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Abstract

Many children experience the separation or divorce of their parents. Research has shown

that this family transition can be experienced as a time of stress for children. Some

children experience emotional and behavioural problems during this time. As well, they

tend to lack adaptive coping skills. One type of intervention that has been developed to

help children through this family transition is a small goup intervention. The purpose of

this practicum was to develop, facilitate, and evaluate this type of intervention for

children whose parents have separated or divorced. The program format and content were

based on literature suggesting best practice issues for this type of intervention. The

specific activities were compiled from various existing programs. Two 8 week groups

were run, with between six and eight children in each group. Children were between the

ages of 9 and 12. The evaluation component consisted of a pre-post design using both

quantitative and qualitative measures. The results showed improvements in some areas,

including children's behaviours, beließ, and self-esteem. Due to the small sample size,

statistically significant findings were difficult to obtain on quantitative measures.

However, the trend in scores was in the expected direction for one measure, Children's

Beließ About Parental Divorce scale (Kurdek & Berg, 1987). Factors that were presørt

in the children's external environment were also examined, including parental conflict,

participation in other interventions, and family changes. Finally, an individual case study

analysis was done for each child. Suggestions for future designs and evaluations of this

type of intervention are presented.
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Chapter One: Overview of Fracticum

The purpose of this practicum was to develop knowledge and skills in planning,

facilitating, and evaluattng a small group intervention for children who have experienced

parental separation or divorce. This overview chapter will identify the goals of the

interventiotr, ffiY leaming goals, the implementation setting, and the relevance and

rationale for this practicum.

Intervention Goals

Overall, this intervention was expected to help children cope more effectively

with their parents' separation/divorce. It was expected that these children would show

improvements in two main areas; their emotional responses and their behaviour. Through

an accurate understanding of the divorce and an opporhrnity to discuss their feelings,

receive support, and provide support to other children, they were helped to improve their

self-esteem and sense of self-competence. It was also expected that they would behave

more appropriately in various social situations through the use of the skills leamed in the

goup for solving problems, controlling anger, and expressing feelings. Children were

also expected to show positive social adjustment in terms of interacting with peers.

For this practicum, two eight-week groups were facilitated. Each weekly session

lryas one hour and a half long. The content of the sessions covered topics relevant to

children's adjustrnent to parental divorce or separation. Sessions also included various

age-appropriate activities that were related to the topic of the session. Following the

conclusion of each Soup, an evaluation occurred to determine whether or not the children

who participated improved on expected target variables.



Learning Goals 
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The leaming goals for this practicum involved the development of knowledge and

skills in the area of interventions for children who have experienced the divorce or

separation of their parents.

I had th¡ee main goals with regard to the development of knowledge. One goal

was to expand my knowledge of the effects of parental divorce or separation on children.

This included increasing my understanding of the factors that place children at risk for

developmental and adjustment problems as well as the factors that are associated with

positive adaptation to this family transition. A second goal was to gain a better

understanding of what types of interventions exist for this population and which are

believed to be most effective and why. A final goal was to increase my understanding of

group processes and group dynamics.

My learning goals in terms of skill-building pertained to developing, planning,

and evaluating a clinical intervention. One goal was to build my skills in developing the

structure and content of a group program for children. In terms of facilitation skills, my

learning goals related to creating a group atmosphere where children feel safe in

expressing their thoughts and feelings, and creating cohesion among the children in the

goup to help them establish a supportive network of peers. A third goal was to develop

my teaching skills. This was in the form of edu*ti"g children about divorce in a way that

allowed them to develop an accurate understanding. I also wanted to lea:n how to teach

children coping skills in awaythat they could be incorporajed into the children,s

repertoire of coping behaviours



My current understanding of the effects of divorce/separation on children and

interventions for children began through research and integrated assignments completed

for courses taken in the Master of Social work program. My knowledge of group work

and group processes was based on a seminar I took on group practice in social work. This

provided a theory and knowledge base for group work practice issues.

My current skill level was based on experiences gained through co-facilitating a

similar goup for children aged r0 to 12 atthe agency where this practicum was

implemented' I was also involved in administrative aspects of this program. other goup

experiences included facilitating short-term educational groups for children in this age

range' I had facilitated programs for children in grades 6 to 8 on improving their study

skills and a baby-sitting skills course for children aged,l2.I also had experience working

with families in this area through placement and volunteer experiences.

In sum, this practicum allowed me to fuither build on my understanding of this

population and basic skilts previously developed in facilitating groups. I wanted to apply

this knowledge and skill to a population of children experiencing separation and divorcer.

Implementation Context

This practicum wÍÌs implemented through Family Conciliation, an agency that

provides services to parents and children experiencing divorce/separation. There is a

program for children aged 8 to 72 thatis currently operating at this agency. Their current

I rhe terms separation and divorce will be used interchangeably tbroughout this report for simplicity sake.It should be understood that these terrns have different k;J;;r"i"g;"@anitoba Justice, 1999). However,childrenare affected by t]re r19t that their parents have 
"hîr* ;" ti"; ulu4 ,"g*aless of whether or northey are legally separated or divorced (d"h & Fincham, tSSZj.-- 

- -'



program was developed from an existing model and adapted by an employee of the

agency. It had not been formally evaluated for its effectiveness with this population.

The intervention implemented in this practicum was developed based on

evaluation information in the literature on interventions for children of divorce. It

incorporated various components that have been identified as important in helping

children cope. This included support, education, and skill development. The program that

exists at the agency focuses primarily on education and support. This practicum

intervention emphasized the skill-building components in addition to education and

support. This practicum also included a mechanism for transferring general information

to parents and involving parents in children's improvements outside the group setting.

This was through interviews conducted with parents following the conclusion of the

goup.

The evaluation component of this practicum intervention provided the agency

with information about the effectiveness of the model that was implemented. This

information-can be used to make decisions about the continuation of a program along

similar lines.

Rationale and Relevance to Social'Work practice

Divorce and separation are becoming more coÍrmon ¿rmong families in our

society and affect a large number of children. Although many children are able to

successfully adapt to their parents' divorce, there are some children who experience this

transition as a time of stress. This can have a negative impact on their development and

well-being. Although the number of divorces filed in Canada has slightly decreased since

2000,there are still a large number ofpeople obtaining divorces. For example, the total



number of divorces that occurred in 2000 was 7l,l44and custody ¿uîangements were 
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made for 37,000 dependent children through the court system (The Daily ,2002).rn2002,
70'155 divorces were finali zed incanada (winnipeg Free press, 2004).In Manitoba, the

number of divorces has decreased since 1998, but still remained high atz,43odivorces in
2000 (The Daily, 2002).It is important to note that these statistics do not reflect the

number of parents who have separated but were not married. children in these families

are also affected' Therefore, although general divorce rates are decreasing, there are a still
a large number of children who are affected by parental divorce or separation. These

children may be experiencing difficulties in adjusting to this family transition (i.e., in

emotional, behavioural, social, or academic areas). This suggests the need for

interventions to address children who are experiencing these difficulties.

For children who experience problems adjusting to separation, these problems

may not resolve themselves on their own and, in fact, may worsen over time. The

literature has shown that the negative effects of divorce and separation may continue for
some children long after the actual divorce itself (Alpert-Gillis, pedro-caroll, & cowen,

1989; Di Bias, 1996)' o'Halloran and carr (2000) indicate that 20%o to 25yoof children

develop long-term adjustment difficulties. Longitudinal research on the effects of divorce,

which was first done by'wallerstein and Kelly (1980), has found that negative effects

may still be present in adulthood (Grych & Fincham , r997;Kell¡ 2¡1¡;petersen &
steinman, 1994)' For example, these children may have difficulty in future relationships.

They tend to be more likely to marry in adolescence, become a divorced family, or

become a single-parent family. some research has shown that socially, these children

tend to be perceived negatively by peers and show behavioural problems that continue



6
into adulthood. Academically, they have been found to have poor school performance and

lower levels of educational attainment (i.e., higher rates of high school drop out) (Fischer,

1999; Grych & Fincham , 1997; Lamb & Stemberg , 1997 ; Pedro-Carroll, Naklrrikian, &

Montes,2001).

Psychological effects have been found to extend into adulthood and, as adults,

children of divorce have been shown to have decreased life satisfaction and low

selÊesteem (Grych & Fincham,1997; Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella, 1998; Lamb &

Sternberg, 1997; Pedro-Caroll, Nakhnikim, &Montes, 2001). Therefore, interventions

that can be shownto reduce these negative effects and possibly avoid long-term

consequences are of value for social work practice. This can have implications at a

community level as well.

Children of divorce may enter into a cycle where they will need to make use of

social service programs and mental health services throughout their entire lives. As

adults, children of divorce are more likely to be in receipt ofwelfare (Grych & Fincham,

1997; Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella, 1998). As well, some researchers have

suggested that children of divorce are more likely to become clinically disturbed and have

a higher rate of clinical problems than do children from families that have not divorced

(Grych & Fincham,1997; Lamb & sternberg,lggT). Grych and Fincham (1992) note

that children of divorce have a higher referral rate for mental health services than children

who do not experience divorce. Therefore, these children may use a disproportionate

amount of mental health resources and services in the community (Lamb & Sternberg,

1997).



It is clear that interventions are needed early on in children's divorce 
"*p".i"n"" 
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to help with short- and long-term problems. This also has implications at a policy level,

in terms ofrecognizing the importance of developing interventions for children as part of

larger programs and services in place to help families experiencing separation and

divorce.

Rationale þr Group Format

The group setting has been commonly used with this population and the literature

suggests that the small group intervention is a valuable and effective intervention for

helping these children (This will be discussed further in the next chapter). This form of

intervention has been shown to help children adjust in the short-term, as well as be

preventative for long-term problems (e.g., Short, 1998; Wolchik et a1.,2002).4 group

setting may be preferable to individual intervention for many practical reasons as well.

First, group-based interventions are a cost-effective form of service delivery (Turner &

Dadds, 2001).They allow more children to be helped in a shorter period of time. Second,

social services and community agencies tend to have limited resources in terms of time

and staff. Therefore, working with many children on an individual basis may be a lengthy

process and children may have to wait to receive help (Grych & Fincham ,lggz).

To summarize, this practicum provided a needed service to a portion of a large

population at risk for experiencing developmental and adjustment problems. If the

problems are left unaddressed they can continue to affect children throughout their lives,

creating increased pressure on the social service system. The evaluation aspect of this

practicum added to the knowledge base of interventions for this population and can

influence program and policy development.



The following chapter will elaborate on the characteristics identified in the

literature on children of divorce, describe the relevant aspects of small 8[oup

interventions that have been implemented with this population, and review the

effectiveness of these interventions. The third chapter will describe, in detail, the

intervention that was implemented in this practicum. The fourth and final chapter will

present the results of the evaluation.



Chapter Two: Literature Review

Target Population: Children of Divorce and Separation

The intervention developed in this practicum was directed at children whose

parents have separated. There are various issues that have been identified in the literahue

that charactenze this population. However, there are two points worth mentioning before

discussing these issues. First, children whose parents separate do not automatically

encounter the difficulties described below. For example, Caplan and Caplan (1999)

suggest that 60Yo of children will overcome the difficulties and positively adjust to

divorce. Second, it is not necessarily the separation itself that causes these problems. For

example, recent literature has suggested that the level of conflict between parents or the

child's functioning prior to the separation mayplay an important role in how they adjust

after (see Brown, Eichenberger, Portes, & christensen,lggz; Kelly, 1993,2000). This

intervention w¿N designed to address those children who may be experiencing difficulties

in adjustrnent and coping and may be at risk of developing problems in the future.

Emotìonal and Behavioural Problems

Children of divorce can experience many practical changes such as moving to a

new home, neighbourhood, and/or school. They also tend to experience a decrease in

socio-economic status (Grych & Fincham,1997; Lamb & Stemberg,1997; Stolberg &
'Walsh, 

1988). These changes may be compounded by emotional and behaviowal

problems such as intemalizing and externalizing behaviours . Intemalizing behaviows

include depression, withdrawal, guilt, anxiety, grief, shame, embarrassment, helplessness,

loneliness, regret, lack of control, and loss of selÊesteem (Fischer, 1999; Grych &

Fincham, 1997;Kvrtz,1994; Lamb & sternberg,lggT; stolberg & w.alsh, l98s).
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Children of divorce also have been found to have lower levels ofperceived self-efficacy

(both socially and academically) and self-concept (Kurtz, lgg|).These problems tend to

occur within children and are not as readily observable to those outside the child.

Extemalizing behaviours are more easily observed. These include impulse control

difficulties, immaturity, anger, acting-out, academic problems, peer relationship

problems, and social adjustment difficulties (Arbuthnot & Gordon, 1996;Grych &

Fincham, 1997;Lanb & stemberg, 1997; stolberg & 'walsh, 
19gg).

Coping Skills

Parental separation is a transitional event in the lives of family members and

children may perceive this to be a negative event. Snyder, Ford, and Harris (lgg7)define

a negative life event as an incident that a person atFibutes to their experience of physical

or psychological pain. It is common for people to attempt to make some sense out of the

situation in order to understand it better. This often results in a..theory,, about why the

incident happened (Snyder et al., lg87). These theories are not necessarily accurate and

can result in cognitive distortions.

Children who experience parental separation may experience these distortions.

Common thoughts and feelings of children who experience divorce include blaming

themselves for the divorce or blaming one parent or the other, fear of abandonment,

unrealistic fantasies of parents reuniting, and loyalty conflicts between parents (Fischer,

1999; Grych & Fincham,1997; Lamb & sternberg,lggT;stolberg & 'walsh, 
19gg).

These cognitions, many of which are inaccurate, have been shown to have negative

effects on how children cope with divorce (Grych & Fincham , LggT).
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People tum to various coping strategies or behaviours when they encounter

stressful situations. Coping is used to decrease the psychological pain the person is

experiencing (Snyder et al., 1987). These authors suggest that better coping abilities lead

to a decrease in the experience of shess or psychological pain. Therefore, children's

ability to effectively cope with divorce plays a role in how they will adjust. It has been

suggested that children of divorce tend to exhibit a restricted range of coping styles (i.e.,

rigid, passive coping styles) and their coping styles tend to be less effective (Fische¡

1999; Kurtz, 1994). This places them at risk for decreased self-esteem @rown,

Eichenberger, Portes, & Christensen, 1992).

How a person copes with a situation depends on how they attribute the reason or

cause for that situation. Research has shown that children's beließ about divorce, their

level of insight into the divorce, and their affective interpretation play a role in their

adjustrnent @rown, Eichenberger, Portes, & Christensen,1992; Kurtz, 1994; Walsh &

Stolberg, 1989). Having an internal or extemal locus of control may affect whether

children use active or passive coping strategies when dealing with divorce (Fogas,

Wolchik, Braver, Smith Freedom, &Bay,1992). Children often feel that they are

responsible for the divorce (i.e., an internal locus of control), which can prevent them

from effectively coping with the transition. As well, children's self-esteem and selÊ
i

efficacy are used as cognitive coping resources (Kurtz, 1994). Having cognitions that

tend to be distorted can negatively affect how they see themselves and therefore, may

affect their ability to cope in an adaptive way.

Role of parental behaviour.Negative parent-child interactions and conflict

between parents are factors that have been found to affect children's adjustment to the
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separation (Grych & Fincham, !992; V/olchik et a1.,2000). Interparental conflict itselÇ

whether in the context of divorced or intact families, has a negative effect on children's

development (Grych & Fincham,1992; Kell¡ 2000). Children of divorce report conflict

between parents as the most stressful aspect of divorce (Pedro-Carroll, Nakhniki m, &

Montes, 2001; Shifflett & Cummings, 1999). Consequently, if the divorce was to lessen

the amount of conflict children are exposed to, it may help in their a-djustment and well-

being (Grych & Fincham,1997; Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella l99g). Research

findings suggest that the higher the level of conflict between parents, the more likely it is

to have a negative effect on children (Grych & Fincham ,L992;Hetherington, Bridges, &

Insabella, 1998). Walsh and Stolberg (1989) found that high levels of parent hostility

were related to internalizingbehaviours in children. They also found that when this

hostility occurred recently after the separation, anger and extemalizing problems were

more likely to be present. This highlights the role of conflict between parents in

children's adjustment to divorce. It also suggests that family factors, in addition to

individual factors, play arole in children's adjushnent and ability to cope with divorce.

Therefore, both individual factors and family factors may need to be addressed in

interventions.

To summarize, some children who experience parental divorce have been found to
i

exhibit emotional and behavioural problems that affect their development and adjustment

to the divorce. Their existing coping styles have also been found to be ineffective in

helping them work through this transition. In addition to these individual adjustment

difficulties, circumstances in their family environment can further hamper their
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adjustment. Thus, there is a need for interventions to address these risk factors and assist

children in coping with this family transition.

Interventions for Children of Divorce

P arent- F o cus ed Interv entions

Interventions can be directed at parents to help them create a home atmosphere

more conducive to their children's development and adjustrnent. Two main types of

programs have been developed for parents. One type are educational groups that focus on

providing parents with information to help them understand children's reactions to

divorce, how to minimize conflict with the other parent, and how to avoid behaving in

ways that have a negative impact on children (Gentry, 1997). Some programs also teach

parents skills for managing child behaviour problems (Grych & Fincham,1992). These

programs have been rated favourably by parents and have been shown to have some

positive effects on children's adjustment (Arbuthnot & Gordon, 1996; Bacon &

McKenzie, 2001; Di Bias, 1996).

A second type of program is a support group where parents can be helped with

their own adjustrnent to divorce. This is intended to help parents directly, but can have an

indirect effect on children by making parents more available to help children in their

adjustment and improving the parent-child relationship (Wolchik et al., 2000). These

progftìms, although treipfut for parents, have not always been found to have direct

benefits for children (e.g., Stolberg &, Garrison, 1985). It appears that parent-focused

programs can help alleviate some problems for children; however, there is still a need for

interventions to address children directly.
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Chil d-F o cus ed Interv entions

One form of intervention for children of divorce is individual therapy. One

example of this is play therapy (Hodges, 1991). This has been suggested for yognger

children because they are not developmentally able to discuss thoughts and feelings for

any great length of time (Hodges, 1991). Other individual therapies have been modelled

on different perspectives of divorce, including a loss model (to help children in the

grieving process) and a crisis intervention model (Hodges, 1991). Most individual

therapy approaches have been limited to children under the age of eight. Hodges explains

that there have not been specific strategies developed for individual therapy approaches

for children in the late latency period (10 to 12 years). Ír addition, there is very little

literature citing empirical evaluations on the effectiveness of individual therapy with

children of divorce- Grych and Fincham (lgg}) suggest that agroup approach for this age

group may be preferred over individual interventions.

Small goup interventions have been commonly used with children of divorce. In

the literature, these groups have been referred to as psychoeducational groups (e.g.,

slavkin, 2000) or support groups (e.g., Farrner & Galaris, 1993; stolberg & Gourley,

1996) depending on the focus of the intervention. For the purpose of this practicum, the

goup will be referred to as a small group intervention because it includes various

components, including support anä education.

Small Group Interventions

The purpose of small group interventions is to help children cope with negative

feelings, misconceptions, and practical problems that they experience after their parents

separate (Grych & Fincham ,Iggz).These interventions are intended to support children,



facilitate their identification and expression of feelings, provide information about 
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divorce, teach coping and communication skills, and normalize the separation experience

(Geelhoed, Blaisure, & Geasler, 200I; Hodges, 1991). The group also allows children to

share their experiences ofparental divorce with other children and develop a supportive

network of peers. Finally, children learn skills to cope with their feelings and with

situations that they are faced with in this transition (Grych & Fincham,l99L;Pedro-

Carroll, Nakhnikian, & Montes, 2001).

There are many benefits of helping children in a group setting which suggest that

this intervention is valuable. First, the group setting is appropriate for children in the

target age group of this practicum. At this age, they are mature enough to be able to

verbally identiff and discuss their divorce experiences and feelings. As well, it is

beneficial for children to be able to express their feelings in a confidential setting, without

their parents present. This may encourage more openness in the expression of feelings

because children do not need to fear parental reactions or hurting their parents' feelings

(Geelhoed, Blaisure, & Geasler, 2001).

Second, it is important to provide children with support at atime when they need

it most. Research has found that soon after the separation occurs, the family structure in is

less supportive and that parents tend to be less emotionally and physically available for

their children (Stolberg &'Walsh, 198S). As well, children's school support network may

be disrupted (Kurtz, 1994). Therefore, children may have minimal social resources to use

for coping and the group can help to fill that gap in support.

Finally, research on small group interventions fcir children of divorce has provided

evidence that this particular type of intervention is an effective model for addressing the
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specific experiences of children whose parents have separated or divorced (e.g., Carr,

2000). For example, two studies have reported improvements in children's behaviour and

emotional well-being after participating in small group interventions (Fischer, 1999;

Pedro-Carroll & Cowen, 1985).

There are also some limitations to this type of intervention that need to be

considered. One limitation is that children who are shy or do not thrive in group settings

may not benefit as much from the gtroup as they would from an individual intervention.

This may be because they do not feel comfortable talking in front of the group and

therefore may not experience the satisfaction that comes with talking about one's

feelings. A second limitation is that children who have certain learning disabilities or

attention disorders may not be able to participate effectively in the activities used in these

groups. Therefore, these children may not receive the full benefits of the group

experience. These limitations can be alleviated through pre-screening children to

determine whether ornot they would benefit from the goup experience or from

individual support or therapy.

The programs that are described and evaluated in the literature are long-term

programs where children meet on a weekly basis for a specified length of time. Each

session focuses on a topic that is related to a specific.aspect of divorce (e.g., self-blame)

or facilitating children's post-divorce adjustment (e.g., normalizing feelings). Throughout

the sessions, affective, support, education, and skill components are present. Two small

goup interventions for children of divorce have been prominently described in the

literature. One is the Children of Divorce Intervention Program (CODIP) (e.g., pedro-

Carroll & Cowen, 1985) which is directed only at children. A second is the Divorce
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Adjustment Project (DAP) (e.g., Stolb erg &. Garrison, 1985) which includes a children's

support group as a component of a larger intervention prograrh that is directed at parents.

These particular programs a¡e school-based interventions.

