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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to investigate  the e ffec ts  of a support 

group fo r  single  custodial fa th e rs  on measures of divorce adjustment, 

loneliness and s e l f  concept. The support group used a small group s e t 

ting with a format of information giving and discussion. The in s t ru 

ments used were the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale, the Revised UCLA 

Loneliness Scale, and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale. A Solomon four 

group design was employed. The groups id en tif ied  were (1) men who a t 

tended a six-week group and completed p o s tte s t  questionnaires; (2) men 

who completed p re te s t  questionnaires , attended a six-week group, and 

completed p o s t te s t  questionnaires; (3) men who completed p re te s t  and 

p o s t te s t  questionnaires with no in tervention; and (4) men who completed 

p o s t te s t  questionnaires only. The hypotheses th a t  there  would be no 

s ig n if ic a n t  d ifferences  between the p re te s t  and p o s t te s t  scores on the 

instruments and th a t  there would be no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifferences  among 

the four p o s t te s t  groups were analyzed in various ways. A two way 

MANOVA was done to t e s t  fo r  d ifferences  on p o s t te s t  scores with a 

follow-up 2 x 2  ANOVA (p re te s t  sen s i t iz a t io n  x Support group fo r  each 

dependent variable). A dependent measures t - t e s t  was used to  analyze 

gains from p re te s t  to  p o s t te s t  on Groups 2 and 3 separa te ly . A 

H ote lling 's  T  ̂ was used on the p re te s t  scores to t e s t  fo r any d i f f e r 

ences between Groups 2 and 3 with a one way MANCOVA run fo r  any of those 

variab les  which showed some p re te s t  d ifferences . Twenty-seven depend



ent variables were analyzed with 114 t e s t s  run. Twenty-one of these 

te s t s  showed s ign if icance  a t  the .05 level while one t e s t  was s ig n i f i 

cant a t  le ss  than the .0001 level. A b r ie f  descrip tion of each group 

session is  given as well as a discussion of the s ig n if ican t  re su l ts .



A STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF A SUPPORT GROUP FOR SINGLE CUSTODIAL FATHERS 

ON MEASURES OF DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT, LONELINESS AND SELF CONCEPT

Divorce has become a common phenomenon in our socie ty . I f  pres

ent trends continue, 45% of a l l  children born in 1978 will be living 

with a s ing le  parent for a period of th e i r  l i f e  before they reach the 

age of 18 (Greenberg, 1978). In 1975, 10% of these single  parent fam

i l i e s  were headed by men (Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Woody,

1977) while mothers got 80% (Woody, 1977) to 90% (Roman & Haddad, 1978) 

of a l l  custody settlements.

The Bureau of the Census (1979) indicated th a t  an increasing per

centage of these children will be liv ing with th e i r  fa thers  as the 

s ing le  custodial parent. The number of single fa ther fam ilies in 

creased by 11.3% from 1960 to 1970 and by 60.9% from 1970 to 1978, 

while the number of children l iv ing  in these homes increased by 2.9% 

from 1960 to  1970 and by 31.9% from 1970 to 1978. However, the number 

o f  children liv ing in single fa th e r  fam ilies due to  divorce and fa the r  

custody increased by 37.2% from 1960 to  1970 and by 135.6% from 1970 

to  1978. Over 500,000 single fa the rs  are ra is ing  almost 1,000,000 

child ren .

As a re su l t  of these increases, there has been more in te re s t  in 

the area of s ingle custodial fa the rs .  There i s  r e la t iv e ly  l i t t l e  in 

formation in th is  area and much more research s t i l l  needs to be done. 

To add to  the research, th i s  study was designed to  investigate  the



effec ts  of a support group for single custodial fa thers  on measurements 

of loneliness , divorce adjustment and s e l f  concept.

Child custody has not always been in such a s ta te  of flux as i t  is  

today. There have been periods of time when custody was almost cer ta in  

to go to  e i th e r  the fa th e r  or the mother. During the days of Roman 

supremacy, through the Middle Ages and feudalism, women and children 

were possessions of the man. Therefore, men received possession of the 

children i f  there  was such a thing as marital separation (Foster & 

Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979). English t ra d i t io n  also 

viewed the man as having a natural r ig h t  to the children (Foster & 

Freed, 1978; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b).

