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PREFACE 

I have continually been asked by my friends, "Isn't it 

depressing working with people involved in divorce?" My 

colleagues would question me with, "Why did you decide to 

undertake such a complicated research project for a Master's 

thesis?" The answer to these two questions provides the 

backbone for my decision to specialize in post-divorce 

counseling and to devise a pilot research project that would 

provide both subjective and objective data on post-divorce 

adjustment to assist others in the field of counseling. 

The first half of the preface, responding to the 

question asked by friends, takes the form of an autobiographical 

perspective of the development of my interest in post-divorce 

asjustment. The second half, answering my colleagues' question, 

outlines t he process I experienced which began with envisioning 

an idea and culminated into a well-designed, albeit pilot, 

research study. 

A direct r esponse to "isn't it depressing working with 

people involved in divorce?" would be "Yes, it is more often 

than not depressing." For me, it is important to add that the 

work is also rewarding, exciting and challenging. 

My initial curiosity about post-divorce adjustment 

sprang from my own personal experience. I have experienced 
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two divorces, equally traumatic , and survived . Going through 

the stages of survival in my second divorce I experienced a 

variety of emotional forces which dominated my behavior 

exclusively in each stage. 

At first I was extremely hurt and withdrew into self-pity . 

r talked to only a few people and avoided anything that could 

seduce me into having fun . Self-pity blossomed into the 

sweetness of revenge and scathing anger. My anger took many 

forms. I can remember hostilely confronting my former spouse 

on his cruelty and his total inability to love me or !!!Y chi ld 

(all of a sudden she became my child, not ours ). When I 

recognized that he was particularly sensitive about our child 

I criticized him severely for being a bad parent and abandoning 

us . He would retaliate in self-defense throwing an equal 

number of accusations my way and the battle would escalate . 

Fortunately, for both of us, we didn't avoid these battles. 

We managed to keep the lines of communication open and 

continued to deal with the anger and pain in some very l e ngthy, 

but healthy, yelling matches. After about a year we both 

somehow survived the attacks and accusations and began a 

different type of communication - much more productive and 

effective . We were, at that point, able to discuss our child, 

without being defensive, recognizing the strength of our own 

parenting skills. It is this improvement in the quality of 

communication that this thesis addresses. 
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M,y ability to continu e a rela tinnshi p ,\Ii tb my former 

spoiwe br ou ght unexpected responses from my frie nds and peers . 

~'any were quite hostile , deny ing the f act t hat divorce could 

e amicatle . Of coursP , f ew ha d seen the period of time 

wher e we WE'TP concerned onl y with developin8 more e ffe>ctive 

combat stra t ee;ie s . The possibility of a n amicable rel;, t i rrn

sh i~ was n ot pven a fantasy . I t became cl ear to me that in 

ordPr to bel~ others in thPir stages of survival I needPd t o 

tctter undPr stan d the dynamic s of the div0rc 0 prrX "' f:S n nt~ 

~nec ificn.11,y the adjustme r1t . 

As a way of gaining tha t und erstanding I began read ing 

everytriing I could find on divorce . I must ::i rlmit that i n 

1973- 74 ther -=' was very little informat i on available . To 

r:lPal with this exiguity I involvPd myself in the ~ j n[_;lP - r,:irr11-+: 

c0mmunity exposi ng m_ysel f t o all types of situatiuu am! 

rr•J a tionsh i ps . My obser vati ons and read i ne led ffi"' t o consid@r 

doing a r Psearch pro j ec t on some aepect of post- divorce 

adjustment. ~nt having thP first idPa ho\•J to e>vr->n bPe;in trir

task 0f resParch I was content to write a rticl e8 f or a singl e 

parPn t journal and talk to peopl e . Thi s was all prior to my 

dPcision to seek a Master ' s degree in CounsPling Psychology . 

On acceptanc e into the Counseling Psycholorr,y progr a m at 

Lindenwood I t ook advantage of the need to drsign a pr ogram 

that would incorpora te oath didactic l earning and practic.:il 

exper i e nce . My practica l experience began as a vol unt 0 er a t 

UCLA' s Department of Legal Psychi atry in the Post-Divorce 

Clinic (PDC). 
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'P!1P firs t s ix months serve:d as a n i ntrodncti on t" the 

policies and pr ocedures of the PDC in addition to active 

-o-:or~ il! i oation in case confer ences a nd scmi n.:irs . As 8. st<1ff 

1nter11 unclcr supervisio n , r began counseling c1ients r efr-rred 

e) thP cl inir. hy t he cnurts with a pr Psen t i ng compl;:,, int o +' 

trouble with visita tion or a battl e over custody . 

In thP course of my work with the PDr: I observed one 

di fficulty exne rienccd by a l most a ll my c lients . This was 

their inability to get beyond the hurt A.nd pn.in broug½t on 

b_y t he sepa r a tion and / or divorce in orde r t o 1:-eg in to commun

i catP in a more productive a nd positive manne r . Many of m_y 

cl iPnt s con fu serl issu~s about the children with t heir ov•n 

unres'Jlved f ecline;s about t hP f or mer s-rouse . An,fler :and 

hostiJ it_y served as a defense to cvvc1· the hurt a rld p~.in st il l 

f'elt over thE' s eparation. Th e children as the nat,iral bond 

between the parents were the focus of t h Pse f e~lin~s in the i r 

commu nication . Many times the parents f ocused in t he ir 

discourse on the b ehr1vior of the children as be ing inappro

priate a nd brought on totally by the divor ce . The childrPn 

were only occasiona lly br0ught in to check out the par e nts ' 

PPrcep tion of their behavior. It didn ' t seem to mattPr whcthc->r 

the behavior actually ex iste d or not :for accu sati ons dir ected 

~t the othe r spouses ' s par enting were enouRh t o elicit a 

~r ea t deal o.f guilt and anger making communi.cation cou n t~r

produc tive . 
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Pone 'l f m:y clinical ohservatlons were unf'a mili3..!' f or 

I harl P-xperiPnced thie phenomenon myself . Eecaue~ o f this 

I r0cogPiZPd the nePd f or both parents to continu e dPaling 

with eD ch othPr despite the unpl easantness in an eff~rt ~o 

e ·•· pp} a ll tric> anger appropriately and direc tly anr:l nn t 

triro1J gb the ch ildrPn. Then hopefull y they could bPg in t'J 

r P- establish a new me thod of communi cati ng base d on the ir 

mu tu.al t ask o f parenti ng th" ch ildr~n . 

This i~ wbPre the r 0 \',ard ing a nd excitine; a s p£'ct o f my 

w~rk s~rfac 0 d . ObRervine and partic i pating in th P g rowt~ o f 

both parents t oward achi eving their goal of livi ng ind e p9n-

rl Pntl,y while continui ng to shar e the responi:> i bil i t i Ps of 

pnrPrtt i n!J; was i ndf'ed a -rulfLlling and warm experi ~n('e . 

Thf' Pxperienc~ I gained both per sona l ly and c lin~ cally 

nrovi -:!.ed the impe tus f or my developme nt of a r esea1Th pr'J j ~c i 

o n post- divorce adjustme nt . 

As I bP.gan my studies at Lindenwood I wa s i nforme rl t½a -p 

I sh ould i mmediately beg i n to f ormulat e a n j_d ea t o be de ve1 op0.d 

a s a cu mi nati ng pro j ect . Alreadly desiri ng to do rc sc,arcr on 

nest- divorce adjustment I conc l uded tha t all T had t r; do w2 s 

decide how to best go abou t i t . I t seemed rela tiv~ly 

cimpl e . 

Towa r d the Pnd of the f i rst tr i mester , in wh i c h I had 

ST' c.n t. :;i. g ood deal c f time studying varying observa t i oP.al 

research dE'si g ns , I ca me up wi t h a ser i es of questi ons : 
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I began to ask myse lf many questions about the 
period of adjustment that all parents and children 
go through when separation and divorce occur . Why 
is it that some parents take a l o ng time to adjust 
and others seem to cope within a reasonable time 
period, suffering very little disruption in their 
lives? Why do children feel about the idea of no 
longer having cooperative support from their par ents ? 
Do children feel they are the cause of the separ
ation? Who carries the most guilt? Why do some 
ne w s ingle - parents rush into a new relationship? 
What happens to the hostility if it is n ever 
really communicated during the time between 
separation and divorce? How do chi l dren feel about 
being shuttled from one parent to another? How 
does the phenomena of rejection affect all concerned? 

-Process Paper, 1 976-

All of these were good questions. However, each and everyone 

coul d have had a research study built around it. At this 

point in my l earning I was having a great deal of d ifficulty 

in synthesizing my thoughts into a focused, integrated 

framework that could be devel oped within a reasonable time 

period . This difficulty can be observed in my initia l research 

design. 

Preliminary observation will be conducted o n a 
selected family six-ten weeks subsequent to their 
separation. This test case will involve intensive 
interviews with both parents individual!, their 
children and any other persons directly involved 
and affecting the emotional framework of the key 
participants. This observation will occur over 
a one- month period • •• At this time I do not anti
cipate drawing any conclusions in my final paper 
from these observations . I feel that the verbatim 
interviews will provide a stronger representation 
of the effect of divorce and adjustment • • • A thorough 
evaluation of the sample study will provide me with 
a better prospective of my limitations a nd allow me 
to redesign my methods of research. This final 
phase will invo l ve direct observation over a 4-month 
period. 

-Proposal, February 1 977-
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As I now l ook over my ide~ I recoGn i.ze tln t I d irl n ' t eve n 

have a hunch in mi nd as to what I c ou l d expect t o find in 

vi~ it ini; ,..,,1th thec-e famil i f>s over a s-pec if i f' per i od of time . 

All tha t t ook place i n February o f 1977 . J ue t;2.:1 to 

rP?. l ize th!::' magnitude o f be t a sk I w ::1 s a ttc mpt i nr: . J t ,,,as 

t11en tha t I sat down with my facu lty spons or a nd ccJme u p 1.vi t h 

;, noth Pr i dPa - or actually a list of i deas . He suggested I 

mak 0 a n exte~sive liFt o f po t e n t ial r e s ear c~ stu di ~~ on pos t

divorc e a d justment which mj ght be inter e stinij t o me . Th~ n a wt 

s t ep was t o d e s i gn a study f or e a ch and cons i de r time f r a me 

a nd samplP populations . ( Se e Appendix A) ~•/h r-> n I syst e ma 

tiC'ally went throug h this procedure I cR.JTie up with t hr ee 

p0ss i ble stu di Ps . Feel i ne ctJnfidPnt I se t up a mee t i nG with 

t he Direc t or of the Post- Divorce Clin j c ("PUC ) a nd 3. f" 1H'd fo · 

h~r advi ce . She h elped me make a deci s i on on t he most 

fP a sible study and sugges t ed tha t I c ou l d rlravJ my s!lnrpl"' 

po p1.il ::i. t ion from the clinic . l":y next t ask wa s to a n:..lyze 

t hP empi r i ca l evi denc e I ha d ga t herPd , develop a hy-p0thcs i s 

and des i g n a set of measure ments t o t est it . 

l\'y initia l hypothesis wa s rathPr broad s t :1.ti.n~ t11.at 

through conj oi nt counseling ( counse l ing wi th the PX - spou ses 

t op:Fther) one could Pxpect 1) impr ove me nt in the par ent ' s 

inter act i on , 2 ) improvement in their childr en ' s school per -

forma nc e , 3 ) less court recidjvism, a nd 4) less rPliance on 

the lawyers to settle differences . 1 developed a set o~ 

mPa sure ments spec i f i cal l y designed t o obtain da ta f r om l a wy~!'s , 

cnurts , h e chil dren ' s school reports a nd the pa r Pnts 
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themsrl·V!''S . Jn ordPr to n ot"' the cha nge d'tta woulri bP collrct ,..d 

in a pre- a nd post- t est mann er . Quest i onnaires woul d be 

;-idmini s tered before conjoint counse ling ber,an and th en a_Gain 

~ftPr a considPra ble time per i od had passed or~ certai n 

numr~r o f conjoints had occurred . 

Ther e was no question in my mind as to the u sefu.lnens 

o f thP measurements ( See Appf' nd ix B- H) howe ver i t becamP 

clear to me that there was no way wi thout the help :::, f :.i e;r ,uµ 

o-f 8.S$is t:t!:lts to accomplish the task o.f administering and 

anal yz ing the data wit hin the time frame prev i ously det rmine~ . 

Therefor e I c~ncluded that my hypothes i s nP ed t o be further 

l imite d . 

R~COflniz i ng that the ~~rnnts were my m3 j or anci mos t 

a 1rnil::i.b l e sourc<-' of information I r e - structund m:1 'J ri,_:i n,1 1 

hypothPs i s t o focus on the i nter a c tion betv1een tbe parents as 

they would r ~p0rt in a prP- a.nd post- questi nnna irf' . Thr- f CY; 

had a pol icy tha t a l l coupl es r e ferr e d t o t he cl i ni c ha d ~o 

be seen in conjoint counseling , some times with individu al 

r:ounsel ing as an adjunct . Regardless o.f the v~riet:y of 

theraoeuti c modalities and the different approaches use ~ by _ 

ctiffpr,,. nt ther api sts the m·ajor interac tion •..;hi.ch 1t1As of 

concPrn t o mP. was the conjoint counseling . '.Chu , conjoint 

cou n s~ling would be designate d as t he indepPnden t variable 

in mea~ur i ng the improvement in communication . The d~pendent 

variable would then oe the qual ity of communi cati on between 

the par e nts . The insight I had gained from my cl i ni cal ~nd 
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had bef'n a n e fff'c tive an d positive t herap eutic moc.ality u si?

f'i.i.} i.n E-'X'PPCliting morP benefic i a l cornmu nic.'.lti on b Ptwef'n 

pare nts . For my purposf's it was not so import[l.nt that the 

cnmmun i cation. or the <1uali ty of thf' communica tion artu8.l1 _y 

imor oved as seen by others as l ong a s the -parents thoueht 

they inter ac t ed more po s itively . 

Alth ough I had no clr~r evidence t~ su pport my hunch , 

I bel i eved tho.t improving th0 quality o f co1nrnunicat i o11 wo11 ld 

in some way dire ctly effPct the child.ren . I had nr, i,..,ay o f 

t P.sting the children or observing their behav ior since t}:e 

rh ildre n were no t as R ru l e inc~1rl cd in thP co~nsel i~g . 

TI1°r"' f ore> I rlf'cided ins t ead to measLt.re t l1 e parcr1ts ' per c ,1it i 11n 

nf trio childr"'n ' s hE'11avior ,q nd USP this ;:i::; fTl.f ~ 0 c 1m d 0° J>0 ' 1r1.-, ,1!; 

vnri ahl P. I PXnected t he parents ' percepti0n would chan~P 

c i e ni fi c.:J.ntly during conj0 int coun seling . I a voi r.~'rl a 

c0rrPla tion wi th the fir s t depen d~n t variahl 0 prPfPrri n~ t o 

tPst its sjgnifir.ance independ ently f enrin~ I was rPlying 

too muc h on intuition. 

Now the development of a hypothes i s was easy . I 

pred i c tPd tha t by putt i ng parent s together i n con joint c oun

seling the quality of t heir communica tion wou l d impro ve . Both 

of thPse var i ables will be defined a nd discussed ,1. t l en1 ~th i n 

subsequent chapter s . 

It was , a t this p oint, that I cecame aware of the fact 
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tra ~ I had finally come- u p with a prorni s i nr; des i gn f '.)r a 

nil .., t study. I wa s also a.ware tha t it was a cornplic'lt ed proj~ct . 

