL's O.K. LO hope and wish, Ursula, as 
long as you remember LhaL wishing and 
hoping don'L make things happen. 

I know. BuL maybe Edgar and Wilson will 
decide Lv make up and be friends again. 

Maybe. JusL don'L forgeL thaL you can'L 
do anyLhing abouL iL. WhaLever Lhey do, 
you'll have Lv accepL. 

I know. It's all up Lo them. And I have 
Lv accepL whaLever Lhey do -- even if I 
don'L like iL. 
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IV. MOM AND DAD ARE ~ETTING DIVORCED 

qi! I'm Cathy, and this is my lit.t.le 
sister Allison. 

H.' ~. 

And I'm their brother, Billy. 
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Our DEP friends asked us 'to tell you 
what's been happening t.o us. We've had 
quite a year! 

We're going t.o start way back at. 'the 
beginning. 

Cat.hy, I'm scared. 

Oh, don't. be such a baby, Allison. You 
should be used t.o i't by now. They're 
always fight.ing. 

Yeah. They fight. more 'than me and Tommy. 
What. can they fight about all t.he t.ime? 

You hear t.hem, Billy. They fight. about 
money, working late, everyt.hing. 

They fight so much, I bet. they get 
divorced. 

What did Billy mean about mom and dad 
get.t.ing divorced? 

Oh, he doesn't know anything. 
But. it.'s possible, I guess. 

What.'s possible? 

That mom and dad get divorced. 
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What's that? 

You know. They don't like being together 
anymore so they get divorced and live in 
different places. 

What about us? If they don't live 
together, where would we live? 

I'm not sure, but I think kids live with 
one of their parents. 

Won't we have a mommy and daddy anymore? 

Sure we will. 
live with us. 
our parents. 

But one of them won't 
We'll have to visit one of 

That's not fair! I want to always be 
with mommy and daddy all the time. I 
want to live with both of them. 

Hey! Don't get all shook up. We don't 
know if that will happen. Everyone's mom 
and dad fight sometimes, and they don't 
all get divorced. 

But our mom and dad fight all the time. 

Well, I sure did guess what was going to 
happen. 

I wish you had been wrong. 

We all wish it didn't happen, hut it did. 

I still remember when mommy and daddy 
asked to talk to us. 

This is going to be pretty hard, kids, 
but mom and I have something important to 
talk to you about. 
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I think you know we've always tried to do 
what's best for you kids, always wanting 
you to be happy. But this time we must 
do something that we know will make you 
very sad, and there is nothing we can do 
about it. 

Yes. We've tried and tried, but we have 
no other choice. Mom and I are getting 
divorced. 

That's awful! Terrible! You don't care 
about us at all. You don't want us to be 
happy. I hate you both. 

Daddy, daddy, no! Please tell me you 
don't mean it. 

Oh, Allison. I wish I could, but I 
can't. Mom and dad are getting 
divorced. 

Mommy. Tell daddy to stop saying that. 
You're not getting divorced! You're 
not! 

Allison, we are very sorry, but it's 
true. 

I'm going to my room. 

Boy, what a scene that was. 

I sure acted like a dope. 

No you didn't. You were angry, that's 
all. I just cried like a big baby. 

You girls sure did act dumb. 

What about you? You didn't even care. 
You just sat there as if nothing was 
really happening. You're the one who 
acted like a real dummy. 
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I guess you're righL, buL I did care. As 
much as you did. I jusL didn't scream or 
cry. I don't know why, but I couldn'L do 
anything -- just siL Lhere. 

Well, if we didn't really undersLand our­
selves, it's no wonder our friends 
couldn L figure us OUL· 

My friends musL have LhoughL I was crazy. 

C'mon, Billy. LeL 1
S play ball. 

Oh, go away! 

What's wiLh you? We need someone else to 
play. 

I said no! Now go away and leave me 
alone. 

My friends must have Lhought I was a real 
jerk. They couldn'L figure OUL why I was 
so mad aL Lhem. 

How could Lhey when you weren'L mad aL 
Lhem at all? 

No, I wasn't. Now I know I was mad at 
mom and dad, buL for some reason I 
couldn'L yell aL them Lhe way you did. I 
LOOk out all my anger on my friends and 
you LWO girls. 

Oh, don'L worry abouL it now, Billy. I 
acted jusL as strange. Remember when 
PaLty slept over? 