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries saw the evolution of the 

child  being considered as a human being, greater importance placed on 

the family and parental responsib il i ty , and the mother's ro le  more de

fined in the c h i ld 's  development. Industr ia liza tion  fu r ther  divided 

parental ro les  with the woman's role defined as homemaker and supporter 

of the family (Roman & Haddad, 1978). "Maternal in s t in c t"  was concep

tualized (Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979) with Freudian theory re in 

forcing the importance of the mother's ro le (Roman & Haddad, 1978).

This exalta tion  of the mother's role in child  rearing brought a new 

era in custody decisions. In the early  1900's ,  custody began to  be 

awarded to the mother, p a r t icu la r ly  fo r those children of "tender 

years ."  With the tender years doctrine , mothers had to  be shown to be 

"unfit"  in order to  lose custody of th e i r  children (Foster & Freed, 

1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979; Woody 1978b). More recen tly , 

the best in te re s ts  o f  the child are being considered in awarding eus-



tody of the ch ild  to  e i th e r  the mother, the fa th e r ,  or both (Foster & 

Freed, 1978; V ail,  1979; Woody, 1978b).

In 1978 Foster & Freed made a survey of custody laws in the United 

S ta tes .  In 14 s ta te s  the tender years doctrine was "gospel," but sub

ordinate to  the best in te re s ts  of the ch ild ;  in 12 s ta te s  the tender 

years doctrine was a " t ie  breaker" which gave custody to  the mother i f  

a l l  o ther things were equal; in 22 s ta t e s  the tender years doctrine was 

re jected  by s ta tu te  or court decision in favor of the best in te re s t s  of 

the ch ild ;  in 3 s ta te s  the tender years doctrine was of questionable 

s ta tu s .

Several nationwide fac to rs  seem to have had an influence on cus

tody decis ions , p a r t ic u la r ly  the women's movement, fa the r  advocacy and 

men's l ib e ra t io n  groups, and no fa u l t  divorce le g is la t io n  (Bartz & 

Witcher, 1978; Foster & Freed, 1978; Gersick, 1975; Gersick, 1979; 

Jackson, 1979, Lewis, 1978; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Roman & 

Haddad, 1978; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Willison, 1979). Several s ta te s  

have passed uniform divorce and custody laws as well as s ta t ing  spec if ic  

areas to be considered in custody decisions. The psychological commun

i t y ,  through the American Psychological Association, also passed a reso 

lu tion  giving support to fa thers  who are try ing  to get custody o f th e i r  

children (Salk, 1977).

Several suggested ways are availab le  to  give fa thers  a b e tte r  

chance fo r  custody in the courtroom i f  i t  is  in the best in te re s t s  of 

the child  (Bernstein, 1977; Howell, 1974; Johnson, 1979; Nadeau, Fagan,

& Schuntermann, 1978; Salk, 1977; Stack, 1976; Woody, 1977) since there 

seems to be no in t r in s ic  reason why men cannot be as nurturant as women



and provide the atmosphere conducive to a c h i ld 's  healthy development 

(Foster & Freed, 1978; Pitchford , 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Watts v. 

Watts, 1973).

Single parents have many problems th a t  do not a r is e  in two-parent 

fam ilies  (Burgess, 1970; Clayton, 1971; Dresen, 1976; Fisher, 1978; 

Greenberg, 1979; Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; 

Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978b; Loge, 1976; Monaghan-Leckband, 1978; Raw

l in g s  & Carter, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980; Rosenthal & Keshet,

1981; Smith, 1978; Todres, 1975). Although the re  are several areas of 

support availab le  to  single parents (Burgess, 1970; Clayton, 1971; 

Dresen, 1976; Gasser & Taylor, 1976; Greenberg, 1979; Jackson, 1979; 

Jauch, 1977; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Loge, 1976; Mendes, 1979; Patton, 

1976; Rawlings & Carter, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980), there are 

s t i l l  many areas in which s ingle  parents could use additional support 

services (Burgess, 1970; Jauch, 1977; Rawlings & C arter , 1979; Rosenthal 

& Hansen, 1980; Smith, 1978; Todres, 1975). However, fo r  those single 

parents who have adjusted to the divorce, the re  seems to  be general s a t 

is fac t io n  with th e i r  functioning (Barringer, 1973; Johnson & Alevizos, 

1979; Lipton, 1979).