Th a nswer t o ny eollPngues ' ques t i.011 of " 'tlh_y cj d _y ou cJ"'c id '.? 

ti) under t akf' such::]_ cornplic ::i ted r ese;ir ch projvct f nr :-i l-'1st.rr ' ~ 

"!:hf'Si E?" sri-::m l d be mor e app.q,r~n t n ow. It ·dasn ' t r;l:rnnccl 

that was i t just ev0lve d . Also p in r e trospect , t h i s pro j ect 

Ee emPd muc h less comnlicated th~n those or5 Ginally concr ivc~ . 

T mu s t admi t. , thOHBh , t hat I a2k E' cl my sr-lf ma ny timF> s 

~var th 0 l ast year why I didn ' t save this f o a rl?cto~al 

diss~rta ti~>1 . Bui; alas , I am a ,,.,, ise r woman for ha ving Gone 

t11rough this ordeal and perhans th .i.s pilot sturly will e vc ntu·l] J ." 

~~ rve a.s thiJ f ound '.l tion frir R more Pxte nsive r 0 se:1rd1 si,udy 

nti li?, i ng a larg Pr uopul~tion and 8. control rro Tn. 

I-n i::ummary , I have presented the r na.dPr wi t h 1.11,, or' VPl ~p

ment of this pr0ject fr om two para lle l processes , 1) t he 

combination of per sona l a nd c lin i cal RXpPrience a nd 2 ) the 

actual t a sk o_f conceptualizing and dP.s i t;nint t he rnscar c l-i . 

1'o th proce ssr.s c o ntribut':'?d equally to the c r eatio n of thi s 

pil ot resParch pr o j ect on post - div or ce cnmmunicatiou . 
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r tTo du c tion 

~h i s t hesis i s a dc--acript ion of a pi l ot study d evPlop 0 d 

t ~ investi gate the effert nr con join t counseling on th~ 

commu n ica t io!l be tween divo r c i ng pa r ents and o n th"' i r 

pFrcPpti on of t he i r ch ildrPn ' s beha vior . Thi s i nvPst i ~ation 

will u r ovidP thP f r 8.m"'1•1~r k f ,:, r f11rth0r r ec-c-cn.· rh v:i h a 

l a r ~ 0 r popnl;,,tion a nd pORs i bl_y some direc t obnPrv.1tion o f' 

c '1ilr1rPn ' s b r h a v i or . 

ChaotPrs I a nd II prov id '= t he read er wi th l ) a gE- '1 "' ra 1 

rar.kgrou n d d e tJ.ilinr; the probl 0 ms a nd trau mas f :icinr: th 0se 

1,-,·ho 11.eci dp t o Pllcl th 0 i~· marriage from o. cnl t.urn.l , l "c:;:?. l ~,n -i 

ryC'holnf;it"~] i; a "'trlpo i nt , :1 nrl :'> ) ,'1 rr>vj ('1.t: ri f thr lit , r:,J·irr 

c ~ the eff.i. c-acy o f con joi nt cou nf.e ling a nd a n cyarni "!3. t i ,., n of 

the qu a lity of commnni cati,~n betv1een divorc i'1; pnrP nts j-:1. 

additi on to t h e pffPc t i t has O"!l. t':rir per c ep ti.'Jn 0f thr l r 

chil dren ' s b8ha vior . 

Chant er I I I ou t lines t h P. me thodol ogy and des i e n of th"' 

resear ch f ol l owP.d by demoBraphic dat a on th"' rartj c ipan ~,s with 

clini cal ma t er i al on each cou pl e presPnted in Cha~ter I V. 

Th~ l as t c h a p ter s , V and VI Pxamin e th" find i n~s , 

disc11s$ th eir impor t a n ce and pr ovirl r- some ronc l usi "')n~ and 

rPcommendations for f urther study . 
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J:_::ic1<rrr ound t0 th9 S t•.1.dy 

The problem is that there are very few agencies or 

institutions that deal with a separation or divorce crisis 

by working with both parties together. It is unrealistic to 

assume that a piece of paper dissolving a relationship will 

erase all of the subtle and not-so-subtle dependencies cul

tivated throughout the marriage. Yet, culturally, legally 

and psychologically both parties are expected to react and 

behave autonomously as soon as the decision to separate is 

made . The belief that a person has to be very strong to 

end a relationship setting him/herself against the socially 

app~oved convention of marriage is promulgated . Usually, o nce 

the decision to separate is made. each party has to get a 

separate lawyer and a separate therapist to work o ut the l e gal 

and emotional difficulties. This process may proceed smoothly 

if both parties are able to agree on the reasons for separating. 

It is also helpful if they both respect the others' need for 

freedom from the marital contract. When children are 

involved , however, the issues never seem to be too clear. It ' s 

difficult to accept one spouses' need for freedom when the 

other is left with the responsibility of caring for the 

children. Regardless of the encouragement toward independence 

the divorcing couple with children still have to maintain a 

bond . They share and will continue to share the responsibility 

for raising their children. This can be a very complex and 
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emotio nally unse ttling dilemma for those involved in divorce . 

A l ook at the impact our culture and legal systems have on 

those ending a marriage will perhaps provide some insight i nto 

the problems psychological services have in attempt ing to 

see bo th parties together . 

The rate of divorces i s not decreasing, instead it 

i s increasing substantially each year . When I first started 

this p roject I checked the Sacramento courthouse r e cords and 
In 

was appalled at the numbers . ~California, during the first 

nine months of 1975, there were 116 , 950 marriages recorded. 

A total of 96 , 253 marital dissolutions , annulments and legal 

separations were recorded. Even more significant is that 

during this same period of time 124 , 726 motions were filed 

for di s solution indicating that an increasing number of peopl e 

were having serious difficulty. 

When three out of every four marriages end in divorce 

o ne would suppose that something was being done to assess 

the situa tion and offer adequate service for those e ntering 

either state. Unfortunately, this is not a valid supposition . 

In fact , an incredible disparity exists. The amount of tL~e, 

energ y and money spent on preparing peopl e for marriage far 

e xceeds that expended on preparing those unwilling to remain 

mar rie d for whatever reasons . Elaborating on this contrast 

let ' s take a look at each situation . 

The i nstitution of marriage carries a great deal of 
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societal approval , ritual and expectations . Most churches 

provide pre- marital counseling services . Ofttimes, they 

require their parishioners to participate in pre- marital 

counseling before nuptial rites are performed. Schools educate 

high school students in the vicissitudes of dating and 

subsequent preparation for marriage . Magazines are readily 

available entitled, "Today's Bride• and "Bride Magazine" to 

assist the prospective couple in planning their fantasy 

wedding . This is, of course, not to mention the countless 

books available on every facet of marriage and family living. 

on television,.. family shows abound, programs such as the 

"Waltons" and "Eight is Enough" which equate familial love 

with two-parent families . Even mental health professionals 

can become experts by being trained in marriage and family 

counseling. With all the emphasis on marriage it does not 

seem strange that success in business, or at least promotion in 

par~ depends on the marital stability of the career- oriented 

individual ♦ 

All this time and energy is spent on marriage what 

are organized religion , schools, etc. doing for those willing 

to accept the responsibi l ity of a divorce . Organized religion 

leaves little room for those who have "failed" to maintain 

the family unit. In Matthew 19:9, King James Version, Jesus 

is reported to have said "And I say to you •• whoever divorced 

his wife except for unchastidy and marries another commits 

adultery" . Up until 1976 the Catholic church didn ' t even 

recognize divorce . 
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Mental health professionals are required by licensing 

agencies to be skilled in the problems encountered by 

families, however , very little emphasis is placed on requiring 

adequate training in understanding and dealing with the 

single- parent dilemma and the trauma of divorce. 1 1 ve 

certainly never seen a maga zine entitled, "Divorce Today", 

or "Divorce Illustrated"? Even on television the divorced male 

or female is portrayed as being a little weird. For example , 

Oscar and Felix on the "Odd Couple" or the extremely 

domineering and sometimes difficult to get along with "Maude ". 

In our society about the only acceptabl e end of a marital 

relationship is to be widowed . Is it any wonder that persons 

frequently wish their spouses had just died and l eft them 

to a more pleasant re-entry into society's mainstream . You 

feel sorry for a widower and go out of your way to aid them 

in working through the process of grief over their loss. The 

divorced are not blessed with the casket to mourn . They are 

left with no acceptable method of grieving and are expected 

to "bear up" , "be strong" and accept their fate . 

"Failure is not a popular American word , yet 
every divorce statistic meas two people have 
failed in life's most noble and important 
relationship - failed themselves , failed 
their children, failed their creator and 
failed society." 

- Sonoma County Conciliation Court , 
phamplet from Supreme Court -

Constantly, regardless of the· strength of those who 

decide to divorce, they are forced to deal with the cultural 
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bias toward marriage . The use of negative terminology, 

· broken home , divorcee , etc • • reinforce this feeling of J. . e . 

"fai l ure". 

The onus of deciding who is right and wrong is placed 

on the l e ga l syste m. A limited position in that the emotional 

issue , wh c h in many divorce settlements is the furthest from 

being resolved, is disregarded in favor of mo re tangible 

issues like property sett l ements . Each partner comes to 

the courtroom protected by heavy armo r and f o rtified with 

ammunition to d efend themselves and hope fully destroy the 

enemy (other partner) . A general response o n a questionnaire 

asking "What would you do different if you had to do it over 

again?" was "Realize that it will b e a brutal , no-ho l ds-barred 

fight, and then get a lawyer who'll he lp you plan a nd execute 

and attack" (Addeo and Burger , 1975, p. 235) . One gets a 

visua l picture of medieval times complete with a white knight 

off to slay the dragon. Unfortunately in that situatio n there 

can only b e o ne winner. 

Court calendars are del uged with divorce cases and custody 

battles . The advent of "no-fault" divorce effective in 1970 

in California , provides for two partie s to divorce without 

charging either party with blame . The purpose is to alleviate 

the adversary process . The basis for divorce is us ually 

"irreconcilable differences" . The problem with this law is 

that it requires the two parties to agree. In the event o f 

disagreeme nt the parties become adversaries. 
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l\t the County Court House in downtown Los Angeles I sat 

in on a number of divorce proceedings. I was amazed to see 

that in a good numbe r of cases each partner had an attorney 

and expert witnesses, psychiatrists for the petitioner and 

respondent. each laying out a tight case to prove the other 

unfit or unable to care for the children. As I observed 

the battles I ventured the speculation that the angrier the 

parents were at each other the more involved the court battle 

was . The end result was still that the judge or commissioner 

was forced to make a decision . One party leaves the courtroom 

the "victor" and the other the " loser". 

What happens when the battles escalate? Until very 

recently there was little institutional support for those 

involved with the trauma of divorce. Now there a re a handful 

of agencies scattered across California which will be discussed 

l ater in this paper . The only recourse, in most cases, is 

r eliance on the l egal system to arbitrate. Judges and 

commissioners are forced to make decisions o n well-prepared 

legal defenses based on scanty evidence . When children are 

involved they often become the pawn for their parents who are 

unable to hand1e the separation (Despert , 1962~ Fisher, 1973). 

Despert draws the conclusion that parents who have a 

high rate of court recidivism over issues of custody or 

visitation are still fighting an old battle using the helpless 

child as a pawn . She suggests that "what is needed is a 

psychiatric service attached not to either side but to tbe 
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court itself, with the same i mpartial position as the court , 

with an unprejudiced opportunity to explore the situation 

with both parents • • • (Despert, 1962, p.192-3) . 

To meet this need some California courts currently provide 

the service of a Conciliation Court to all those parties 

involved in a d ivorce action. The goal is to decrease the 

time spent in the courtroom by dealing presumably with some 

degree of effectiveness with issues beforehand. A social 

worke r interviews the couple before the hearing to discuss 

the issues being settled and to evaluate the degree of emotional 

involvement which c ou l d draw out a court trial for days . To 

help avoid taking emotional issues into the courtroom the 

social worker can suggest that the couple participate in 

counseling for a time-limited period, usually not to exceed six 

sessions. 

At this time the efficacy of this program has not been 

documented nor are ther e any statistics available reflecting 

the type of clients seen, average number of sessions attended, 

et cetera. 

The establishment of California Conciliation Courts was 

preceeded by New York ' s Reconciliation Court. In New York , 

Gettleman and Markowitz (1974 , p . 177) report, "less than 

3% of divorce cases brought before conciliation bureaus have 

resulted in reconciliation and in most of New York the figure 

is closer to 1%. These figures suggest that in spite of 

en£orced counseling people who have decided to divorce are 
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If the fighting results in repeated court proceedings 

the judge or commissioner may defer the ca.se for counseling. 

The PDC at UCIA's Department of Legal Psychiatry is the 

primary referral source for the Family Law Courts and is not 

limited by the courts in its function . Clients may be seen for 

one month or one year in a variety of treament modalities , i.e . 

individual, group and conjoint counseling . 

Although other agencies do indeed offer services to 

the divorced couple, to my knowledge, the PDC is the only 

agency in Southern California that uses conjoint counseling as 

the treatment of choice in all cases . Individual and group 

counseling may be done but only as an adjunct to conjoint 

treatment . The PDC deals with separation or divorce crisis 

specifically by seeing both parents together in conjoint 

sessions . 

The Post-Divorce Clinic 

Judges and commissioners, associated with va rious courts 

thr oughout Los Angeles , typically refer cases which in their 

viewpoint require addional counseling or an eva luation before 

~ decision can be made by the court as to c ustody or 

visitation. 

When the referral reaches the director of the PDC , she 

assigns each case to a team of therapists . In part this is 

to avoid setting a therapist up as an adversary. The cases 

are generally quite difficult and complex. Treatment is 
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enhanced by the combined efforts of two therapists . 

The primary responsibilities of the PDC are two-fold: 

1. to help people accept and implement the 
court ruling 

2. to rescue the child from the anger of the 
parents 

In achieving these goals the emphasis is on helping the 

parents realize their anger and begin to work thro ugh the 

origin of these feelings with their former spouse. 

The couples referred are rarely motivated to change . They 

have relied on the courts exclusively and reject, sometimes 

vehemently, the possibility of discovering that they are 

partially at fault. A belief in the adversarial system is 

well- ingrained. They generally have no desire to even be in 

the same room with their former spouse . Commonly a couple 

of individual sessions will be scheduled to facilitate t he 

client into becoming more comfortabl e with his/her own feelings 

and work throug h some of the fear . The first conjoint 

session usually begins with one or two extremes , the hurling 

of hostile accusations or pregnant silences. It may take a 

number of these sessions to feel safe enough to explore 

their own anger. 

It might be helpful to delineate one such case in which 

I was the therapist . I have sel,ected informatio n which 

d irectly relates to the issue of communication partially to 

demonstrate how the quality of tht s coupl~ ' s communicatio n 

changed over the course of treatment. 
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John and Sara were married for five years . It was his 

first marriage . She had been married before and was widowed . 

They both described their marriage as being fairly rocky. 

ouring her pregnancy with Bobby, John had an extramarital 

affair . When the child was six months o ld Sara found out about 

t be affair and immediately kicked John out of the house and 

filed for divorce. In her eyes John had committed an "unpar

donable sin". A year later she remarried. The case was 

referred to the PDC in 1977 because John had returned to 

court to request more visitation. This was not the first 

time either had b een to court over the issue of visitation. 

In fact , the case had been to court five times . They each 

estimated their court costs and legal fees to be around 

$5,000 - 8 , 000 . 

I saw each parent at the PDC initially in individual 

sessions . Neither were pleased about being ordered by the 

court for counseling. In spite of their dissatisfact ion they 

were both cooperative and v erbal. 