Bow come your dad wasn'L home last night? 
Did he have Lv go someplace. 
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Yes. Yes. He had Lo go on a business 
trip. Hey, hurry up. ·Let's geL to work 
on this projecL before you have to ~o 
home. 

O.K. 

You're righL, CaLhy. You acLed jusL as 
dumb as I did. 

I just wasn't: ready to tell anyone about 
the divorce. Maybe I was worried abouL 
whaL PaLLV would have said if I Lola her 
the truLh: Maybe I was even ashamed thaL 
my parenLs were getting divorced. 

I suppose so. But I Lhink you couldn'L 
Lalk abouL iL because you didn't wanL Lo 
admiL it was really happening. 

ThaL sounds more like Allison. She 
absoluLely refused Lo undersLand whaL was 
going on. 

Good nighL, honey. Pleasant dreams. 

Good nighL, mommy. When is daddy coming 
home? 

You know daddy doesn'L live here anymore. 
He lives in an apartmenL in the city now. 

Yeah, buL he'll come home soon. Good 
nighL. 

Allison, you know .... 

I'm Lired, mommy. Good nighL. 

Boy, you really acted nutty. you knew 
they were getting divorced, but you just 
wouldn't accept it. 
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You just. kept pretending everything would 
be back to the way it was. 

You two did just about. the same thin~, 
always trying to get mommy and daddy back 
together. 

It always worked on T.V. I saw two shows 
where the kids got their parents back 
together. 

But you should know by now that real 
life is not like a T.V. show. 

You're right. Besides, mom and dad tried 
real hard to stay together. They didn't. 
want to get divorced. If there had been 
another way to fix things up, they would 
have found it.. 

Now we know, but. at the time we couldn't. 
help trying to get them to make up. 

We sure wasted a lot. of time. We trien 
everything. 

O.K., kids. We'll show them how goon we 
can be. Dad will want to come back and 
live with us if we're good all the time. 

O.K., but this won't be easy. 

They'll just think we're sick if we're 
always good and never even fight with 
each other. 

That didn't work at all. 

Mom just kept. asking us, "What's wrong 
with you guys?" 

And daddy just. said he was glad we were 
being good for mommy. He sain he was 
proud of us. 
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I guess we really had noLhing Lo do with 
the divorce -- just like mom and dad 
said. Dad din not move out of the house 
because of us. 

Even though it didn't work, I'm glad 
daddy said he was proud of us. That's a 
loL beLLer than when you two decided if 
we were bad all the time daddy would have 
to come home. 

I know. We'll be so bad, morn will need 
dad to Lake care of us. 

Great idea! I'll sLart goofing off in 
school and do real bad on Lests and 
everything. That will geL them. 

And I'll start hitLing kids and maybe 
even cheaL on a tesL. 

What about me? What can I do LhaL's 
really bad? 

Oh, jusL whine and cry all the Lime. 

WhaL a misLake that was. 

We didn'L know it then, but we sure know 
now; Mom can handle us, even wiLhout 
daddy. 

JusL hecause dad used Lo the one Lo 
punish us didn't mean mom couldn'L do it. 

Not only didn'L we get morn and dad back 
together, buL we goL in loLs of Lrouhle. 
I even missed the big game because I was 
being punished. 
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It was hard, but we finally learned that 
mom and dad really were getting divorced, 
and we couldn't change that. 

It was time to stop thinking about the 
divorce so much and start doing the 
things we had done before the divorce 
stuff started. 

Even I had no choice but to accept it. 
Mommy and daddy got divorced. 



Narration 

Cathy 

Billy 

Allison 

Billy 

Cathy 

Billy 

Story 

Allison 

Billy 

Cathy 

Dad 

Kids 

Narration 

Billy 

227 

V. MOM AND DAD ARE DIVORCED 

Mom and dad have been divorced around six 
months now, and we have pretty much 
accepted it. It's just the way things 
are. Mom has custody of us. That means 
we live with our mother. 

Our lives are just about back to normal 
except that dad doesn't live in our house 
anymore. 

That's the hardest part. I still miss my 
daddy. 

But we're lucky because dad doesn't live 
too far away. It's hard having to visit 
your own father, but at least we get to 
be with him often. 

I suppose we'll get used to having to 
visit daddy to be with him, just like we 
got used to the divorce. 

You're probably right, Cathy. After all, 
it is already easier than it was in the 
beginning. Remember? 

Daddy, we were ready and waiting for you 
an hour early. 

We couldn't wait. 

Oh, daddy. lve' ve missed you. 