While many o f the concerns and problems ra ised  regarding single 

parenthood are pertinen t to single fa th e rs ,  several recent studies have 

focused on single fa thers  only. Several o f  these  recent studies have 

examined the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of single custodial fa th e rs  (Bartz & 

Witcher, 1978; Gasser & Taylor, 1976; Gersick, 1975; Gersick, 1979; 

Greene, 1977; Hanson, 1980, Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; Keshet & Rosen

t h a l ,  1978b; Mendes, 1975; Mendes, 1976a; Murch, 1973; Orthner, Brown &



Ferguson, 1976; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Santrock & Warshak, 1979; 

Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975). Other studies have indicated areas 

of concern th a t  are common to many custodial fa thers  (Bartz & Witcher, 

1978; Gasser & Taylor, 1976; Greene, 1977; Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; 

Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978b; Mendes, 1976b; Murch, 1973; Rosenthal & 

Keshet, 1981; Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975).

Services are available fo r  single  parents, but these services seem 

to be oriented toward women ra th e r  than a l l  single parents. Since 

custodial fa thers  seem to have fewer resources than th e i r  female coun

te rp a r ts  in the areas of family, peer, and community support, more 

support services need to be aware of the concerns of custodial fa thers  

and o ffe r  services for them (Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Todres, 1975; 

Woody, 1978a).

The l i t e r a tu r e  suggests th a t  single parents have a d i f f i c u l t  time 

adjusting to th e i r  new roles  fo r various reasons, in p a r t icu la r ,  lack 

of community and personal support, lack of information, loneliness , and 

poor coping s k i l l s  in an unfamiliar s i tu a t io n .  Support groups designed 

sp ec if ic a l ly  to  help s ingle  parents ad just and cope with th e ir  problems 

have been offered in a varie ty  of se t t in g s  and formats (Fisher, 1978; 

Geffen, 1977; Green, 1981; Tedder, Libbee, & Scherman, 1981).

Although there are several ways to work with single parents, chang

ing a t t i tu d e s  and positive  re su lts  have been found espec ia lly  in group 

sessions with spec if ic  programs and/or discussion (Geffen, 1977; Fisher, 

1978; Hale, 1976; Larson, 1972). Partic ipa tion  in a group with indiv id

uals who are in a sim ilar s i tu a t io n  is  an e ffec t iv e  way to get support 

and learn to  cope with problems th a t  a rise  in th a t  s i tu a tio n .
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The purpose of th is  study i s  to investigate  the e f fe c ts  o f  a sup

port group fo r  s ingle  custodial fa the rs  on measures of divorce ad jus t

ment, lo n e lin ess ,  and s e l f  concept. This was done within a small group 

se tt ing  with a format of information giving and discussion.

This study researched the hypotheses th a t ,  as a r e s u l t  of p a r t i c i 

pation in a support group for single custodial fa th e rs ,  (1) there  will 

be no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifferences between p re te s t  and p os tte s t  scores on 

measures of divorce adjustment, loneliness , and s e l f  concept, and (2) 

there will be no s ig n if ic a n t  differences among the four p o s t te s t  groups 

on measures o f  divorce adjustment, loneliness , and s e l f  concept.

Method

Subjects

T h ir ty -s ix  men who had legal or factual custody of one or more 

minor children were p a rtic ipan ts  in the study.

The names of men f i t t i n g  the c r i t e r i a  were obtained from various 

sources: l e t t e r s  sent to  the churches, daycare cen ters , local judges,

p ed ia tr ic ian s ,  and family doctors; single groups; workers in community 

agencies; f r ien d s ;  and other professionals.