During the initial interview John faulted Sara almost 

exclusively. She didn ' t allow him to see the child as often 

as he wanted . She didn 't want John to come around or call 

Bobby and he was very angry t hat Bobby called her n e w 

husband "Daddy". He accused her of turning his son against 

him . In other words it was all Sara ' s fault . 

Sara, on the other hand , described the situation as 

being reversed . John was always asking for the child at 
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With this coupl e a mutua l agreement could not have occurred 

without conjoi nt counseling which brings us back ful l ci rcle. 

If conjoint counseling is effective why isn' t it being used 

more frequently. 

The problem is there are very few agencies that deal with 

traumas of separating or divorce crisis by working with 

both parties together . Each party is expected to get their 

own lawyer and begi n bui l ding their case . If emotional 

crises are recognized each party will seek out their own 

therapist . Generally seeing a counsel or together is too 

threatening , especially if one party strongly opposes the 

possibility of reconciliation . 

Most of the responsibility for deciding custody, visitation , 

property settlement , etc . is l eft to the lawyers and the 

judges . In cases where there is a high rate of court recidivism 

or the legal issues seem embroiled in emotiJnal issues the court 

will refer the case to a Conciliation Court o r to UCIA ' s 

Department of Legal Psychiatry , Post-Divorce Cl i nic for 

counse l ing . The conciliation courts offer onl y short-term 

therapy . The PDC is more flexibl e to the needs of the parents . 

Both agencies see the parents together . 

Although no statistical data is availabl e on the 

Conciliation Courts as to the efficacy of conjoint counseling 

in a short-term situation, it is my opinion that the best 

results are achieved f r om a mqre f l exibl e time period dependent 
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on the n €'eds of th(' cli e nt . 

T'.le n ext chapter deals more specifically with conjoint 

c"•1•1£cline ::ind its effect on communicatio n bet\-J'?en the 

parrri Ls an(j t 11e pPrc ('ption of their c hildr 0 n ' s bch n v i or by 

th P p.q,rents . 
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CHAPTER II 

EF F'IC/\CY OF CONJOINT COUNSELI NG 

In Chapter I, I pointed out the need for counse ling that 

would i nvolve both parents t ogether. In this chapter I will 

e labo rate on the efficacy of conjoint counseling and its pot~n

tial effect on the pare nts communication a nd the ir perceptio n 

of the ir childre n b e havior. 

The idea of conjoint counseling is not new to psychotherapy 

for it has been used b y the rapists in counse ling families for 

years. It is ironic that altho ugh the dictionary describe s 

a family as ~parents and their children, whethe r dwelling 

together or not" , the concept of family in our culture is typi 

ca lly destroyed by s e paration or divorce . For the purpose s 

of this paper a family is parents and chi l dren whe the r the 

parents arc married or divorced. In that case a ll l i t era ture 

f o und on using conjoint c o unseling in family therapy readily 

applies . 

Ard (1969, · p. 167) defines conjoint coun seling as seeing 

both parties t ogether. The strategic goal is to "work t hro ug h 

central neurotic distortions and their interlocking adaptive 

a nd communicative systems." Ard further elaborates that 

"In family relationships where the commo nly h e ld distortions 

are so gross and so reality-disruptive t hat speed in c hecking 

family disintegration is a critical f~ctor, conjoint treatmen t 

seems to offer a n ideal way in which t o slo w down the destructive' 

neurotic process and provide a c hance to r esolve at l east the 

surface problems be fore they des.troy the marriage and ofte n 

the childre n." (Ard, 1969, p. 168) 
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As a n adjunc t to conjoint counse l ing , individual s~ssj o ns 

can provide a safe atmosphere for the clie nt t o experience 

a healthy c~tharsis of hostile, angry feelings . Once the 

c lient 's individual f eelings are recognized the distortions 

can the n be clarified in the conjoint sessio n. In solely 

individualized treatment plans the individual's di s t ort e d 

perception of an event or situation is never checked out 

with the other parent thus poor communication may continue . 

To support this v iewpoint Watzlawick (1963} did a study 

whereby he asked each member of a family to report o n what 

they experienced during a certain event. Each famiiy mem-

ber reported a different perspec~ive and interpretatio n that 

became clarified when the family me t together . Even whe n 

every family me mber r eceiv es individual psychotherapy it would 

not represent the dynamics of the family un i l (Acke tman , 

1958). Some parents during the separation and divorce deny 

that their children are affected and keeping the ir feelings 

" l ocked inside" to avoid hurting their pare nts more. 

Children, however, are usually very aware when tension and 

anger are present (Satir, 1967). 

The key to resolving the conflict is to bring the 

issues into the open and allow each partner to deal with 

them with the support and mediation of a skilled therapist. 

This task can be very difficult and is frequently, in the 

case of the PDC since most clients are unmotivated, met 

with a great deal of res is tance. An opening statement 

commonly heard by writer and therapist in the clinic is, 
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nt to communicate . I want a divorce and the .t c j s 
cton't wa 

to ever communicate wjth that " 

and Markowitz (1974) contend that "hate can 
Gettleman 

be a more binding emotion than l ove" . Sager (1976) 

that people who continue to engage in a hostile r e la-

. ar"" simply e ntangled in a mutually destrucU ve way 
nshlP -

continuing a relationship that no longer exists . "Until 

be convnitment ends , the 'marriage• remains some sort of 

Hunt (1966 ) agreed that it is imperative to 

f~om the e motional i nvolvement if adjustme nt pro-

sometimes a divorce will bring up old feelings of loss 

detachment experienced as a child (Krantzler , 1974). 

Jt becomes even more difficult when the couple have children 

are experiencing the same feelings. On o ne ha nd pa r

can use their children to express their own ange r and 

(Wallerstein and Kelly, 1977). On the other hand 

own feelings may be so intense that the y resent the 

and consequently ignore the child for fear that the 

will culminate in physical aggression. One thing has 

born out by the research of Kitson (197 6 ) continued 

attachment is highly correlated ~ith measurement of psycho

logical disturbance. Many clinicians advocate counseling 

to alleviate the pathology which surfaces during a c r isis. 

A divorced family that seeks help is not n ecessari ly sick 

1uat confused and lacking the tools to cope with the crisis 

(Gettleman and Marko"d tz, 1974). 
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Fisher (1973) states the goals of counseling : 

1 . h elp c lient r edefine role 
2. develop problem-solving ability 
3. achieve self-awareness and self-acceptance 

The divorce counselor therefore becomes a "catalyst whose 

purpose is to help the couple explore and come to grips 

-with their problems" (Fisher, 1973). 

At the PDC the divorce counselor is indeed the catalyst 

and the primary treatment modality is conjoint counseling. 

The goal is to facilitate a commun ication system that allows 

both parents t o f eel more comfortable about themselves and 

their ability to maintain a new family unit. 

In achieving this goal, the first step is to evaluate 

the quality of the parents ' communication currently . It 

does not take much insight to pick up the feelings of gui lt 

and anger from the onset of treatment. Comments fr eque ntly 

heard in initial therapy sessions are: 

1. How come you want to see Little Richie so much? 
You sure didn 't spend that much time with him when 
we were married. 

2. I notice you've got some new clothes. I sure hope 
you're not using the child support money I gave you. 

3 . Richie said you had a girl with you the last time 
he saw you. I don ' t think Richie needs to be exposed 
to your litt l e affairs. 

Taki ng a closer look. at these comments it can be s een that 

the c hild is indirectly used to relay messages that the parents 

are unable to take responsibility for saying. 

Taking responsiblity would have meant that the message 

communicated by the parents might have really been: 
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1. Whe n we were marrie d you didn' t spe nd that much 
t i me at home . Are yo u f e eling guilly? I s t hat 
why yo u want to s ee Richie so much? It hurts me t o 
see you care so much about him and so little about me . 

2 . You ' re l ooking very ha·nasome. I don't like being 
attracted to you , especially when I know you don ' t 
want to get back together. 

J . I can't stand the thought of you s eeing s omeo ne e lse . 

When the fighti ng escalates , the children may b e use d 

directly in the communication. They become the messengers 

of bad information, i.e., "Daddy told me to tell you he doesn ' t 

like t o be kept waiting when he comes to pick us up and he 

wi shes you wouldn 't always ask him about how h e is doing and 

who he is dating." From the other side, "Doesn't your fathe r 

care enough about you to feed you properly? Next time 

he offers you hot dogs and potato chips f o r dinne r yo u t e ll 

him I said you had to have a better dinne r." 

At this point, the communication is s o indire ct that 

distortions and miscommunication govern the reactio ns of 

bo th parties . Since the children are the harbingers of ange r 

and hostility they are affected as much as the pare nts by 

the parents ' failure to communicate . 

For some children fantasies are fed. The children may 

think that because mommy and daddy are engaged in any kind 

of interaction they secretly want ,to get back toge the r. 

Some children get so confused that their parents suddenly 

begin to identify problem behavior and use the child as the 

representative of all t ha t has happened and figure to cure 

the child by counseling. Wallerstein and Kelly (1977) 

found from t heir research that the parents who initiated the 
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divorce saw chi l dren a s relatively intact and came t o coun-

l ing for reassurance of the ir observation . The pare nts 
se 

who had difficulty accepting the divorce saw their childre n 

a!' tro ubled and damaged by divorc,e and also c ame to coun

seling for c onfirmation of the ir perceptions. Altho ug h 

this r esearcher's study only measures the p a rents' perception 

of the children ' s behavior the finding of other researchers 

as to the expected behaviors are incorporated in the develop

ment of the questionnaire detaile d in Cha p t e r III. 

oespert (1976) reports the following list of reactions 

one might expect from children during and after divorce: 

listlessness , poor eating. poor sleeping, difficulties with 

s choo l work . irritability and hostility. Kushner (1965) 

adds withd rawal, acting out and displaceme nt o f anger, guilt 

and fruBtration to the list . Despite the decision of the 

pare nts to divorce the children most times never wanted it, 

and they have few outlets for their f eelings of rejection and 

helple ssness. 

It seems that a conclusion that one can draw from this 

is the need for a safe space where the emotional conflict 

between parents and involving the children can be exposed 

and analyzed . "Divorce requires mourning--grief work must 

be cone with great thoroughness or there will remain the 

danger of constantly living in the presence of the open 

casket of a dead man" ( Wiseman, 1975 ). 

In summary , conjoint counseling , as a treatme nt modality, 

has been used for many years in dealing with problems in iam

ily r e lationships . It has been shown to be use ful in 
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clad f yi ng distortions and miscommunication commonly E'll.rfar it'. 

during a crisis. During and following a divorce communica

tion between parents is generally strained because of the 

treme ndous stress everyone in the family has to cope with. 

Children are oftentimes used, either directly or indirect ly, 

as the v ehicle for their parents' communication . 

By simple deduction, if conjoint counseling is e ffec-

tive in working with families in crisis and divorce can be 

c onsid e r ed a family c risis , then CPnjoint counseling must 

be effective in divorce counseling . The effectiveness o f 

conjoint counseling can be tested by me asuring the change in 

the parents' communication over a period of time. The 

prediction is that communication will improve from ineffec

tive a nd counter-productive to effective and productive. 

Due to this improvement in c ommunicatio n the parents may 

paceive the b e havior of their children to be l es s 0£ a 

problem. Therefore it can be expected that the pare nts by 

participating in conjoin t counseling will improve the quality 

of their communication and their p e r ception or th( i r children ' ~~ 

behavior will change for the better. 

Therein lies the basis for my hypothesis which will be 

presented in detail in the chapter which follows . The r est 

of this thesis will be devoted to the actual pilot project; 

methodology and design , background of the par ticipants , 

findings , dis c ussion and conclusions . 
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CHAPTER III --------
METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 

The following chapter summarizes the methodo l ogy and 

design o f this pilot study. The statement of the hypothesis 

is followed b y the selection and testing of the sample 

population of the participants, the developme nt of question

nai res to measure any change in communication and parental 

observation o f child behavior . Finally, a description of 

the method used for analyzing the date will be provided . 

Hypothesis 

It can be expected that parents ' participation in con-

j o int counsel i ng will improve the quality of the jr c om

munication abou t the chil dren and their percepti o n of the ir 

chi l d r e n's behavior wiJ.l change •. 

With respect to the quality of communication, I predict 

that after conjoint therapy the following communication 

patterns will emerge between the two parents: 

1. More discussion about special achievement the children 
have experienced at school. 

2. More calling of the former spouse to ask f or advice 
about probl ems concerning the c hildren. 

3. More discussion over areas o f disagrement . 

4 . Less avoiding of certain subiects about the chi ldren. 

5. More informing the other parent of important events 
in which the children a re participating. 

6 . More agreement on matters of discipline for the 
children. 
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7 _ More discussions o n important decisio n concerning 
the children ( such as vacations, moving, c ha nging 
schools, etc.) 

a . More informing the other parent of illness which 
has occurred while child was with pare nt. 

9. Less avoiding telling the o ther pare nt o f things 
which put the parent in a bad light concerning t he 
children. 

10 . More confrontation on areas which ordinarily wo uld 
displease the other parent. 

11 . Less arguing. 

12. Less need to prove you are right . 

13 . Less indirect communication with other parent by 
using the child as a messenger. 

14. Less feeling of being misunderstood by the former 
spouse. 

15. Less withholding from the other pare nt when s omet hing 
good happens while the children are in your presen ce . 

In measurinq the change in the parents' perception of 

the children's behavior a variety of possible behaviors 

were included on the questionnarie. I have included all of 

them on the list below. My prediction is that a change in 

parental observation will occur, hopefully a decrease in 

frequency of re-por ts o.f the: .following k i nrl i:: "' f rw l•n 1.· t" r : 

Problems of Eating 
Picky and finicky 
Overweight 
Will not eat enough 

Problems of sleep 
Cannot fall asleep 
Awakens at night 
Nightmares 
Restless 
Bedwetting 
Asks to sleep with parent 
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f ears a nd Worrie s 
Afraid of new sit uations 
Af raid of people 
Afraid of being alone 
worries about illness and death 

complaints of Following Symptoms Even Though Doctor Can 
Find Nothing Wrong 

Headaches 
Vomiting 
Stomach aches 
Aches and pains 

over-Asserts 
Bullying 
Brag ging and boasting 
Sas sy to grown-ups 

Pro blems Making Friend~ 
Shy 
Feelings easily hurt 
Afraid they do not like him 
Picks on other children 
Has no friends 
Distrubs o ther children 
Wants to run things 

Childish or immature 
Clings to parents or other adults 
Does not act his age 
Baby talk 
Wants help doing things he should do alone 
Cries easily 

Temper 
Throws himself around 
Pouts and sulks 
Throws and breaks things 
Tanper outburst, explosive and unpredictable behavior 

Problems in School 
Does not like to go to school 
Will not obe y school rules 
Is not learning 
Daydreams 
Is afraid to go to school 
Truancy 

Trouble with Feelings 
Keeps anger to himself 
Lets himself get pushed around by other children 
Carries a chip on his shoulde r 
Unhappy 
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Denies having done wrong 
Blames others for his mistakes 
Tells stories which did not happen 

Stealing 
At school 
From parents 
From stores and other places. 

sel~ction of Participants 

From June to August, 1977 all cases referred to the clinic 

we re held for an orientation session the first 1-eek in 

September . The reasons for this procedure ,.,ere two - fold: 

l) the clinic is bound to an academic year training cycle 

operating under the policy that it would be better to assign 

new cases to therapists joining t.he staff in September rather 

tha r1 to therapists leaving in August, 2) the clinic decided 

to inform the n e w clients of the operational constructs of 

the clinic prior to their beginning treatment in the hopes 

of relieving any anxiety about coming to the clinic. 

My study was explained at the orientation so those in 

the holding group were familiar with my study before they 

met with their assigned therapists. I a l so spent some time 

in case conference describing my research to the therapists. 