And I've missed vou -- all of you. Bow 
would you like to go to the zoo today? 

Great! 

At first we just kept going to one place 
after another when we were with dad. 
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We never even had a chance to talk. 

But we sure did have fun. We went to the 
zoo, amusement park, we even went to the 
movies. But I wanted to be with daddy. 
You know, sit on his lap and watch T.V. 

Or play ball or Monopoly. 

I'm ~lad we finally told daddy he didn't 
have to take us places whenever it was 
our day together~ 

Daddy, how come each Sunday we go places 
and to special things? 

What do you mean, Cathy? 

Why do we always go places instead of 
just doing everyday kinds of things? 

Well, kids, I get to be with you so 
little, I want to make sure you have a 
good time. 

But daddy, we just want to be with you. 

Like it was before the divorce. You know 
play games and watch T.V. together. 
That's all we want to do. 

You know, daddy, we haven't even seen 
your apartment yet. 

You kids are absolutely right. I thought 
I had to keep you busy all the time, but 
that's not what dads are for. You all 
must remember, though, that it can't ever 
really be just like it was before. 
C'mon. Let's go to my apartment. 

Dad understood what we said. 
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It's a good thing we told him what we 
thought. Daddy thought we would only 
like our visits with him if he took us 
fun places. 

I like going to daddy's apartment. 

But do you remember how strange it was 
the first time? 

Here we are, kids. What do you think? 

It's nice, dad. 

Yes, I like it. It's not as big as the 
house, but it's big enough for me. 

You only have one bedroom, dad. 

Yes, son. But the couch opens up into a 
bed. 

Great. Then maybe we could sleep over 
some time. 

That's what I was hoping. You girls 
could sleep in the bedroom, and Billy ano 
I could sleep on the couch. 

I can't wait till we sleep over. 
Daddy, who cleans the apartment and does 
the cooking? 

And who does the laundry and washes the 
dishes? 

What do you do when a button comes off 
your shirt.? 

My ~oodness, you have a lot of questions, 
but they are very good questions. I hope 
that you'll always ask me when you wonoer 
about things. Now, getting back to your 
questions. I'm not nearly as helpless as 
you guys seem to think I am. I can do 
most of those things. You would love 
watching me thread a needle. Cooking is 
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the hardest part, but I'm learning. In 
the meantime, I visit Mcnonalds and 
Burger King a lot. Let's go to McDonalds 
for dinner. 

Great! 

I want a cheeseburger. 

Yummy! 

I guess dad is managing pretty well. 
Mom's managing, too. 

But it hasn't been easy for either of 
them. Mom had to go back to work and now 
has to take care of us all by herself. 

And daddy had to learn how to take care 
of his apartment and cook. It hasn't 
been easy for either of them. 

It hasn't been easy for us either. 

What should I do, kids? I need your 
help. Cindy's having a super party at 
the skating rink Sunday. And we're 
supposed to be with daddy, Sunday. 

You really do have a problem 

I love daddy and usually want to be with 
him, but this is going to be a special 
party, and I really want to go. 

Then why don't you just tell daddy. 
He'll understand. 

I hope he'll understand. I don't want to 
hurt his feelings, but it's just that I 
really want to go to the party. 
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I told daddy about my problem, and that's 
all there was to it. 

Dad understood and didn't seem at all 
upset. 

Daddy told us that there would be other 
times when something comes up that we 
want to do on the day we are supposed to 
be with him. 

Yeah. And we're supposed to tell daddy, 
and then we'll just make other plans to 
be with him. 

Daddy wants us to be with him because we 
want to, not because we have to. 

I like it when you two can't be with 
daddy and I get to be with him all by 
myself. 

I like to be alone with dad sometimes, 
too. 

Me too. We're lucky we've been able to 
work all these problems out. Mom and dad 
are each trying to work things out, too. 

Yes, but they must be lonely. 

Mommy can't be lonely. She has us to 
keep her company. 

That's not the same thing. ,.,e' re kids. 
Besides, she's used to having daddy 
around. 

Yeah. That's why she likes going out at 
night with her friends. 

Sometimes someone who is divorced gets 
married again. You know my friend, 
Maryanne? Her parents got divorced, and 
her mom just got married again. 

That's dumb! Why would her mom want to 
get married again if she was married, and 
she didn't like it? 
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It's not being married that she didn't 
like. It's just that she and her husband 
couldn't get along together. 

Hey. That's fantastic! 