There have also been interventions designed to be implemented in community

settings. One of these programs was developed through Saskatchewan Justice and Family

Law Support Services (1999). The format is similar to that described in the literature. At

this time, there has not been any published evaluation information on the effectiveness of

this program. The Calgary Counselling Cenfre (1985) also developed a community

program, which is similar to other programs. However, one difference is that their

program includes a component for parent involvement. This practicum intervention was

based largely on the integration of aspects of these fourprograms. Élowever, activities of

other programs and resources were incorporated as well, including Caught ìn the Middle

(Pomrenke,1996), the children's group already in place at Family Conciliation.

Best Practices in Small Group Interventions

A number of assumptions should guide the development of interventions for

children of divorce. For example, it is important to recognize that some children seem to

be better able to cope with separation. There may be certain factors that are present for

children who are more resilient in coping with this family transition. It has been

suggested that it may be helpful to create those same conditions for children who are

having difficulty coping (caplan & caplan, 1999). This is best done through an

understanding of the risk and protective factors that contribute to child adjustment and

increasing factors associated with positive outcomes (Turner & Dadds, z00i).
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One protective factor identified in the literature is social support (e.g., Brown,

Portes, & Christensen, 1989). Children who have social support during and after d.ivorce

have fewer adjustment problems, show a reduction in stress, and have fewer mental

health problems (Grych & Fincham,1992; Kliewer & Sandler, 1993). Social support can

be found through peers, family friends, extended family members, teachers, coaches, or

any person who a child can talk to or confide in about their home situation. The small

8roup intervention can help facilitate a supportive network for children as well as teach

them the importance of actively seeking out support on their own.

A second protective factor that has been identified in helping children adjust to

divorce is the use of active coping strategies. Kliewer and Sandler (1993) found that

avoidance coping strategies were related to psychological problems in children and active

coping strategies were related to social competence. Children actively cope through

seeking social support, reinterpreting stressful situations positively, attempting to

understand why the situation is happening, and avoiding situations that may produce

trouble (Kliewer & Sandler, 1993). Therefore, interventions should help children develop

active coping shategies that are associated with positive outcomes.

Finally, children who adjust well to divorce often have a positive home

environment and relationship with their parents. Research indicates the need for factors in

children's environment to be addressed, as these extemal factors play arole in children's

adjustment to divorce (e.g., Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabell4 1998; Kelly,lgg3,

2000). Therefore, the importance of parents being actively involved in helping their child

adjust should be a part of interventions for children. This practicum intervention included
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a method for involving parents in maintaining some of the benefits gained in the goup

setting.

Support and Skill Components

Another best practice issue that has been identified in the literature is the

importance of interventions that provide children with both support and skill-building.

Although the suppof component of small 8roup interventions is helpful,thataspect alone

may not be sufficient to alleviate the problems experienced by children (pedro-Carroll &

Cowen, 1985). Therefore, this support should be combined with providing children with

specific skills for dealing with situations that they experience in this transition @edro-

Canoll & Cowen, 1985). It is the combination of support and skill-building that has been

found to lead to successful outcomes (Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella, l99g; Hodges,

l99l)- Support and skill-building are both important components of the DAp and CODIP

programs described earlier.

Theoretical Basis

The main theoretical framework that underlies this intervention is derived from a

cognitive-behavioural theory. Programs described in the literature are based on the theory

that divorce is a stressful event in children's lives and that post-divorce adjustment can be

facilitated by teaching children cognitive-behavioural skills as well as by providing them

with emotional support. This theory assumes that people's behaviours are influenced by

how they view their world, that is, their cognitive interpretation of their world (Ronen,

1997). A person's thoughts, perceptions, and behaviours are leamed through social

interactions with, and emotional responses to, their environment (Kendall ,1993;Staats,

1996). Zarb (1992) suggests that the two major types of interventions that influence this



perspective are (a) cognitive reshucturing and (b) behavioural coping skills. This theory
suggests an inter-relatedness ofpeople's beliefs, behaviours, and emotions. These

connections are aspects considered in the development of cognitive-behaviowal

interventions.

According to this theory, people's thoughts and perceptions are believed to affect
their behaviour' If these thoughts and perceptions are distorted, it can result in
maladaptive behaviour' Therefore, changing a person's inaccurate cognitions will help
them to work towards changing their behaviour (Ronen ,lggT).cognitive restructuring

can help children process feelings about divorce and correctry attribute responsibility and

blame (Stolberg & Garrison, 1985). zarb (1992) suggests that the purpose of cognitive-
behavioural therapy is to "reduce the frequency of the client's maladaptive responses and

to teach new cognitive and behavioural skills" (p. 3). The goal of cognitive-behavioural

interventions, then, is to elicit changes in the person's thoughts, feelings, and behaviour
(Kendall' 1993)' The helper should determine the person's inaccurate cognitions,

restructure them to be more accurate, and help the person to develop effective coping
strategies to deal with their issues (Freeman, l9g3).

Educating children about divorce may also be herpfrrl for their adjustment.

Roseby and Deutsch (1985) found that an increase in knowledge helped children resolve

some of the cognitive aspects related to their post-divorce adjustment. However, the

knowledge alone did not address the children's emotional or behavioural issues. This
strengthens the use of a combination of support, education, and skill-components for
addressing children's emotional and behavioural needs-



To summari ze, it isimportant that the format and content of interventions u¿¿r"r1rt

factors that are known to help children adjust to divorce through the format and content

of the intervention. Social support, effective coping strategies, an accurate understanding

of divorce, and a positive home environment are all factors that have been shown to help

children adjust to divorce. Children's gïoups which focus on these areas can be hetpful.

Evaluation of Small Group Interventions

Although there are some limitations in research on this type of intervention, the

majority of evaluations of children's groups have indicated positive outcomes. In general,

these interventions have been found to be effective in addressing children,s emotional

and behavioural problems related to parental divorce, which has implications for helping

children in social and academic areas.

Emo t t onal Impr ov ement s

Children who participated in a small goup intervention showed a decrease in

sadness, anxiety, and insecurity and improved selÊconcept and selÊesteem (Fisher, 1999;

Grych & Fincham,l992;Hodges, l99r;pedro-caroll & cowen, l9g5; pedro_carroll,

Nakhnikian, & Montes,200r; short, l99g; stolberg & Garrison, l9g5). children have

also showed increases in their sense of control over their life, reported feeling more

accepted, and had higher aspirations (Hodges, 1991). otherprogram evaluations found

that children had resolved their selÊblame and had an increased understanding of the

causes of the divorce @ischer, l99g). As well, children showed less negative self-

perceptions and perceptions of the divorce after completing a small group intervention

(Grych & Fincham ,1992;pedro-carroil, Nakhniki ffi, &Montes, z[[r).These findings
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suggest that small group interventions may help children's emotional and psychological

adjustment to divorce.

B ehavioural Improvements

Children who participated in these groups also showed improvement in their

behaviour. For example, some children improved in the area of communication about the

divorce with their parents and the expression of feelings. They also showed a decrease in

acting-out behaviour, and overall better adjustment at home (Fisher, 1999; Hodges, I99l;

Pedro-Ca:roll & Cowen, 1985; Pedro-Carroll, Nakhnikiffi, & Montes, 2001). Children

also showed an increase in assertive behaviour and frustration tolerance (Grych &

Fincham, 7992; Pedro-caroll, Nakfìnikian, & Montes, z00r). Children who have

attended goup interventions have also demonstrated an improvement in their use of

coping skills (emotional and problem-solving) and reduced antisocial behaviour. In

addition, one study found that children who participated in groups were less likely to

report engaging in substance abuse (Short, 1998).

Teacher ratings of children who completed these programs indicated a decrease in

leaming and behavioural problems, improvement in school related competencies, an

increase in rule compliance, and improved peer sociability (Grych & Fincham,lgg};

Pedro-Caroll, Nakhnikian, &Montes,2001). Children's social skills have also been

shown to improve after completing the group, although in some instances, this

improvement did not appear until a 5 month follow-up (Hodges, l99l; Grych & Fincham,

7992; Stolberg & Garrison, 1985). In one program, positive emotional and behavioural

improvements in children were present 2years later, indicating the potential for enduring

outcomes of the intervention (Alpert-Gillis, Pedro-Carroll, & Cowen, 1999).



Despite the many positive findings of small group interventions for children of "

divorce, some evaluations have found that children who participate in these programs do

not always show improvements. For example, Skitka and Frazier (1995), found no

changes in children's emotional well-being afterparticipating in a goup for children. As

well, there was no statistical support for improvement in children's beliefs about divorce

or their self-esteem. There \ryas no indication that children's depressive symptoms or their

academic performance improved as a result of participation in the group. Pedro-Carroll

and Cowen (1985) found that although children improved in most areas, there was no

improvement in their classroom behaviours as reported by their teachers. There was also

no improvement found in the children's perceived selÊcompetence. It is important to note

that these programs did not have a negative effect on children's adjustment, they just did

not lead to measurable improvements in all expected areas. A control group was used in

the evaluation by Skitka and Frazier. This goup showed similar improvements as the

teatment group. For example, it was found that, generally, as children developed more

realistic views of divorce, they showed fewer depressive symptoms and their academic

success and selÊesteem improved. This occurred whether or not they received the g¡oup

intervention.

Skitka and Frazier (1995) also reviewed previous research on small groups for

children and found mixed results on whether or not small group interventions were

effective. These authors suggest that several factors contribute to these mixed findings,

such as methodological flaws in previous evaluations (i.e., lack of comparison groups,

small sample sizes, measures with insufficient psychometric properties, severity of

children's symptoms prior to program) or inconsistencies in implementation practices.
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interventions in children's development and adjustrnent to the divorce in areas that tend

to be problematic, as well as having some potential long-term benefits. While it is

important to note that not all programs have demonstrated improvements, these programs

have not been found to negatively affect children's well-being.

Methodology

Most programs described in the literature used pre-post comparisons in their

evaluations.Many used follow-up measures as well, ranging from a few weeks to 2 years

following the group (e.g., Alpert-Gillis, Pedro-Caroll, & Cowen, 1989; Cowen, 1996;

Pedro-Ca:roll & Cowen, 1985). In evaluating small goup interventions, the main

methods used have been selÊreports, questionnaires developed by the researchers, and

standardized measures. Stolberg and Garrison's (1985) DAP used the Piers-Harris

Children's SelÊConcept Scale, which was filled out by the child, and the Child Behavior

Checklist, which was filled out by the parent. In Pedro-Ca:roll and Cowen's (1985)

CODIP, teachers filled out a Classroom Adjusfinent Rating Scale and children completed

a Perceived Competence Scale and a State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children. The

questionnaires developed by the researchers were completed by parents and group

facilitators.

There are several limitations to the research methodology used to evaluate these

groups. First, outcomes are based mainly on parents' and teachers' reports of children. It

is difficult to know how accurate these reports are in depicting actual change in children.

As well, parents, teachers, and group facilitators were often aware of which children

participated in the intervention, a factor that could bias their observations of those



25
children. These evaluations also relied on children's self-reports of changes in their

feelings and behaviours. It is difficult to determine if these self-reports accurately reflect

positive changes or if they reflect the children wanting to appear as though they are doing

well. However, combining children's and parents' information can help to create a more

accwate picture of changes.

A second limitation is that comparison groups are not always used. Therefore,

there is no comparison of data between children who completed the group versus children

who did not complete the group. This makes it difficult to determine with any certainty

whether changes in attitudes and behaviour can be attributed to the goup itself or to the

lapse of time. A third limitation is that the children who are in the group may not reflect

the true diversity in the population and therefore, the generalizability of results is limited

to that particular sample. Finally, some of the questionnaires were developed by the

researchers and were not tested for reliability or validity. Therefore, the results and

interpretations based on that information may not accurately reflect what the researchers

were hying to measure.

Summary

This literature review has described the adjustrnent problems that charactenze

some children who experience divorce and small group interventions that have been

designed to address these issues. The evaluation of small group interventions in the

literature has been mixed. However, many have highlighted the benefits and positive

outcomes that have been found in children who participate in these groups. As well, this

format of intervention continues to be commonly used with this population.
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The group model that was developed in this practicum incorporated the best

practice issues that have been highlighted in the literature (i.e., support, education, and

skill-building). The content of the group addressed the emotional, cognitive, and

behavioural difficulties that children experience. It also addressed the protective factors

that help children adjust to divorce, including social support and the development of

effective coping skills. The inclusion of a component to work with parents more directly

before and after the group helped to address the environmental variables that affect

children' s adj ustment.

The programs that are described and evaluated in the literature (specifically those

that influenced the development of the current program) are offered on a more long-term

basis (i.e., more than two sessions). Although research on these programs does not

speciff whether a particular number of sessions is more effective than another, in order to

address the components described above, eight sessions were developed for this

practicum. The design of the intervention will be discussed more fully in the next chapter.
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Chapter Three: Implementation and Evaluation Design

Setting

This practicum was implemented under the sponsorship of Family Conciliation in

Winnipeg, Manitoba. This agency works with families experiencing separation and

divorce, providing parent education programs, parent mediation, groups for children, and

court ordered assessments on custody and visitation arrangements. This agency has close

ties with families experiencing divorce and separation through its connection with the

Department of Justice. The agency staff have an abundance of knowledge and experience

in the issues, problems, and challenges that divorce and separation have on families. This

agency allowed me to access the population of children who were the target of this

practicum. There were also staff members who could act in a supervisory capacity and as

a resource for questions or concerns that arose. This agency is kept up-to-date on changes

to laws or policies in the area of divorce and separation, which is important for accurately

understanding the experiences of the target population.

The actual group sessions were held at Mediation Services in Winnipeg. The

space available at the Family Conciliation office was deemed to be less conducive to the

main goals of the group.For example, there was not one room that was best suited to

holding the group, so the children would have to move from room to room depending on

the type of activity the were doing. In terms of the set-up of the Family Conciliation

offices, this meant walking past parents who may be seated in the waiting room while

their child attended the group. This may interfere with the children's sense ofprivacy and

having their own space within the group. Logistical factors also played a role in deciding

to have the group sessions occur in a different setting. For example, security issues had to
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be implemented in order to allow people to enter the building after-hours, due to the fact

that it is locked after regular business hours. This required resources that were not

available.

The space at Mediation Services allowed the children to remain in the same room

for each session and for each activity. This helped maintain the consistency of the

sessions and may have helped with the children's sense of having a place of their own. As

well, the room was not in viewing distance for parents who were waiting. This may have

helped to create a more private atrnosphere for the children.

Participant Selection

Recruitment

Children were recruited from two main sources. One source was parents who were

involved in the progrÍIms of the agency (i.e., parent education or mediation). Parents were

given a letter outlining the nature of the practicum and intervention (see Appendix A) and

were asked to provide their name and phone number if they were interested in being

contacted about their children' s particip ation.

The second source of recruiting children was through the families who were

referred to the agency or already on a waiting list for a children's program. I contacted

these parents by phone to give them the same information contained in the letter about the

practicum. :

For parents who were interested in having their child participate pre-screening

interviews were set up with parents and children. The custody arrangement was

determined and if parental responsibility was shared between parents (joint custody) I

informed the parent that I would be contacting the other parent to meet with them and
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obtain their consent. If one parent had primary parental responsibility (sole custody), I

informed the parent that I would be sending a letter to the other parent informing them of

the child's participation in the progrcm (see Appendix B).

Selection Criteria

The intervention was designed to be preventative and target children early on in

the separation process. The children who participated in this intervention were identified

by parents as exhibiting emotional or behavioural difficulties (as described in the

literature review) at home or school following this family transition. Children were

included in the intervention if they (a) had experienced parental separation within 2years

prior to the beginning of the Soup, (b) were between the ages of 9 and 12, and (c) had

written parental consent to participate in the group.

The rationale for these criteria was based on the literature. First, behavioural and

emotional difficulties have been found to occur within the first 2yearc after separation.

This time period has been identified as a period of high vulnerability for families of

separation and divorce (Brown, Portes, & Christensen, 1989; Grych & Fincham,7997;

O'Halloran & Ca:r,2000). Therefore, this practicum was designed to address this time

period in the target population. It was understood that there may be differences between

children even within this time frame. For example, childrenwhose parents have separated

in the past month will be at a differeri place compared to those whose parents separated

18 months ago. However, it wÍts suggested in the literature that having children at various

stages in adjustment can be helpful for the group (Farmer & Gala¡is, 1993). For example,

children whose situation is more recent may benefit by seeing another child who has

made progress in overcoming the problems they are currentþ experiencing. Children
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whose adjustment is farther along can serve as a role model and gain a sense of

competence in being able to help other children. As well, it is the separation of the

parents (regardless of whether a legal divorce has occurred) that is stressful for children.

Therefore, parents did not have to be legally divorced in order for their child to

participate in the goup.

This age group was identified as benefiting from the group experience because of

the abilities that charactenze their developmental stage (Ilodges, 1991). For example,

children in this age group are not as egocentric as younger children which allows them to

be able to recognize similarities and differences between themselves and other children.

This can help them to relate to other children and develop a supportive network (Hodges,

1991). As well, the majority ofprograms evaluated in the literature were with children in

this age SouP, including the program models that guided the development of this

practicum intervention.

Children were excluded from participating if, based on information obtained from

parents, it was believed that the format of this intervention and./or the content would not

be beneficial or suitable for them given their situation. Situations that were taken into

consideration for excluding a child from participating were if (a) there was a history of

serious family violence in the home prior to the sqtaration, (b) they were diagnosed with

attention dêficitlhyperactivity disorder (ADHD), (c) theyhad exhibited behaviow

difficulties in group settings, or (d) their sibling was already participating in the group.

Children who have experienced direct or indirect family violence (e.g., physical or

sexual abuse) throughout their lives often have different experiences and outcomes than

children who have not experienced family violence or have only experienced high levels
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of conflict in the context of the separation. A treatment group model has been established

for children who have experienced both parental separation and family violence (e.g.,

Johnston & Roseby, 199S). This model differs from the model used in this practicum in

terms of the content and issues addressed with the children. An attempt was made to

determine whether or not a child had been traumatized by family violence and whether

that child was experiencing more severe problems than the program is designed to

address. It was understood that it may not be possible to veriff whether or not a child had

actually experienced physical or sexual abuse.

This intervention was designed based on models that are intended to help children

who are not experiencing severe behavioural problems (Cowen, 1996;Pedro-Carroll &

Cowen, 1985; Stolberg & Mahler, 1994). An example of this could be ADHD. The small

goup intervention may not be able to address the specific needs of children with severe

behavioural problems, nor would it be beneficial for the group to have one member who

is not able to fully participate in the activities.

Finally, although the literature has suggested that having siblings in the same

goup may or may not be helpful, it was decided (based on Family Conciliation's practice

with children's groups) to exclude siblings from the same group. Children may not feel as

comfortable being completely open and honest about their feelings iftheir sibling is

present. It was felt that this may limit the benefits that they would receive from the g.oup

experience because the ability to express feelings about their family and home situation is

an important aspect of the group.

' Families were considered on an individual basis and there was some flexibility

used in applylng the inclusion and exclusion criteria. This was done to allow for the
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recruitment of a sufficient number of children to be able to run the groups. For example,

one child was diagnosed with ADHD, but was being given medication that the parent

believed helped to decrease the symptoms. Therefore, this child was included in the

goup.

Some children were excluded based on information obtained by parents over the

phone without needing to set up a pre-screening interview. For example, one family was

excluded because there was a history of sexual abuse experienced by the child. Three

families were excluded because inclusion criteria were not met (i.e., one family wanted

both children in the same group, two families indicated that the other parent was not

willing to provide consent). Five families were put onto a waiting list as there was no

more space available. All children who participated in a pre-screening interview were

included in the group.

If a child was deemed to be better suited to another type of intervention (i.e., the

family where sexual abuse had been an issue), information about other programs and

resources in the community was given to parents (see Appendix C). The resources listed

in Appendix C are not an exhaustive list and additional resowces were provided when

necessary. If parents contacted me after the size limit had been reached for the groups or

their child was outside the age range, the child was put onto a waiting list and referred to

similar progr¿rms being run in the community or to their school guidance counsellors.

lntervention

P r e- S cr eenin g Int erview

Parents (individually) and children were invited to come to Family Conciliation to

meet with me. If a parent was not able to come to Family Conciliation, I would meet with
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their family history as well as collect pre-group data for the evaluation component. In

each parent-child interview, I met with the parent individually first, asked them specific

questions (see Appendix D) and obtained written consent (see Appendix E). I then met

with the child individually to explain the group and answer any questions he or she had

(see Appendix F). Children were also asked if they wanted to participate in the group or

at least give it a try. Because it was redundant for each parent to bring the child, only one

parent did so and the other parent was interviewed on his or her own.

. During this interview, both the parent and child were informed about

confidentiality issues (i.e., that information collected dwing the interview was

confidential with the exception of information I was required to report by law if disclosed

in the interview). As well, the parent and child were told about the con-fidentiality of the

goup (i.e., that specific information discussed by the child will notbe shared with the

parent, with exceptions). However, the parent would be given general information about

what occurred in each session and general information about how their child was doing.

If written consent was not obtained from a parent, the child would not participate

in the goup. If parents had shared parenting responsibility for the children ('Joint

custody'), written consent was obtained from both parents. If the a:rangement was such

that one parent has primary parenting responsibility ( "sole custody''), written consent

was obtained from that parent and the other parent received an informational letter (see

Appendix B) outlining the nature of the practicum and intervention and informing them

that consent has been obtained for their child to participate in the group. This parent was

invited to a:range a meeting with me if he or she required more information or had any



34
questions. There were three families in total where primary parenting responsibility was

with one parent. I was contacted by the other parent for more information in two of these

families.

Record Keeping

Confidentiality policies that are in place at Family Conciliation were adhered to

with regard to the storage and release of information about clients at the agency. A file

was kept on the family of each child participant. This file contained the agency intake

form, the signed consent forms, and my notes regarding the child or family. All data

collected from parents and children during interviews and on measures was kept in a

separate file and coded by number to correspond with each family. This information was

used for data analysis and evaluation purposes.

Supertisíon Methods

A dual supervision model was used in which the supervision duties were shared

between both on-site and faculty supervisors. One to one meetings occurred for

supervision purposes and these were held periodically throughout the practicum.

Meetings with my faculty advisor occurred most frequently at the beginning and

end of the implementation of each group. Progress meetings occurred less frequently

mid-group. The purpose of these meetings was to answer any questions I had about issues

arising during the groups or in the planning or evaluation of the groups. 'W.e 
also

discussed how my learning goals were being fulfilled. As well, feedback was obtained

from the other member of my advisory committee when needed.