As the cases were assigned, I contacted the respective 

therapists and handed them a request from that would inform 

me of their scheduled appointment with their client and the 

client's willingne ss to participate ( Appendices I and J) • 
. 

My initial plan had been to administer all the questionnaires 

myself. Whe n it became obvious that I ,._,as not going to be 
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able to accomplish this due to overlapping appointments the 

therapists agreed to test their c lients on intaKe. Unfortunately, 

for unknown reasons (perhaps d ue to the mechanics of clinics 

in genera l) s ome of the therapists fai l ed to test the 

participants on intake a nd whe n I found that their cases were 

deep into treatment I had no c hoice but to dro p them from my 

study. There was no systematic bias in the sel ect ion of the 

sample in that there were onl y two cases dropped due to the 

therapists ' oversight in testing them o n intake or shortly 

therafter . 

A total number of 11 coupl es, N=22 , agreed to participate 

and s ubseque ntly were tested . Severa l individual parties 

agreed to pa r t icipate but without the cooperation of their 

form e r spouse they we r e inappropriate for my research . 

I began testing the coupl es i n September 1977 . As new 

couples were referred to the c linic t he y too were asked to 

participate . All were pre-tested befor e December 31st , 19 77 . 

The reason for the l ong period of time betwee n assig nme nts and 

testi ng was the resistence of s ome c lie nts t o begin treatment . 

Appointments we re cance lled and resc hedu led and cancelled 

again. Sometimes after the initial intake ther e was fear about 

a conjoint session and therefo re appointme nts were repeated l y 

cancelled . 

The pre - test whi ch inc lud ed a demographic questionnaire, 
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01
irn.:tF'l.Y t ,,,e nty minute"" t o complete and all p8rtic i -

f n1 PC them OU t at t he c lini c . 
te 

'!'he µnst- . .:i st ':las a dminister ed ciurin[: the l ast wr~ rk i n 

h and thr ::irst two WP':'KG in A-pr il r r;g,qrdl e 0 P. o f thr 

osi t1on of ea ch C' 8 s e: . 

Diffi culties a r ose dur ing the post- test phase whi c~ 

ex:pecterl in ~ny stuny of t hi s ki n d . S0mp t~ er a olst:.:: 

In another case one o f tl1 e f ormer s001.:se s 

~" nngry with her ex- husband th~t shP r e fuse d t 0 c omnl 6 t-

an aouointme nt or f o~nd it l og i s tically i mo0s 

come t o the cli nic , t he questionnair es wer e mailed 

SPlf-addr essed , stampe d e nvPl ope s . ThPy ~Pr 0 a~ked 

t h em i mmed i a t e ly ( my f e eling WU!'; th 0 y woul d b P 

and l ost if they were n ' t d onF right awny ) . 

At the conc lu s i on of t h e p o st- test phase I w~s l e f t 

conples , 22 sub j ects wh o h -".d compl r- ted both t h P 

- and post- t e s t phase . The p:ire> nts com1)lPted '1Ll P~ti ,.m 

bPhavi or of 17 ch i ldr,n , tot~lling 34 r Pp0rts 

bPhavior te f ore and 34 r eports ~fter 

j ') int C')t1 nsPl ing with t.he pa r e nts . 



- . \ ., . 

De\·r 7-, oins; the Qu e oti onna i rr r~ -

g't"rti0 nnai r e that wou l d Pl i ci t i nforma t i on spr-c i fically 

~rnm thP pnrFnt a on thr i r pcr cPnti on of their childre n ' s 

O".l l ,..tP f i ~E'C t r,ommunicati o n of parE-11 ts about th e (·ll i.ldren 

t hat \I/Pre ap_propr t ~tc f ~r the- divorcP s ii.llr1t.i ri n . J: r ·,.·p ,_,,.,.r , 

l~rvan ( 1 967 ) hn d d r v Pl opPd n Pri mo1~ So m@ini caLi.ri n I nventor y 

spec if ic:.:illy f ri:r t E· s t i ng t h e comrnuni ca tio11 UP. t ween m:-n:-rir-d 

p?r t~'"'rs i n nn ,g ttempt t o de term t n~ t.h 0 c, et,r,. r of !!I ' ':' i t~J 

s-:i. ti r:fac t i o~ . ( SrP Ar;pe ndix K) It sr,:-mr•d tha t thh ; i r!"trii

ffiC'nt 1•:as th~ mos t adnptablP t o the post - divorc e- arr:: nr;srnrr1t . 

I r e desi gn e d th,;, Pri.mary Communi cati:rn I nvf'n t 0ry tri 

i ncJ 11rl0 25 qu est i ons wh i ch I f e lt we r e t h ':? key i RSU'" s in 

den l i n~ wi t h the ch i l dr e n . I went over thi s list •1if:h th, 

*Thr nu ll ~ypot hesis used in t Fs ti'1G f ~r ~t~tistiral 3 i rn if i 
C'.lnc" sur;r,csts tha t t hr->re. i ::: no r c-' l :1.ti ~'1shj r hrb•:~· 1-" ll t·.:H 
v;iri~hl P under study . A rPs 0 ar c her may C"ticlude t.ha t LherP.f ore 
t wo v~r i abl Fs a r c r e l a t e d a r t e r havinr statis tical l y r rjr rtrrl 
thP null hynothesi s . ( Blalock 1 972 ) 



l)iJ" r;C'l,nT )f t:h 0 PD'] end WP <liminatnd ccrt::\in q•..ii=stior.s lik n : 

Do you know the feelings of your ex - t;pou se from 
his ( h~r ) f~c ial a n d bridy gestur e s? 

How of t en do y ott r e l atP thing s t ha t m'1KP y ou 
rGP" Ci a l }y proud , elatPd or fu ll of r;c lf- ~stP~m? 

;i.dnl ts ~nd wr.,.r e f Pl t to b e i l'r e l e va n t s ince t r,e f ">c-11 s o f' 

this measureme nt i R on c0mmunlcation r egarding th ~ childr en 

PF ~t~teci in the hypothesis . ~P wer e Rbl~ to narrow t~~ 

participant was aske d t o r f>spond by c i rcli ttG : V.: r y f r>q u0~tl:t , 

n. 

ur>ri0rl I C'1ecided t o u se t he Connor ' s ScB l r• . Tbi$ (]ll0sr.L "n

m1i r 0 has bPPn us€:ful i n t he clin i cal i=;e-ttin13 to i rl 0 ntif.Y 

cPrtai n prob] cm beh~vior s ris -per cP i v ed by the p2.r0 1 ts , S(~ ho'11 

-lri<i tl1p chilrlren i n thrPP differr-- nt ch0 ckljsts . J decirjP"l 

+:- 11tiJ j 7,e rrnly t h 0 par e ntal chPcklist . !hrough th<> par0 ::its 

rPpnr ting a t the onse t of trPatmAnt and a f ter 3- 6 mnnths , I 

f>xpr-ctPd to sPe a d ecr ease in Ireqn e ncy of r Ppnr ts nf b 0 h --iv 1ors 

fPlt to bo inapnropria t e by the parents ns r ecorriP~ on the 

Pa r Pnts ' Questi0nnaire . ThP ch o i ces f or ~q~h behnvi0r ~Pr~ : 

'lot at all , Ju s t a Li ttl~ , Pre tty Much and V, ry i"nlch ( S€ e 

App~ndix IT) . 
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Init i .811.Y , I nl,nned on rnea~nri ng "(,hp s ~ l f - r' O'tc ept 

of children. ( See Apuendix B) . Th e Piers- Harr i s 3Flf-

t S"fll P. v,aa m_y c h o ic e of t eato for c:ld 7 dren r:r,)111 
r,r)n t•ru ... ~ 

t:) t:W"-1 V P • ThP tirnc - lim i t nt i on ~nrl d i ff1c u1 Ly in 

t ') 2.l1.q,ndon this c •)moonPn t 0f my i ·ese nrch . T'~Y hunc~ , 11') '.-.' C' V"'I' , 

was that thP self- c oncept pr obably i mprove rl with tit<' pa!.• ,-, ri ':;~ 

i mur0v em,,.nt i n communic;;it.ion skill s . 

r esP::1rch , rlurin13 thE> f ina l phases cf my 0\•.'11 r"'i::Porc11 , I 

ca mP across a study complete d in Vire i n i ~ on self- concept 

in childrP!'l . R.'.3.schk'-" (1977) measure d the :JPlf- c onrr>o t o f 

28J schno l child r Pn fro m t:h 0 3rd , 6th , a nd ()tr p;rndrs dividin ': 

nan·nt f 2.mi lie"' , r ~constitute d or other tyo"'s :, f f:1.mlli,,., :.; . 

BPr find i ngs wer e that the s elf- c oncepts wr-,re ' ' s i gnificantly 

l owPr for th0sP cbildrPn who r e ported h i ghPr l~vPls of fnm i ly 

conflict , but thc r 0 we r e n o s i g nificant d i ffer ences i n SE'lf

conc0pt scor eE of children fr 0m in tact , s ingl e - pare nt , 

r econs tituted , or other tYJ)e s of f a mil i es . 11 If the self

rnncr.pt of childre n i s strongly depcnrl.rnt o n the d<>grP F r:, f 

family c ~mflic: t cind n o t the ty_pe of f amily the n i t coul d r)G 

sur;p;~s t Pd that r edu c i nr; fam i ly c0nfl i ct c rml rl i 'lc r ,,. ;1:.:;c r, E'Jf

conc1:ut . Pi.l tJ.iou gh th i s study mak Ps no c1 t; t;,,. mp t o 1,1.,,.:isnr 0 th"' 

actua l b nha virJr o f the children my guPss is tha t i mpr ov i nr; 

thf' r- nmmunica t i on wlii ch in eff ec t r edu cPs thP str Ps:::: cxnr·rir:: n ~r- d 

PffPct.s thP p8.remts 0bsr->rvat i on o f their c-hi l dr e n ' s b,, lp vj 0 r . 



fil~t i ~1l£g 

J w1.s f nr tuna te t o e nli s t the s ervicP.s of a si.2tir::; tic i an 

! ~~d nr0 vi()uFly Wr)rked for t o ::i.ssist mA j n a.naly,.in(j my 

cl?.. t;n . 

rir.:'1 i ficanc"' n f change . On the 'J r:.vnrw-1nic;;i t:i nn I riv 0 •1 t 'TY eaGh 

.-, f 1;11,,. f i f ten i t e rns will te a nalyzed by : 

1 . c~·ipl P 
&i~t~nd v ~ . ~ifr 
~ustu nd v s . wifP X bo r nr r X a~tnr 
~cfor e vs . Afte r 
Bof~rr v s . ~ftPT X Couple 
Husband v s . wife X bef0r e v s . e>fter 
Coupl e X Hu sl'and v s . v,ife X Peforr VB , After 

Th 0 fiftec- n jtPms will A.lso be d i vid e d into h 10 c nt'lgoriPs : 

1 . c~m~tnication r 0 late d t 0 th 0 childrc~ 

The anal ys i s o f v:'1.ria nce on thP chilrl da-J;a. ·.-.ii 11 r-c J ll t1.P 

individual i tems , sub- doma i ns and th€ t')t2.l . 

rAnl( ord cr in5 o f thP f ol l owi ng .from ar e~ 0f lePtst concErn t ·, 

ar ea ~f most c once rn : 

Visita tion 
Cr)mmunicatio n with f ormer spa11se 
I ssu""" o f c 11 s t 0dy 
Communication with childrr>n 
Lngal System 
Communic-a tion with 1~.wyers 

r esuon::,c t o each are3. . 
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CHAP'rER IV 

BACKGROUND OF PARTICIPANTS 

b k,.,rlllnC 0 f r,:ch o-"' t hF' pnrtic iµa nts . T:1 f ,,rr st• ,ll 
:V' I 

on ~llega t i ons that rJnly ce:r ta irJ typ€ s o f -pe opl ;:, ~re· 

err~d f r,r c"'unselin:; t h n 'rablE's illust,r G.t e the> h~tr:r , -

0 ~ th n oo~llation . 

In •r .::iule I the aver a~e D6 e o f the m:1l P partic i p:::i.nt ~ 

in the 31 - 35 r ~n['/:, , thr- femnlr su bjf'cts in 11P 2 G- ;C 

Rev iewing t.hP charts I f ')u nd th at by ;:,,nct l a r gr th f 

werP m~rri e d to slightly o ld e r m0 n . 

With r eoper.t t o yPa rl:y inc ome I ha d s n me> diffi<"ult_y . 

11':>we v er , a n i n terpretriti on frrm tris 

th e combi ncd Pa. ning s with tr.s i r 

The v-a r i :::1.bl e of f r,ar o f a~sf'osi ng a h i GhF' r 

alsl) e ntPrs i n t o the collecti on o f thi c i nfnr m2 t i oY1 

f ee s are pred i c a t e d on a s l idi~c scal e bacP~ 

i nc omP . I t seems h i ghly pr 0babl y t~a t t hn inc~mPs 

r "'la tivf'l,Y h igh b:Jse d o n t '1e t umb" ~ o f t L 11L' s r· 1ch 

l P ha d b~en t o court and t he i ncr edi blP e xp~nse o f 

f or thP courts a nd t he l a wyers . 

Table III rPflPcts tha t the edu c ~ti ~n ~ f t he ~ 1b j Ec t s 

in kPeping 1.-Ji t h the mi nrll ~ c l a ss cha:rrtr. t PristicR r,.. <').oc t,- rl 



t1nf,r tnll"'tr lj , nnrrn 3 for th0 ld.r c"r p1ou l ·1r. L~ , ~FPl<.in:., 

l]·n.,. ,.. 11:lrl n,t 1,r.: f ·,uud for 0 ri 111upri£·"11 . 
]'If" (.J ., -

particiJ');'?.nts 8.rP ernpJ.oyPd , p 0 rhap~ ;-i functi l)n 

nN:P~si ty for financial se('uri ty in s i n~J.c - p'lr"'t:t 

t,:rms of occu p.:i. tion . 

'l'ahle V reve81s data t 11nt was c r::n,m fr1m tbr quc },ti ,11-

H:=il f n f "'.;!w par tic i ronts rr·112.r1'iE.'d . C'f thn:-;r th~ t 

th"' ti'nP of cHv-rirce with th,=, majority r 0 rn~rryi·,_r wit.hill 

th r> ex- spr:iuse . It is ir.. terestin~ t 0 no";,, tl1a4: ro L' 

who rl i n n" t rem.qrry with t 11.e- e:-:cE'pti ')n :)f onr , ";}iry UTP 

in thP pr0r·Prs o f d iv0rcinq . That i ::; , thPrc \•wrr. 

C .., ,, o 
·-

pr ovi de~ m~rr deta ilerl ~0scripti~n . 

thP cn11nJ.F>s vJere rPJ'('rrcci to thP c l in i..r: 

,., f' custod·, ..... ., , vir;it2. t i on :::ind a nr·fd 

SPttJ.P living a rra n:;ement:, ( si t uati'Jn!'.: 
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* 2 1 0 8 8 s e:U- visitation fath e r 6 

2 8 4 6 court visitation mother 3 

2 10 5 6 court visitation mother 6 

2 14 9 7 court visi tati on mother 7 

2 9 8 7 court visitation father 6 

) 2 J8 5 7 court counseling N/P. 2 

4 12 8 7 court counseling N/A 2 

1 2J 9 6 self counseling mother 1 

J 26 1 6 8 court counseling mother J 

2 6 4 J court visitation mother 4 

1 1 8 7 4 court visitation mother J 

* Number of times seen at the c l~nic includes individual sessions. 