Have you flipped? What's so great? 

I always wanted to grow up and get 
married ann have children of my own. 

So? 

After mom and dad got divorced, I changed 
my mind because if being married wasn't 
so great, I wasn't going to get married. 

Oh, I get it. 

Yeah. Now I am going to grow up and get 
married. I'm just going to try especial­
ly hard to marry the right person. 

~e too. I guess with all our problems, 
we've managed to learn something. 
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VI. HAPPY ENDING 

Hi, kids! 

Hi, DEPS! 

You kids told your story very well. 
Thank you for sharing it with all of us. 

You're welcome. 

Thank you for your shows, DEPS. 

We learned a lot from you. 

Right. I had always thought anger was 
anger. 

But now we know there are different kinds 
of anger. 

Your show about anger taught me that I 
had secret anger when mom and dad told us 
they were getting divorced. And when I 
yelled and screamed at my friends and 
sisters for no reason, that was displaced 
anger. 

You're absolutely right, kids. You learn 
quickly. Did you learn anything else? 

Oh, yes. Before I saw your show about 
families I was afraid that I wouldn't 
have a mommy and a daddy anymore after 
the divorce. 

Me too. I mean, I already knew there are 
lots of different kinds of families, but 
I needed to be reminded that you can be 
part of a family even if your mom and dad 
are divorced. 

I really liked it when the little DEPS 
said their parents were divorced, not 
them. 

That's true. Moms and dads love their 
children just the same after divorce as 
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they did before they got divorced. Their 
love for their children doesn't change at 
all. 

I'm so glad we helped, kids. 

Did you know your shows even saved us 
from having more problems? 

Great! What did we do? 

You showed us it was best not to take 
sides in other people's fights. 

You meant parents' fights too, didn't 
you? 

We sure did. 

That's why we tried not to take sides 
with mom or dad when they were fighting. 

Our parents didn't know how hard it was 
for us when mom wanted us to agree with 
her and dad wanted us to agree with him. 

Because of what you DEPS taught us, we 
just told mom and dad we loved them both 
and didn't want to take sides in their 
fights. 

That was the smart thing to do. 

Some children make the mistake of 
agreeing with one parent which, of 
course, makes the other parent feel bad. 

We're glad you didn't do that. 

And proud that we helped you. 

Do you kids know you helped us, too? 

We helped you? 

Yes you did. You helped us understand 
some of what it's like when parents get 
divorce. 
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We learned a lot, like cu ... cu .... What 
is that word that means the children live 
with one of their divorced parents? 

Oh. You mean custody. 

Yes. Custody must be the word you mean. 
Sometimes fathers get custody of their 
children, but our mother has custody of 
us. That means we live with our mom, and 
she is the one who takes care of us. 

And you visit your dad. 

Right. And the little DEPS in one of 
your shows felt the same way about 
visiting members of their family as we do 
about visiting our dad. 

They sure did. They liked to go visiting 
alone, just like we do. 

And sometimes they didn't want to visit 
when they were supposed to. 

Just like when I wanted to go to Cindy's 
party. 

I'm glad everything worked out so well 
for us and for the little DEPS. 

I think I felt better just knowing others 
had problems like ours. 

I think all of us feel better knowing 
we're not the only ones with a problem. 
You know, it's funny, but sometimes we 
think we're the only ones in t~e whole 
world with our problem, hut really, 
there's always someone else with the same 
problem. 

Yes. It rloes help knowing that you're 
not the only one with a problem. 

But everyone can react differently to the 
very same problem. What I mean is the 
three of us all acted differently when we 
were told about mom and dad getting 
divorced. 



Allison 

Cathy 

Billy 

Second DEP 

Third DEP 

Cathy 

Billy 

Allison 

First DEP 

Rilly 

Cathy 

Allison 

Second DEP 

Allison 

Cathy 

236 

We sure did. I even pretended it wasn't 
really happening. 

Yes, we all reacted in our very own way. 

Now we know there is no right way or 
wrong way to react. It's nice knowing we 
weren't acting crazy. 

Well, there's no doubt about it. You 
kids certainly have had a very hard year, 
but you managed well. 

Yes you did. But that doesn't mean 
you're happy about what happened. 

No. We'll never be happy that mom and 
dad got divorced. 

But we had no choice but to accept it. 

Yes. Mom and dad got divorced, and 
there's nothing we can do about it. 

I'm glad you stopped wasting your time 
trying to get your parents back together. 
You kids didn't cause the divorce, and 
you couldn't stop it from happening. 