Telephone meetings occurred with my on-site supervisor at Family Conciliation

following each group session. This was to discuss any problems or issues that arose
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during each session and problem-solving to work through how to deal with these issues

for the next group. These telephone meetings were more frequent during the fall 2003

goup and occurred periodically during the winter 2004 if any specific problems or issues

needed to be discussed.

Contact was maintained on a weekly basis with all advisory committee members

through the written report I completed following each session. This report was emailed to

the committee, along with any questions or areas of concem arising from the group

session. Feedback was provided by emaii in these cases.

Pragmatic Detaíls of the Intervention

Each group met every Tuesday evening for 8 weeks. This length was chosen

based on a review of the average number of sessions and the duration of each session

offered by existing programs. Two groups were run in this practicum; Group One took

place in the fall of 2003 and Group Two took place in the winter of 2004. The reason that

groups were not run conculrently was because the evaluation information obtained from

the first group was deemed to be beneficial for making modifications to the second group.

Each group was co-facilitated, as most programs recommend that two facilitators are'

necessary (Saskatchewan Justice,1999). The co-facilitator was a student doing a BSTV

placement at Family Conciliation.

Description of the Intervention

The content of the sessions was based on topics that have been identified in the

literature as important for children in this family transition. The structure of the progrÍrm

included the best practice components described in the literature review. One important

aspect of this program was to include parents in some way, as it was described earlier that
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parental behaviour plays an important role in children's adjustment. Therefore, meetings

took place with parents prior to and following the group to transfer information to parents

that may be helpful for their understanding of how their child is doing, what behaviours

they may be noticing at home based on what was learned in the group, and how they can

help facilitate positive experiences for the child outside the group setting.

The main components of the intervention involved providing information and

support to the children, allowing them to discuss their feelings, and learning and

practicing of skills. The sessions had a similar general structure with the content of each

session focusing on a particular topic. This structure involved a check-in activity at the

- beginning, a group discussion and activities around the topic, a break, further discussion

and activities, and a check-out activity at the end.

An important implementation component of this practicum was the development

of a detailed program. The following section outlines the goals identified for each

session.

Session Goal

I Children get to know other participants and facilitators; develop a sense of

comfort with the group; share expectations for group.

2 Help children understand what a family is; talk about changes that occur

during separation or divorce.

3 Help children learn positive ways to deal with changes and feelings

experienced in divorce; help children learn constructive communication

skills.



37
4 Help children learn ways to constructively solve problems and recognize

when problems are in their control and when they are not.

5 Review problem-solving and communication skills; learn constructive

ways to express and manage angry feelings.

6 Help children understand legal terms used in divorce and separation;

develop a sense of competence in their knowledge and expertise on

divorce.

7 Help children feel better about themselves; enhance self-esteem;

recogrttze positive qualities of themselves, their families; discuss positive

changes in separation.

8 Help the children come to closure with the group ending; leam what they

can do after the group for social support.

The activities that were used in each group corresponded with the goal and topic

for each session. Many of the activities and strategies that were used in this intervention

are from cognitive-behavioural interventions. For example, teaching communication

skills and problem-solving skills is used in this form of therapy. Cognitive-behavioural

interventions also teach "interpersonal coping skills" which covers a broad area of

behaviours (Zarb, l992,p.Se). nor the purpose of this intervention, anger management

skills were taught to children following the same principles used by Zarb. Role-playing

and modelling are other strategies identified as part of cognitive-behavioural therapy that

were used in this practicum as well (Ronen, 1997;zarb,1992). For example, the

facilitators modelled "I messages" when expressing satisfaction or disappointment with
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children's behaviows. Children were also given the opporfunity to role-play using "I

messages" in hypothetical situations. The use of relaxation skills, visualization, and selÊ

talk are components of cognitive-behavioural therapy which were also activities used this

intervention (Ronen, 1997; Zatb,1992). One other aspect of cognitive-behavioural

therapy suggested by Kendall (1993) is incorporating people who play important roles in

the client's life in the intervention. This was also an aspect of this children's group

through meeting with parents prior to and following the group to discuss what was taught

to children and how parents can help to facilitate or acknowledge these new behaviours at

home.

Activities were compiled from various resources and existing programs (as

referenced below). Where noted, specific activities are elaborated on in the Appendix

section. The following section outlines the activities used in the first group.

Group One (fall 2003)

Session Title Session Activities

l: Introduction o Children,s Beließ About parental Dir-." ,""Ir(CBApÐ

administered (Kwdek & Berg, lgBT)

o Name tags @omrenke, 1996)

o Group discussion

o Activity- "All About Me" (adapted from Calgary

Counselling Cenhe, 1985a) (see Appendix G)

2: Families and . Group discussion on families (Saskatchew*, f g9Ð

Changes o Activity: Things in common/ different (Saskatchew an,1999)
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session 2 o Activify: Circle of knowledge (Saskatchewan, lggg)

continued ø Activity: Worksheet on changes (Calgary Counselling

Centre, 1985a)

3: Feelings and ø Group discussion: Grief process (Pomrenke,1996; Calgary

Communication Counselling Centre, 1985a)

ø Activity: Hypothetical scenarios about feelings

(Saskatchewan, T999)

o Activity: "I messages"

o Activity: Hypothetical scenarios using "I messages" (adapted

from Saskatchewan, 1999)

4: Problem- e Video: "Children in the Middle," part 3, "I messages"

Solving (Center for Divorce Education, 1994)

o Activity: 6-step problem-solving model (Stolberg &

Gourley, 1996)

o Activity: "Butterflies in my Stomach" (Lowenstein,2002)

5: Review and o '?ersonal weather report" (Calgary Counselling Centre,

Anger 1985a)

Management o Group discussion: Review of previous sessions

o Activity: "The chit-chat game" (Calgary Counselling Centre,

1e85b)

o Activity: Visualization/relaxation exercise (Pomrenke, 199 6)

e Group discussion: Anger management (Pomrenke, 1996)
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session 5 ø Activity: Hypothetical scenarios for dealing with anger

continued (adapted from Saskatchewan, 1999)

o Activity: Worksheet on angry feelings (see Appendix II)

6:Legal Terms o Personal weather report (Calgary Counselling Centre)

and Review ø Video: ..Children in the Middle,,'parts 1 and,2,feelings;

truths and myths about divorce (Center for Divorce

Education, 1994)

c Activity: 
.Write 

letter as a group to parents (8. L. Bacon,

' personal communication, September,2003)

o Activity: Circle of knowledge and worksheet (Saskatchewan,

tee9)

7: SelÊEsteem o Make ne\ry name-tags @. Mills, personal communication,

October,2000)

c Group discussion on selÊesteem @omrenke, 1996)

o Activity: Make a'\¡tarm-fuzzy" crafr. @omrenke,1996)

c Activity: "Smiley Faces Game" (Lowenstein,2002)

o Group activity (Pomrenke,1996)

8: Closure o CBAPS scale, evaluation form (see Appendix I)

administered

o Pizza supper & certificates

o Group discussion: Social support @omrenke,1996)

o Activity: Advice to other kids, worksheet @omrenke, 1996)
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Some activities that were initially tried in the first goup were altered or removed

for the second group based on responses from group members. The outline below for

Group Two identifies only those specific modifications that were made from Group One.

For example, Group One was not receptive to closing circles at the end of the session.

Therefore, these were not incorporated. Group Two, however, was very receptive to

closing circles and this component was added to that goup.Another general difference

was that sessions 6 and 7 were completed in the reverse order for Group Two. This was

because one child was going to be away for session 7 (SelÊEsteem) and I wanted all

children to be there for that particular session.

Group Two (winter 2004)

Session Title Session Activities (variations from Group One)

1: Introduction o Hare SelÊEsteem scale (IISE) (Corcoran & Fischer, 2000)

administered as well as CBAPS

2: Families and

Changes

o Check-out using "How do I feel?" (Saskatchewan,lggg)

(this was added to all sessions)

3: Feelings and

Communication

o Role plays using "I messages" (replaces hypothetical

scenarios)

4: Problem-solving o Same as Group One

5: Review and

Anger Management

o Did not complete "Chit-chat game" or anger worksheet
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6: SelÊEsteem ø Activity..selÊesteemm*@

(adapted from Pomrenke, 1996)

7:Legal Terms o Added..Chit-chat garne,,

8: Closure o HSE was complrt"O li'

Termínatíon Issues

This intervention was a time-limited group, therefore, the group had a specific

ending date. Based on my observations about how the children were in the group as well

as through group discussions,I made an assessment about each child's adjustment and

coping with the separation. Following the end of the goup, I met with each parent

individually to discuss any concerns with regard to how their child was doing. Through

this discussion, referral information was given to the parent about resources, agencies, or

programs that can be of use to the child and/or family.

Evaluation of the Intervention

The children's Sroup that was developed in this practicum was designed based on

the cognitive-behavioural goals described in the literature review. Because the literature

identified that children whose parents have separated may experience distorted or

inaccurate cognitions, one purpose of this intervention was to challenge these inaccurate

beliefs and help the children to develop a more accurate understanding of their family

situation. In addition to improving children's beließ about their family, this intervention

was aimed at helping children develop a more positive perception of themselves (i.e.,

their selÊesteem). It was assumed that if children can have more positive views of

themselves and their family, this will lead to a change in their behaviour. However, this
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teaching children various behavioural strategies to help them deal with situations they

may encounter at home or with peers.

Expected Outcomes

The expected outcomes for this practicum were based on evaluation outcomes of

similar progmms described in the literature as well as those expected from

cognitive-behavioural interventions. One area of improvement was expected in children,s

general ability to adapt to and cope with their parents' separation. It was assumed that this

would be achieved through an improvement in their emotional well-being and

behavioural competence. Specifically, children's beliefs about themselves (i.e., self-

esteem and selÊconcept) and about the divorce were expected to improve. Behavioural

improvements were expected to take the form of improved expression of feelings (i.e.,

communication skills), decreased aggressive or acting-out behaviour, and improved

social competence. The structure and content of this intervention were designed to lead to

these outcomes.

Social support is thought to play a role in people's ability to cope with negative

life events (Snyder et al., 1987). Social support was an ongoing aspect of the group. The

group helped the children to develop a supportive network of peers and provided a place

to discuss their feelings and hear other children's experiences. The support coàponent

was expected to help decrease the children's feelings of loneliness and isolation,

normalize the experience, and increase their feelings of social competence. The

opportunity also existed for children to help others deal with certain situations, which can

help to improve their sense of selÊcompetence. Improvements in social competence may
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group.

The information taught to the children about the divorce was intended to help

them develop an accurate understanding, clariff misconceptions, and decrease their sense

ofresponsibility. Jnaccurate beliefs and perceptions were challenged. Children were

helped to tealize that they carurot change the situation, but they can change how they see

the situation. This was expected to help improve children's self-esteem and decrease their

sense of helplessness (Grych & Fincham, 1997; stolberg & walsh, lggg), which in tum,

can help their coping ability. This educational component was incorporated throughout

the sessions.

The skill-building component was expected to directly address the behavioural

issues children face, which was thought to supplement the positive changes experienced

in the group in general. Children were expected to learn how to more effectively

communicate their feelings, express their anger, and solve problems that arise. Learning

specific coping strategies has been identified as a \ryay to help children develop social

competence, a sense of selÊefficacy, and help them adjust to the divorce (Grych &

Fincham, 1997' zarb, r9g2). The skills developed and practiced in the group were

expected to transfer to situations outside the group. The skill-building components

occurred near the middle to end of the group. 
:

To summarize,the support received through the program combined with abetter

understanding of the situation can help increase children's emotional well-being. This can

begin to help them with behavioural issues. The behavioural aspect was further addressed

through learning specific skills to help them cope behaviourally with various situations.
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Once children learn how they can change their behaviour to effectively deal with

problems or situations in their lives, this will further build on their self-esteem and sense

of social competence. In terms of a timeline for expected changes to occur, an improved

understanding of divorce was expected to occw during the intervention. However, as

Hodges (1991) notes, the ability to practice and become comfortable with using the skills

takes time. Therefore, the behavioural changes (e.g., social skills, acting-out, expressing

feelings) may not be noticeable immediately after the program but may appear later on.

Objectíves and Target Variables

Based on these expected outcomes, the following variables were measured in the

evaluation; (a) children's beliefs about themselves (selÊesteem), (b) children's beließ

about the divorce (level of understanding), and (c) behavioural changes (acting-

ouVaggressive behaviour, communication of feelings, social skills). The program logic

model (below) summarizes the objectives and expected outcomes for this practicum.

Program Logíc Model

Problem: Children experiencing problems in adjusting tolcoping with their parents'

sçaration.

Goal: To help children cope with their parents' separation through providing accurate

information, emotional and social support, and coping strategies.

Objective f : To heli children accurately understand the divorce and change any

inaccurate cognitions or beließ they may have about their parents' separation.

Methods: Learning about families, definitions of a family

Learning about commón, but inaccurate beließ

Learning legal terms
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Discussing common changes and feelings in the divorce process

Outcome: Increased understanding of separation (immediate)

Decreased selÊblame for separation (immediate)

Improved self-esteem and feelings about their family situation (intermediate)

Evaluation: children's Beliefs About parental Divorce scale

Facilitator observation in session discussions and activities

Objective 2zTo give children a sense of social and emotional support within the group.

Allow them to recogrnze that there are other children in a similar situation. provide a

place for talking with others about their thoughts and feelings.

Methods: OpporËunity in each session to share feelings in the larger group and in smaller

groups with other children

Self-esteem, selÊcompetence activities

Group cohesiveness activities (e.g., break time)

Outcome: Decreased sense of isolation/increased peer interaction in group (immediate)

Increased expression of feelings (immediate)

Decreased selÊblame (immediate)

Improved selÊesteem and feelings about their family situation (intermediate)

Evaluation: Facilitator observation in session discussion and activities

Post-group evaluation form questions

Post-group interview questions

Ha¡e SelÊEsteem Scale
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they may encounter in this family transition as well as ways for conskuctively expressing

their emotions (i.e., anger) and communicating with others.

Methods: Coping with changes and feelings

Problem-solving strategies, social skills

communication skills, "I messages," expressing feelings

Anger management skills

Role plays/,fuhat could that child do', scenarios

Outcome: Increased understanding of alternate ways of behaving and interacting

(immediate)

Improved confidence in ability to handle difficult situations (intermediate)

Increased use of positive/constructive behaviours (long-term)

Improved sense of serÊcompetence, selÊesteem (tongterm)

Evaluation: Post-group parent interviews about behavioural changes

Post-group child evaluation form and interyiew

Facilitator observation in session discussions and activities

objectÍve 4: To help facilitate positive g¡oup outcomes within the child,s home

environment.

Methods: Discussion of external social supports

Share with parents "Letter to Parents" written collectively by children

Meet with parents to discuss what children learned, inform parents

about their role in helping chitd



outcome: use of skills and knowledge outside goup setting (long-term)

Evaluation : Follow-up parent interview

Overall Outcome

Children will have improved adjustment to parental separation through improved

behaviowal and emotional adjustment and improved selÊesteem and self-competence.

Methodology

Design

The design of this evaluation and the measures used.were based on the evaluation

methodology used in the literature on group interventions for children of divorce. This

included data collection pre-program, post-program, and follow-up. During the

pre-screening interview, qualitative datawere collected from parents and quantitative data

were collected from children. Quantitative data were also collected from the children at

the initial goup session. This constitutes the pre-group information and was used for

comparison purposes with po st- group information.

Following the program, qualitative and quantitative data were collected from

children, parents, and myself. Parents were interviewed to obtain qualitative information

about improvements or changes in their child's behaviour. This information was

compared to information collected prior to the program. Following the group, the

children completed quantitative measures and were interviewed to supplement this with

qualitative information. Finally, I completed detailed observation notes as the facilitator.

These notes were arnlyzedfollowing the group.

The purpose of this practicum was to examine group change in specific target

areas. Because two groups were run at separate times, this allowed not only an evaluation
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of group change, but a comparison between groups. Therefore, the design was for each

group to be evaluated separately with the groups being compared on the measures over

time. However, there were many similarities between groups (i.e., same structure, same

facilitator, similar activities, similar presenting issues); thus some aspects of the

evaluation involved combining the groups into one sample.

Research Measures

Qualitative data were obtained through measures I designed and a form adapted

from an existing program. Quantitative data were collected through standardized

measures.

Pre-group.In the pre-screening interview, parents were asked to report on any

concerns they felt the child was experiencing following the divorce. This was an

opporhrnity to assess for the types of emotional or behavioural problems that are

identified in the literature as being characteristic of some children of divorce. Some

parents also identified concerns they had in other areas (e.g., issues with step-families).

This information was helpfut for me to ensure I was including information or topics that

were relevant to the individual children in the group.

During the children's pre-group interview, they completed the Hare Self-Esteem

scale (IISE) to measure self-esteem, which was one of the variables targeted in this

practicum. It has good test-retest reliability and high concurrent validity (Corcoran &

Fischer, 2000). These scores \Mere compared with post-group scores to look for changes

in the expected direction.

At the first group session, children completed a second scale, Children's Beliefs

About Parental Divorce scale (CBAPS). The CBAPS has been shown to have good
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internal consistency reliability and fair concurrent validity (Kurdek & Berg, 1987). As

described earlier, children's cognitions about divorce play an important role in their

adjustment. This measure was intended to help me understand each child's beließ about

the separation. The results also provided useful information in making modifications to

the program content, particularly on the topics that were found to be common beliefs of

children in the goup. This scale was used for comparison purposes post-group to see if
children's cognitions about the divorce changed as expected.

The standardized measures that were used in this evaluation were designed for

children in the same age range as the children in the groups. As well, these measures have

good test-retest reliability, which is important for the design of this evaluation. These

scales were also selected because they measwe the target variables of this evaluation.

Standardized measures were chosen for these variables because the concepts they

represent are intemal to the child and not easily observable by others (i.e., parents, group

facilitators). As well, children may not be able to verbalize their beliefs about themselves

or the divorce in an accurate way. The use of standardized measures will provide a

concrete me¿ßure of these aspects of children's cognitions. As well, this can provide for

normative comparisons if one was to have larger numbers.

Post-group. At the last group session, the children completed the CBApS again.

As well, children completed a post-group evaluation form that addressed their experience

within the group (see Appendix I). Children were interyiewed following the termination

of the goup to obtain qualitative information about their group experience in relation to

expected outcomes (see Appendix I). At this intgrview, they also completed the HSE

again.
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Parents were also interviewed following the program to obtain information about

whether the child has shown improvement (over the course of the group intervention) in

the areas identified as problematic prior to the program or in expected behavioural areas

(see Appendix K). Parents were asked for any feedback on whether they felt the group

was beneficial for their child. ln addition to information obtained from parents and

children,I used my own observations from goup sessions to assess whether children

showed changes in expected areas.

Follow-up. Parents were contacted approximately one month following the

post-group interview. The time frame was selected partially based on a review of

follow-up times used in the literature as well as what was realistic within this practicum

timeline. The purpose of the follow-up contact was to see if changes reported post-

program had been maintained or if new changes have occurred that had not occurred

earlier (see Appendix L). As described earlier, some behavioural changes have been

found to appear after the goup has been completed and the children have had the

opportunity to practice their skills.

Sp e cial C ons i deration s

The issue of children withdrawing from the group was also considered in terms of

how the data would be included in the evaluation and analysis. One child dropped out of

Group One after completing two sessions, one child dropped out of Gìoup Two after

completing two sessions, and one child completed pre-group measures but withdrew

before Group Two began. The evaluative information collected from the childrerr who

dropped out of the group part way through was used for some data analysis in terms of

pre-group information. As well, their information was also assessed to see if there were
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any characteristics that stood apart from the children who remained in the group that may

explain why these children did not complete the group. For the third child who did not

attend any group sessions, his pre-group data was used as part of the comparison group

data analysis (as explained further in the next chapter).

Leaming Goal Evaluation

Some of the measures used in this practicum for collecting information were used

as part of an assessment of how my leaming goals were achieved. For example, on the

post-group evaluation form and in the interview, certain questions were built in to assess

some of the specific learning goals identified earlier. The children's responses to these

questions helped to understand the extent to which these goals were attained during the

Soup. In addition to children's reports, my owTr observations of the goup sessions were

recorded in detail to examine children's behaviours, observed changes, and group

process. Careful review and reflection of each Soup session and the changes observed

throughout the group were also used as away to assess my ability to recognize different

aspects of group process and respond to that in how the group sessions were facilitated.

Limitations to Data collection and Evaluation Methodology

One limitation is that there was no comparison group of children from the same

population who did not receive the intervention. An attempt was made to address this

through having the children recruited for thè second group complete one scale at two

pre-group times (at their pre-screening interview and at the füst session in January/g4).

This data was used as a comparison with the data from Group One's children to see if
there was a difference on the scores for these two groups over the time period where one

group was receiving the intervention and one was not. However, this was the only
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measure used for comparison purposes. This aspect could have been strengthened through

having all pre-group measures (i.e., CBAPS, parent pre-group interviews) completed at

two pre-group times for Group Two.

A second limitation is that the results are not necessarily generalizable to the

whole population of children of divorce. This sample was chosen from parents who had

taken active steps to participate in parent education programs and mediation and/or to

seek help for their children. This sample may not be representative of all families,

especially families where parents are in such high conflict that they are not behaving in

the best interest of their children. An attempt was made to determine the level of conflict

between parents prior to and following the group, which was helpful in determining

whether there were parents who may be in high conflict situations.

Third, because follow-up was only conducted at one point in time and within a

relatively short time period, it limits the ability to conclude with any certainty whether

changes were enduring or whether changes that did not appear post-group or at follow-up

occurred for children after a longer time lapse. A longer follow-up period (e.g., three to

six months) and more follow-up interviews may have provided a better picture of actual

changes.

Quantítative and qualitative data. A limitationpertaining to the quantitative data

was that the standardized measures were filled out by ttre children themselves. The

potential existed for social desirability to bias the responses or children may have been

responding according to what they think is the "right" answer. As well, because scales

were filled out twice, children may have recalled theirprevious ans\ryers and responded

based on that knowledge.
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A second limitation was that this was a very small sample. In order to obtain

statistically significant findings with such a small sample, the magnitude of change, using

a group comparison method, would have to be quite large. Therefore, it was difficult

know whether smaller changes did occur but were not able to be detected by the

statistical tests used in the evaluation. As part of the learning experience, parametric tests

were used for analysis. Use of a more liberal probability level combined with use of

visual analysis of the raw data may have helped to decrease the effect of this limitation.