From the pool of names generated from these sources, four groups 

were formed. Group 1 consisted of nine men who had attended prio r 

single fa th e r  groups who volunteered to complete the questionnaires. 

Group 2 was comprised of nine men who partic ipa ted  in a six week group 

for custodial fa th e rs ,  completing p re te s t  and p o s t te s t  questionnaires. 

Nine men completed the questionnaires on two separate occasions to form 

Group 3, and nine men completed the questionnaires one time to form 

Group 4.



Instruments

Three instruments were used fo r  the current study. The Fisher 

Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS), the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(UCLA), and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS).

The Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS) is  comprised of 100 

short statements answered on a five  point scale from (1) almost always 

to (5) almost never. The scale includes six subtests: Feelings of

Self Worth (FSW), Disentanglement from the Love Relationship (DLR), 

Feelings of Anger (FDA), Symptoms of Grief (SOG), Rebuilding Social 

Trust (RST), and Social Self Worth (SSW). These s ix  sub tes t  scores can 

be added together to obtain a Total score (TOTAL). In ternal r e l i a b i l 

i ty  on the sub tests  and to ta l  score range from .87 to  .98 (Fisher,

1978). The most common use of the t e s t  is  as a p re te s t /p o s t te s t  meas

ure with intermediate intervention (Fisher, 1981).

The Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (UCLA) consis ts  of twenty s e l f  

statements which are rated on a scale from (1) never to  (4) often , in 

dicating how often the individual fee ls  the way described in the s ta t e 

ment. Half of the statements are worded in a positive manner and half 

are worded in a negative manner in an attempt to elim inate  systematic 

response bias. All statements used in the scale had a t  le a s t  a .40 

corre la tion  with a s e lf  labeling index of loneliness . Internal consis

tency has an alpha co e ff ic ien t  of .94. Concurrent v a l id i ty ,  assessed 

by comparing loneliness  scores to measures of emotional s ta t e s ,  social 

a c t iv i t i e s ,  and re la tionsh ips  had corre la tions  from .28 to .62 (Russell, 

Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980; Russell, Peplau, & Ferguson, 1978).

The Clinical and Research form of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale
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(TSCS) consis ts  o f  100 s e l f  descrip tion items: 90 items assess the 

s e l f  concept while 10 items assess s e l f  c r i t ic ism  ( l i e  scale items).

For each item, the  person responds on a (1) completely fa lse  to (5) 

completely true  scale. T e s t- re te s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  co eff ic ien ts  fo r  the 

various p ro f ile  segments f a l l  mostly in the .80 to .90 range with the 

lowest c o e f f ic ien t  being .60. Subtests have been corre la ted  with meas

ures such as the MMPI, Taylor Anxiety Scale, and the Cornell Medical 

Index, with co rre la tio n s  from .50 to .70 (Buros, 1978; F i t t s ,  1965).

This form of the instrument includes 29 p ro filed  scales, 18 of 

which were used fo r  the present research. The scales used include the 

s e lf -c r i t ic is m  ( l i e )  score (SC); nine s e l f  esteem scores which assess 

the in d iv id u a l 's  perception of h is  id e n ti ty  (Rl), s e l f  sa tis fac tio n  

(R2), behavior (R3), physical s e l f  (Cl), moral-ethical s e l f  (C2), per

sonal s e l f  (C3), family s e l f  (C4), social s e l f  (C5), and a to ta l  of 

these scores (TOT P); a to ta l  c o n f l ic t  score (CONFL); a to ta l v a r ia b i l 

i t y  of response score (TOT V); and six empirical scales  which include 

positive  defensiveness (DP), general maladjustment (GM), psychosis 

(PSY), personality  d isorder (PD), neurosis (N), and personality  in t e 

gration (PI).

Procedure

Each custodial fa th e r ,  when f i r s t  contacted by the researcher by 

telephone or in person, was to ld  the purpose of the group and given a 

descrip tion o f  previous groups. Each man was also given an opportunity 

to arrange an individual meeting with the researcher prior to  the f i r s t  

group meeting i f  he desired to obtain fu r th e r  information. The three 

questionnaires were sent to  a l l  p a r t ic ip an ts  a f t e r  the in i t i a l  contact
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and were returned to  the experimenter a t  the f i r s t  group meeting or by 

mai 1.