) ' 



-prf' f '-> C' F' i t should b"" n o tE>d t },, t- tl1e riY?ly 

1)
,-c~ i. n t lH' h i f: t nrir-s i s -t:h;:,t ~ih it•l i ::: r nJ.rv-rnt 

tiC'l'l ., 

co111muni c nti()., "nd t h 0 r1, ilrl1·r1 . 

hrr didn ' t fPP l prepsrcd t o c~rr f or t wo ~m? ll t oys . 

' witl-iin four rn•1nthi=: of P r=tCh o t hFr , t hr.,1 l-, th rc •n,-, -r r i "-" '1 . 

P 11r tr<>r •r:1 r r jr:f h.=-r i ll tfr~ :: __.__ j ,1 t ~ ki'1 f cu E' t:d.: of hf:'_:-

chilcirrn hr- f2.t'1.er br r.an t o rxpr 0 Rr. "1 i , 'i n~ t; i i t _y 

mpr,· 1penl y rn :::u l tlng i n a st::-indst i ll V0 PDr-il1y . An 

t:h E:'y ,..~'Tie t 0 the c l i n i c not 0:11 ,y VJcJ tl1r.r r r10 

crin j oi n t b twr, ll l ') th ,-~ I :J ,, [ 
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COUPLE 03 

18 cou Ple was court-referred to the clinic for problems 

The father wanted more visitation, the mother 

l e ss time . The mother and father were married 

divorced in 1974. Both remarried in 1974 within 
• 

each other. They ha d two children , a girl and 

describe their primary problem be.fore and after the 

as being a lack of communication. When they had their 

session they felt it to be the first time they'd 

in conversation in over three years. The mother 

at evaluating their former methods of commun

post-testing were scheduled for a 

Both claim vis itation and communication 

COUPLE 04 

referred to the clinic by the c ourt because 

preventing the .father from r eas onable visitation 

and daughter. They were married in 1967 and 

Both remarried in 1975. In 1974, at the time 

Torce, custody was awarded to the mother. During a 

Tieitation the .father abducted the two children and 

to Mississippi. Although he eventually r eturned the 

the mother has never forgiven him and continues to feel 

abduct the children again. 

ng the sessions a p~oblem in communication surfaced in 

to both former spouses residual pain from their marriage 

The father seemed very upset at being 
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by the mother's new hu sband and the children calling 

At the time of post-testing both the father and 

Continuing to be seen in the clinic and the were 
both noted a great deal of progress. 

self-referred to the clinic . The problems 

described were "lack of communication" and "difficul

They were married in 1965 and divorced 

• During the marriage t wo children were born, a girl 

Both descri be the marriage as being "rocky". The 

the pr oblems were insurmounta~l e and left 

divorce. The mother was emoti onally unable to 

she 11had never wanted a divorce i n the first pl ace ". 

of communicating with each other the children carried 

a back and forth . The conjoint sessions began on a hostil e 

ventilating of residual anger . As the sessi ons 

couples began to deal more directly with the 

they were both afr~id to deal with before. He was able 

with l e ss hassle and obstruction by the 

The mother was able to see that she could rid herself 

and move on establishing new relationships and 

better about herself . One month prior to post- testing 

terminated. 

COUPLE 06 

referred by the courts . The problem is 

ted by the fact that both parties are still living in 
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same house• 
They were married in 1966 and separated in 

h not physically. They not only reside together 
altbOUg 

atlY operate a business . They are the parents of two 

e mother initially asked for a divorce but refused to 

ish any part of the house or the business . The father 

up the same. The home environment was hostile 

•divided but equal" front resulting in an atmosphere 

tension and anxiety. 

conjoints occurred during a seven month period. 

the sessions was described by the therapists as "full 

r and accusati ons ". The couple seemed to be able to 

about the children but could not discuss 

separation or a financial settlement without fighting. 

our months all con joints ceased . The mother was unwilling 

icipate especially in conjoint sessions and the father 

to continue in individual therapy. 

COUPLE 07 

referred by the court for counseling- . They 

aide in the same house and as yet are not divorced. The 

ion of counseling was to hopefully repair or re-establish 

e communication to facilitate decisions of custody and 

situation . Couple 07 were married in 1957 and separated 

physically. The father refused to leave 

but had offered the mother a sum of money to find an 

Which she refused despite the encouragement of the 

to go with her. The father stated his goals 



his wife from the home and gaining custody of the 
ving 

The mother stated quite firmly that she wanted no 

now or ever. After three months and five con-

! ns he still wanted to continue in the same joint 
aess o 

arrangement. She had dee ided to move closer toward a 

and had hired a new lawyer to try and get her husband 

trom the house • 

time of post-testing the couple were cont i nuing the 

arrangement . The father had plans to continue in 

therapy and a court date to decide custody and the 

was scheduled for April . 

COUPLE 08 

was self-referred to t h e clinic. The mother 

contact complaining that her son was having 

es and bedwetting and she attributed this to her 

Both parents were willing to participate and were 

and conjointly for six months . The were 

and physically separated on two occasions in 

1976. When they began treatment they were living in 

residences but saw each other daily and spent at least 

" Communication" was pin pointed 

by each party in addition to the 

a relationship with another woman. 

conjoint sessions were focused on the difficulties 

experienced while married and the pain attached . The 

oughout most of the sessions did not appear to be the 

As they came to develop their own strengths and 
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. dependent their relationship improved , however, 
•ore in 

d with the divorce. At this time he is still 
nt a}lea 

individual therapy and no conjoints are sche duled , 

1 
both SubJ'ects are aware that they may return to the 

and agreed t o do so if problems occurred . 

COUPLE 09 

court- referred after undergoing an 

the clinic for custody . The mothe r was g ranted 

the father had a great deal of trouble accepting. 

was "clearly umit". The couple married in 

separated in 1976 . The divorce was fina l in 1978 . 

three children. 

the conjoint sessions were filled with bitterness 

each expressing their own anger with the present 

Throughout the ir clinic experience the 

as no t only participating in the conjoint sessions but 

The wife began by coming to the conjoint 

stopped participating . She did agree to attend 

ting session. 

father through his contact with the group and the 

sessions got more in touch with his own feelings and 

of the group recognizing its positive 

At the present time there seem to be no problems with 

nor other re l ated issues. 

COUPLE 10 

couple was court-referred . The mother was denying the 



When visitations did occur there were 

d arguments in front of the children. This couple 

ied in 1967 and divorced in 1974 . He remarried in 1974, 

1975 . They have t wo girls . 

primary problem was her using the children 

him and she felt that he did not deserve to see the 

he had "deserted" them . They both recognized 

issue was "lack of communication" . 

in a safe place and being able to confront each 

professional present facilitated their communication . 

tiJDe of post- testing their communi cation has improved 

therapists and they are con-

to meet conjointly as well as their group participation. 

COUPLE 11 

court-referred because of the mother ' s 

She claimed it was to "protect her 

and divorced in 1975. There was a 

of ambivalence about the marriage f r om the very 

• After living together for 1-½ years a dee is ion was 

out of obligation". There was even a 

about having a child. Their r elationship 

ht with di£ficulties not the least of which was their 

Both would rather enlist the ir 

communicate for them . 

time of post - testing communication had improved 
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but tbeY had terminated due to a log istic probl e m in 

to the clinic • 
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CMPIBRV 

FINDINGS , DI SCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Jlllll hy~othesis for this study stated that there would 

pre - a nd post- test data on parents 

their children or the behavi or of 

ildren a s reported by the par ents . My prediction was 

hypothesi s was erroneaous and that through conjoint 

improve ment in parents communi cation and t heir 

their children ' s behavior coul d be expected . 

test t he null hypothesis , analysis of variance was 

(parents communication and childr ens ' 

as r eported by the par ents) were coded and key punched . 

t progr am tested for variance in communication using 

(female/mal e) , measure (before/ 

this pilot study , N=22 , a rel a tionship is considered 

t he . 05 confidence level or below . That is , 

is no greater than 5 out of 100 that sampl ing 

the cause of measured significance . No significance (NS) 

a chance greater than 5 out of 100 t hat sampling error 

1972 ) For the foll owing 15 items only 

lhowed a significant correlation which will be discussed 

How often do you discuss with your former spouse 
spec i a l achieve me nts t hat your child ha s 
exper ienced at school? (~ ) 

How often do you call your former spouse to ask 
for advice on a problem concerni ng your child? (NS) 
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ou and your forme r spouse talk over things 
• ~uydisagree about or have difficulties over? (NS) 

you and your former spouse avoid certain subjects in conversation about the children? (NS) 

00 
you inform your former spouse o f important events 

in which the children are participating? (NS) 

00 you and your former spouse agree on matters of 
discipline for the children? (NS) 

00 you and your former spouse discuss things together 
before making an important decision regarding the 
children? {For example : vacations, moving, changing 
schools, etc. ) (NS) 

00 you inform your former spouse of signs or 
symptoms of illness you have noticed while the 
child was in your presence? (NS) 

oo you avoid telling your former spouse things which 
put you in a bad light regarding the children? (NS) 

Your childre n inform you of an event or situation 
that has occurred while in the company of your former 
spouse which displeases you. Would you talk to 
your former spouse about it? (NS ) 

Since the separation/divorce how often do you argue 
with your f ormer spouse? (NS) 

When discussing a particular issue regarding the 
children how often do you feel the need to prove 
you are right? (NS) 

If you are aware ahead of time that you are not going 
go be on time for a pre- arranged transfer of the child 
do you ask the child to relay the message to your 
former spouse? (NS) 

How often do you feel you a re understood by your 
former spouse1 (p<.02) 

Your children tell you about an event or situation 
that has occurred while in the presence of your 
former spouse which you think benefited t hem greatly . 
How often would you communicate your pleasure to 
your former spouse? (NS) 



ce onlY Item 14 showed any significance the first part 

i is bas i cally unsupported. That is, there was 1sypothes s 

1 ally significant change in the quality of the parents ' 
l9t C 

ation due t o conjoint counse ling . It should be noted 

"ID 14 reflects the degree to which the participant fee l s 

,ood by his/her former spouse which could be a direct 

of conjoint counseling . However , without further 

be inappropriate to make any conclusions 

of the questionnaire requ ired each parti cipant 

order items from most to l east concern: 

Visitation 
Communication with former spouse 
Custody 
Communication with child 
Legal System 
Communica t inn with lawyers 

order was scored to determine the changes from 

icipants ' first choice on the pre - test to first choice 

post-test (See Tables VIA & E) . On the pre-test, seven 

eleven women listed communication with t heir former 

as an area of most concern (first choice) on the pos t 

women listed communication with their forme r 

first. On the post- test seven out of e l even women 

communication with their children as the area of most 

• Por the fathers (See Table s VIIA & B) there was no 

however , only two out of eleven r egarded communication 

ir f ormer spouse as an issue both before and after. 

nication Inventory (CI) and the rank order constituted 

items directly relating t o communication in the testing. 

aummary, t wo different techniques, analysis of variance 
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rder were used to determine the change fr om pre -
rank o , 

ting with respect to the quality of communication 
t-tes 

~tor observed . The analysis of variance i n the f i rst 

nt (Cr) found significance in only one i tern, II- 14, 

ften do you f ee l you are understood by your former spouse? " 

nding would indicate that at least the parties fe l t that 

It could also suggest that despi te the lack 

i mprovement in overall comnrunication , the 

understood and therefor e communication 

8 were l ess of an issue. 

8 
v i ew could be further support ed by the results obtained 

e second indicator , the rank order ing of concerns in 

seemed to be less of an issue from pre - to 

The female participants ( 7 out of 11 ) checked 

their former spouse as t heir area of greatest 

in the pre- test and there were no femal e part icipants 

t ~is was of greatest concern on the post- test . 

second computer program involved an analysis of 

parents ' observation of their children ' s behavior . 

analyzed first by major beadings : 

Problems of Eating 
Problems of Sleep 
Fears and Worries 
Compl aints of symptoms e ve n though Doc tor 

can find nothing wrong 
Over asserts 
Problems making friends 
Childi sh or i mmature 
Temper 
Problems i n school 
Trouble with feelings 
Ly i ng 
Stealing 



ins ~ere analyzed using five different variables: Couple , 

of child , member (male/f emal e ) , measure ( before/after), 
order 

r/measure inter action. 

at the results of the member analysi s which 

variance between the fathers ' ~nd mothers ' obser

children the following are significant: 

Problems of Eating 

Complaints of symptoms 

Trouble with Feelings 

Lying 

p<. 001 

p <: . 0 1 

P< . 03 

p(.003 

look at the mean scores for these items the 

frequent behavior pr oblems than 

This was t r ue on a l l c ategories regar dless of 

I n all cases t he change was a decrease i n frequency 

whi ch is t he difference between before 

show the followi ng as s i gnifi cant: 

Problems of Eating p<. 009 

Pr oblems of Sleep P ( .05 

Fears and worries P( . 04 

Problems wi t h frie nds p( .001 

Ch i l dish or I mmature p~0008 

Lying P< .04 

signifi cance ( n . s . ) in a ny of the categori es of 

cond hypothesis predicting a change in par ental 

ot t he ir children ' s beha vior wa s su pported . This 
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t 
wonder what had influenced the parents to such a 

118 0 

t 
their observation of the children ' s behavior would 

tba 

ardless of any change in their ability to communicate . 
yeg 

8 
number of possibilities. 

st, the improvement in being understood by the former 

is a direct benefit , in my opinion , of conjoint counseling . 

because , for the first time for many of the 

• 
they are finally being heard . This is a major step 

ing effective communication . It shows that in some 

both parents are increasing their listening ability and 

ability to verbalize their own feelings . 

t that their overall communication didn 't improve may 

with the participants need to remai n autonomous 

since the primary difficulty in post- divorce 

l ife as a single-parent. 

a more significant change after a year or so . 

speculative . Feelings of at l east being under

responsible for the parents either seeing 

r problems differently or being more responsible instead 

the behavior of the children on the other parent . 

be a re - focusing of the parent ' s attention to 

clear , the fathers ' observed more behavior 

larger degree than the mothers . This could 

a number of factors . For example, the father, at 

r this sample, is generally the non-custodial parent 

has to establish a whole new living situation for 



d his children. an 

tlY i s not around 
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Before the divor ce the father 

and therefore is not as awa r e of some 

and may be less t ol erant when he is 

where custody is an issue or a potential 

threat , the custodial parent has a tendency to be more 

about pointing out pr oblems or difficulties at home 

it wil l r efl ec t on her abil ity and adequacy as a 

the variance in behavioral observations is a 

the father ' s adjustment, the mother ' s or both would 

further testing wi t h a l a r ger sample , varying over 

frames. I feel that these are limitations which 

be acknowledged in the eve nt of further r esearch. 

Chapter II , there is a list of behaviors and reactions 

y expected fr om childr en facing divorce . It is meaning-

t many of t hese behaviors changed according to the parents 

the pre- and post- te s ting . Despert ( 1962) noted poor 

• poor sl eeping as did the participants in this study . 

(1965) r epor ted withdrawal , acting out and displacement 

rand guilt which were all supported by this research . 

conclus i on , t he results of thi s study reveal some 

t t acts . Conjoi nt counse ling affords a common ground 

With the help of a therapi st , both parents can progress 

a better understanding of each other . Since the overall 

ot commun i cation did not improve significantly a 

tion can not be directly made between i mproved communi 

&nd f ewer observations of problem behavior in the child 



Interpersonal communication may not be a 

A shift in attention from the focus on the 

focus on the parents may be r e s ponsible for the 

I t is my opinion that providing a safe atmosphere 

explori ng old hostili ties and pain in some way 

the par ents to battl e out the ir differences in a 

atmosphere away fro m and without usi ng the 

this therapist has observed that once parents 

the i r own feel i ngs of guil t and anger about 

''Wasn ' t I a good enough wife/husband/lover/ 

t hen the focus is taken off the childr en . The 

allows the parents to see their role as wife/ 

different i ated from t heir r ole as mother/ 

The con joint sessi ons , a l though they generally begin 

cusations abou t parenting skills , progressively move 

each parent accepting t he other ' s abi lity to parent . 