You're right. We stopped trying to get 
our parents to make up because we learned 
we couldn't do it. 

Just like that little DEP Ursula learned 
she couldn't force Edgar and Wilson to be 
friends again. 

But it sure would have been nice if we 
had been able to get mom and dad back 
together again. 

Yes, of course. But if there was even a 
little chance for things to work out, 
your parents would not have decided to 
get divorced. 

·That's what we finally figured out. 

Right. If we decide to get married when 
we grow up, we'll just try especially 
hard to marry the right person. 
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All us DEPS are proud that we've helped 
you manage so well this past year. 

You know, whenever you have a problem 
there's always someone around who can 
help. 

Yes. Mom or dad can help us with lots of 
our problems. 

Sometimes Cathy or Billy helps me. 

Friends can help with some problems. 

So can teachers or other grown-ups. 

Right.. There are many people who can 
help you with your problems, all you have 
to do is ask. 

Yes. \•le 've learned to talk about our 
problems and feelings, and that really 
helps. 

We appreciate all your help, DEPS. 

Thanks, DEPS. 

Thank you, kids. 

Good-bye. 
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Explanation and Development of the Divorce Education Program 

The first of the six parts of this divorce education 

program is called, "What Is A Family?" and portrays a variety 

of family situations while stressing the idea that there is 

no one right kind of family. Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) 

attributed the child's fearfulness following parental divorce 

to the major shake-up of his or her world and possible belief 

that he or she no longer is safe. With this in mind, this 

part explains how families change and that people do not 

necessarily have to live together to be part of the same 

family. Part I utilizes puppets specifically created for 

this program, instead of using real people. Puppets were 

used because they could say and do things children would not 

normally say or do. In addition, the pictures of the puppets 

provided brightly colored, interesting slides that may have 

helped to keep the children's attention. These puppets are 

collectively called DEPS (divorce education program). 

Despert (1953) and Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) wrote of 

the large part anger plays in the school age child's response 

to his or her parents' divorce. Part II tries to explain 

different kinds of anger in order to help children recognize 

and then accept their own and others' angry reactions to 

parental divorce. Different ways to express anger are 

depicted with the DEPS doing a take-off on the television 

show "To Tell the Truth". Joe Garagiola, the emcee on the 
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acLual television show did the voice for the emcee puppeL. 

Part II is titled, "Will the Real Anger Please Stand Up". 

Part III is called, "Taking Sides". Children of div0rce 

may be asked to take sides in parenLal disputes. School age 

children are also uld enough to figure ouL LhaL it may be Lu 

their advantage to do so. ParL III again uses the DEPS, Lhis 

time to show that everyone argues and the importance of not 

taking sides in other people's arguments. Grollman (1967), 

Krantzler (1974), and Gardner (1976) all wroLe of children of 

divorce feeling Lhey are Lo blame for Lheir parenLs' divorce. 

In Part III, the DEPS stress thaL peoole are only responsible 

for their own actions. The fuLility of Lrying to end oLhers' 

arguments is portrayed in hopes of having Lhe children learn 

not only that they did not cause their parents' divorce, but 

thaL they cannoL assume responsibility fur getLing their 

parenLs back togeLher again. 

Parts IV and V Lell the two-parL story of Lwo sisters 

and Lheir brother whose parenLs geL divorced. Instead of the 

DEPS, real children are used Lo Lell Lhis story. These 

children Lalk LogeLher about Lheir experiences perLaining Lo 

their parents' divorce. Flashbacks are Lhen used to show Lhe 

events discussed actually Laking place. ParL IV begins with 

the children thinking that their parenLs might get divorced 

because of their constant arguing. Such things as the 

children's reactions Lo the divurce and their fuLile atLempts 
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to bring about their parents' reconciliation are included. 

Part V continues the story and deals primarily with the chil­

dren visiting their father and their gradual acceptance of 

the divorce and custody arrangements. Major points taught in 

the first three parts of the program are again explained, 

this time directly related to the divorce situation. The 

titles of these parts are "Mom and Dad Are Getting Divorced" 

and "Mom and Dad Are Divorced". 

In the final part of the program, the children and the 

DEPS come together to talk about divorce. Part VI draws 

together the first five parts of the program and serves as 

the program's summary. Part VI is called "Happy Ending" even 

though the children agree they will never be happy about 

their parents' divorce. 