The men in the experimental group (Group 2) attended a t  l e a s t  four 

of the six  group sessions which were held once a week for s ix  consecu

t iv e  weeks. The sessions were approximately one and one-half hours 

long. Babysitting was provided for the partic ipan ts  a t  the meeting 

place for the duration of the meeting.

There were three  c o - f a c i l i t a to r s  for each meeting: two women and

one man. The meetings generally  consisted of two p a rts :  information

giving by the c o - f a c i l i t a to r s  and a discussion of the topic for the 

evening by the p a r t ic ip a n ts .  The time for each part varied according 

to  the topic fo r  the evening.

Following i s  a b r ie f  descrip tion  of the topics fo r  each session: 

Session 1: Introduction

The purpose of the group was once again discussed and guidelines 

fo r  the group were discussed. These guidelines included such things as 

c o n f id e n t ia l i ty ,  format fo r the group, time and duration of the ses

sions, and the ro le s  and re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  of the f a c i l i t a t o r s  and par

t ic ip a n ts .

As an icebreaker, each person, beginning with the c o - f a c i l i t a to r s ,  

introduced themselves as one of th e i r  children might introduce them. 

This seemed to  re in force  the idea th a t  a l l  present were parents and 

give a d i f f e re n t  perspective fo r  the partic ipan ts  than i f  each had in 

troduced himself or h e rse lf  in the normal fashion.

The remainder of the f i r s t  session was used to generate ideas for 

the remaining f iv e  sessions. Several top ics  were suggested and f ive
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areas were chosen by the pa r t ic ip an ts .  These were parenting, communi

cation , the normal child  and h is /he r  reactions to divorce, r e la t io n 

ships, and time management.

The session concluded with the d is tr ib u tio n  of a bibliography 

which included books on divorce fo r adults  and children.

Session 2: Parenting

Three areas were covered during th is  session: the goals of mis

behavior, the d if fe re n t ia t io n  between the "good" parent and the "re

sponsible" parent, and g u i l t  as an issue fo r  parents. Information about 

the goals of misbehavior and the "good" vs. "responsible" parent were 

taken from the program fo r  Systematic Training in Effective Parenting 

(STEP) by Dinkmeyer (1976). Guilt as an issue for parents was an open 

discussion among the p a rtic ip an ts  about how parents l e t  themselves feel 

g u i l ty  and some ways the partic ipan ts  used to  overcome these g u i l t  

fee lings .

Session 3: Communication

Dinkmeyer's STEP program (1976) was used again as the basis fo r 

information on communicating with ch ildren . The four areas covered 

during th is  session were l is ten ing  to your ch ild  through re f le c t iv e  

l is te n in g ,  communicating with "I-messages" ra th e r  than blaming, helping 

children explore a l te rn a t iv e s ,  and developing re sp o n s ib il i ty  on the part 

of the children through natural and logical consequences.

Session 4: The Normal Child and His/Her Reactions to  Divorce

Based on the research of Kelly and Wallerstein (1976) and Waller- 

s te in  and Kelly (1974, 1975, 1976, 1977), four age groups were id e n t i 

fied : preschool (ages Z h  to  6), ea r ly  latency (ages 7 to 8 ) ,  l a t e r
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latency (ages 9 to  12), and adolescence (ages 13 to 18). Within these 

age categories , the e ffec ts  of divorce on children were examined in the 

areas of (1) th e i r  fee l in g s ,  (2) how they express th e i r  fee l in g s ,  (3) 

the coping mechanisms they use, (4) th e i r  school achievement (where 

appropria te), (5) how they perceive the reason for the divorce, (6) the 

cognitive perceptions they have about the divorce, (7) the frequency of 

v is i ta t io n  by the non-custodial parent, and (8) the s ta tu s  of the c h i l 

dren one year following the divorce.