However, this limitation could also have been reduced by using a non-parametric test for

the evaluation of change.

A final limitation to the quantitative datawas the use of the HSE to measure

change in self-esteem. It is possible that this measure may not be able to detect changes

over a short period of time in between each completion of the scale. Self-esteem is a

broad concept and not necessarily a trait that changes in an enduring way over a short

period of time. Use of this scale alone to determine if change occurred on this variable

may not lead to expected outcomes. Therefore, information collected by parents as well

as my observations of children in the group helped to supplement the outcomes obtained

on this measure.

There are two limitations in temrs of the qualitative data. First, because this

infonnation was obtained by me (the facilitator), the parents or children may not have

answered honestly to avoid criticizing my project or abilities. An attempt to alleviate this

with the children occurred through having them complete an anon)rmous questionnaire at

the last goup session covering similar information. A second limitation was that because

parents were aware that their child participated in the intervention, the inforrnation
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provided post-group and at follow-up may have reflected changes that they thought had

occurred that in actuality had not. These are points that can affect the reliability and

validity of the evaluation information gathered and were considered when interpreting the

findings.

Learning goals. There was one main limitation to the evaluation of my learning

goals. This was that selÊrepofs were the main method used to assess the goals. For

example, children's self-reports and my own rçorts (based on my observation of the

goup sessions) were used. In terms of the children's reports, these are not necessarily an

accurate reflection of whether or not they actually gained knowledge, learned skills, or

felt a sense of cohesiveness in the group. Children may not understand or be able to

reflect on these issues and may have answered "yes or no," regardless of whether they did

or did not learn anything from the group experience or felt supported by the other

children. This is why some activities were built into the design of the goup that assessed

some of these aspects without directly asking children to verbalize their experience. In

terms of my own reports following the groups, it is possible that my own biases may have

influenced what behaviours rvere or were not observed. Therefore, these limitations were

considered when determining the extent to which the leaming goals were met in this

practicum. The following chapter will present the results and interpretation of the data

collection.
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Chapter Four: Results of the Evaluation

Data Analysis

Quantitative Data

Two quantitative measures were used: (a) Children's Beließ About parental

Divorce scale (CBAPS) (Kurdek & Berg, 1987) and (b) Hare SelÊEsteem scale (IISE)

(Corcoran & Fischer, 2000). These measures were analyzed using a paired /-test. Some

literature has suggested that the /-test can be used with small samples (e.g., Downie &

Heath, 1970\ which is what this practicum involved (e.g., n: l}).However, these

authors indicate that caution should be used with sample sizes of less that 30. The r-test

was chosen for this practicum for the researcher to gain experience using this statistical

measure as a way to determine whether this test may or may not be useful for a

comparison of groups of such a small size. The outcome of this decision (i.e., whether it

was a useful test) will be discussed later.

Pre-group and post-group scores were compared for children in each group. The

analysis determined whether the difference in means from pre- to post-group (for each

goup) was significantly different (Foster, 1998). Due to small sample sizes a more liberal

probability statistic of 0.10 was used to prevent a Type 2 enor (i.e., that a statistical

difference that does exist is not detected) from occurring. On the HSE, a total score was

derived for each child. It was expected that post-group scores would be higher than

pre-group scores on this measure, indicating higher selÊesteem at post-group. On the

CBAPS, children who answered positively to questions representing a problematic belief

were given a lower score. Therefore, it was expected on this measure that scores would be
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higher following the group, indicating fewer problematic beließ. A visual representation

of pre-post scores on these measures was also used to look for a trend in scores in the

expected direction.

Qualitative Data

There were three main sources of qualitative data; (a) parent interview

information, (b) facilitator observations, and (c) children's post-group information.

Parent interviøu ínformation. Interview data collected from parents at pre-group,

post-group, and follow-up was coded and analyzed using a modified version of content

analysis (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). Prior to the group, parents were asked what they

wanted their child to gain from the group or what they wanted the group to help their

child with. The responses were assumed to be areas of concern for parents, prompting

their interest in having their child participate in a program. The responses were coded into

the main categories of concem.

Post-group data was collected approximately one week after the group ended and

follow-up data was collected approximately one month after that meeting. The questions

asked at these times were a follow up to the pre-group questions, to determine ifparents

had noticed any significant changes in the areas identified prior to the goup. Parent

responses following the group were also coded into categories and compared to pre-group

categories for changes in expected areas. These categories were: (a) behavioural (e.g.,

anger, aggressive behaviour, communication skills); (b) beliefs (e.g., parental blame,

self-blame, loyalty conflicts, worry about one parent, worry about making adult

decisions, general understanding of the separation, nonnalizing the experience/decreasing
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isolation, social support); and (c) selÊesteem (e.g., this was identified as being low by the

parent).

At the follow-up time, a question was added to allow parents to identify any new

issues that they had noticed at that point. For Group One, only one parent indicated a new

issue and it was not new to the original categories, but new for that particular child. For

Group Two, two parents indicated a new issue at follow-up, which were already a

category from post-group, but was new for those children.

Nine parents from Group One were interviewed at pre-group. For the six children

who began this group, three of the children only had one parent participate in an

interview. Two of the initial nine parents did not complete a post-group interview (due to

their child withdrawing from the group). Therefore, only seven parents were included in

the pre-group anaþsis (n : 7). There were two parents (who did not complete a pre-group

interview) who contacted me during the group to indicate their interest in participating in

an interview at the conclusion of the group. Their data was included in the post-group

analysis (n: 9). At post-group, of the five children who remained in the program until

the end, one of the children only had one parent's interview data. At follow-up, five of

the original pre-group parents plus one parent from post-group provided information

(n:6).

For Group Two, 14 parents were interviewed at pre-group. For two of the eight

children only one parent contributed pre-goup information. However, only 13 parents

were included in the pre-goup analysis as one child withdrew from the group (n: l3).

At post-group, information was collected from 11 parents and used in the analysis
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(n : 11). Of the seven children who remained in the group until the end, three children

had only one parent participate in a post-group interview. Of these 1l parents, 10 of them

provided follow-up information (n: 10)

Also included in parent data analysis were questions pertaining to circumstances

in the child's life that may have had an effect on how the child was coping with their

family situation. This information was also coded into categories to determine the main

issues that may have been a factor in the children's lives at the time of the group. There

were three main categories of factors; (a) level of parental conflict (as rated on a scale of

1 to 10 by the parent), (b) participation in other interventions (either the child or parents),

and (c) changes in the family situation (e.g., health of family members, new family

members, loss of family members). For Group Two, some new issues were identified and

a category of "miscellaneous" was added for this group only. All information pertaining

to extemal factors was included in the analysis as possible explanations for outcomes

found in individual children at post-group.

Facílitator observation^s. Following each session, I recorded detailed notes on my

observations of the children's behaviour within the group based on the target variables

being measured (see Appendi* M). Following the group, these observation notes were

analyzed using a modified version of content analysis to identiff examples of behaviour

that was consistent with or opposite to the expected outcomes each target variable. 
i

Child post-group information. CÍnldren completed an anonymous evaluation form

at the last group session (see Appendix I). Certain questions on this form were matched

with target variables. Children were also interviewed individually following the group

and questions that were asked were also matched with variables (see Appendix I).
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Children's responses to these post-group questions were quantified and described as a

measure of children's outcome on the variables.

D emo graphic Information

Most children who participated in the two groups were interviewed prior to the

first group (with the exception of three children who participated in the second goup).

This was done in order to combine children with similar backgrounds for each group.

Demographic information for Group One is presented in Table 1. The children were close

in age and all parents had been married prior to the separation (with missing data from

one family on that variable). The time since separation varied, but was within 2 years for

all children at the start of the group. Half of the children were only-children and half had

siblings' Only one child had any step-family relations but he was included with this group

because ofhis age.

There were some differences in the demographic information for children in

Group Two, as summarized in Table 2.Tlne average age of the children was slightly

lower than for Group One, however, this number is slightly inflated due to one child

being 12 years old. As with Group One, there was a range in the time since sçaration for

the children, however, atl families had been separated approximately 2 years prior to the

goup.Differences between the two groups included the followinpi; some parents of

Group Two children had been living common-law (this was not the case for Group One

parents), and half of the children in Group Two had step-family members in their lives

(versus only one child from Group One).



Table 1: Demographic lnformation (Group One)

family Age of child Siblings Time since separation" Marital status/timeb Custody arrangement

110 19

210024

3 11 0 11

410 12

5 11 0 18

610 14

"Time in months, as of September, 2003,
bM 

= married. Time in number of years married, as of September 2003.

Ml12

missing

M/18

Ml12

Ml12

M/13

11.33 months

sole

sole

joint

joint

joint

joint

13.40 years

o\



FamilY Age of child Siblings Time since separation" Marital status/timeb Custody arrangement

7 9.5 0 19 C/16 joint

B 9.5 1 24" MÆ joint

I 10 0 12 MtlT joint

10 I 1 19 C/missing joint

12

13

14

10

10

12

"Time in months, as of January,2004.
bM = married, Q = common-law, D = dating. Time in number of years parents were together, as of January,
2004.
cEach parent for this family provided only approximate timelines for the separation, therefore this number is
only an approximation.

13

12

ct9

missing

M/16

sole

joint

o\
t\)
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The results of the data collection measures will be presented in terms of the four

main objectives of the program (see program logic model in chapter 3).

Objective I

The first objective of this intervention was to help children accurately understand

the divorce and to change inaccurate beließ children may have about the divorce. The

first two expected outcomes based on the target variables for this objective were (a)

increased understanding of the divorce and (b) decreased selÊblame. These were

measured using the CBAPS scale, parent reports, facilitator observations, and children's

post-group information

CBAPS scale.For Group One, the me¿ur score at pre-group was 60.4 (minimum

44.0, maximum 70.0) and the mean at post-group was 66.0 (minimum 57.0, maximum

72.0). One child did not complete the post-measure (withdrew from group), therefore the

paired-samples f-test was calculated on a sample of five children (n: 5). The change in

the mean scores from pre- to post-test was non-significarrt. Although the statistic did not

reach significance, the general trend of scores was in the expected direction for all

children, that is, higher scores at post-group (see Figure 1). Higher scores are indicative

that the children's beliefs and understanding of the divorce became more accurate by the

end of the goup. However, for three of the five children, this increase in scores was very

small. This scale did not include information about whether ornot there was a clinical

cut-off score that would indicate severe maladjustment in children (Kurdek &Berg,

te87).



Figure 1: Group One Scores on Chitdren's Beliefs About Parental Divorce Scale
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For Group Two, a paired samples l-test was conducted on a sample of five

children as two children chose not to complete the measure at post-group (n:5). The

mean at pre-group was 61.8 (minimum : 60.0, maximum : 68.0) and was 65.4 at post-

goup (minimum :63.0, maximum:69.0). This difference was found to be significant

(t:4.43, p < .05). Because the sample size is small, this finding needs to be interpreted

with caution. However, both the hend in scores combined with the statistical analysis

suggests that children's beliefs about divorce became more accurate following the group

(see.Figure 2). The increase in scores for individual children in this group is greater than

children in Group One and shows more consistent change (except for one child's score)

compared to Group One children.

Parent interview information Table 3 summarizes the findings of parent reports

on the variable of beliefs, compared at all three interview times for Group One. There

were some changes reported by parents that were in a positive d.irection. For example,

worry about one parent had improved by post-group. Parents who indicated prior to the

goup that their children needed to better understand the divorce reported that they felt

this had been achieved by the end of the group. As well, parents who indicated that their

children needed to decrease their selÊblame reported at post-group that this had occurred

(with the exception of one parent's report). One parent reported that they felt the

experience of separation had been normalized,for their child. For the issue of loyalty

conflicts and worry about making adult decisions, one parent was not able to determine if
there was a change. At the follow-up interview (approximately one month following the

group), all parents indicated that changes reported at post-group had been maintained.



Figure 2: Group Two Scores on Ghildren's Beliefs About Parentat Divorce Scale
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ïable 3: Parent lnterview lnformation: Main Concerns (Group One)

Type of issue Example of issues

Number of parents indicating a concern

Pre Posf Follow-up

(n=7) (n=9) (n=6)

Behavioural Dealing with angry/upset feelings

Communicating with parent

Aggressive behaviouP

Parentalblame

Self-blame

Loyalty conflict"

Worry about one parent

Worry about making adult
decisions

General understanding of
separation

Normalize the
experience/decrease
isolation

1

4

I

2

1

1

1

1

3

2

1

I

2

0

2

1

missing

1

0

1

0

nr

0

Beliefs

Self-Esteem Described as low by parent

nr

0

nr

0

0

0

0

1

2

Totald 18
nr = parent did not rate this aspect.
"lncludes two parents who did not provide pre-group data.
bAt post-group, this was a new issue for a different parent than reported at pre-group.
cAt follow-up, this was a new issue for a different family than reported at pre-group.
dThis represents the total number of issues reported.
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One new issue arose for one family which involved the child experiencin g aloyalty

conflict between her parents. Although this issue had been identified at the pre-group, it

was identified by a different parent at follow-up. Overall, these findings suggest that

some positive changes did occur in this area following the goup.

Table 4 presents the findings for Group Two for the category of beliefs. All

parents who had wanted their children to participate in the group to help normalize the

experience felt that this had been accomplished. One parent had wanted their child to

have a better understanding of step-families and reported that this had improved

following the group. For one family where the child was reported at pre-group to be

artÐ at one parent, this was still the same following the goup.At follow-up, one parent

noticed that friendships had become more important to the child. This was categonzed

under normalization as it may represent the child feeling better about the situation and

focusing on receiving support from friends. Unfortunately, parents felt they were not able

to determine if there were changes on the issues of selÊblame or better understanding of

the separation. However, information on these variables was gathered from other sources

as well.

Facilitator observations.My observations of both groups are summarizedtn

Table 5 for the variables understandtng of divorce and, self-blame.Thefirst column

("operational definition") indicates the criteria used to determine whether 
"hildr"r, 

*"r"
demonstrating an appropriate understanding of divorce or whether they showed

selÊblame. As indicated, in Group One, there were some examples that suggested the

children had an accurate understanding of the divorce. As well, there was some evidence

that selÊblame had decreased by the end of the group for one child in particular. For
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Table 4: Parent lnterview lnformation: Main Concerns (Group Two)

Number of parents indicating a concern

Type of issue Example of issues Post Follow-up

(n = 13) (n=11 ) (n=10)

Behavioural

Beliefs

Self-Esteem

Communícating with parent

Anger/acting-out behaviour

Self-blame

Better understanding of separation

Better understanding of step-families

Dealing with sad/worried feelings

Worry about one parent

Anger toward one parent

Normalize the experience'

Described as low by parent

4

1

2

2

1

1

1

1

6

4

nr

0

missing

0

1

2

0

0

0

0

missing

0

1

0

0

3

0

0

nÊ

Total"
nr = parent did not rate this aspect.
"This includes social interactíon with other kids, receiving support from other kids, decreasing
feelings of isolation.
bOne parent felt it was the same, three parents coutd not determine.
This represents the total number of issues reported.



Table 5: Facilitator Obse¡vations: Understanding of Divorce and Self-Blame

Group One

Operational definition

Able to relate to experiences in separation

Able to recall information learned about separation

Able to give accurate advice to other kids

Verbal or written indications of their role

in separation

Example of behaviours recorded

Kids related to examples of positive changes or aspects of separation

Kids described feelings of children in hypothetical situations

One child answered questions about feelings on individual worksheet

Advice to other kids included ideas of permanency, looking at the positive aspects

Recalled info from video on truths/myths of separation

One child made connection between our discussion of kids not to blame with

information from guidance counsellor

No'children specifically mentioned that divorce is not kids' fault on advice

worksheet

\¡o



Table 5 continued: Facilitator Obseruations; Undersfanding of Divorce and Self-Blame

Group Two

Operational definition

Able to relate to experiences in separation

Able to recall information learned about separation

Able to give accurate advice to other kids

Verbal or written indications of their role

in separation

Example of behaviours recorded

Children related to examples of positive changes or aspects of separation

Children contributed ideas about what a family is

One child could explain grief process to others

Some children could relate to feelings in grief process

Recalled info from video on truths/myths of separation

Advice to other kids focused on letting kids know they weren't alone,

there are some positives, and that parents still love them

One child talked about kids maybe being able to get parents back together

One child talked about feeling self-blame

No children specifically mentioned that divorce is not kids'fault on advice

worksheet

\¡



Group Two there were also some examples that demonstrated that the children *"r" ubl!'

to understand the information taught about separation and divorce. However, there was

one instance where a child had a perception that the separation was temporary and that

children could bring parents back together. In terms of feelings of selÊblame, there were

some examples showing that children may have felt that they were to blame in their

parents' separation. There were no specific examples where children verbally indicated

that they recognized that they were not to blame. However, it should be noted that these

examples were observed during the group sessions. It cannot be known for certain

whether children's perceptions changed after the sessjons when they could process the

information for themselves.

Child post-group inþrmation. Answers reported by children following the group

provided some indication that they understood their family situation. For Group One, four

children completed the evaluation form and all children (n:5) were interviewed. When

asked if they leamed anything new about divorce or separation, two children responded

'?es" in the interview and two children responded'Yes" on the form. One child

responded to the question with'hot much." However, no children were able to provide

examples of what they learned. Three of the children reported in the interview that they

had heard similar information prior to the group from other sources (e.g., school guidance

counsellor, friends).

For Group Two, five children completed an evaluation form and one child

partially completed it. The findings were similar to those of Group One. As an example

of what they leamed, one child indicated that they learned that they were not the only one

(with separated parents) and although that they knew this before, being in the group
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helped to reinforce it. All children (n:7) from Group Two participated in an interview.

During the interview when asked if they learned anything about separation, one child

indicated "maybe" and two children indicated "yes." One child said that they learned they

were not alone and the other child could not provide any examples. Two children said

they had heard the information before and one of these children said that it was still

helpful to learn it again. Therefore, their understanding of divorce and feelings of

selÊblame may not have been directly changed by participating in this group. However, it

could be assumed that the information leamed in the group supplemented what they

learned before and helped to cement some of these thoughts for the children. One child

said they did not learn anything about separation. However, as will be described later,

there were some possible explanations for this response which make it atypical.

The third expected outcome for the first objective was improved self-esteem (and

positivefeelings about theirfamily situation). This was a long-term goal for this

objective, therefore, this information will be described in the next section as it relates

more closely to the next objective.

Objective 2

The second objective was to give children a sense of social and emotional support

within the group, to allow them to recognize there are other children in a similar situation

and to provide a place for children to talk with others about their thoughts and feelings.

The first two expected outcomes for this objective were (a) a decreased sense of isolation

and increased peer interaction within the group and (b) an ìncreased expression of

feelings. Facilitator observations and children's post-group information \ryere used to

measure these variables.



Facilitator observatíons. In order to assess whether or not children felt a 
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decreased sense of isolation, their peer interaction behaviour within the group was

examined. Table 6 provides some examples of how the children in both groups interacted

with each other. The "operational definition" column indicates the criteria used to assess

which behaviours represented peer interaction and group behaviour. Instances consistent

with positive peer interaction were noted along with some instances where children chose

to work alone or expressed negative feelings toward others. The negative examples were

isolated instances and not typical of general behaviour. For Group One, the children

seemed to work well with the other children and no child appeared to isolate themselves

from the others on a regular basis. In general, Group Two displayed more group

participation than Group One and the children interacted more frequently with each other

than the children in Group One. Although some children chose to work alone on

activities, most children chose to work together or to interact with each other during

individual activities. One negative interaction w¿rs observed, however, this was an

isolated incident and may have been more related to one child's mood dwing the session

rather than a negative feeling toward another child.

In my observations I also recorded examples where children were contributing

ideas or sharing their feelings in the group sessions. It is assumed that increased

expression of feelings in the goup may lead to increased expression of feelings outside

the group. However, that information was not specifically collected in a systematic way.

Table 7 outlines instances where children were expressing feelings in the group. In Group

One, depending on the topic and where the group was in the process, all children did

express their feelings at some point. One child was more expressive than others. Some



Table 6: Facilitator Obse¡vations:

rational Defìnition

Able to verbally/non-verbally work wellwith others

lnvolvement with other kids during activities

Non-involvement with others or in group activities

les of behaviour recorded

All participated in partner activities at beginning

All kids shared information with each other about schools and

interests prior to sessions and at break

Gender split boys worked well, girls worked well, but some

negative feelings indicated verbally by one girl about one boy

Negative feelings subsided at end of group indicated by written comment by

girl

One child constantly talked through group sessions, was

disruptive at times

Two of three girls worked together on one activity, one girl

chose to work on own

All kids shared their crafts with each other and described them to group

\¡(â



Table 6 continued: Facilitator Obseruatíons:

Able to verbally/non-verbally work wellwith others

lnvolvement with other kids during activities

Non-involvement with others or group activities

Examples of behaviour recorded

One child at beginning did not participate in making a name-tag

All participated in partner activities and shared about themselves/families

Most children shared information with each other about schools and

interests at break and sat together

One child chose to sit alone during breaks

Some shared with others during group discussions

Worked together during role-plays

Boys shared their activities with each other, talked about interests

Four children chose to work in partners when not required

Two children chose to work individually on activities

Some children shared their pictures with the group

Some children responded to others'statements during games, relating to

experiences or feelings

One child did not participate in game at first, then joined later on

-¡o\



Table 6 continued: Facilitator Observations:

Operational definition Examples of behaviour fecorded

One negative interaction where one girl told another girl she was sitting

in her seat

Allwrote positive comments about each other and shared them

with each other at the end

\¡\¡



Table 7: Facilitator Observations:

Verbal or written contributions of feelings

or personal experiences

tional definition Exa

Three children shared feelings they had experienced

One child shared experiences but not specific feelings

lnitially, only two children shared feelings in closing circle activity

No children shared feelings in circle activity

All kids shared how they were feeling in picture form, some

chose to explain their feelings based on picture

One child rarely contributed specific feelings until last session

one child discussed feelings if specifically addressed or if part of an activity

Two children volunteered to describe a picture they drew

Children did not share pèrsonalfeelings regarding self-esteem

of behaviours recorded

\¡
æ



Table 7 continued: Facilitator Observations: Ex

Group Two

Verbal or written contributions of feelings

or personal experiences

ional definition Example of behaviours recorded

Contributed to brainstorm session on ground rules

Shared information about themselves at check-in circles

All shared how they were feeling at closing circle

All shared about their families in partner activity

some children shared their feelings when first found out about the separatíon

All shared a family tradition they had

Four children provided personal examples to use for problem-solving

and anger management activity

Four children shared a picture they drew with the group

Three children shared their feelings about self-esteem

All shared feelings during group games

Some children shared a '\uarm fuzzy" they wrote about themselves

Two children related personal experiences to the video

Three children shared personal

lc)
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children expressed feelings in relation to specific activities or when the were specifically

asked a question. However, there were times when the children were not expressing

feelings or choosing to'þass" rather than share with the goup.