RESULTS OF RANI< ORDER 

TABLE VIA : Females/ Pre-test results 

CHOICES 

ITEMS 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6t ,, 
:.----

visitation 1 4 4 l 0 0 

communication with spouse 7 0 0 3 0 l 

custody l l 5 2 0 1 

communication with chi ldren l 5 2 2 J 0 

Legal System 1 0 0 3 9 l 

communication with lawyers 0 l 0 0 2 8 

TABLE VIB: Females/ Post- test results 

Visitation 3 2 5 1 0 0 

Communication with spouse () 5 4 l 0 l 

Custody l 3 2 4 0 l 

Communication with children 7 l 0 3 0 0 

Legal System 0 0 0 1 9 l 

Communication with lawyers 0 0 0 l 2 8 
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RESULTS OF RANK ORDER 

TABLE VIIA: Males/ Pre- test results 

CHOICES 

IT8MS 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6t}· 
visitation ,; 3 3 l 0 0 

communication with spouse 2 2 3 2 0 2 

custody l 1 2 6 l 0 

communication with children 4 5 l 0 0 l 

Lega l System 0 0 2 0 9 0 

communication with lawyers 0 0 0 2 1 8 

TABLE VIIB : Males/Post-test results 

Visitation 4 s 1 l 0 0 

Communication with spouse 2 l l 3 2 2 

Custody 0 3 3 4 l 0 

Communication with children 5 l 3 l 0 1 

Legal System 0 0 2 l 7 1 

Communication with lawyers 0 l l 1 l 7 
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TABLE VIII 

Analysis of Variance - Behavior Checklist 

Birth 
Couple Order Member Mea sure 

PROBLEMS OF EATING . 00 1 . 0009 
-Picky & Finicky . 02 . 05 

Overweight . 0001 
Will not eat alone . 008 . 001 

PROBLEMS OF SLEEP . 0005 .05 
- Canno t fall asl eep . 0004 

Awakens at night .0001 
Ni~htmares .0001 
Restless . 02 
Bedwe tting . 0001 
Asks to sleep with parent . 000 1 

1,EARS AND WORRIES . 004 . 04 
Afraid of new situations . 0 4 Afraid of people . 04 . 001 
Afraid of being alone 
Worrie s about death & 

illness . 006 

COMPLAINTS OF SYMPTOMS EVEN 
THOUGH OOCTOR CAN FIND 
NOTHING WRONG . 01 
Headaches . 02 
Vomiting 
Stomach Aches . 02 
Aches & Pains 

QVER:-~SSERTS 
Bullying 
Bragging & Boasting 
Sassy to grown-ups 

. 0 1 

P!tOBLEMS MAKING FRIENDS . 007 . 00 1 
Shy . 04 . 002 
Feelings Easily Burt . 03 
Afraid they don ' t like him . 04 
Picks on other children . 0001 . 05 
Has no friends . 0005 
Di ~turbs 8t he r chi l dren .0001 
Want s to run things . 03 . 0007 

Q!LILDISH OR IMMATURE 
Clings to parents or 

. 004 . 03 . 0008 

. 03 .0001 other adults . 01 . 003 
Does not act his age 
Baby talk 
Yants help doing things he 

could do along . 05 
Crie s Easily . 01 . 0 1 . 005 

Member/ 
Measure 

. 002 

. 02 

. 01 

.04 

. 0 4 

. 02 

. 0 5 
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Behavior Checklist (Continu€d) 

~MPER 
Throws himself around 
Pouts & sul ks 
Throws & breaks things 
Temper outbursts 

PROBLEMS IN SCHOOL 
- Does not like to go to 

school 
Will not obey school 

rules 
Is not learning 

Couple 

Daydreams . 03 
Is afraid to go to school 
Truancy 

TROUBLE WITH FEELINGS 
Keeps ange r to himself . 04 
Lets himself get pushed 

around 
Carries a chip on his 

shoulder 
Unhappy 

LYING . 0 1 
Denies having done wrong 
Blames others for his 

mistakes .003 
Tells stories whi ch did 

not happen 

.S.1%_ALING-
At sc hool 
.From Parents 
From stores & other plac'es 

Birth 
Order Member 

.03 

.01 

.003 

.003 

Measure 

. 03 

. 02 

. 04 

. 04 

. 005 

Member/ 
Measure 
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CHAPTER VII 

RECOMMENDATI ONS 

This pilot study explored some of the effects of conjoint 

counseling in post-divorce adjustment on 1) the quality of 

communication between the parents and 2) parental perception 

of their children ' s behavior. 

There is a need for counseling with both parents invo lved 

in a divorce, especially those with children. Conjoint 

counse ling has been successful in treating families and seems 

the obvious choice for divorce counseling . It might be 

helpful to re-evaluate some of the problems inherent in 

doing conjoint counseling with the divorced population. 

Conjoint counseling is contingent on both parties being 

seen together, thus willingness to participate is a key issue. 

Clinically, it is important to acknowledge that even though 

the participants may be willing there will be a certain degree 

of resistance to change to work through. Mandatory counseling, 

i . e . , court-referred, PDC, usually begins with an unwilling

ness to be in the s ame room with their former spouse as we ll 

as hostile resistance to therapy. In many cases the clients 

object to being told what to do by the courts and on general 

principle are distrustful of therapy. My speculation is 

given a control population of motivated, voluntary participants 

in conjoint counseling compared with the population used in 

this study, the . control population would have shown a signi

ficant improvement in their quality of communication . 
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This statement is not only speculative it operates under 

the assumption that there would be a motivated, voluntary 

population . Intuitively I question this assumption . Without 

a change in cultural attitudes about divorce and a greater 

understanding of co~munication and expectations in marriage 

I'm not sure that conjoint divorce counseling will ever be 

a highly recognized and sought after therapy model. 

The legal system promulgates the adversarial system 

specifically in those cases where there is disagreement . The 

unfortunate outcane is graphically illustrated below: 

One 
Marital conflict ~ separation ~ivorce ~ One 

parent 
home 

( 

I 
I 
I 

Non- custodial parent 
No home 

The progression is from marital conflict to parental detachment . 

Legally, the fact remains, one adult is awarded the title of 

custodial parent to whom all responsibility for decisions 

regarding the children is cast and the other is labeled the 

non-custodial parent relegated to reasonable visitation . It 

appears as though the resolution of marital conflict can be 

punishment for the non-custodial parent by exile with privileges 

e very other weekend. 

One possible alternative is to separate the roles thus 

avoiding the entangling of the children in the marital con£lict. 



Marital conflict➔ separation➔divorce 

Two parents __ ..._ t ' ---~ divorce--~➔Two parents 
One home ~ separa ion Two homes 

The separation allows the parents to deal with their own 

issues which may include their reasons for marrying, sexual 

relationship , poor communication , etc . These things generally 

have nothing to do with the children no(do they affect the 

parenting ability of either spouse . 

The second illustration represents a concept originated 

by Isolinna Ricci (1974) . Her approach advocates two parents 

living in two homes with joint custody as a way of providing f or 

shared parental responsibility . The concept of joint custody 

is relatively new to the legal system but refers to the sharing 

of major decision making about the childre n while award ing 

physical custody to one parent . It is a step in the right 

direction . 

As I see it the only way to effect a healthy adjustment 

to divorce is by clearly differentiating the roles to allow 

for mourning and rebuilding of a new situation by developing 

new parenting skills relevant to the mutual task of raising 

the children. From the findings in Chapter V it seems parti

cularly important to focus on educating the father in learning 

to do effective parenting alone . 

In conclusion , this study has hopefully provided some 

research data that will be helpful to clinicians and members 

of the legal profession in dealing with those parents dissolving 
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their marriage. As a pilot study the intention was to ferret 

out some key issues for futher study. In future research my 

goa l is to gather more evidence to support and promote the 

use of conjoint counseling in divorce therapy. 
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HYFl) l~IE:~:.; 
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Conjoint counseling with both 
parties subsequent to dissolution , 
s~ould prove beneficial to children ! 
as per school perf orr.:ance . 

1 
I 
I 

j 

I 

SAMPLE FJPLl_AT::N 

Chi ldren 7- 13 

N=25 from different 
families 

·,c~T r •• 
IJ _...,J,,. \,, I 

: Eva l ~ate schoo~ re~~rt c?rds 

1 yr. prior t o divorce 
quart er foll~wing di~or:e 
2 months or 4 conjoint 

sessions following di v. 

Conjoi ~t c0urseling strenthens ego 
social des :rabi l ity by reducing 
stress and gui lt. 

&( Both par:i es involved -In Comparison of ~"''IP: scores prior t0 
I dissolution conjoi~t.t~erapy _and aft~~ x # 
i of ccnJ01~~ sess1Jns 

A-7ter bad 1r..1 rriage ends people's !Divorced couple 
nega tive chRracteristics are 

1

,co-therapists 
~c.!X i ,ni zed . Coi~j oi nt therapy 
diminishes the conflict illiciting i 
a chi:!nge in response in t he v.iay ex- ! 
spouses sea each other. i 

. I 

• 
. ... 

l 
I 

l 
I 
I 
I 
1· 

<t 

!>< 
H 
0 
z; 
~ 
~ 
Cl,. 
< 

! -- 1 
I 

I 

l To i llici t responses f ro~ s~ouse' s 
and ex-s pouses as t o hov; t hr:?.i' see 

1 ... h"' -,., • v,,5 "' · ,., "' .L\.. • i:>""S"n a"' · :... _rr:::>"' 1 _ a .. c. _n_ Ot.1.El P~· ..: , .. a I how tr.e co- th-er,Jpi:;ts sae :;h~m. 

,.: 1; :.. :: ··-· ,. __ -

Co:-::oarison 'J~ ~~ 
' · Pre end :o~ t 

':Ot~j :,~ ,, : "'";~.~" 

Pre? v.nc p0s t i'.:iP ~ 

. Prior ~o co~~oin: ~h~:~ 
each SP·'J !JSe 1 is t:; f · -~ 
~hings in :ecr ~ ~.e 
fo11owirg c~te3J r ~~s : 

5- l·inr:;-: ~:,;.; 1::: :-?E r:.. '= t 

5- '.)e~ t qi;;;, h t ~. ; :, f ~-
5 wors t qu1~i t ;1 s ~f 
S best quol~t~~~ :cf_ 

•These qua li~ies 2 , ~ ~c 
r;- •,·✓ - (''"CJ'Arc- d ( cc,· • ~ C ....,, r, ; J - .... - - · .,,, • .. . 

• di f fe:--e n-t:i e , ) 

!Therapists at 2rd of ,1 · 
' session l is7. : 

chief licbili ~~os =~ 
eacn of t he ~ ~ r ~i~: 

:After ccnjo~nt s ~s~· o1 
! they •.·Jill be g~vv :: ··.~ 

S~r:!~ ·: ~=:;r-; ~;1 d ,;. .. 
1 

: ': • ~ 
. r~:,k-or~'.er t:-:c-1n i'. 
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HY Pon n~s Is 

As (; di 12ct resuH of conjoinL cOtin<s~li ng c.0w!mmica.tfo11 bct1·1cen ex--srouses nnd 

c11i1clrt•n wi'l 1 i mp rove. As con,illunicot. i on i mrroves t he 1·e 1r1il l he less need to use 

t!le children as a vehi cle therefore the ch il dren ' s se lf-conc0pt sllou1d nwrkf'dly 

i111prov~ us 1·:cll as their school perforrnanr~' - Indirectly with bette r conm1L•ni cati on 

betl':.::cn tht P.x -spouses there wi 11 be l ess contact n11vk with the l a\'1yers and l ess 

rourt recidivism. 

To test my hypothesis I plun to use asnu11,b::: r of dif ferent scales: 

Parents: 

Child: 

(age 6-ll ) 

School : 

Lawyers : 

Time Frame.work : 

Connor' s Scale - Pare11t Questicnnaire Pq~r,c,,,c.·L:.~-- {\ 
f' . --~ Co1m1u11'i ca ti on In ven t ot·y ;..:ii >\~·-\"'.-: .) _ _,.£ I.; 

Semantic Di fferential 

Connor's School Report E 

Phone calls wi ll be made to lawyers for information regarding 

contact with the client•s 

Tests will be administered when client enters the Post- Divorce Clini c 

and then upon t ermination or in May \·1hi cheve i- comes firs t . 



f,G£. 

APPENDIX C 
DEliOGRJ.H1 ll l C 8fd_l}_ 

f la l e 

Female 

20-25 

_ 26- 30 

_ _ 31- 35 

__ 36-40 

__ 41-45 

__ '16-50· 

__ Over 50 

RELIGION None · 

__ Catholic 

__ Protestant 

__ Jewish 

I DUCAT fO;I .. 
_ _ None 

Grade 10- 1:t 

Grade l ?. or HS Graduat e 

· ·_· __ Technical or Trc1de School 

- _ · _Partial Coll ege 

·--~achelor's Degree 

· · _ _ Pvrti al Grad School 

· _· _· _Master's degree 

__ Doctoral Degree 

Other, specify: 
. ·o~CUP/\TION __ Professional /Technical 

__ Managerial 

EJliHNIC ORIGIN \~hite ---
_ _ Black 

__ Spani sh/Mexican Jvnerican 

__ American Indian 

__ Oriental 

_ _ Other, speci fy: 

~fi0SS t-:OtlTHL Y ItlC0ME __ $5,000 - 10,000 

__ 10,000 - 15,000 

__ 15,000 - 20,000 

?o.onn - 3n.noo --
_30 : 000 and OVE: r' 

··_ · _Artist (Actor , Mus ician, wri · 

·· __ Sales/Clerical 
m8chanic 

· _· _craftsman (plumber, IXHlll~r · 

··_· _· _Servi ce Worker (policeman, c· 

__ Laborer 

__ Homemaker 

__ Student 

__ Unemp 1 oyed 

__ Retired 



--- - lianiE-d 

Di VOi 'tC:d 

_ _ Scpal·ated 

_ _ Li v'inn Together 

RELATTOilSHlP ·10 CIIILDREN (currr n1 ly li ving in home) 

___ Gi ol ogi ca 1 

NUMDER or YEARS M/\RRlED 

ffumber of YEARS DIVORCED 

NUMBER OF TIMES MARRIED 

Foster 

__ Stepparent 

~J\doptive 

__ Lega l Guardian 

___ Other, speci fy: 

Fi rs t Marri a9e --
Second Marri age - -
Thi rd Marri age --

T\'IO 

Three --
More than three 

The area of most concern for me at t his time i s : 

(P::1 k 01 d2 r f ro:11 n;os t i mpcrtan t to 

1--a:.t i m~io1·lcnt - l =• .. -.:s t i 1:·pri r 1":•i1t 
S=least impo1·tanl) 

Vi s itation 

Legal system ---
Comnuni o t fon w i 



Appendix D 

1
,c;71'1l~:rJ 1 • ··,:. : f. r- 11·.-; ·-;.:: a l.is 1- of i,c ,r-; C'Jl c-r- 11·.np_r,, 1 i on b{''t,:Pon y0u D ' 1, J yoLn· l!X-:. ,,_ ._.~c- . 

ln the r ou. t, .:-101-J PY, [ ·iv,~ p r- -: ::; ih l .:! ans•,1r· r s . lln::lr r e ;:-ir:11 j teni ci rel<' L!:e 
11 u1, :>"1· 1di:i ci, h (-r:t rcp n ·r:ents Ll1.:: ext.cut t.o 1-11 , i ch yea .:in.d your e,;-r:r,0;1;=>c 
r cJa L~• in the f;pc d fi i::d l·!;:l )'. 