Discussion followed where the men shared th e i r  own experiences, 

how they handled the reactions of th e i r  children to the divorce, and 

compared th e i r  experiences with the patterns described.

Session 5: Relationships

After a brainstorming session, the c o - fa c i l i ta to rs  generated a 

l i s t  of d if fe ren t  re la tionsh ips  people experience. The re la tionsh ips  

could be c la s s if ied  in to  five  broad categories: re la tionsh ips  with (1) 

th e i r  children, (2) family members, (3) ex-family members, (4) fr iends, 

and (5) persons in the community. This session was a discussion ses

sion by the p a rtic ip an ts  which centered around how these re la tionsh ips  

were before the divorce, how they were a f te r  the divorce, how they 

changed, why they changed, and what reactions they received from others 

being a male custodial parent.

Session 6: Time Management and Babysitting

This f ina l  session was devoted to time management - how to get 

everything done th a t  needs to be done; spending qua lity  time with the 

children - what qua li ty  time meant to each p a r tic ip an t and how he man

aged to have th is  time; and daycare and babysitting services and needs •



14

how each man coped and what arrangements each had made.

At the end of the session, there  was a summary by the c o - fa c i l i -  

ta to rs  of what had happened in the group. Comments and suggestions 

were requested from the pa r t ic ip an ts .  As each man l e f t  the f ina l  ses

sion, a second questionnaire packet was given to him to be completed 

and mailed back to the researcher.

Nine of the men who had previously completed questionnaires were 

requested to complete a second s e t  of questionnaires. This was done 

six to e ight weeks following the completion of the f i r s t  s e t  of ques

tionnaires . These men comprised Group 3. The remaining nine men who 

completed only the i n i t i a l  s e t  o f  questionnaires made up Group 4.

Each man was sent feedback on the questionnaires with his individ

ual scores along with the mean scores of the  group of which he was a 

member.

Design

This study used the Solomon four group experimental design.

Group P re te s t  Group (6-week) P os ttes t
1 X X
2 X X X
3 X X
4 X

The independent variable i s  p a r t ic ip a tio n  (present or not present) 

in a support group fo r  single custodial fa th e rs .  A blocking variable 

is  s en s i t iz a t io n  through the adm inistration or exclusion of a p re te s t .

The dependent variab les  are  divorce adjustment as measured on seven 

scales of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS), loneliness  as 

measured on two scales of the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (UCLA), and
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s e l f  concept as measured on 18 scales of the Tennessee Self  Concept 

Scale (TSCS). There were nine p a r t ic ip an ts  in each group.

Results

Taking into consideration th a t  there  may be co rre la tions  among the 

dependent measures, a two way m u ltivaria te  analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

was employed to t e s t  fo r  any d ifferences on the four p o s t te s t  groups 

on 27 dependent variab les . A follow-up 2 x 2  analysis  of variance 

(P re tes t sen s it iza tio n  x Support group) was done fo r  each dependent 

variable.

Insert Tables 1, 2, and 3

The re s u l ts  of the analyses, including the means and standard de

v ia tions  fo r  each group, are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3. There were 

no s ig n if ic an t  differences a t  the .05 level found on the p o s t te s t  

scores between the means of those p a r t ic ip a n ts  who attended a group 

fo r  custodial fa thers  and those who did not attend the group.

The re su l ts  of the ANOVA showed no s ig n if ic a n t  re su l ts  on the 

group dimension and no s ig n if ic an t  in te rac t ions  between the p re te s t  

and the group. However, the re su l ts  of the ANOVA showed eight v a r i 

ables to  be s ig n if ic an tly  affected (a t  the .05 level)  by the  administra

tion  of the p re te s t .  The p re te s ts  seemed to  s en s i t iz e  p a rtic ipan ts  in 

the areas of (1) the Total Conflict sca le  (CONFL) and (2) the Neurosis 

scale  (N) on the TSCS; (3) the Feelings.of Self Worth scale (FSW), (4) 

the  Disentanglement from the Love Relationship scale  (DLR), (5) the
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Symptoms of Grief scale  (SOG), (6) the Social S e lf  Worth scale (SSW), 

and (7) the Total sca le  (TOTAL) on the FDAS; and (8) the 20-item Lone

l in e s s  scale . All were affected in a des irab le  d irec tion  except the 

neurosis scale on the  TSCS.