Fisher (1973), Kliman (1968), Krantzler (1974), and 

Sugar (1970) believe that divorce is the death of a relation­

ship causing people to react to divorce in much the same way 

they react to death. Froiland and Hozman (1977) agree with 

this and believe that people experiencing divorce go through 

the same stages as those delineated by Elizabeth Kubler-Ross 

as stages people go through on the way to acceptance of a 

loved one's death. These stages (denial, anger, bargaining, 

depression, acceptance) Hozman and Froiland say the child 

goes through in order to come to terms with his parental 

divorce are addressed in this divorce education program. 
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Denial, depression, an~ acceptance are dealt with in the 

two-part story of divorce in Parts IV and V. Anger is the 

total subject of Part II and is also shown in part IV in the 

children's reactions to their parents' divorce. Bargaining 

is the subject of Part III and is also portrayed in Part IV. 

These stages are also discussed in Part VI, the program's 

summary. One purpose of this divorce education program is to 

help children work through these stages. 



APPROVAL SHEET 

The dissertation submitted by Nancy Perlmutter Brody has been 

read and approved by the following committee: 

Dr. Joy Rogers, Director 
Associate ?rofessor 
Educational Foundations, Loyola 

Dr. Jack Kavanagh 
Associate Professor and Chairman 
Educational Foundations, Loyola 

Dr. Ronald Morgan 
Associate Professor 
Educational Foundations, Loyola 

The final copies have been examined by the director of the 

dissertation and the signature which appears below verifies 

the fact that any necessary changes have been incorporated 

and that the dissertation is now given final approval by the 

Committee with reference to content and form. 

The dissertation is therefore accepted in partial fulfillment 

of the requirements for the degree of Ph.D. 

Director'~ Si ature 

243 


	An Investigation of the Effects of Parental Divorce on Third Graders and an Evaluation of a Divorce Education Program for Use in Third Grade Classrooms
	Recommended Citation

	img001
	img002
	img003
	img004
	img005
	img006
	img007
	img008
	img009
	img010
	img011
	img012
	img013
	img014
	img015
	img016
	img017
	img018
	img019
	img020
	img021
	img022
	img023
	img024
	img025
	img026
	img027
	img028
	img029
	img030
	img031
	img032
	img033
	img034
	img035
	img036
	img037
	img038
	img039
	img040
	img041
	img042
	img043
	img044
	img045
	img046
	img047
	img048
	img049
	img050
	img051
	img052
	img053
	img054
	img055
	img056
	img057
	img058
	img059
	img060
	img061
	img062
	img063
	img064
	img065
	img066
	img067
	img068
	img069
	img070
	img071
	img072
	img073
	img074
	img075
	img076
	img077
	img078
	img079
	img080
	img081
	img082
	img083
	img084
	img085
	img086
	img087
	img088
	img089
	img090
	img091
	img092
	img093
	img094
	img095
	img096
	img097
	img098
	img099
	img100
	img101
	img102
	img103
	img104
	img105
	img106
	img107
	img108
	img109
	img110
	img111
	img112
	img113
	img114
	img115
	img116
	img117
	img118
	img119
	img120
	img121
	img122
	img123
	img124
	img125
	img126
	img127
	img128
	img129
	img130
	img131
	img132
	img133
	img134
	img135
	img136
	img137
	img138
	img139
	img140
	img141
	img142
	img143
	img144
	img145
	img146
	img147
	img148
	img149
	img150
	img151
	img152
	img153
	img154
	img155
	img156
	img157
	img158
	img159
	img160
	img161
	img162
	img163
	img164
	img165
	img166
	img167
	img168
	img169
	img170
	img171
	img172
	img173
	img174
	img175
	img176
	img177
	img178
	img179
	img180
	img181
	img182
	img183
	img184
	img185
	img186
	img187
	img188
	img189
	img190
	img191
	img192
	img193
	img194
	img195
	img196
	img197
	img198
	img199
	img200
	img201
	img202
	img203
	img204
	img205
	img206
	img207
	img208
	img209
	img210
	img211
	img212
	img213
	img214
	img215
	img216
	img217
	img218
	img219
	img220
	img221
	img222
	img223
	img224
	img225
	img226
	img227
	img228
	img229
	img230
	img231
	img232
	img233
	img234
	img235
	img236
	img237
	img238
	img239
	img240
	img241
	img242
	img243
	img244
	img245
	img246
	img247
	img248
	img249
	img250
	img251
	img252
	img253
	img254