Overall, Group Two expressed their feelings more than Group One. There were

more examples of children sharing their feelings related to their family and the separation

(as opposed to how they were feeling that day or what was going on for them with friends

or school as was more coÍtmon in Group One). There was one child in Group Two who

contributed less to group discussions on feelings compared to the other children. In

Group Two, there were more examples of children voluntarily sharing their feelings as

opposed to sharing them in relation to a game or activity.

Child post-group information.Following the Soup, the children were asked how

they felt about working with the other children in the goup. The intention was that this

would provide a sense of whether or not the kids felt isolated or alone. For Group One,

when asked what they liked most about the group, one child said they enjoyed the other

kids the most (on the evaluation form). In the post-group interview, two children

indicated they enjoyed the other kids and making new friends best about the group. 'When

specifically asked if they felt they could be friends with the other kids in the group, three

children indicated they did. All children indicated they enjoyed doing activities with the

other kids.

Findings for Group Two were similar. Two children indicated on the evaluation

form that they did meet kids with whom they could be friends with and one child said

"sort of." Two children said "no," with one explaining it was because they did not know

the kids well enough. However, in the interview, when asked ifthey enjoyed working
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with the other kids on the activities, all children indicated that they did. When asked what

they liked best about the group, four children responded on the evaluation form that they

liked "all the people" or "meeting nev/ people." During the interview, one child said they

liked meeting other kids 'kith the same problem as me" and one child said that they liked

it because they made new friends. Overall, these findings are an indication that most of

the children did find the social aspect of the group to be positive and noteworthy about

their participation in the group. One of the main goals of the group was for children to

have the opportunity to interact with other children going through the same experience.

Therefore, this finding strongly supports the fact that this intervention accomplished this

goal. For the few children who did not find the social aspect of the group to be positive, it

is possible that individual factors (e.g., personality, family situation) may have been an

influence and these will be discussed later.

Questions were included to ascertain the children's comfort level with sharing

their feelings in the group. Although this may not necessarily relate to actual expression

of feelings, it can still provide some useful information. For Group One, two children

indicated "yes" they felt comfortable sharing their feelings in the Soup, one child

indicated "sort of," and one child indicated they did not feel comfortable sharing their

feelings. For Group Two, three children indicated "yes," one child indicated "no," and

one indicated "maybe" in response to this question (evaluation form).This helps to

explain why some children were generally more expressive in the group while others

were only expressive at certain times. The atnosphere of the group plays an important

role in this behaviour and the children's responses help to shed some light on how they
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experienced the group. All children in both Group One and Group Two indicated they felt

comfortable sharing their feelings in the group (interview). However, this was a

face-to-face meeting and although children were encouraged to be honest and not worry

about hurting the feelings of the facilitator, it is possible that these responses were not

accurate as they differed from the responses on the anonymous questionnaire. Therefore,

for Group Two, I asked the kids if they could say what it was about the group that made it

comfortable to talk. One child said it was because they were'þith friends," one said it

was because the other kids listened when they talked, and one child said it was because

the group was private.

The third expected outcome for the second objective was to ímprove children's

self-esteem. An attempt was made to determine whether or not there were any changes

observed in children's self-esteem following the group. The Hare Self-Esteem scale and

parent interview information were used to measure this variable.

HSE scale. For Group One, the overall mean of the pre-goup scores on this scale

was90.2 (minimum 72.0,maximum 97.0) and the mean of post-group scores was 91.2

(minimum 76.0, maximum 100.0). The paired samples l-test was used to examine the

statistical significance of this change. The result was not significant (n:5). On this

measure, the general trend of scores wÍrs not in the expected direction for all children (see

Figure 3). For two children, their scores were in the expected direction, much more so for

one of the children. For one child, there was a slight decrease from pre- to post-group,

which is opposite to what would be expected. In two cases scores remained the same

from pre- to post-group. Higher scores indicate more positive self-esteem. However, there

was no designated cut-off point in scores to suggest whether or not a child was in a



Figure 3: Group One Scores on Hare Self.Esteem Scale
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clinical rarìge for low self-esteem (Corcoran & Fischer, 2000). Although some children

did not have high sco es and their scores did not increase, this does not suggest that they

were exp eri encing maladaptive self- esteem levels.

For Group Two, the overall mean at pre-group (i.e., first group session) was 90.4

(minimum :7L.O,maximum: 105.0). The overall mean following the group actually

decreased to 86.7 (minimum :71.0, maximum, 103.0) which was opposite to what was

expected. This difference in means was not statistically significant (n:7). As with Group

One, the trend of scores \ryas not in the expected di¡ection (see Figure 4). However, there

'was a larger difference in means for Group Two compared to Group One, and this

difference was in the negative direction. For two children, their score had increased at

post-group and one of these was very dramatic. Two children had scores that dramatically

decreased at post-group whereas two other children's scores only slightly decreased. One

child's score remained the same. It is interesting to note that for both groups, findings

were similar if one considers the number of children who had increased scores, the

number who remained the same, and the number who had decreased scores at post-group.

As will be described later, there are several limitations that need to be considered with the

variable of self-esteem and the methodology used to measure this, which may help to

explain these unexpected findings.

Parent interview information. At pre-group, two parents from Group One

indicated that their child's self-esteem was low and they hoped that the group would

improve on this. At post-group, these parents said that there was an improvement. For

example, one child was reported to have improved socially and at school.



Figure 4: Group Two Scores on Hare Self-Esteem Scale
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The other child was reported to have improved socially and had become more involn"¿ iT

social groups and programs. At follow-up, parents for both these children indicated that

this improvement in self-esteem \ryas being maintained (see Table 3 for summary).

For Group Two, four parents indicated that they had wanted the group to improve

their child's self-esteem. At the post-group interview, one parent felt that it was the same

and attributed this to a personality trait of the child (i.e., that the child has always

underestimated the extent to which other's like him despite information indicating

otherwise) and three parents could not determine if it had changed or not. At follow-up,

one parent indicated that they felt their child's self-esteem had improved, which was not

observed at the post-group interview. No parents reported this as a concern at follow-up

(see Table 4 for summary).

Overall, these findings suggest that there may have been an improvement in some

children's selÊesteem over the course of the group. However, this was mainly supported

by parent reports rather than the quantitative measure used. This highlights the

importance of not relying solely on one form of data from which to draw conclusions. It

is important to note that further follow-up evaluation using the self-esteem scale may

have yielded more reliable results, as an eight week period may not be sufficient time for

change to be measurable on such an enduring trait.

Objective 3

The third objective of this group was to teach the children skills for coping with

their family situation (e.g., strategies for dealing with problems or situations they



87
may encounter during this family transition; skills for communicating with others,

constructively dealing with angry feelings). The first expected outcome was for the

children to have an increased understanding of positive/constructive ways of behaving

ønd interacting with others.It was expected that this change would lead to improvements

in two other areas; selÊconfidence and self-esteem. However, the first expected outcome

was used as a way to assess this objective, as the others were seen as longer-term goals

and were not able to be accurately assessed within the time period of the data collection.

Facilitator observations and children's post-group information were used to assess this

expected outcome.

Facilitator observations. Table 8 summarizes examples of behaviotr observed

during both groups that indicated whether or not children understood some of the

behaviour skills taught. The criteria used to assess this expected outcome are listed in the

"operational definition" category.In Group One, all children demonstrated use of an "f

message" for communicating how they feel. One child attempted to demonstrate using an

"I message" in a role play, but was unable to do so. It was unclear whether this is because

the child did not understand it or was trJ¡ing to impress the other kids by being

humourous. Some children gave exarnples of constructive ways to handle anger and all

were able to complete a worksheet on ways to deal with angry feelings. The children also

contributed ideas about ways to solve problems using the problem solving model

presented.

For Group Two, most of the children were able to use an "f message" to share

their feelings and one child demonstrated this in a role play. Most children shared

examples of ways to handle anry feelings. Some children shared examples of ways to



TableS: Facilitalor Obseruations: IJnderstanding of Posìtive or Constructive Behaviours

Group One

Operational Definition Example of behaviours recorded

Able to give examples (communication, One child gave an example of an ,'l message,,related to separation

anger management, solving problems) All kids attempted to use "l messagen

Able to role-play behaviours Most kids able to give examples of how to brain storm solutions to a

Demonstrated positive behaviours in group problem

one child did not seem to be paying attention to problem-solving model

One child attempted to role-play "l message" but could not

Most kids could give exampres of constructive ways to handre

anger in hypothetical situations
'

Most kids indicated on a worksheet that they would try alternate ways

of handling angry feelings

Two children were disruptive in group sessions, not listenlng to others'

talking, fooling around

æ
æ



Table 8 continued: Facititator Obseruations: tJnderstanding of Positive or Construct¡ve Behaviours

Operational defi?ition Examples of behaviour recorded

Able to give examples (communication, Three children were respectful of others who were talking

anger management, solving problems) One child made an angry comment to another child rather than

Able to role-play behaviours trying a constructive way of expressing anger

Demonstrated positive behaviours in group

Group Two

All kids used "l message,'during closing circle

some kids courd share probrem sorving and anger management

strategies

9qme children were talking when others were

Oo\o



solve problems. There was an instance of behaviour where children were not ,.rp".tirrg 
no

other children during their turn in a game, however, the behaviour of the children for the

most part was positive. Generally, the children appeared to have learned something from

the group in terms of behaviour as indicated by their verbal recollections and

contributions. Whether or not this knowledge was transferred into behaviours outside the

group is not known.

Based on my overall observations of how the children were behaving and

interacting with other children in the goup sessions, I noticed changes that occurred for

some children over the duration of the goup. For example, in Group One, two children

who began being very quiet and less interactive with others had become more talkative

andparticipatoryby the end. These children became more comfortable initiating

conversations with other children as well. One child in this group began by being very

talkative and participatory. However, where I noticed changes was in her ability to recall

information discussed in previous sessions and relate this to other information she had

been hearing from her guidance counsellor.

In Group Two, one child who had seemed very reluctant to participate in activities

at the beginning had become more comfortable as the sessions progressed. He was

involved in the activities and was interacting with the other children much more than he

was initially. The other children seemed to respond positively to him,'which may have

helped increase his comfort with the group. Several children in this group were very

participatory in most activities from the begirndng. Where I noticed a change in them was

that they became more comfortable suggesting variations to activities or volunteering to

share information and examples even if not specifically asked to do so. The cohesiveness



9r
of this group only became stronger throughout the sessions as most of the children

interacted positively with each other during activities and at breaks.

Child post-group tnformation. Onboth the evaluation form and in the interview

the children were asked specifically if they had learned any skills in the group and if so,

which ones. The responses indicated that the children had leamed and understood some

of the skills taught in the group.For Group One, three children indicated on the

evaluation form that they had learned some new skills.'When asked for an example, one

child indicated "I messages." In the interview, three children indicated they leamed some

skills they could use after the group and examples included "I messages" and "anger

skills." One child said that it would depend on the situation whether or not they would be

able to use the skills taught. One child said they did not think they would use the skills

taught as these skills would not make a difference if used in their situation.

For Group Two, five children indicated on the form that they had learned some

new skills, two of which cited "I messages." Three children indicated'T don't lcnow" in

response to that question. During the interview, tlree children said they leamed "I

messages" and one child said they tried to use them at home. One child said they learned

new ways to express anger and two children recalled the problem-solving cartoons that

were handed out. One child said they did not learn any new skills and another said

"maybe." These findings suggest that some children were able to retain some of the

behaviour skills taught and some said they used some of these outside the group.

Objeclive 4

The fourth objective was to facilitate positive outcomes from the group ín the

child's home environmenl. One of the methods used to u"hi.u" this was through the



92
follow-up meetings or conversations with parents following the group. Parents were

reminded about some of the skills learned in the group and how they could be attentive to

these at home and encowage the use of these skills when they noticed their child

behaving in those ways. The expected outcome was that children would use the skills and

knowledge learned in the group, outside the group setting. Parent interview information

was used to measure this variable.

Parent íntervìø,v information Table 3 summarizes the information collected from

Group One parents at pre-group, post-group, and follow-up on the category of behaviour.

At pre-group, one parent indicated that their child was experiencing a lot of anger in

general, one parent indicated their child was acting aggressively (e.g., toward siblings),

and four parents indicated that their children had poor communication skills. At post-

$ouP, the parent who identified a concem about their child's anger prior to group felt it

was the same. One parent reported at post-group that there was a change in what may

appear to be a negative direction; that the child seemed to get upset easier. Regarding

aggressive behaviour, one parent did not report whether this changed or not. However,

one parent who did not contribute pre-group data, said they felt that their child's

aggressive behaviour had decreased with regard to their siblings. In terms of

communication skills, one parent said their child's communication skills were the same

i
as pre-group. Three parents indicated that their child was more communicative generally,

but not necessarily with regard to feelings about the divorce. One parent indicated that

although their child was not verbally communicative, they felt that they were more

reflective and thoughtful about what was going on.



93

As described before, these changes reported following the group were maintained

at follow-up. In addition, one parent specifically stated that the child's behaviour in

general had improved at home. From these findings, it can be said that most children's

behaviour had shown some positive changes by the end of the group, whether it be in

communication skills in general or having a better understanding of how to deal with

various situations. However, there was not much change reported by parents in terms of

expressions ofanger or aggressive behaviour.

Group Two information collected at post-group and follow-up for behaviour is

summarized in Table  ..Only one parent reported a change in their child's communication

skills at post-group. However, one of the parents who did not notice a change attributed it

to the child's personalitymore so than the child not having leamed anything from the

gloup about how to communicate better. In terms of aggressive or acting-out behaviour at

home, one parent who indicated this as a concern pre-group reported that following the

goup the child had been trJ.rng other strategies to deal with anger other than taking it out

on a sibling.

At follow-up, the results were more promising with this goup. For example, one

parent reported their child was demonstrating an increase in communication about her

feelings. For the child who had improved communication at post-group, this was reported

to be maintained at follow-up. The positive improvements reported at post-group for the

child who was behaving aggressively toward a sibling had firrther improved at follow-up.

However, for two of the children, there was an increase in behavioural problems (e.g.,

rebelliousness, power struggles with parents) reported at follow-up. This could also be
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athibuted to a developmental stage and may possibly be gender-related (as it was

reported for boys but not girls).

This objective was considered to be a long-term goal ofthe practicum as the

children will need time to process what they have learned and practice using it in their

daily lives in order for it to become incorporated into their behaviour (Hodges, 1991). In

collecting follow-up data from parents approximately one month after their post-group

interview, only a few parents reported some behaviour changes in terms of use of skills.

The parents from Group One who reported changes indicated that the change was in

reference to improved behaviour in general and increased social participation. For Group

Two, some more specific behavioural changes were noted, particularly regarding

communication and anger management skills. For both gloups, only two parents from

each group reported any change in behaviour. The fact that more parents were not

reporting any specific or positive behavioural changes supports previous findings that

social skill and behavioural changes take longer to emerge than over the duration of the

group. It is also possible that individual and family factors affected behaviour change.

These will be discussed later.

Comparison of Group One and Two

The two groups have been analyzedand described separately for this report. This

section provides an opportunity to explore some differences and similarities found

between the groups, as well as how these may have contributed to two very different

goup environments. There is also some analysis ofboth groups combined into one

sample to look for expected changes.
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Two standardízedmeasures were used to obtain data from both groups. This data

was examined for comparison purposes to see if any similarities or differences between

the two groups were present.

CBAPS Scale

Scores on this scale were obtained at the initial session for each group. The means

were 60.3 (n:6, minimum :44.0, maximum:70.0) for Group One and 62.7 (n:8,

minimum 60.0, maximum 68.0) for Group Two. This difference was not statistically

significant using an independent samples f-test. Post-group scores on this scale were also

compared using this /-test. The mean for Group One was 66.6 (n:5, minimum: 57.0,

maximum :72.0) and for Group Two was 65.4 (n:5, minimum:63.0, maximum:

69.0). This difference was not statistically significant either, suggesting that these two

groups were not different in terms of their beliefs about the separation when each time

period was examined separately.

Finally, both groups were combined for an analysis of the pre- and post-group

scores to see if, as one sample (n: 10), there were any significant differences found. On

this measure, the pre-group mean for all children was 61.1 and the post-group mean v/as

66.0. This change is in the expected direction. The paired sample t- test in this case

yielded significant results (t:2.25, p : .051). This suggests that, as a whole, the

children's beließ about divorce changed in a positive direction from the beginning to the

end of the group.

HSE Scale

Before moving on, Íur important aspect of how this measure was used to collect

data must be noted. As mentioned earlier, Group Two was used as a comparison group on
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this measure. The section will expand on the findings of this aspect in detail. A total of 12

children were interviewed in July and August 2003 and were split evenly into two groups.

All children completed the HSE at this time (Time 1). However, after the first group had

begun, I decided that beginning with only six children had the potential to lead to a

problem of low numbers if children withdrew or were away for a session. Therefore, two

more children were interviewed in November and December 2003 tobe included in

Group Two. Because the timing was significantly different than the initial interviews,

these children did not complete the Time 1 HSE and were not included in the comparison

sample.

For Group One, the HSE scale was completed a second time (Time 2) at their

post-group interview in December 2003. Children who began Group Two in January

2004 filled' out the HSE for a second time (Time 2) attheir first group session. Therefore,

there was a similar period of time over which this scale was completed for these children.

During this time period, one group received the intervention (Group One) and one group

did not (Group Two).

The mean scores obtained on this scale at Time 1 were 90.2 (n:6, minimum:

72.0, maximum:97.0) for Group One and 72.0 (n:6, minimum :20.0,maximum:

108.0) for Group Two. Using an independent samples t-test, it was determined that this

difference was not significantly different. For Group Two, one child's ,cor" wus

significantly lower than the rest (20.0) which may have skewed the dishibution of the

scores. A second /-test was performed with this outlier removed and the result was still

non-significant. This suggests that these two groups may have been similar in terms of

their level of self-esteem at the same point in time.
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At Time 2 (i.e., the end of Group One and the beginning of Group Two), the mean

for Group one was 91.2 (n: 5, minimum :76.0, maximum: 100.0) and the mean for

Group Two was 95.7 (n:6, minimum:74.0,maximum: 105.0). Again, this difference

was not statistically significant. For Group One, the mean score on this scale only slightly

increased from pre-group to post-group. This is in the expected direction, but only very

minimally. It is interesting to note that for Group Two, the mean score on this scale

actually increased over this period of time. This is not the expected direction for this

measure, particularly for the comparison gtoup that did not receive the intervention.

Finally, all children were combined for a paired sample /-test to determine if the

change in scores on this measure at the beginning of the group (i.e., Time I for Group

One and Time2 for Group Two) were significantly different than scores at the conclusion

of the goup (i.e., Time 2 for Group One and Time 3 for Group Two). This result was not

statistically significant, indicating that the children's self-esteem did not show any

substantial change over the duration of the goup (n: 12).

There may be several reasons why these findings did not indicate that children's

self-esteem improved over the course of the goup. One explanation may have to do with.

the effect that focusing on the topic of separation has on how children feel about

themselves following the group. It is possible that participating in a group that

encourages children to focus on the separation of their parents, increases their awareness

of their family situation and may decrease how the children feel about the situation and

themselves. For example, in the comparison group anaþsis, overall, children in Group

One showed a small increase in their scores on the self-esteem scale while the children

who were not participating in a group showed a large increase in their scorés. The



children in Group One had more exposure to discussions and activities that made th"rr, 
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think about their family and how things had changed for them. If these children had been

coping with the situation by not thinking about it (i.e., using an avoidance coping

strategy), then participating in the group may have given them a more realistic coping

strategy. However, this may have led these children to experience a slight decrease in

how they perceived themselves, as reflected in their scores at the end of the group. The

children in Group Two were waiting for their group to begin and did not have the same

experienceoffocusingontheirfamilysituation.Thereforetheymaynothavehadthe

same reflection about themselves that Group One children had. This is one possible

explanation for these unexpected findings.

There were some limitations that need to be addressed with regard to the HSE

me¿Nure used to assess change in self-esteem. Self-esteem is a very broad concept and is

not a trait that necessarily varies from day to day but rather takes time to change. It is

possible that this measure could not detect any change that occurred over a short period

of time (i.e., a few months). This supports an interpretation of the selÊesteem datathat

favours the possibility that selÊesteem may not significantly change over a short time

period or at least not in a measurable way. This could have been alleviated or assessed by

having this measure completed after alonger time interval than 8 weeks.

Another pottibl. interpretation for why expected changes were not found could

be due to factors influencing children's completion of the scales. For example, children's

responses on this measure could have been affected by their having a particularly good or

bad day when the scale was filled.out. Therefore, it is not likely that the intervention itself

lead to the decrease found in some children's self-esteem scores. These limitations were



understood prior to the evaluation, however, this measure was still included to see if *fn
changes in children's self-esteem could be detected over this short period of time.

S ituatíon al Differences

There were also several differences noted between the two groups that may

account for differences in outcomes on the variables. First, was the number of

participants. Group One began with six children and ended with only five. Group Two

began with eight children and ended with seven. Although a difference of two children

may not at first seem significant, as a facilitator I felt that it did make a difference in

goup dynamics and how group activities occurred. For example, Group One children

were less open in large group discussions than children in Group Two. It is possible that a

goup of only five children offered less anonymity, which may be a factor that helps a

child feel more comfortable in sharing feelings. Another explanation is that with a larger

number of children, it is likely that there will be more children who are outgoing and can

generate an atrnosphere of sharing feelings and ideas. This may lead to more children

feeling comfortable sharing feelings. A second difference was that Group One children

worked better on individual activities or in pairs, whereas Group Two children worked

better when in the large group or two medium sized groups.