VERY 
riREQU E;n'l .Y 

- 1 
J'RPQUq!'.f'!..:..Y _ 

2 
OC:C/1S ION/\LT, Y 

3 
NF.VER 

,. ., 

1• 1-:c11.., o[t<>.n do you dj !:.cuss with y our ex- r;pouse spec- ·ia l achievements that your child 
h<1s e x perienced at s chool? 

1 2 3 4 s 

1. How often tlo you c a ll your ex-spouse to ask for c::.dvice on a pr0bl.em conce..:ulng your 
child? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Do you and your ex-spouse tA]k over things you djsagree about or have diff iculties 
over? 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Do you know the fo.clings of your ex-spouse from. hi.s (her) facial and body r,cs ture~? 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Do you and your e.-x:-spouse avojd cer t a i n subjects i n conversation ? 
,. 

l 2 3 4 5 

o. Do you inform your ex-spouse of important events jn which the children are participa tin r' 

1 2 3 5 

i. Do you :1nd your ex- spouse agree on matters of di_scipline for Llic childr~n? 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. How often do you discuss y our ex-·spousc with your ci1ildreu? 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Do you and your ex-spouse discuss things together before making an important de.cision 
r eg~~ding th2 c~ i Jdrec? 

l 2 

'.l. Do you inform your r.x- spous e c;f s i gns or symptoms c,f il l ness you have 1!otice d wltlJe. 
the child wa~ i n your pr.cs enc<>? 

' 

, 



1 2 3 

- 2-

4 .. _, 

,, You, l cl1llrl rcn i n fc,rm you of ;1n E>vc-n l th:'1 L l1:1s o c cnrccl whj le in the com'"'1 c111\_· o f 
I· • 

yo ,, r e~;- Rpc,i ,~,e whic:h d i ~pJc-as e s yo u . lk •ulcl you L.ilk to yo\1r cx·-spouse al.lonl i t? 

1 2 3 .'.i 

You r chiJd over.he ars ;i hc;i :·r,d co nve r sciLion h e t ,,•ecn you 2nd y o ur e>:-s p0u:-;c :ind 
asks i ( h e / s h e c :m 1, e lp . h'ould you cxp)ain \-lhy you ' re f C:'cling so an gry? 

1 2 3 4 5 

11, . Be f or e• tV.iNZXh1~ deciding to dis solve the r.1arric.1 SP. hm~ often dc-d yl1t1 and your 
c>,-spo us e argue? 

] 3 5 

15. Since the separc1tion/divorce. how often do you argue? 

1 2 3 4- 5 

16 . When discussing a pa rticular i ssue r egardi ng the children how often do you 
feel t he need to prove you ' :re right? 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. If you are m.are ahead of tj_me t.ha l you are no t go fog to be on time for v isi tj__tj on 
do you ask the child to r elay the message to your ex- spo us e? 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. now of t e n do you relate thines that make you fur ious to your ex- spouse? 

1 2 3 '• 5 

19. llow of t en do you relate thl n ~; ~ ,:iat make you e specially p r oud, e l ated or full 
of self-esteem? 

1 2 3 4 5 

20 . l!ow ofte n do JOIJ f eel t:tw-i- you are a 300d parenL? 

1 2 3 l1 5 

21. Hm-1 often d o you feel you r. ex-spouse is a good parent? 

1 2 3 4 5 

22 . Hew o f ten do you feel ;; o u a rc u nrle r c; Lo 0ci L,y }O tl l" (• ~ -:;~1 \J l l ~~? 

1 2 3 !4 ' 
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,fudge 
The rap ist 
J::,~- spoune 

Self 
Ji;;1rr.i ~gc 
Di VOl:C(! 

Gus tody 
Lawyers 
llush a nds 
Wives 

)lod------ - - ---- - - --'------------n.i d 
Urid- --- - - ---- - - ------- - - - --- - - Crue l 
!!Jppy----- - - - - ----------- --- - -Sacl 
~ones t---·--- ----·---- ------ Disho ne.s t 
Peaccfu l - - - - - ------------ ------·--Belliger 2nt 
3elaxed------------------------ -Te n G e 
lt rong-- - - -- - ---------- - - --- --l!eak 
Jeep- - - - --- ----------- - - --------Shallow 
ktive-- ·-·------- - - - ------ ---- - -·- - PasGive. 
:ot - - - --- ------- --- ----------------Col d 
iharp-- -------- --------------Dull 
lensitive------ -----------------Insc-ns itive 
r.armoni.ous-------------- --- --- ---Disharmonious 
iair- ------------ ---------- - ----Unfair 
ialuabJ.e- - -- --- ---------Wor thl ess 
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THE WA'{ I FEEL Ai:.O UT Jv\YSCLr= 

GIRL OR BOY. 

SCHOO,L 

~ Ellen V. Piers nnd Doln I\. Horris 1969 



-n,"' :es rnr,k·? fon (J f me . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . r cz no 

. . . . . . 

for me to rnoke fr i e11ds r es no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . r es no 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • # • . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . }'0.S no 

vol•S -..:hen the I eoc her ca 11 s on me 

• • • • • • • • • • • • }'ZS no 

w up, I wil I be on imper tan I person . • . . . yes n;> 

te sts in sc hool ..• • . • . . • • . • . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

yes no 

lly my fault when some thing goes wrong yes no 

. . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . • • . . . . . • . . • • . • . . . . • . . . . . yas no 

. . . . . . . . . . . }'AS no 

important member of my family yes no 

want my own woy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yas no 

• , • , • , , • , • • • • • )· c:S f J•:) 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

• • . . • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • }'CS no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . yes nc-

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes r,o 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

slow in fini~h ing my scho-:> I work . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . )' Cs no 

on imP,orlonl rn2rr.hc r C' f '")' c lo-;s • . • . • . . . . . • . • . • • • ye!- no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
give a good rcp~rt in front o f the class. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

I I om o d, comer . . . . . . 

on my brother(s) ,:nd siste r(s) 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ♦ • • • • 

yes no 

yes no 

res no 

yes no 

yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . • . . . • . . • . . . . . • • . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . 

loo much o f me . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

.. • • • • • • • • ♦ • • 

yes no 

yes no 

· · · • • • · · • • ....• . .. .. . .. ye:; no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . yes no 



• . . • . • . • • • • . y es no 

1 
volunl~cr i,1 ~choo l ..... . . . . .. .... , .. , . . • . y1?-s n') 

I wr r!• di fi"L•rcn I . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • yes no 

. . . • . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

yes no 

among the lost 10 be chosen for games yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

often meon 10 o lher p~oplP. . . . . • • . . . . . . • . . . . . . . yes 110 

think I hc1vc good ideas. )'CS no 

ye s no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . , . . . . . . ,,, yes no 

. . . . • . . . . . yes no 

b about mo5t things . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • )'Cs no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . yes r10 

. . . . . yes no 

• • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 



-" 1 I• ) 111 1,, ~l:1
: ~"m"thina, e v ._•1 > 11 ,ing seems lo go wrC'ng ... .• )' C' Z. n? 

pi•~ kcd on a l homl" • • • • • 

0 !eo:lcr in g~:r-~s ot'ld :;por Is 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,,.. 

yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ye~. no 

I wo lc h :nsleod o f plo)' : .. .. . . . . . . • )'r.s no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • ♦ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • yos no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Id rather wo;k 0 !0 11e than with o group. . . . . . . . . . . ye s 110 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

'J things . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . • . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ye s no 

person. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . yes no 

Scor~ : 



APPENDIX G Ui r lt:L U.:. t· 

l':ili(;r,t tJo. 
SCl!COL f", EP0 (\1 " 

Name of Chi lJ __ 

School ;, ttcm.Jcd ____ _ ___ _ _ _ ____ _ - - --- --- - . -------- - -- --
Scl1ool i\tJdr('ss _ _ ___ ...... --- - - -- - · 

!,;t,itn 

Name of Princiral - - --------- - - ·- - - - --·- ... - .. -· - ··- - - -

I. How Inna have you known thi~ c;hilrl? ______ _ _ __ ______ In y ou r o·;m ~·,ords tkscribc brief ly this 

child 's .main problem. _ _____ __ _ _ _ - --- - ---- ---- ---------

- --- -~- ---- - -- - - --- - . - - - . 

II. ST ANDARDIZED T F.ST i1ESULTS 

A. Intelligence Tests 

B. Most Recent Achievement Tests 

~ade 

1 
_ _ __ S_u_ui_·e_c_t - -~ Wbe.n Jrste 

Achicvemrnt 
.!:inde_!-eve I 

Reading 
-"- - - - - - - - - - ---

Spe_l_!ing 

Ari thmetic 

I l l. ACH IEVEMENT IN SCHOOL SUBJECTS 

A. List subjects into t he apriropriate category. --f= V ecy Good l\vera~~-- _ 

- -

--- - - ----- --

·----- - - --
, --

- -

---
-

-

El. Check speoal placement or heir> this chi ld has received. 

) Siqht-Savin!) ) Special Class 

) Other, spcci I y __ _ --- ---- -· -- - - -·-·- - -

- -------- -

----------

l Sper.d , Corrcc;1ion 



CL/\$SR00fvi i ir-11/\VIOR 

1. Co11q,.,11I,· fidac•1i11g 

'.} Hum~ .;11,! 111.i!.c~ n t her r1cld rtr•r"·:, 

J. I lt'rri;,nrl·, 111u; t 1!1: rr.ct in1111L"d i.itl!!Y rn..,ily !rn'. lr ,1tr.d 

___i:__ Cc,o~din.11rc.J11 poor . . _ __ _ 

5. f)P~\ lcs.s or 0•!c1 ,,c.1111e - · - - ·-----· 

G~ )._!:i tJbh:, i tnplr 1~i"': 

. .lJnattcn1ive, _ea~ily t!~t,_ar.tcd_ _ ___ _ _ _ 

fl _ F<1tls to fin ish_thi1111~ he, st;i , ts-- sl1')rt anc1,1i,m sp,m 

_9. Overry_ ~e•~itive ______________ _ 

10. Overly s~rious or sad __________ ____ _____ ___ _ 

11 . Dayci!_tlun~ _____ _ 

12. Sullen or sulky - - ----- -- - --- --- - ------ -- ---
13. Crie_., of tPn and c-1si ly 

·- --- ---- ----
ill. Dis turbs OIiier children 

15. Ou;,r, el~ome 

1 ~_.-~09!' : ' ,a~ges_~1,1icldy and dra!; t ir.i!IIV 

17. Acts "smart" 

18. Dcstrur: tivc 

19. Steals 

20. Lies ----- - ------
21. Temper outbursts. cx[llosivc and unpredir.tJblr. 1Jeh,1vic.r - --·· - ----- - . - - - - -

GAOt,!P_PA f!TICIPATION 
22. Isolates himself from other children - - -- --- . --- - - -----
23. Ap~ars 10 be ~ na~ccr_1cd by _ _gr~>UP _ __________ _ 

24. Appe.irs to he easily l~ci __ 

25. No sense of fair play 

?6:... ,l\r>I ~'.1' s_to la~~~~I.Jershi ~ _________ _ 

~ Does_:'o':_ge_t alo~,g with op_ro~ite s~_x_ ___ ·--- - -

28. Docs not get along with same sex _ ___ _ _____ __ _ 

29. Tedses o ther children or interferes with their activities 

ATTIJ!JDE TOWARD AU_JH_ORITY ---- - - --. 
JO. Sul>mis;ivc 

31. Defiant - -- ---------
3_2_,J mpu_(_:lcnr _ _ ___ _ _ 

33. Shy ___ • ______________ __ _ _ _ _ 

34. Fc.irful __ _____ _ _ 

-----1 -----
- ---

35. Exccssi11c rleman!-ls for te~chcr's at tcnti~n_____ __ ____ _ ____ --- -i------ •------; 
~-U~_l,! ll_bO_r_n ___ _____ _ _ __ _ 

37. Qv_1:rl_y _ _o!!;Xi-:ius_t_o please 

3fl. Unr.Gof',r3ti•:'? 

39. 1\ I H:n cl;:nr •! r, r~blt•rn:__ 



... 
• l 

V f·Mrn Y 01 Clflt 0 

/\ IJ,~ <:ti ,., , h,lrlr, 11 "' 1h,· l,1ni ,f•1 \'.!t<• .11 11•11c.J your s, !,oul. ,111",cnt '" " 1·rn!o1,·111~t 
11 Y l·S. pl.,,.~l' c..xpl., 11 

', 
....._____ 

-........ 
. - .. __ -- -·. ·--

------ -- # ---- • - -------·- --- ------
-------------

--- ---.. -

- - - - -- -
~ ICJ<;C ildcJ any in forma1ion Cl)11r-rrning thi., r hilu '~ home or lam,fy rt·IJ11onsh,1,s \;.hil.11 ,1119h1 l,,,vc 

be.1ring on his a 11i1udcs .ind !.>chm •or, ;ir,cf 111c luc..h: .. ny SWt:J!!St•o,,~ for imp,o·.cm,•11 1 of h ,._ l,ch.1v1or 
a"d au1us1ment. (Lise rever~c su lc tf more ~r.,cc is" q11ircu l 

- --··------- -------------------- ------ -- . - ---·- --

---------- -----------·---

---- -- - -- - - -

-------------------- -- ---- ---
- --------------------- ·-- ----- -

- - --- - ·-- . --- - .. 

---- ------- - --- - - --- --------------- ----- ---- -- ---- -
- - --------------- - ------------- -

--------------- -

------------· -· ---
------- --------~ --·- - . 

------ -· ----- ----
---------------------------- ---- -· 

--------------------------------- ----- - . . -- -

------------------------ --- . - . - ·-- -- --- -

--- ------

-------------
--------------- - ·--- ·- - - ----.... 
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APPENDIX H 

CIII1.l1 PJ\TE -- - - - -- - ·-- -

- - --------

·rnl'CTI Ol!S: Li sted bc l O\lf a,e il.t:n,s ~onccr '11i no d1·ildn :11 ' s bPhavio,· m· the problems they 
sc:nct i r;~:; have. r:c-dd a i c:h item care rull_y and d(:ticir lio,,, much you t lli nk your cti ·: 1 

has bc·cn uotllcrecl by this prc,I> lc:m s i nee the sr:parc1ti on . 

NOT /\T ALL, ,JUST A LITTLE I PHEn Y MllCll o:· V[RY 1,:uCH 

Ind i cai.e your cho i ce by pl aci ng a clH?ck mar k ( ) i n t!1e: appropriate column to th 
r ight of each i tem . 