A dependent measures t - t e s t  was used to analyze the gains from 

p re te s t  to p o s t te s t  on Groups 2 and 3 separate ly . Group 2 p ar tic ipan ts  

were members of the group for custodial fa th e rs  while Group 3 p a r t i c i 

pants had no formal intervention between the p re te s t  and the po s t te s t .

In se r t  Table 4

The re s u l ts  of the dependent measures t - t e s t  fo r  Group 2 are sum

marized in Table 4. At the .05 leve l ,  ten variables were shown to have 

a s ig n if ic a n t  gain. The variables th a t  changed s ign if ican tly  in the 

group with the intervention on the FDAS were (1) Feelings of Self  Worth 

(FSW), (2) Disentanglement from the Love Relationship (DLR), and (3) 

Feelings of Anger (FOA); those tha t  changed s ig n if ican tly  on the TSCS 

were (4) the Total Positive  scale  (TOT P), (5) the Self Satisfaction  

sca le  (R2), (6) the Physical Se lf  scale  (C l), (7) the Moral-Ethical 

sca le  (C2), (8) the Social Se lf  scale (C5), (9) the Total V a riab il i ty  

score (TOT V), and (10) the Defensive Positive  scale (DP). No items 

changed s ig n if ic a n t ly  on the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale. All ten 

scores were affected  in a desirable  d irec tion .

Insert Table 5
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The re su lts  of the dependent measures t - t e s t  fo r  Group 3 are sum

marized in Table 5. P a rtic ipan ts  in Group 3, who did not have the group 

in tervention , showed only two scores with s ig n if ic a n t  change a t  the .05 

level. The variables th a t  changed s ig n if ic a n t ly  were Feelings of Self 

Worth (FSW) on the FDAS and the Personality Disorder scale (PD) on the 

TSCS.

A H ote lling 's  T  ̂ was used on the p re te s t  scores to t e s t  for any 

d ifferences between Groups 2 and 3.

Inse rt  Tables 6, 7, and 8

The re su l ts  of the analyses are summarized in Tables 6, 7, and 8. 

One variab le , the Personality Disorder sca le  (PD) on the TSCS, was 

highly s ig n if ican t  (p<.0001). The Group 2 p a rtic ip an ts  who attended 

the group gave a g rea ter number of responses which indicated person

a l i t y  weaknesses than did the Group 3 p a r t ic ip an ts  who ju s t  completed 

the questionnaires.

Because the H ote lling 's  T  ̂ showed some i n i t i a l  differences between 

groups (.20 level) on some of the va riab les ,  a one way m ultivariate  

analysis of covariance was done on the p o s t te s t  scores of these v a r i 

ables fo r Groups 2 and 3.

Insert Table 9

The re su l ts  of th i s  analysis are shown in Table 9. Only one v a r i 

able was s ig n if ican t  a t  the .05 level. On the TSCS, scale C5, the men



18

partic ipa ting  in the group for custodial fa thers  showed a grea ter sense 

of adequacy and worth in social in te rac tions  than did those men who did 

not p a rtic ip a te  in the group.

In a l l ,  114 t e s t s  were run on the variables with 22 of the te s t s  

indicating s ig n if ic a n t  re su l ts .  Twenty-one of these t e s t s  were s ig 

n if ican t  a t  the .05 level while one te s t  was s ig n if ic an t  a t less  than 

the .0001 level.

Discussion

Although the re s u l t s  of the analyses showed several areas of s ig 

nificance, ce r ta in  areas showed few or no s ig n if ic a n t  re su lts  a t  the 

.05 level. The two way MANOVA showed no s ig n if ican t  d ifferences among 

the groups across the 27 variables. The re su l ts  of the ANOVA should be 

in terpreted with caution due to the nonsignificance of the MANOVA. The 

administration of a p re te s t  showed s ig n if ic an t  re su l ts  in eight areas 

on the two way ANOVA. All areas were affected in a desirab le  d irec tion  

except the Neurosis scale  on the TSCS. There were no s ig n if ican t  re 

su lts  on the two way ANOVA from the dimension of group vs. no group 

partic ipa tion  and no s ig n if ican t  in te rac t ion  e f fe c ts  between the admin

is t r a t io n  or lack of administration of a p re te s t  and the group dimen

sion.