It was also apparent that some of the demographic information w¿rs different,

when compared between groups. For exarnple, most children in Group One had parents

who were married; in Group Two, most of the children had parents who were living

common-law and only a few were married. As well, there were two children in Group

Two where the father who was involved in the separation was not the child's biotogical

father þut was the only father the child had known and was the first separation for the



child). This was not the case for any children in Group One. Most children in C.o.rp f#

had step-family members in their lives, however, this was not the case in Group One.

Time since the separation was slightly higher for Group Two, which is expected as this

group began four months after the first goup.

Another difference between the groups was the personalities of the children and

this made for very different group dynamics. As well, this had implications for how

group activities were plarured and designed in order to match with how the children

responded to different types of activities. For example, the children in Group One were

generally quieter in terms of sharing personal feelings in the group and participating in

group discussions. These children worked better on individual activities and therefore,

this was how activities were planned. For Group Two, these children were more

comfortable with sharing their feelings and participating so more goup activities could

be planned.

Because the groups were not rur concunently, there were some changes made to

the activities used in Group Two based on how the activities were received by the

children in Group One. As well, there was a difference in how the scales were

administered for each group. Group One completed the CBAPS scale only in session one,

whereas Group Two completed both the CBAPS and the HSE scales in their first session.

To summarize, these groups had some similarities and some differences that may

explain differences in findings on the variables being examined. With an intervention

such as this one, similarities and differences in demographics, situations, and composition

can play an important part in group dynamics, how the children perceive the group, and

the extent to which children feel the information and activities are helpful.In addition,
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these factors are important to consider particularly because it is a small sample size.

Some combined analysis was done to alleviate the issue of small sample size.

External Factors in Children's Circumstances

The outcomes observed and reported for each child can be affected by factors

outside the group. Therefore, part of the parent interview included questions to assess

whether there were other issues affecting the children. The main areas covered included

parental conflict, participation in other interventions, and changes to the family situation.

An examination of other external factors specific to each group is also presented.

Parental Conflict

One of the factors that has been highlighted in the literature as having a large

influence in children's coping ability is level of conflict between parents (e.g., Grych &

Fincham, 1992; Walsh & Stolberg, 1989). Parents were asked before and after the group

to rate the level of perceived conflict with the other parent on a scale of 1 to 10 (l being

low conflict, 10 being high conflict). Reported levels of conflict for Group One showed a

decrease for two families from pre- to post-group and this was maintained at follow-up.

One family reported lower levels of conflict from post-group to follow-up. For two

families, the level of conflict remained high throughout the goup and after.

For Group Two, the levels of conflict reported by parents were mostly low to

moderate pre-group. The ratings were mainly consistent between parents of each child

v¡ith the exception of one family where one parent indicated high conflict and the other

parent indicated low conflict. This translates into six of the seven families experiencing

moderate to low levels of conflict. At post-group, most parents indicated that the level of



conflict was low. The one parent who did not indicate that conflict was low was the orrlT'

parent for this family who provided post-group information. Therefore, for six of the

families, the level of conflict was reported as being low at post-group. This pattem was

maintained at follow-up. It is important to note the dramatic difference when compared to

Group One levels of reported conflict, which was mainly high-moderate at allinterview

times.

Other Interventíons

Some families were involved in other interventions. For example, in Group One,

two children were involved with a school guidance counsellor and one child was involved

in school group for separatior/divorce. At post-group, one family reported that the

parents participated in mediation. At follow-up, the parents of another family had begun

mediation. For Group Two, only one family had received other interventions. The parents

had participated in mediation and the child was participating in a goup at school for

separation and divorce. At follow-up, that family completed mediation and the child was

still participating in the school group.

Family Changes

Parents were also asked about significant family changes that may have occurred

during the group. For Group one, at post-group, one family reported illness in an

extended family member. One family repofed that one parent had a new partner. At

follow-up, one parent reported that their family had experienced the death of family

member and for one family, one parent no longer had a new parbrer. For Group Two,

similar types of changes were also reported. However, a category of miscellaneous was

added as there were a variety of different experiences that some families had, including
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problems at school with other children, the family home going up for sale, the child

experiencing negative attitudes from relatives on one side of the family, and one parent's

house burning down. See Tables 9 and l0 for a sunmary of parent reports in these

categories.

Logistical Factors

Group One

Attrition. After the second session, one child dropped out of the group. In addition

to this, the co-facilitator who began the group left the group around the same time. This

resulted in the remaining children experiencing a few major changes in the third session;

loss of a group member and co-facilitator and the addition of a new co-facilitator. These

unexpected changes may have had an impact on the stability and comfort these children

experienced in the group and on how they evaluated their experience in this group. This

aspect may be particularly important for this population which may be experiencing some

instability or inconstancy in their home environment. Therefore, it may be important to

create a sense of consistency in this group setting.

Environmental distracttons.In Group One, the children filled out the post-group

evaluation fonns at the beginning of the last session. The last session also involved a

pizzaparfy. The goal was to have the children fill out the evaluations before the party

began, so that would not influence their responses. However, the pizzaarrived just as thè

kids began the evaluation form and many of them may have rushed through it to move on

to the pafty. This may be reflected in the partial answers and answers where the children

did not elaborate when asked.



Table g: Parent Interuiew lnformation: Extemat circumstances (Group one)

Number of parents reporting

os- t*-*pre" p

Parentalconflict

other interventions child or parent receiving social or other services

Level of conflict reported by parents

aone parent said there was.1o. oppo¡tunity for conflict because there was no communication or contact with the other parent.This could be classified 3s !¡gf conftict (Éacon & McKenzlé, iñ fress¡.bThree parents could not rateTdescribe cbnflict tevel.
"One parent described the conflict as "low" but rated it as "5" on the scale, one parent could not rate conflict.

in fam Health, addition or leavi

Hish (7-r0)

Moderate (4-6)

Low (1-3)

of members

5

1

00

Number of families

2

4

2

0

3
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Table 1 0: Parent I nteruiew I nformation : Exte rnal Crrcumsfances

Parental conflict Level of conflict reported by parents

Other interventions

Changes in family

Miscellaneous

"One parent could not rate the level of conflict.

Child or parent receiving social or other services

Health, addition or leaving of members

lssues not covered in

Hish (7-10)

Moderate (4-6)

Low (1-3)

Pre Posf Fol

(n =13 ) ( n = 1l)

79

Number of families

(n = 10)

1

0

0

1

o(j
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Group Two

Attendance. There were more absences in this group, with some children missing

up to two sessions. One reason was weather related. A Manitoba winter brings many

nnpredictable weather patterns, including temperatures in the minus 40 range andblizzard

conditions. Many parents were not able to bring their children to some group sessions

because of this. As well, one child lived outside city limits and transportation \ryas a

problem regardless of the weather. Although reviews occurred ofwhat was covered the

previous session, it is not the same as if the children had actually attended the session.

Therefore, some children missed specific topics and this may have affected their ability to

recall what they learned or what they found useful in the group. Surprisingly, this did not

seem to affect etroup dynamics too much as most of the children were still able to fit into

the group dwing the other sessions.

Quantttative meqsures. Two children chose not to complete the CBAPS at the last

group session, therefore the final number of children on which complete data was

collected was only five. The small sample further limited the ability to find statistical

differences. As well, this prevented me from being able to get a sense of how these

children's beliefs had or had not changed based on changes in their scores. Another issue

was with regard to the HSE. For one child the questions had to be read aloud to him as he

was a very weak reader. This did not occur at the first data collection time and may have

affected his responses (or differences in his scores) on the measure.

To summarize, these external factors may have had an effect on the group process

and outcomes. The main difference between these groups was in group participation and
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cohesion between group members. The main differences between the groups in terms of

external factors include; (a) families of children in Group One generally reported higher

levels of conflict than families of Group Two, (b) more children in Group One were

involved in other interventions than chilfuen in Group Two, (c) families in Group Two

were experiencing more family changes in terms of new family members or the loss of

family members, and (d) Group One did not have the same co-facilitators for the duration

of the group.

Based on these observations, one possibility is that for Group One, being in

families with higher levels of conflict may have played a role in the degree to which they

felt comfortable talking about their experience in the group. Perhaps these children need a

longer period of time to get to know the other group members and facilitators to be able

to feel a sense of trust and safety in sharing their experiences in the goup. The fact that

there was a change in co-facilitators may have exaggerated this experience, requiring the

children to adapt to a new facilitator over a shorter period of time than the norrnal

duration of the group.

Another possible way these factors may have influenced the group dynamics has

to do with family changes. Children in Group Two may have been able to relate better to

some of the experiences or situations that were discussed in the group because they were

experiencing more changes in terms of step-families and family composition. This may

have allowed them to feel more comfortable in sharing their experiences in the group

setting. Children in Group One did not seem to experience ¿Is many changes and

therefore, may not have felt as though they "frtin" with the changes or experiences

discussed in the goup.
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Generally, using a group comparison method, there were no significant

differences found between the two groups on the evaluative measures used in this

practicum. However, there were various individual differences that can be explained

using observations made from the group itselt as well as through looking at other factors

that were going on for individual children. These will be discussed next.

Case Study Analysis

The purpose of this section is two-fold: (a) to supplement the findings of the data

as anaiyzed above; and (b) to provide a more in-depth analysis of my observations of the

children in the group and information learned about the family situation from parents.

This more qualitative and context related information may help to explain factors that

may have influenced changes or the lack thereof that were observed in the evaluative

measures that were used.

Group One

Family #/. It was reported by this child's parent prior to the group that anger was

a major issue for him. It was apparent in my observations of his behaviour that there was

a lot of anger being expressed. For example, his verbal and written ideas often included

swear words, fighting, and death. He also used the word "evil" to describe things we were

talking about. At check in, his comments were often about having a bad day at school,

being picked on or getting into trouble. In the goup setting, at times his behaviourwas

disruptive and he had to be taken out of the room to work on an activity individually with

a co-facilitator. On an individual basis, this child's verbal and written activities were less

negative and he had an easier time focusing on the topic (e.g., completing a worksheet on

feelings). It was difficult to determine whether or not the child was able to absorb some
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of the topics discussed, however, in doing individual work it seemed that some

information was getting through to him. Nevertheless, it did not appear to be reflected

through a change in behaviour. At post groüp, this child indicated in an individual

interview that he would use the anger skills taught. At the end of the Soup, all kids were

asked to give advice to other kids whose parents had separated. This tool was useful for

getting a general sense of how the children were coping with their situation. For this

child, his advice to other kids was "Live with it"! I think this suggests that he is dealing

with it because he has no choice, but does not really provide a clear indication of whether

he is coping well with the situation.

There were factors in this child's environment that may have contributed to this

behaviour. For example, the conflict level was reported by one of his parents as high both

before and after the group. Based on some comments made by the child, he may have

been passing a lot of negative messages between his parents. Part way through the group,

this child's grandmother became terminally ill which was reported by one parent as being

difficult for the child. An additional factor that became apparent from the child's other

parent following the group was that it is possible that the child blamed himself for the

separation as the physical separation occurred immediately after the child and that parent

returned from an activity that the child initiated. This parent noticed the child began

acting on "best behaviout'' following the separation, a pattern that was uncharacteristic of

his behaviour prior to the separation. Overall, there was no apparent change in his

behaviour or thoughts over the duration of the group. However, his comments and

behaviour individually with both the co-facilitator and me indicated that he had gained

something from the group experience.
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Family #2-For this child, the main concern of the parent prior to the group was

self-esteem and loyalty conflicts between parents. Generally, this child seemed to "come

out of his shell" as the goup progressed. For example, the name tag he made in the first

session was small and unreadable and he often chose to'þass" rather than share ideas. By

the seventh session, his name written on a new name tag was more pronounced and at

times he had to be asked to be quiet and listen while others talked. The change in his

behaviour was also reflected in his parent's post-group report. It was reported that the

child's behaviour was changing from being more withdrawn and shy in school to almost

becoming disruptive. Although this is not necessarily a positive change, it does

demonstrate the same kind of changes I observed in the child's behaviour during the

group. In general this child participated in the activities and group discussion. He was one

of two boys in the group and it seemed that the disruptive behaviour of the other boy

would affect this boy's behaviour at times. There was a lot of skepticism expressed by

this child about whether there was any point in children tq¡ing to do anything when it

came to dealing with parents. This attitude may have affected his self-esteem ratings as

well as use of the skills leamed outside the group setting. His advice to other kids;

'lvorst- separation, bad- travelling back and forth, some of the best things- parents still

love you, presents times two (X 2)." It is possible that he was coping well, but not yet

willing to try some of the skills leamed in the group. Following the group, parent reports

indicated that this child's selÊesteem seemed to be better and that his behaviour in

general had improved.

Family #3. This child, overall, seemed to be coping well and it is not clear

whether this group played a significant role in her coping. There were no specific



concerns raised prior to the group except that parents wanted the child to have * """*lij
understanding of divorce and for the experience to be norm alized. Her behaviour in the

goup was hard to explain. For the most part she was quiet and rarely conhibuted unless

specifically asked. At times, she chose to work alone rather than with other kids. She also

indicated that she did not want to continue with an activity when all the other kids did.

hformally (i.e., just prior to the beginning of sessions and at break) she did have

conversations with other children and the facilitators. She was also ayear older than the

other kids (after the one child dropped out). This may have played a role in whether she .'

felt a part of the gtroup and wanted to participate in activities with the other childreir.

Also, she was an only child and perhaps was used to working on her own. She may also

be more used to individual attention which would explain why she could engage in

discussion if specifically addressed but was less participatory in group discussions. An

interesting note is that her score on the HSE scale decreased slightly from

pre- to post-group. It is possible that her experience in the group was not helpful for her

self esteem. However, there was no specific concern raised by parents pre- or post-group

regarding her self-esteem so measurement error could also be an explanation. Her score i

on the CBAPS was the highest of all the children, suggesting that she was not

experiencing problematic beließ about the separation. She appeared to be coping well as

indicated in her advice to other kids going through parental separation: "Your parents

may never get back together so don't plan on it. Some good things about your parents

separating is you get almost two of everything, and you might do different things you

might not have done when your parents were together. So just remember my advice to

you; peace out"!
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Post-group information helped to shed some light on positive changes the child

had been experiencing. It is possible that she was doing well and did not feel the need to

share with the group. For example, the conflict level of her parents decreased

significantly over the course of the group, from high to low as reported by both parents.

In her post-group interview, she indicated that the information discussed in the group was

not new inforrration for her and this may explain why she did not always seem to be

paymg attention during group discussions.

Family ll4.Inoticed the most significant change in behaviour in this child over,

the 8 week period of the Soup, which was corroborated by information from her parents

as well as data collected on the quantitative measures. At the beginning of the group, this

child was the most quiet of all the children and did not contribute to group discussions at

all. As the group sessions progressed, she became more and more participatory, even

volunteering information about activities she was doing at school and with friends. She

seemed to interact more with one of the other girls in the group and they worked together

on some activities. Near the end, she found out she had something in common with

another child in the group md took the initiative to bring this up with her. She was ill for

the last session so did not have the opportunity to share "advice to other kids" or

complete a post-group evaluation form. It was difficult to determine how she was coping

with the separation. This family's sqraration was most recent compared to the rest of the

children (i.e., two months prior to beginning of group). Prior to the group, one parent

indicated that this group was intended to be more preventative as there was not a lot of

opportunity for any concerns to arise. Following the group, this parent felt that the group

was a good experience for the child in general. The other parent mentioned concerns with
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her self-esteem prior to the goup. Following the group, this parent noticed a significant

change in her behaviour and her selÊesteem, particularly an increased involvement in

social activities and clubs. Although the conflict level reported by parents in this family

was moderate-high, this was just beginning to escal ate atfollow-up, so may not have

been playing a major role in the child's coping behaviour at post-group; One parent did

indicate at follow-up that it is possible that the child was experiencing some loyalty

conflicts between parents, which may be a result of the passage of time in the separation

experience for her. Overall, the group seems to have been a positive factor in her coping

and adjustrnent to t}¡e separation.

Famíly #5. This child ended up dropping out of the group after the second session.

There were many concems brought up for this child by his parents prior to the group. For

example, it was reported that the child's selÊconfidence and selÊesteem was being

undermined by one parent and relatives. It was also reported that the child was directing a

lot of anger toward one parent early on in the parents' separation and the child had been

to a psychiatrist due to suicidal ideations. A situation that had occurred closer to the

beginning of the gtroup was that the child had also been exposed to adult issues with :

regard to sexual orientation that were creating some confirsion for him. However, there

was not enough opportunity for me to get an accurate sense of how he may have been

coping with the situation. His scores on the selÊesteem measure were not lower than the

other kids, however, his scores on the beliefs scale were slightly lower than the other

kids'. Unfortunately, that information on its own is not useful in fiying to get a sense of

how the child was coping.
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His parents had an extremely high conflict post-separation relationship as reported

by both parents. Some communication and conflict issues between the parents were

apparent to me as demonstrated through the parents not being able come to an agreement

for transporting the child to and from the group. This created some challenges for me as I

was passing information between parents about who was bringing the child and who was

picking him up. This gave me a sense of what the child may be experiencing on a daily

basis. Although the child indicated to me that the reason he did not want to come to the

goup was because he had learned the same information in a different group, it is possible

that he was aware of the tension and conflict that it was creating between his parents and

he was trying to minimize this by withdrawing himself from the group.

Family 116.Pnor to the group, there were two main issues reported by one parent

for this child. One issue was that the child expressed a lot of anger toward that parent and

the other issue was that the child needed to know the divorce was not her fault. During

the actual $ouP, this child was the most participatory member, expressing her feelings

and experiences early on in the group before any of the other kids did. She would always

conhibute to group discussions and got along fairly well with the other kids. Part way

through the group, she seemed to develop some negative feelings towards another child.

However, this was resolved by the end. She had a lot to say about divorce and what was

going on for her. It was difficult to tell whether or not she was coping better by the end of

the group, however, she seemed able to express her feelings. It is uncertain whether or not

this was a behaviour she displayed at home.

Following the group, I was able to get some information from both parents

(versus only one parent prior to the group). It was interesting that the information
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provided by each parent was quite different. For example, one parent indicated that the

child had become more easy going and less tense. The other parent indicated that the

child became upset more easily and had a lot of anger and hurt toward one parent. At the

conclusion of this gtroup, this child was starting a group at school for children whose

parents were separated. She had been in regular contact with a counsellor during the

group and was able to relate information discussed in the group to information discussed

with her guidance counsellor. Both parents reported a decrease in conflict at both post-

group times compared to pre-group.

Group Two

Family #7. For this child, the main concern one of his parents indicated prior to

the group was that he may be having difficulty accepting new step-siblings. His parent

wanted him to feel more comfortable with having new familymembers. During the

8rouP, this child did not share much about himself or his family, but did participate in

activities on families and finding similarities and differences between families' of other

children in the group.Following the group, this parent reported that the relationship with

step-siblings had improved. His otherparent had wanted the child to participate in the

group for the social aspect and to meet other kids.

In the child's interview following the group, he indicated that one of the things he

liked best about the group was making new friends. He participated in activities in the

grouP, shared drawings with the other kids, and interacted well with others. On the HSE,

his score from the first session to the final session slightly decreased, suggesting that

there may not have been an improvement in his selÊesteem. His score from the pre-

screening interview was not accrnate, therefore, a comparison cannot be made. This child
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compared to the pre-group scores of the other children. This may suggest that his beliefs

about the separation were fairly accurate prior to the group.

There were no significant changes to his family situation over the duration of the

goup and the level of conflict reported by both parents was low prior to and following

the group. At follow-up, one parent indicated that some behavioural issues (i.e., power

struggles, questioning authority) had begun, but that these could also be attributed to a

developmental change rather than to his way of dealing with the separation.

Family #8. There were no major concerns identified for this child prior to the

goup. One parent had indicated that they wanted her to be in the group to receive support

from other kids and to make contacts with other kids for after the goup. The other parent

had wanted the group to help her feel more positive about the situation and to work on

communicating her feelings. During the group, she participated in activities, including a

role-play and got along well with others. She was able to share ideas with other kids on

topics such as problem solving, using "r messages," and managing anw feelings.

Following the group, she said she enjoyed the other kids and knowing she was not alone

(in having separated parents). One of her parents indicated that she had been using ..I

messages" and had become more assertive in standing up for herself following the group.

The other parent had not noticed any changes. Three of the children from this group,

including this child, exchanged phone"numbers in order to keep in touch following the

group.

In terms of her family situation, one of her parents had remarried and she had
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step-siblings. One change that had occurred during the group was that the other parent

(who had not remarried) had moved out from living with a partner whom the child liked

and this had caused some feelings of anger for the child. As well, there had been some

issues for the child at school regarding problems with some of the other kids and this was

having an impact on the child's behaviour. However, at follow-up, one parent reported

that they felt the child was more confident and more sure of herself than had been noticed

previously. In terms of conflict levels reported by parents, it was moderate-low prior to

the group and following the group it was reported as lower than before.

Family #9-For this child, one parent had indicated that they wanted him to

participate in the Sroup to get to know other kids from separated families. The other

parent had a similar reason, in addition to wanting the group to decrease any feelings of

selÊblame and to increase selÊesteem. In the group, this child had no problem sharing his

personal feelings or experiences with the other kids, even volunteering to do so at times.

He got along well with the other kids and participated well in the activities. He was able

to review the griefprocess for some children who had missed the session on that topic.

There were indications that he still felt some blame for the separation but had accepted

the permanency of the separation. There was an increase in his score on the CBApS from

pre-group to post-group, suggesting that his understanding may have become more

accurate. In his advice to other kids whose parents had separated, he explained that they

are not alone and that with time they will get over it.