\SE /1.NS\-/ER ALL ITFt1S 

LEl1S OF EATIHG 

Picky and f i n i c!:y 
Hi ll not eat enough 
Overweight 

lEMS OF SLCEP 

Restl ess 
Iii ghtmar es 
~1·1akens at night 
Cannot f all as l eep 

Observation 

hks to s l eep with parent 
Bed wetting 

AND l-lORRIES 

Afrai d of nc\·/ s itua ti ans 
Afra i d of peopl e 
Afru i d of bci ng al one 
~orr i es about i 1111css and death 

AitHS OF FOLLOl~ING SYMPTONS EVEN THOUGH 
~R CAN FI ND NOTHING WRONG 

~-; , t :!C.il':S 

jt: 1 ::- ri1 r•rhc•s 
1t~ : ; ·; : I : f 

l.ches ai1d pu•ins 

Ver, 
Not at all Just a l itt le Pretty Much rluci , 



h ill!Sf' lf 
. ·t rur:.!iC'd c1roun cl hy other children 

on hi s s!1oul d!'r 

him 

ts , expl osi ve and unpredi ctabl e behavi or 
around 

aks things 

nc Hrong 
this mi stakes 
ich did not happen 



J ( ·;, , .,t,1.11 ,: :- l 1,•' 1'' ,H 11 •. i .,1, ' I , ·J I l ; : • 
"I J!I " t·r, 11 1, i , . ,. I fi t. h \' 11' ~.:- ~ •• ( -_..;; 

APPENDIX I 

Sc:-p t ~n:hor 15 , 19/i' 

Tl): 

~!e:seurch Study on l'os t Qivoi·ccd Cciurlcs 

1 \·:ou l d like t.o include the follov1in9 Post - Divorce c li ents in ll!Y re~earch strJdy : 

I vmul d grEatly apµ reci,1? it if you wuld ask them to sign the atta ,:hc>d consent forms . 
Jf you could arrange fer U1em to come in for an extru hour eithc:; r b:::c.11-e or aft~r 
tlie: i r second appointtre11t. \·:ith you J \·:ill niukr. arrangements to ad.11ini!; t:! r t h£> 
tests at that time . Fo1 y~ur convcnienc~ I' ve also attached a fo nn for you t o 
indicate \•1hen they are schf>duled to retur11 . Since frequently t!1e cli ents arc 
schedul ed ir:d~viduall~, end at diffe rent t i mes I've prnvid~d one form per client . 
You can put all of the rn,rleted material in my box . 

Tl,ank you in advance for your cooperation. 



LOS ANGELES: NEURO-PSYCHIATRIC L"IISTITUTE 

THE CENTER FOR THE HEALTH SCIENCES 

APPENDIX J 

POST-DIVORCE RESEARCH STUDY 

. will My client will not participate in your research study. My next appointment 

with her/him is on ______ __,-c-.,........,,----------- at 
(date) --,-,( t:---:-i-me----.)--

An extra hour has been scheduled for --~(-t..,,..im_e_,) ______ _ 

Signed _______________ _ 

(therapi st) 



APPENDIX K 

PRI MARY COMMUNICATION INVENTORY 

Be low is a list of items on communication between you and 
your spouse. In t he row below a re five possibl e answers. 
Under each i t em circle the number which best r epresents 
the extent to which you and your spouse behave in the 
specified way. 

Ve ry 
Frequently 

1 
Frequently 

2 
Occasionally 

3 
Seldom 

4 
Never 

5 

1. How often do you and your spouse talk over pleasant 
things that happen during t he day? 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 . How often do you and your s pouse talk over unpleasant 
things that happen during the day? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Do you and your spouse talk over things you disagree 
about o r have difficulties over? 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Do you and your spouse talk about things in which you 
are both interested? 
1 2 3 4 5 

5 . Does your spouse adj ust what he (she) says and h ow 
he (she) says i t to the way you seem to feel at the 
moment? 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.* Whe n yo u start to ask a question, d oes your spouse 
know what it is before you ask it? 
1 2 3 4 5 

, ,11 

( 



_.. · * +- i ¼ 44-:t---- ◄---... t{ 4e ,-k,z1+t • r t: : ,r d t htt trrdt-, • 4 a, u e 

Very 
Frequently Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never 

1 2 3 4 5 
7 . • Do you know the feelings of your spouse from his 

(her) facial and body gestures? 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Do you and your spouse avoid certain subjects in 
conversation? 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.* Does your spouse explain or express himself (hersel f) 
to you through a glance or. gestures? 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Do you and your spouse discuss things togethe r 
before making an important decision? 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. * Can yQur spouse tell what kind of day your have had 
without asking? 

l 2 3 4 5 

12 . Your spouse wants to visit some c l ose friends or 
relatives. You don't p a rticularly enjoy their 
company. Would you tell your spouse this? 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Does your spouse discuss matters of sex with you? 
' 

1 2 3 4 5 

14 . Do you and your spouse use words which have a 
special meaning not understood by outsiders? 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. How often does your spouse sulk or pout? 

1 2 3 4 5 

144 



Freque ntly 
2 

Occasionally 
3 

Sel dom 
4 

Never 
5 

can you and your spouse discuss your most sacred 
t,el iefs without feelings of restraint or 
embarrassme nt? 

1 2 3 4 5 

00 you avoid te lling your spouse things which put 
you in a bad light? 

1 2 3 4 5 

y0 u and your s pouse are visiting friends. Something 
said by the friends which causes you to glance 
each other. Woul d you u nde rsta nd each other? 

1 2 3 4 5 

often can you te l l as much from the tone of voice 
your spouse as from what h e (she) actually says? 

1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you and your spouse talk with each other 
about personal problems? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Do you f eel that in most matters your s pouse knows 
what you are trying to say? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Would you ra ther talk about intimate matters with 
your spouse t han with some other person? 

1 2 3 4 5 

•~ you understarid the meaning of your spouse's 
facial expressions? 

l 2 3 4 5 

1 4 5 



- 1 I 

frequently 
- 2 

C rs n 

occasionally• 
3 

Se l dom 
4 

Never 
5 

0 0 
and your spouse are visiting friends o r 

1
! tives and o ne of you starts to say something, 

t he other take over the conversation without 
fe e ling of interrupting? 

2 .. 3 4 5 

marriage , have you and your spouse , in general, 
most things over together? 

2 3 4 5 

1 /Hi 

( 



APf hi~Ul X. L 

POST - DIVORCE QUESTIO NNAIRE 

ite 
lack , . 

Spanish/ He~lcan ,;iner 1can 
Asian . 

!;ROSS YEARLY IN'COHE 

A SS,000-10,000 
B- - 10,000-15,000 
C-- -15 ,C00-20 ,000 
D--20 ,000-30,000 
E 30,000-over 

OCCUPATION 

A Professional/Technical 

,1,nerican tnd1an 
orient a 1 
t~er, spec I fy: 

EOUf.ATJQM (Highest level ~t tained) 

8- -/o!anageri a 1 
C- -Artisl (Actor , Musician , writer) 
D- - Sales / Clerical 
(- - Craftsman/Foreman (Pl umber, Mech~nic, 
-- ca,i,enter. etc,) 

A None 
- c,tholic 
I-Pro ~s tan t 
i:: )ewi sh 
c other, specify: 

A Ntne 
8--Grade 1-6 
c- - Grade 7-9 
D--Grade 10-11 
E- -H.S. Graduate 
F--Technical or Trade School 
G Par ti al Co l lege 
H Bachelor ' s Degree 
!--Partia l Graduate School 
J Master 's degree 
K __ Doctoral Oegree 
l _ _ Other , speci fy : 

F Servi ce Wor~er (Pol iceman, Barber , 
- - Waiter , etc.) 

G Laborer 
H--Homemaker 
!- -Student 
J--,Jner.ip 1 oyed 
K--Retired 
L Other, specify: 

to the Post-Divorce Cl in ic? __ Self _ _ Fonner spouse __ Court __ Lawyer __ Other, specif:; : 

Yes 

to least concern : 

Least = 6 

are not ~.entfoned in 
specify: 

No If yes, pl ease sute l ength of m.ir ri age in months 

___ Visitation 

Corrrnuni cation with f onner spouse 

___ Issue of custqdy 

__ CC11111uni cat ion ..,; th children 

___ Lega l Sys tern 

, _ _ _ Corrrnunication with lawyers 

~ T"~ FOLLOWING UESTIO:IS ABCIJT YOUR MOST RECENT OIVORC~ O'ILY . OISREGA0.0 PRE•/IQI_IS O('IORCES. 

the fil ing for divorce and the final :lecre.e? months 

to settle matters related to your pr1:sent divorce? times 

Self Former s pause 

CIRCLE THE '!UMBER THAT INDICATES DEGrtEE ~ TO YOUR FEELl.'IGS 

1 tnat you are a good parent? 6. How #ould you rate your child' s perfon-..ance a t schoo 1? 

Very Often Before the separation: Excel lent 
2 ) 4 

After the se?aration: Exce 11 ent 
(First 6 months) 2 ) J 

l your former spouse is a good parent? 7 . How would you rate your child 's behavi or at heme? 

Very Often Be fore tne. se~aratl on: Excel l ent 
J 2 3 .! 

After the separation: 
(Fi rst 6 months) 

Excellent 
2 J .) 

?oor 
J 6 

Poor 
5 6 

Poer 
~ 5 

Poor 
J 6 



IAGt ~~D DIVORCES BY DATE or OCCURR£NCE, CHILDREN FROM EACH MARRIAGE BY AGE A/ID SEX, AND D£SCR IBE YOU~ CUSTODY 

- EX•wPt~ · SOlE CUSTODY , NON- CUSTODIAL WITH VISITATION, JOl~T CUSTODY WITH PHYSICAL CUSTODY JOINT CUSTODY 
(fOR "' • . ' 

1UL cusTODY. ETC.) 

(Date) _______ ___ _ Oii vorced ( Oa te) 

Custody Arranoe~ent 

!Date) _______ ___ _ Di 'VOrced (Date ) 

(Age) Custody Arrangement 

(!late ) _ _ ________ _ Dhorced (Date) ___________ __ _ 

(Age) Cus tody ~,,anQe">ent 



INSTRUCT! ONS : -
VfRY 

FRfOUENTl Y 

APPENDI X M 
COMMUNICATION INVENTO RY 

Sel e,, l s a l i s t of I tems on conmunl ca tlon be tween you and your fonner spouse. 
In t he ro~ be l ow are f f,e poss ible answers . Under each I tem ci rcl e the number 
whi ch bes t n!oresents the e.t tent to which you and your forme r spouse relate 
i n t he specifi ed way . 

FREQIJE~TL Y OCCAS I Ot,AL LY 

2 

ALMOST 
IIE~ER 

4 

NEVER 

s 

wi t h your f ormer soouse speci a l achi evements tha t your ch il d has exoer fenced at school? 

3 

you r 'onrer spouse to 1sk for advi ce on a probl em concern1ng your child? 

5 

fo~r soouse t a lk over th i ngs you disagree about or have difficulti es over ? 

s 

Fonner spouse avoid certain subj ects I n conversat ion about the chi l dren? 

2 3 

fo rmer s~ouse of Importan t events in which t he ch i ldren are parti cipat 1ng? 

2 4 5 

soouse agree on matte r s o f disc i pline for t he chi l dren? 

2 

spouse di scuss th1ngs t ogether be f o re ma~ i ng ,an il"por t an t deci s ion regard ing t ne children? (For 
mo vi ng . cnang ing scnool s, etc.) 

2 J 5 

former soouse of s igns or sympt Ol"'S of i ll nes s you have noti ced whil e the chi ld w~s !n your Presence ' 

2 4 5 

fomEr spouse t hings ·..ihfch put you I n a oad 1 iqht regarding the ch il dren? 

5 

o f an event or s i tua t; on t hat has occur n>d '"hi 1, in tlie company of your former soouse which '•ou ld you t a 1 k t o your for.ri!r soouse about i t ? 

2 4 s 

how of t en do you argue wi t h your fo rmer soouse? 

2 J 4 5 

parti~ular !Hue r eg a rd l ng the ch 11 dr'!n how of ten do you fee 1 the need t c orove you ! rt> r1 ;h t ? 

4 

t n~t you are not goi ng to ee on tf n-e fo r a or e-arranged t ransfer of the chil d , do you as ~ 
to your f o nner soouse ? 

4 5 

'ee l you dr '! unders tood by your former scouse ' 

2 J 

ldl'tn te l l . 
!ifntt l • you about in e,ent or s l tudtfon tMt has occurred ..ihi l e In the Pn!Sence of your fo nner spouse .. n ,cn 

... "Q 
t h

e~ gre~ t ly . How of:en .,oul d you connuntcate your o leasur e to your foroie r s~ouse ? 



t'Al(t::N I ~ <.JUt::::> fl ONNAIRE 1-u-r .t:.l'd J l A 1'-l 

D oto 

So)( of Ch ild _________ Age of Chi ld 

: LUtro be low u r iteins concern i ng children's bth~v1or or the prob lems they sorret fu~s ha ve. Ru d u ch I tem care ful ly 

11111 1111,h yov th i nk your chil d fs bothered by th i s problem C'Jrrently. 

JUST A LITTLE PRETTY MUCH VERY MUCH 

cl!Oice ·y , l acfno a che c~ mark ( v ) 1 n the aoprop r fHe col vir.n to the r i ch: or edch !lei". 

Symptoms Ev on 

Con Find Noth in Wron 



--t'..£l, • .! ... l .... _,.A..,1l_...,.Ju ... sii.t..;A..;L.._i.,.ll ... le..__,P.r .... s, .. L.,-Att...;,;.M;.,;v .. c .. h..,..,..:'..e~e.!1_..;' ~M,..~ ... cj 

I l-

adu 1 ts 

., 

!round b o t her ch i ldren 

r 

:--------------------·------------••a-----
----------- i I I i ----------~-----+-,-----'~----<!,---



APPENDIX 0 

rfY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS A 1GELES 

,,.L-.E . LOS ANGELES • RIVF.I\SJDE • SAN DJEGO • SAN FRANCISCO ! I SANTA JJAJ\DAI\A • SA:\'TA CI\U'l. 
p,\\'15 ._. ":::.:=-------------------

--
NEURO•l'SYCHIATRIC INST ITUTE 
THE CENTER FOR nm IIEALTII SCIE:,JCES 
7601 WESTWOOD PLAZA 
LOS ANGELES. C ALIFORNIA 90024 

Date ----- ---------

I, the undersigned, agree to participate i n a study conducted by 

Brown of the Post-Divorce Cli nic, UCLA. I underst and that 

a study of post-di vorce adj usbnent . I further understand 

that any information obtained i s confid~ntia l and only to be used 

purposes of this study and subjects wi ll not be identified 

in any writing or communication. 

Signed - - ----------------------



APPENDIX P 

Valerie Brown . ' 

follow- up on Pos t-Divorce Study 

uld you please answer the following questions from your point 

view as the therapist on the 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

CIRCLE AI~.S1~.Ef1 MOST AFPLICABL~ 

At the present time: 

1 . Neither party is willing to participate in conjoint 
sessions. 

2 . Only one party is willing to participate in conjoint 
sessions . 

- (" 1 
J. Both parties willing to participate in conjoint 

sessions. 

The communication between the two former spouses has: 

1 . 3hown no improvement - parties not able to sit in 
same room . 

2 . Shown slight improvement - pa rties able to sit in 
same room but refuse to communi cate . 

J . Shown moderate improvement - !Jarties able to sit in 
same room and communicate about certain thins s , 

4. Shown great improvement - able to sit in same roow 
and communicate effectively about their chilJren. 

The disposition on this case is: 

1. Neither willing to participate 
client. 

- case terminated by 

2 . Only one party willing to participat ~ - Leing seen 
group or individual . 

). Only one willing to participate - case terminated . 
4. Case still open but no sessions scheduled. 
5. Case closed by therapists . 

in 



conjoint sessions (in the past or presently) take place at 

at the following rate of frequency: 

1 . Never 
2 . Once a month 
J. Twice a month 
4. Weekly 
5. Twice a week 
6. whenever necessary . 

• I 

you had any trouble answering any of the questions please feel 
e to add additional comments . . 



conjoint sessions (in the past or presently) take pl ace at 

at the following rate of frequency : 

1. Never 
2 . Once a month 
3. Twice a month 
4 . \rJeekly 
5. Twice a week 
6 . lil.henever necessary . 

you had any trouble answering any of the questions please feel 
e to add additional comments .. 
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