Following the group, he indicated that he enjoyed meeting the other kids and

wished there was more time in the group to talk with the others. His parents indicated

following the group that they had noticed a change in terms ofhim testing botmdaries and
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standing up for himself more than before. This behaviour was reported to be continuing at

follow-up, according to one parent, but the other parent had indicated that this behaviour

had decreased at follow-up. One parent indicated that his selÊesteem seemed to be the

s¿tme, but suggested that itmay have to do with his personality than the group itself. On

the HSE, the change in scores was minimal and not in the expected direction. In terms of

his family situation, prior to the group, there was a discrepancy between reported levels

of conflict, with one parent indicating that it was high and the other parent indicating it

was low. Following the group, however, both parents felt that the conflict level was low.

and that an effort was being made to keep conflict away from the child. For this family,

the parents had attended mediation and the child was involved in a group at school for

children with separated parents. There were no step-relations for the child. The main

change reported following the group was that the family home was being put up for sale.

The parents indicated that it was upsetting to the child at first, but once it had been sold

the child had come to accept the change.

Family #10. One issue raised for this child by one of her parents prior to the group

was that she took out her angry fsslings using physical aggression. The other parent had,

wanted her to have a better understanding that the separation was not her fault and to be

exposed to other kids in the same situation. In the group, this child did share her feelings

with the other kids and participated in all activities. She got along well with most of the

other kids and became close with one of the other girls. She was included in the group of

girls who exchanged phone numbers. I noticed that she tended to have mood swings. For

example, one week she indicated she felt "black" and coloured a sheet ofpaper all in

black. The next week she drew a brighi yellow sun, indicating that she was feeling good.
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There was one instance where she told another child that that child was sitting in her chair

and when that child left, this child wrote her name on some paper and put it on the chair.

Based on her comments in the group, it seemed as though she was coping with her

feelings and the experience and her'bps" and "downs" might have been related to the

various feelings she was experiencing in trying to cope with the separation. Her score on

the GBAPS showed the most dramatic increase from pre- to post-group.

Following the group, she indicated that she had enjoyed being with the other kids

and found some of the anger management strategies to be useful. One parent reported

following the group that they had noticed.the child tr5¡ing some different ways to deal

with anger even if she showed some of the previous aggression. At follow-up, this parent

reported that the aggression had decreased. The other parent reported at follow-up that

they had noticed that the child's friendships had become more important to her. This

could suggest that she felt more comfortable seeking out support and friendship of peers

to help her feel better. In terms of her family situation, the conflict level was moderate-

low before the group and was reported as lower following the group. One major change

reported at post-group was that some relatives who had been living with her had moved

out of her primary home and this was creating some mixed feelings for her. At follow-up,

another change was that there was a step-sibling expected and that this child was excited

about the new family member.

Family #11. This child was included in the comparison group data analysis for the

HSE and was originally registered for Group Two. However, he did not actually

participate in the goup due to a conflict in his time-table for the evening of the goup.

His parents had been married and had separated in June, 2003.Both reported a low



120
conflict relationship, which was further indicated by the parents wanting to meet together

with me prior to the group. At the time of the pre-screening interview, there were no step-

family relationships or other major changes for the child. At the Time 2 completion of the

HSE, the child had moved out of the family home to a new home and one parent had

begun seeing a new partner. The child had the highest scores on the HSE compared to the

other children at both times of data collection.

Family #12. Thts child was living in a sole custody anangement and data was

collected from that parent only. The parent had wanted the child to meet other kids whose

parepts had separated and to leam to communicate her feelings more as she tended not to

open up about how she was feeling. In the Soup, this child got along well with the other

kids, was very outgoing and seemed to have a lot of confidence (i.e., she was not afraid to

stand out from the other kids or be the centre of attention). She did not share personal

feelings or experiences, but did participate well in most activities. It was hard to get a

sense of how she was coping because she was always very upbeat and cheerful in the

goup. She chose not to complete the CBAPS at the last session and her pre-group score

did not stand out from the rest.

I learned that there were some issues going on for her regarding her family

situation. The father who was involved in the separation was her step-father, although he

had been the only father she had known. Around the time of the group, he was

withdrawing from spending time with her and was spending more time with her younger

brother (who was his biological child). Her mother reported that the child did not open up

about how she was feeling about this and from her behaviour in the group I was not able

to sense any problems. Her scores on the HSE showed a large decrease from pre- to post-
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$ouP, suggesting that her self-esteem may have been lower by the end of the group. It is

possible that this change could have been athibuted to the changes in her family situation.

Her mother reported that it she had always kept her feelings to herself and it may be a

personality trait that she does not communicate openly about how she is feeling. The

conflict level reported by her parent was low so this may not have been a major factor for

this child. No follow-up data was obtained from this parent.

Family #13- There were several factors for this child and family that made them

stand apart from the rest of the families for this goup. This child mainly kept to herself in

the group and worked on her own. She did not take the initiative to speak with other

children but when she did interact with others, it was usually positive. There was one

instance where a child made a negative comment toward her, but it was difficult to tell

whether or not this child perceived it as negative. She participated in activities and was

very open when speaking with the co-facilitator or me one-to-one. Her score on the

CBAPS showed alarge increase from pre- to post-group, suggesting that her

understanding of the separation had improved. As well, her scores on the HSE showed

the most increase frorn pre to post-group, suggesting that this had also improved over the

duration of the goup. This child missed two sessions, whichmay have affected the extent

to which she felt apart of the goup.

Following the gtoup, the child said that she did not really enjoy the group and did

not feel as though she made any friends. There \ryere some activities that she said she

enjoyed, which were mainly individual activities. In meeting with the parents prior to the

glouP, it was indicated that the main reason for placing her in a group was because it was

recommended through a court assessment. Some concerns raised included wanting her to
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understand that the separation is not her fault, help her deal with her feelings, and

improve her self-esteem. The parents for this child reported moderate levels of conflict;

however, it was mentioned that there was minimal communication and that there had

been a restraining order in place at one time. This suggests that perhaps the actual level of

conflict was higher than moderate. Following the Soup, one parent had not noticed any

changes and felt that the child was doing well. In terms of changes in the family situation,

it was reported that the child's mother was expecting a baby with a new partner. One

issue that was raised following the group was that the chiid did not want to spend time

with her other parent. At follow-up, this behaviour had gotten worse and there was more

resistance shown by the child when it came to spending time with that parent. There was

also an increase in anger reported for the child. Unfortunately, only one parent provided

post-group and follow-up data so there was no balance ofperspectives on how the child

was doing. This parent had indicated an attempt to seek counselling for this child.

'When 
one of her parents was asked whether the group was beneficial for the child,

the response was the child went because "she had to," suggesting that there was parental

pressure for her to continue going. In meeting with the children before the group, it was

made known to them that if they decided they did not like the group or did not want to

come an)¡more, then they did not have to. However, parents may be a larger influence in

the child continuing to attend and this may have affected this child's enþyment of the

goup.

Family #14. The separation for this child was the most recent of all the children in

this group. The main reason reported by parents for wanting him in the group was to help

him deal with upset, worried feelings. In the Soup, he got along well with the other kids
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shared some of his personal feelings and experiences about the separation. One of the

ideas that was brought up rffas that there may be a possibility of parents getting back

together, suggesting that the permanency of the situation had not been realized. Both

parents had indicated that there had been a brief separation several years ago (when the

child was 8 years old) which may have played a factor in his belief in the possibility of

reconciliation. Because of the recency of the separation, there may have been some

feelings or experiences expressed by other children that had not yet occurred for him. His

scores on the CBAPS showed a very large increase from pre-group to post-group,

suggesting that by the end of the group his understanding of the separation had improved.

Following the gtoup, he said that he enjoyed the other kids and liked the fact that there

were other children in the same situation as he was. His advice to other kids was to think

of the positives in the situation, suggesting that this was how he was coping as well. One

parent reported following the group that his worry about one parent had decreased

following the group. At follow-up, information was obtained from one parent only and it

was reported that the child was dealing much better with the separation. The conflict for

the parents was reported to be low.

Family #15. This child withdrew from the group after the first two sessions and in

speaking with one of his parents there häd been some serious issues that had arisen for

which they were seeking individual help for him. There were some differences in this

family compared to others that may explain why the child withdrew. For example, the

conflict level was high and there was a restraining order in place against one parent. One

parent reported prior to the group that there were some problems with acting out and
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anger management issues at home and at school. A similarity between this family and

family #l2was that the child's father was not his biological father, but was the only

father the child had known. The parents had been together 11 years and married for the

last 5 of those years. In the first two sessions, the child seemed to enjoy the group and

participated well in the activities and with the other kids. He did share some personal

feelings and was aware that he needed to learn ne\ry ways to deal with his anger.

However, there was not an opportunity to explore that issue.

Conclusions

There was an abundance of information to sort through to determine whether or

not the children experienced any expected changes in their coping behaviour. However,

with so few cases (e.g.,12 children who completed both groups) statistically significant

findings were difficult to achieve. Specifically, because a group comparison method was

used to evaluate and analyze the information, the sample sizes were reduced further. It

may have been possible to achieve more significant findings had an individual clinical

case study method been used. However, the purpose of this practicum was to evaluate

group outcomes. When all the quantitative and qualitative data is combined for each child

in the SouP, one is able to see that there were some expected changes that occurred and

these were mòre apparent in certain children. For children where these expected changes

were not so apparent, there were extenuating circumstances that may have played a role

in how they were coping with their situations.

Most children appeared to show some level oftrnderstanding their family

situation. Most children seemed to be comfortable interacting with the other kids, despite
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their feelings than others but all children were able to express their feelings through

pictures and art activities. Úr terrns of leaming more positive ways of behaving, some

children did not immediately show any changes but were able to recall the skills they

were taught. This understanding is a positive indication that they may be able to

incorporate their knowledge into future behaviour. As mentioned earlier, it was not

necessarily expected that children could immediately process and begin using the skills

taught' For Group One, at follow-up (i.e., one month following the group) there was no

indication by parents that the children were using the skills taught in the group. However,

for Group Two, there were some specific examples of skills being used at follow-up,

although this was limited to a small number of children. It is important to note that this

method of data collection (i.e., parental observations) may not be an accurate measure of

whether or not changes were actually occurring or if children were acfially using the

skills taught in the goup outside the group setting. Overall, both parents and children had

positive things to say about the group and the effect it had on the children. My conclusion

is that each child benefited in their own rvay, whether it be a small or large change they

experienced, learning something new, or getting to know other children in the same

situation and seeing how other children are coping.

Outcome of Learaing Goal Evaluation

The learning goals for this practicum included; (a) to develop a better

understanding of the experiences of and interventions for children of divorce and

separation, (b) to gain knowledge in small goup processes and dynamics with this

population, (c) to develop and use the skills required to facilitate an open and comfortable
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$oup setting for the children, (d) to facilitate cohesiveness among group participants, (e)

to teach the group participants in a way that improves their understanding of the divorce

and to use the skills taught in the Broup, and (Ð to develop and utilize the skills required

for planning and evaluating the group intervention. The learning goals were evaluated in

a variety of ways. These goals will be discussed in turn below.

(a) My knowledge about the experiences and interventions for this population was

enhanced through the literature review, which was used to develop the rationale for the

practicum as well as the content of the intervention.My knowledge was further enhanced

in the actual intervention through comments made by children about their experiences

and feelings. For example, children talked about feeling shock, blame, anger and sadness.

As well, some children presented their concems about being bothered by witnessing

arguing or conflict between their parents and their feelings about parents being self-

involved and having less focus on children. In terms of my knowledge of existing

interventions, this was accomplished through a review of existing group programs for

children and using that information to put together my own goup activities and fonnat.

(b) MV knowledge of group processes and dynamics and group facilitation skills

was evaluated in several ways. In terms of group process, a post-session reflection form

was completed after each session. This provided an opportunity for me to assess what

group process or dynamic was occurring and how it had changed from the previous

session (see Appendix M). I applied Tuclcrnan's theory on stages of group development to

my ¿ìssessment of the goup process for each group (in Toseland & Rivas,200l). This

helped me to recogtttzechanges in group dynamics as each goup progressed from stage
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to stage, as well as allowed me to compare the groups in terms of when they reached each

stage.

In Group One, the beginning or forming phase lasted approximately three

sessions- This involved the children being cautious, testing the boundaries by sharing

neutral, non-personal experiences, and a slow increase in their participation in group

discussion and activities. Through sessions four to six, the middle phase occurred with

norming occurring around one child misbehaving and distracting other children. Another

nonn that developed was that one child was very open about sharing personal feelings :

while the other children listened. Some storming behaviours occurred around the two

boys in the group testing the boundaries of the facilitators and what they could get away

with during the group. The group began to show an increase in cohesion in working

together on activities and talking with each other during breaks. Some small conflicts also

developed as shown by subtle comments being made by some children during the

sessions' The last two sessions demonstrated the ending phase where kids were becoming

a bit more quiet at times, but were also talking about the upcoming final session. Some

children began interacting more than previously and it was clear that there was a greater -

sense ofbeing comfortable in the group. Closure came when all the children received

certifi cates of completion.

For Group Two, these same basic processes occured, however the timing and

behaviours were a bit different. The beginning phase of being cautious and testing the

boundaries occurred in the first session, however by the end of that session there was a

difference in the interaction between the children in comparison with Group One. Session

two involved some degree of forming, but there was a marked increase in sharing of
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feelings and children spent more time interacting with each other. The middle phase

occurred in sessions tbree through six. Some norming occurred around all children

participating in opening and closing sharing circles. There was continual cohesion

building between the children as well as children increasingly sharing their personal

experiences with each other. Around sessions five and six, there \ryere some storming

behaviours such as the children challenging the facilitators more, almost forming a

unified front. Session seven involved preparation for termination. Evidence of small

conflicts between some children began to emerge, although the cohesion continued to

build. By the final session, there was a strong sense of cohesion and sharing of personal

feelings and experiences. Closure was brought through the distribution of certificates.

Post-session evaluation forms were also used to examine my group facilitation

skills through various strategies that were used. After each session, I determined which

activities worked well and which did not, based on how cooperative or responsive the

children were. One thing I quickly learned was that I needed to ensure that I was more

plocess oriented than task focused. By this, I mean that if the children were working very

well on a particular activity, then I should let them continue with that as opposed to

having them stop to move on to the next scheduled activity. I also leamed that it was

necessary to keep on top of any misbehaviour right from the beginning to prevent it from

getting out of control and affecting the goup process.

I also learned that activities could be modified based on the behaviour of the

children. V/ith Group One, I learned that they worked much better on individual activities

and were less responsive to group discussions. Therefore, I included more activities that

they could do on their own. Many of the facilitation skills leamed in Group One were put



129
into practice with Group Two. For example, I ensured that adequate attention was given

to the ground rules for behaviour in the goup and referred to the ground rules often and

when appropriate. This included rewarding behaviour that was consistent with following

the ground rules. The second group worked much better on group discussion activities in

addition to working on their own. Therefore, this type of activity was added into the

sessions. For this grouP, I ensured I was conscious of the importance of letting the group

process determine the flow of activities. If we spent longer on a certain activity than

scheduled,I would revise the following session to accommodate that. From both groups,

I leamed that it is important to have both individual activities as well as group activities

planned. This was required in order to provide an activity to a child who needed to take a

break from the grouP, so he or she had something to work on related to the topic. I

learned that some activities that were useful for one group were not as useful for the

other. For example, using hypothetical scenarios for children to respond to with feelings

and problem solving skills worked with Group One because they were less comfortable

sharing acfual experiences. V/ith Group Two, however, they were very comfortable

sharing their own experiences and feelings so the hypothetical situations were not

necessary.

Another method used to assess my facilitation skills was through the children's

post-group information. They were asked about whether I was easy to understànd and

whether I could have done anything different that would have made the group better. All

kids indicated that the facilitators were easy to understand. Only one child suggested that

it would have been better if I had done less talking and had more activities.
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A final method for assessing my facilitation skills was through on-going contact

with my on-site supervisor following each session to talk about what had happened, what

I did, and what I could have done differently. This feedback was very useful for me and

resulted in me needing to contact her less during the second group as I had learned to deal

with various situations on my own.

(c) - (e) There were several leaming goals with respect to the goup environment

and the children's learning of information and skills taught in the goup.My own

observations and information from children was used to assess this aspect. Certain

questions on the child evaluation form (see Appendix I) and in the child post-group

interviews (see Appendix I) explored the topics of how they felt about the facilitator, the

atmosphere of the group, and the cohesiveness felt \rrith the other children.

In terms of how comfortable the children felt in sharing their personal feelings

and experiences, f found that in Group One, only a few children were open during goup

discussions while most of the children listened but did not share their feelings. h Group

Two, it was the opposite situation where most children were very comfortable sharing

with the group. This began early on in the group sessions. In gathering information about

how the children perceived the group (i.e., whether they felt it was a place where they

could talk about their feelings), only 2 out of 12 said they felt it was not a place where

they could share their feelings. :

Developing goup cohesion was another goar for this practicum. My own

observations of how the children interact with each other showed that there was some

cohesion. In Group One, the gtroup as a whole was fairly quiet and kept to themselves.

However, there were dyads of children who seemed to get along well and choose to work
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together on activities when it was not a requirement of the activity. In Group Two, there

\ryas more goup cohesion; for example, most of the children got along well and chose to

sit together during activities and breaks. One child in Group Two kept to herself, but this

seemed to be a personal choice and not a reflection that the other children were not

allowing her to interact with them. When she did talk with others, it appeared to be

positive.

The children were asked about how they felt about working with the other kids in

the group. For Group One, three children felt that they met kids with whom they could be

füends and one child said what they liked best about the group was the other kids. For

Group Two, all the children indicated that one of the things they liked best about the

group was the other children, and three children indicated they met children with whom

they could be friends with. In the post-group interview l1 out of 12 children said they

enjoyed doing activities with the other kids.

The children were also asked to talk about what they learned in the group. This

provided feedback about whether or not the children were able to understand the divorce

more accurately or whether they learned any of the skills taught in the group. Most

children indicated that the inforrnation we talked about in the group about separation was

not new to them. They had heard it before from friends, parents, or guidance counsellors.

However, two'of the children said that it was helpful for them to hear the information

again. In terrns of the CBAPS scale, although no statistical differences were found in the

scores, all scores were in the direction that would indicate that their beließ had become

more accurate by the end o.f the group. In terms of learning new skills, two children

actually reported using some of the skills taught in the group ("I messages" and anger



management skills). This was supported by information from their parents. Most 
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were able to recall learning about "I messages," and some children recalled the anger

management strategies; however, yaÍy few felt that the

problem-solving skills were useful.

Certain activities were built into the content of the goup sessions which evaluated

the children's understanding and use of information and skills. For example, children

were asked to participate in role plays where they would demonstrate use of ..I

messages." Only one or two children were able to demonstrate this effectively. However,

when using these skills in closing circles, most children were able to do so.

One activity that was used to evaluate how children recognized the feelings

experienced in the grief process w¿ts having children respond to hypothetical scenarios

about how a child might be feeling in a particular situation. Most kids were able to

recognize the feelings we had talked about. One child in Group Two was able to explain

the grief process to other children who had missed the previous session on that topic.

Another activity involved the children sharing advice with other hypothetical

children whose parents had separated. This was an opportunity to see if they would pass

on some of the information taught about separation. Some of the messages from children

in these groups included; 'þarents still rove you,"'þarents probably won't get back

together,"'!ou are not alone," "one of the best things is that you get twice the presents,,,

"one good thing is that you get to do different things with each parent after the

separatior¡"'þu can talk to a friend you trust if you are feeling bad," and,1ry to look for

the positives if you feel bad." This suggests that most kids were able to recognize and
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recall some of the major topics covered about separation. However, it was interesting that

no children specifically said in their advice that the separation was not their fault.

(f) The final learning goal was related to skill development in planning and

evaluating a clinical intervention. This was achieved through the development of the

group program content. I was able to use information from various existing programs as

well as adapt some of the activities to make them fit better with the topic I was

addressing. I also learned about the importance ofpreparing extra activities in the event

that some do not take as long as expected or children are not receptive to it. As well,I

Ívas able to recogntze what activities would work better with each group based on the

personality and behaviour of the children as well as the goup dynamic.

In terms of evaluating an intervention, this was achieved through my development

of a data collection and analysis plan. I also feel that I was able to recognize some of the

limitations to my evaluation method. This is important in helping rne understand, based

on my experience with conducting the intervention and the data collection, what aspects

could be shengthened for future intervention evaluations. One weakness was regarding

consistency in collecting information between both groups. For examplq only one of the

quantitative measures was re-administered to Group Two at the beginning of the goup

(i.e., HSE scale). As well, parents of children in Group Two were only interviewed once.

In order to ensure that changes had or had not occurred over the period of time when the

children were not receiving the intervention, parent interviews could also have been

conducted closer to the beginning of that group.

A second weakness was with regard to my use of a paramekic test (the /-test) with

the small sample size.I feel that this created many limitations that prevented this test
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from providing me with accurate information regarding changes in children's scores from

pre- to post-group.

Implications

In this final section, I will discuss aspects of the practicum that were useful and

those that could be improved for future programs. Where applicable, I will make

suggestions of how important aspects of this practicum can be modified and used in

current programs, for example, Caught in the Middle run by Family Conciliation

@omrenke,7996).

I found it very helpful to include parents in the evaluation process. One aspect that

made this useful was that information could be transferred to parents. This information

could be used by parents to help reinforce what was learned in the goup. For example,

prior to and after the group, parents were made aware of the topics being covered, what

the children would be taught, and what they might expect to see in terms of their

children's behaviour (e.g., using "I messages"). Whether or not parents acfually used this

information in the home was not assessed in this practicum.

The fact that many parents were interested in meeting with me following the

group also suggested that the inclusion of parents was a helpful component. Most parents

were interested in knowing how their children were doing. As well, parents specifically

asked about what they could be doing to help their children cope better. Although the

specific details discussed in the group remained confidential, there was general

information that could be shared with parents about where their children were at in the

adjustrnent process and where they seemed to be struggling. For example, if children

expressed feelings of selÊblame, the parents would be reminded that children can never
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be told often enough that they are still loved by their parents, and that what is going on is

between parents and not because of something the child did. The inclusion ofparents

allowed each parent to receive information specific to their child and their child's needs.

This parental interest was a positive aspect of the intervention. I would use parent

interviews againin an evaluation of a children's program as parental behaviour has been

shown to play a role in children's adjustment, as described earlier. If parents are not

involved in the process, they may not have the opportunity to have their concerns

addressed or learn information that may assist them in helping their child through the

transition. As well, by being involved with parents, the facilitator can provide

encouragement to them for taking active steps to help their child (e.g., through placing

them in aprogram and following-up afterwards).

I found that the parent interviews required a lot of time and flexibility on the part

of the facilitator to arange and conduct the interviews. My experience was that with

Group Two, because there were more children than Group One and because most

children had two parents who were interested in follow-up meetings, giving parents the

option of having this interview take place over the telephone was helpful to ensure all

parents could be contacted in a timely manner. Therefore, a modification that could be

made, one that may be more reasonable in terms of staff time, would be to have follow-up

interviews be more informal and conducted via telephone contact. These follow-up 
:

contacts do not necessarily need to be as detailed as that used in the practicum, but could

be an opporrunity to provide parents with general information about how their child is

doing or what areas their child may be experiencing problems in. It will also allow the



facilitator to hear from parents if they had any concerns about how their child is doi"g ::u

how they felt the goup contributed to helping their child adjust.

The intervention design, in terms of the content, number of sessions, and size of

the groups, was effective. Most of the topics and activities ìvere well-received by the

children. Activities on problem-solving skills were less well-received of all of the topics.

It seemed as though the educational aspect of this topic was difficult for children to make

sense of. A cartoon drawing was used which outlined the steps in solving a problem.

However, unless a very strong example was used, children did not seem to be able to :

concretely understand the theory behind the steps in the process. This drawback may be

limited to the speciñc way in which the activity was taught in this practicum. It could be

strengthened in future programs by using a more creative approach that demonstrates the

problem-solving process more concretely for children.

The number of sessions was sufficient in order to get through atl the relevant

topics and allowed for some flexibility in the case of time running short in some sessions.

However, I think that it would still be possible to run this group with fewer sessions, for

example, six or seven. With this particular practicum, additional components tvere ,:

included in the first and last sessions (e.g., time for completion of scales) that may not be

necessary to use in all programs. Had these not taken up so much time in these sessions,

more material specific to separation or divorce could have'been covered, alleviating the

need for more sessions.

For the purpose of having an evaluation component that does not consume a large

amount of session time, the evaluative tools used in this practicum could be modified and

shortened for use on a regular basis to determine how groups are helping children.
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For example, perhaps some general questions regarding children's self-esteem and

beliefs about the separation could be put into a form given to children at the first group

session (or possibly at the pre-screening interview). Although program developers can

tailor the questions based on their specific goals for the program, these questions might

include, "I am smart," "There are a lot of things I am good at," "my family (or my

parents) are proud of me," "I have a lot of friends/most people in my class like spending

time with me." The response to these can be in a simple'les" or,.no" format.

For questions relating to children's beliefs about the separation, these could be

focused in several areas, including "I think that it is my fault that my parents decided not

to live together anlrmore," "Deep down, I think my parents will get back together

someday," "I think my mother/father is more responsible for the separation." euestions

can also address children's feelings, such as "I feel sadlangryfttappy/lonely." Responses

to these questions should take a basic form that is easy for children to understand and

easy for the facilitator to assess, such as "yes" "maybe" 'ho" or children can respond on a

likert-type scale. These questions can be included in a post-group evaluation form, where

children additionally can rate what they liked or did not like about the group. This wiil

provide information that the facilitator can use for comparison pu{poses with information

gathered at the beginning of the group, as well as for the group evaluation.

The size of Group One'1six children) was a bit small. This was most noticeable

after one child dropped out, leaving only five children. If a child was ill or away for a

session, then the group was too small. For the second group, we started with eight

children and even with one child dropping out, a child could be missing from a session

and the size of the group would not be as affected as much.



As a general rule, I would suggest that starting out with more children is a ¡"n"1"

practice. However, the facilitator needs to keep in mind the specific issues each child may

be bringing to the goup.For example, if there are children who have been identified

prior to the group as having serious behaviour problems or are known for being disruptive

in group settings, the facilitator may want a small goup in order to be able to properly

manage the children or to give more attention to certain children if needed. The number

of children chosen for a group will vary based on factors related to individual facilitators

and to individual group members. As well, the purpose of the group will also play arole

in what size is appropriate. For example, with a counselling/support type of group, fewer

children are a better fit with the goal of the group. However, if the purpose of the group is

educational, more children can be included in the group.

The evaluation methods used were useful. However, I do acknowledge that there

were some areas where they could have been strengthened. The evaluation methodology

and measures were selected prior to the beginning of the actual practicum. Once the

measures began to be used in the practicum (i.e., the recruitrnent of children) and

throughout the intervention, some wealanesses came to light. However, most of the

methods used still allowed me to collect important and relevant inforrnation in addition to

being able to compare information pre- and post-group. Consistency in obtaining

iniormation between groups was also helpful in allowing me to see similarities and

differences between groups on the same me¿ìsures.

One difference I would include in future evaluations is that all the information

collected at the initial interview be collected a second time, prior to the beginning of the

second group. This would be in cases where consecutive groups are being facilitated and
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winter. All parents were interviewed prior to the beginning of the first group in order to

recruit enough children for both groups prior to beginning the intervention. There was a

period of approximately four months between the parental interview and the beginning of

the second group. Only one measure (the HSE scale) was administered at the initial

interview and again at the beginning of the second goup. I think that the evaluation could

have been strengthened by interviewing Group Two parents again, just prior to the second

grouP, to see if there had been any significant changes since the initial interview. Changes

reported between the initial interview and the beginning of the group could be athibuted

to a number of factors (e.g., passage of time). This information would be important to

know when assessing program effectiveness. In addition, there may be new issues or

concerns that arise during the time between the initial interview and beginning of the

second goup that may be helpful to know prior to the beginning of the group. For

example, if the same concerns are reported by parents at both times, and change occurs in

these areas in a positive direction by the end of the soup, the change may be more

strongly attributed to the group and not the passage of time. Otherwise, the changes may

have occurred prior to the intervention.

Another change I would recommend is that in future evaluations using

quantitative data with a small sample size similar to mine (e.g., less than 30), a

non-paramehic test would be more appropriate. Non-parametric tests are less sensitive to

violations of assumptions (e.g., normal distributions) that are normally required for

hypothesis testing. An example of a non-parametric test that could be substituted is the

Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test or Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test (flowell,200}).
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Generally speaking, I think that this group progrÍìm was helpful for the children

who participated. This is supported by comments made by the children and their parents

indicating that this group was beneficial for the children. Most children seemed to doy
being with the other kids and participating in the activities together. Most children

showed some positive changes over the duration of the goup as well as following the

group. Although these were not always major changes, there were many small changes

that were observed in children's behaviour and beliefs. For example, I noticed that certain

children's behaviour changed as the group sessions progressed. As well, some parents .:

reporfed that their children's behaviour and general well-being had improved following

the group. In same cases, these changes were maintained up to one month following the

end of the group.

To summarize, many of the aspects of this practicum and the intervention were

positive and it did help many children and families cope with their family situation. As

with any evaluation, there are aspects that could be strengthened or added to the design if
this type of intervention and its evaluation were to be replicated. The design and content

of a children's program will depend on the individual goals and objectives of the

program. These objectives will also determine the type of setting in which the program

would be implemented. As a learning experience, this practicum contributed to my

understanding of this population, the issues that are present for families, and the thoughts

and feelings that children have. My learning and understanding of this population has

increased both through a review of the literature as well as through working directly with

parents and children in this population. My understanding of the logistical and practical

aspects of groups and evaluations has also increased. In addition, I have seen first-hand



how the process of groups with children unfolds and is shaped by the individuals * *"ilt
as the facilitators participating in the group. Overall, this type ofpracticum provided an

excellent opportunity to learn an alray of skills and knowledge and gain valuable

experience in planning, facilitating, and evaluating a group program.
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Appendix A

Letter to Parent with primary parental Responsibility (custodial)



Date 151

Dear Parent,

I am a student in the Master of social work program at the university ofManitoba' I wilt be running a small support goup for cñildren whose parents haveseparated or divorced. This is intended^" h+ 
"r,il¿r"n 

*derstand and adjust moreeffectively to the separation of their parents. ihis practicum will be used. towar¿ finishingmy degree requirements and has recåived upprorruì m- tlrc university of Manitoba JointFaculty Research Ethics Board.

I am looking for children between the ages of 9 and 12 whose parents haveseparated or divorced within the rast T::"ry to participate in this group. Groups wilr beheld in the fall of 2003 and winter of 200-4. This group will be a place for children tomeet and share their feelings with other children'trL;--;;"ing through a similarexperience' The group is intended to help crrilargn ã;*ld a bétter *]¿rrrt*airrg of theirparents' divorce or separation, to learn.constructive ways'àf managing their feelings,dealing with anger, andresolving problems, and to r""i'uù", about themselves and theirfamily situation' Your child wiilG asked to fill out some brief questionnaires as pat ofthis group, however your child will not 
fave t9 ;*;t;; questions he or she does notwant to' Your child is free to withd¡aw from the grout 

""^rtime 
without consequence.

This group will be co-facilitated by myself and a social work student doing aplacement at Family conciliation. Because this program is-being used as a learningexperience' I will be-suqgrvised by an employe" a"]m Farnily conciliation as well asfaculfy members at the University of Manitoba.

If you are interested in having your child participate in this group or would like todiscuss this further, please fill out trrã ínørrnatio.r urto* *d lrurrc the bottom portion ofthis form with Family conciliation. You can also contact me at the number below.

Thank you for your time.

Heather Morris, B. A. (Ilons.), MSW Candidate

(phone number) 
.

Name:

ContactNumber: 
@aytime) (Evening)

Best time to contact you: Daytime Evening
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Appendix B

Letter to Other Parent (non-custodial)



Date
153

Dear Parent,

I am a student r the Master or{cial.wgrk program at the university ofManitoba' In conjunction withFäiiy conciliatiorr,î *îrîe running a smadsupportg'oup for children whose p**"h;;" Lparated o, ¿ivor"ø. This isbeing ur.à u, partiar#fr:T#;i##,:ïî:Lïffff 
liïïtåättriJårceivedapprova,fr omrhe

Your child

ÍTffi*lfóeparriciryting in this group and;sffiilåi:,ïti ;'Ti'å"åilT,,ilH,iå",
äigHïíii?;JÏinlîïlÏi:"::iïtå"å:,Ë1ffi Tt*:å:H"ï:iä,äS
äliï;"ïäHîî*;;ä'g*ff ï¡.'å:::ä'"*flii":#""i1+;.ll'.il,T'*älearnaboutseparatio,íraiu","äTä1ñä1äii:r:1fi ",*irreelings.yourchldwlr
:oT**itling feelings. It is rt"oããtiî rhis or^,,^ .,.:,r L_, 

t Tgtl solvingproblems, and,iffi H'#riÏ,"åïås.isr'"pãJ,iä;ñ:"äi"#fi ffi iäii;1H.'J"î::jH*
This group-will be co-facilitated by myself and a social work student doing a

placemenr ar Famiry con"'iutiäî:ä**. d, g"rpl, t irrg_urrd as a tearning
äTiäffi 

"J*'"fr:f 

:îäiïH"äÏit;#L1""T"'"''rvt*Jri";*i"î..,¿",^
I am willing 

!9 peet wirh you ro discuss this fiuthe
ä:,i3i1il:"i'"îlH:"ffi 'Ji*'r""a;;"""'äîîålii,ff 'ffi #Jr:ïY,ï'
Thank you,

HeatherMorris, BA (Hons.), MSW Candidate

phone nurnber
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Appendix C

Community Resources
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The Family Centre
4th Floor-393 Portage Ave
947-1401

Elizab eth Hi ll Counselling Centre
3rd Floor- 321 McDermot
9s6-6s60

Child Guidance Clinic
2nd Floor-700 Elgin
786-7841

Men's Resource Centre
203-321McDermot
943-4182

South V/innipeg Family Information Centre
800 Point Road
284-93rt

Aulneau Renewal Centre
601 Aulneau
987-7090
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Appendix D

Pre-Group Interview Questions (Parent)
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(Discuss confi dentialify issues)

1. Tell me about your family situation, when the separation occurred and what your

child's experience has been. (Screening for recency of separation and witnessing of

family violence)

2.What is the current arrangement for the time your child spends with you and their other

parent?

3. On a scale of I to 10, with one being low and 10 being high, how would you rate the

level of conflict between you and the other parent at this point in time?

4. Tell me about your child, their personality, what they like to do, what they don't like to

do. (Used to incorporate activities into the program)

5. Have you experienced your child to show excessive shyness or aggressiveness/acting-

out in goup situations? Has your child been diagnosed with attention

defi citlhyperactivity disorder?

6. VIhy do you want your child to participate in the Soup, what do you hope your child

will gain from this group? (focus on social relationships with friends, communication of

feelings, aggressive or acting-out behaviour, coping skills in general, will be used to

compare with post-group interview information)

7.Do you have any questions about the group?

(Review and discuss consent form)
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Appendix E

Consent Form
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Principal Investigator: Heather Morris, phone number

Faculty Advisor: Dr. Brad McKenzie, phone number

The purpose of this practicum is to facilitate a small therapeutic and educational
group for children whose parents have separated or divorced. It is expected that this goup
will help children cope better with their parents separation. This practicum will be used
toward my Master of Social Work degree. It has received approval from the University of
Manitoba Joint Research Ethics Board. Any complaints regarding any aspect of this
practicum can be reported to the Human Ethics Secretariat at 474-7122.

Children between the ages of 9 and 12 whose parents have recently separated or
divorced within the last two years will be asked to participate in this group. Between 6
and 8 children will be in the group. Eight weekly group meetings will occur, each
meeting lasting 1.5 hours. This group will be a place for children to meet and interact
with other children who are going through a similar experience and to talk about their
feelings. The children will learn mo¡e about se,paration/divorce to help them understand it
better. They will also learn skills for anger management, problem solving, and
communicating their feelings.

Age-appropriate activities and discussion will occur around issues children
experience during their parents' separation. However, there is a potential for children to
initially experience stress and anxiety by focusing on their feelings about their family
situation. It is believed that the children will ultimately benefit from being able to express
their feelings and receive support from other children in a similar situation. As well, by
helping children better understand the divorce/separation and learn skills for handling
problems, this will help them cope better with the separation.

The specific information discussed by the children in the group will remain
confidential vrith the exception of disclosure of child abuse/neglect or intention to harm
one's self. Infonnation about children and their families will be kept confidential and
under lock and key at Family Conciliation. The goup sessions may be videotaped for the
learning purposes of the goup facilitator or as part of an activity for the children. All
videotapes will be kept under lock and key as well and will be erased upon completion of
the group.

There is an evaluation component built in to this piacticum, so your child will be
asked to complete questionnaires prior to and following the group. As well, information
gathered from parents and children prior to and following the group will be used for
evaluation purposes. All information gathered will be kept anon)¡mous and no identiffing
information will be contained in the evaluation report.

Your child's participation is voluntary and helshe has the right to participate in the
group to the extent to which helshe feels comfortable and to withdraw from the program
at arry time. Your child is also free to avoid answering arry questions helshe does not feel
comfortable answering.
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If you consent to having your child participate in the program, please fill out the

information below.

(name) give consent for my child

to participate in the children's group being run by Heather Morris. I verify that I am

giving my consent voluntarily. This practicum has been explained to me and I have

received a copy of this consent form. I understand that my child can withdraw from the

program at any time.
ì

I wpuld like to obtain a sunmary of the final report of this practicum.
Yes No

If yes, please include your mailing address below:

Signed: Date:

Principal Investigator: Date:
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Appendix F

Pre-Group Interview Questions (Child)
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(discus s confidentiality issues, explain group)

1. Do you have any questions about the group or what will happen in the group?

(informed)

2.Whatthings do you or don't you like to do? (help struchrre activities in group)

3. Are there some things you would like to do/learn in the group? (help structure
activities

in group)

4. Do you want to participate in this group?
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Appendix G

'All About Me" activity

(adapted from Calgary Counselling Centre, 1985b)
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AIIAßOITT'Nruf,T

Here is a picture of me doing my favourite activity:



2. My eye colour is

4. My name is

boy girl

Year l€)

Today, I am years old

16s
1. My hair colour is

3. I have freckles yes

n0

5.lama

6. My birthday is

and in grade
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Nfo¡ee -ëL.Icorrú lUf,e- . -

?¿rrrto I ú*ânt

My favourite animal is

My second favourite animal is

If I could be any animal, I would be

because

I have a pet ?

yes no

My pet is

My favourite food is

The one kind of food I hate is

My favourite sport to watch is

I don't like to watch sports

My favourite sport to play is

I don't play any spofts
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W/ncøtdø:

TdV EEST FRIEIUÐ'S ru&IdE TS

MYBEST MRIENÐ rc N.

tsoy enRL
SOMETHIIüG EtSä

mV T"*VoUßTTE TEA.EHER Is

BEEA.USE

PET

¡¿Y rnVoU&TTE NETqHBOUR uS

MYßCIOM:

I share my room with

no one

The wallcolour is

a brother or sister a pet

I have on my walls
pictures posters art something else

It has windows and closets

The thing I love about my room is

lf I could change one thing about my room, it would be
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AT-{ AB OUT ÑÃY NJEVø f"ßNãNJÐ

My new friend's name is:

Learn 3 things about your new friend and write them
below:

1"

2.

3.
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Anger Worksheet
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Sometimes I get so angry...

l. TVhat are some examples of situations that make you feel angry?

2, Are their certainpeople who make you feel rnry?

3. How do you know when you are arrrgqy? Do you notice any changes in your body or in

what you are thinking?

4. What usually happens when you feel aîgq¡l? How do you behave?

5. What are some other ways you could behave when you feel anry?

6. Circle any answers below that you think are good ways to behave.

Ignore the person, leave, walk away

Consider the consequences, is it worth it?

Take 5 deep breaths/ cool down

Count to ten

Say something to yourself to calm down (For example)

'ÍI'm in control"

"I'm not going to let things get to me"

'T can deal with this situation"

Something else? what?
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Appendix I

Post-Group Evaluation Form

(Adapted from Spencer & Shapiro,1993)
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1. Did you enjoy participating in this group? (satisfaction with group)

2. What things did you like about the group?

3. What things didn't you like?

4. What things would you change about the group for the next time it is offered? (what

children find useful or not, to be incorporated into second group)

5. Did you feel that you could discuss your family and your feelings?

6. What information did you learn about divorce and separation? (learning information)

T.Didyou leam some skills that you will use after the gloup is over?

If you did, what skills will you use? (leaming of skills)

8. Are there some things you would have liked to talk about in the group that we did not

talk about? (for second goup)

9. Did you feel comfortable talking about your feelings in front of the group?

(atrnosphere)

10. Did you meet other children who you feel you could be friends with after the group is

over? (cohesion, social support)

11. Did you find the group leaders easy to understand? (facititation skills)

72.Do you have any suggestions for what the group leaders could have done differently

that would have made the group better for you? (facilitation skills)
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Appendix J

Post-Group Interview (Child)
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1. Did you enjoy participating in this group? (satisfaction with group in general)

Z.What things did you find most useful about the group?

3. What things would you change about the group for the next time it is offered?

4. Did you feel comfortable expressing yow feelings?'Why or why not? (safe and

comfortable atrno sphere)

5. Did you enjoy talking to and doing activities with the other group members?
(cohesion)

6. Did you leam something new about yow family situation? What did you leam?

(leaming of information)

7. Did you feel you leamed some skills that you can use after the group? What skills do

you think you will be able to use after the group is over? (leaming, transfer of skills)

8. Is there something I could have done differently that would have made the group better

for you? (evaluation of facilitation skills)
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Appendix K

Post-Group Interview Questions @arent)
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1. Have you noticed any changes in your child's behaviour since participating in the

group? @efer to specific issues raised prior to goup, focus on social relationships with

friends, communication of feelings, aggressive or acting-out behaviour, coping skills in

general)

Z.Do you feel your child benefited from this program? (effectiveness/satisfaction with

program)

3. Have there been any significant changes in your family situation during this

intervention? (check for extemal factors that may affect changes in child)

4. On a scale of 1 to 10, one being low and l0 being high, how would you rate the level

of conflict between you and the other parent at this point in time?

5. Do you feel your child would benefit from further intervention? (referral)



177

Appendix L

Follow-Up Interview (Parent)



t78
1. Have you noticed any changes in your child's behaviour since the end of the group?

(refer to original list, outcomes that took longer to emerge)

2.Have the changes reported at the end of the goup been maintained? (enduring

outcome)

3. Have there been any significant changes in your family situation since the termination

of the group? (external factors influencing child's changes)

4. On a scale of 1 to 10, one being low and 10 being high, how would you rate the level

of conflict between you and the other parent at this point in time?

5. Do you have any concerns about your child's well-being/further intervention? (referral)
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Appendix M

Session Evaluation Form

(Adapted from Spencer & Shapiro,1993)
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Session # I

Session Goal Attainment

1. How successful were you at explaining the group purpose and how it will function?

2. How receptive were the goup members to the introduction process?

3. How cooperative were the group members in completing the selÊesteem scale?

Group Participation

1. Identiff those students who were most active in the group process.

2.Identify those sfudents who were least active in the goup process.

3. Which strategy was the most effective in facilitating group interaction and

participation?

4. Which strategy was least effective?

5. lVhat things could you have done to improve the session?

6. Will you change anything as you prepare for your next group session?

7. Specifically, how will you start your next group session?

Leaming Goal Attainment

1. Did the children express their feelings and experiences with the group?

z.Didthe children appear to interact positively with each other (cohesion)?

3. Did children leam and understand the infonnation/skills taught to them in the session?

4. What group process or dymamic was apparent in this session? How has it changed from

previous sessions?
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Session # _(2-8)
Session Goal Attainment

1. How successful were you at explaining the goals and activities?

2. How receptive were the goup members to the topic and activities?

3. How cooperative were the group members in participating in activities?

Group Participation

1. Identify those students who were most active in the group process.

2. Identiff those students who were least active in the group process.

3. Which strategy was the most effective in facilitating group interaction and

participation?

4. Which strategy was least effective?

5. What things could you have done to improve the session?

6. V/ill you change anything as you pre,pare for your next group session?

7. Specifically, how will you start your next group session?

Learning GoaI Attai nm ent

1. Did the children express their feelings and their experiences?

2.Did. the children interact positively with each other (cohesion)?

3. Did children learn and understand the information/skills taught to them in the session?

4. What group process or dynamic was apparent in this session? How has it changed from

previous sessions?