On the TSCS, there  was a reduction in the Conflict scale which 

indicates le ss  confusion and contradiction within areas o f  s e l f  per

ception. The men did not seem to be accentuating e i th e r  th e i r  positive  

or negative fe a tu re s ,  but a balance between the two. However, the par

t ic ip an ts  showed a g rea ter  number of responses s im ilar to  those of neu



19

ro t ic  pa tien ts  on whom the p a r t ic u la r  sub tes t of the scale was normed.

On the FDAS, a l l  s ig n if ic a n t  scores were in a desirable  d irec tion  

indicating g rea te r  adjustment to  the  ending of the love re la tionsh ip .

In p a r t ic u la r ,  p a r tic ip an ts  indicated g rea ter  fee lings  of s e l f  worth 

(FSW), more emotional disentanglement or separation from the former 

love partner (DLR), g rea ter  completion of the grieving process assoc i

ated with the loss (SOG), g rea te r  fee lings  of s e l f  worth in the social 

area (SSW), and g rea te r  overall adjustment to  the ending of the love 

re la tionsh ip  (TOTAL).

On the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale, the p a rtic ip an ts  administer

ed both a p re te s t  and a p o s t te s t  reported s ig n if ic an tly  fewer fee lings  

of loneliness than did those p a r t ic ip an ts  not administered a p re te s t .

These re su l ts  could ind ica te  tha t  the men ac tua lly  improved in 

these areas, th a t  they were more sens it ive  to the questions asked in 

the areas of s ignificance . They may have been made aware of cer ta in  

areas through the p re te s t ,  thought about them, done some work in those 

areas during the in te rva l between administration of the p re te s t  and 

p o s t te s t ,  and answered the questions d if fe re n t ly  on the p o s t te s t .  The 

p a rtic ip an ts  might a lso have become more sens it ive  to questions in c e r 

ta in  areas and answered in a somewhat more defensive manner, e i th e r  

consciously or unconsciously. This is  supported to  a degree by an up

ward trend on the defensive p o s it ive  score on the TSCS which i s  seen as 

a subtle measure of defensiveness.

When p re te s t  scores were compared using the H ote lling 's  T^, only 

one score was shown to be s ig n if ic a n t .  The Personality Disorder scale  

(PD) on the TSCS was highly s ig n if ic a n t  (p<.0001). The Group 2 p a r t i 
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cipants attending the group for custodial fa the rs  Indicated a greater 

awareness o f  need than did those p a r t ic ip an ts  in Group 3 who did not 

attend the group. The Group 2 p a r t ic ip an ts  may have ac tua lly  needed 

more help than those men who did not attend the group, or they may ju s t  

have been more w illing to  acknowledge th e i r  weaker areas and th e i r  need 

fo r support and willingness to  accept th is  support. The fac t  th a t  each 

of these men ac tua lly  attended the group fo r  several sessions indicated 

a desire  fo r  help, support, or discussion of areas th a t  were of concern 

to them. Although the differences were not s ig n if ic a n t  on the p re te s t ,  

the Group 3 p a r t ic ip an ts  responded in a way th a t  indicated somewhat 

b e t te r  s e l f  concept and overall divorce adjustment than did the Group 2 

p a r t ic ip a n ts .  However, Group 2 p a rtic ipan ts  scored higher on the d i 

mension of rebuilding social t r u s t  on the FDAS than did the men in 

Group 3. The men who partic ipa ted  in the group may have been more 

w illing  to  t r u s t  o thers and take some of the r isk s  th a t  go along with 

the group p a r t ic ip a tio n  than those men who did not p a r t ic ip a te  in the 

group a t  th a t  time.

When the t - t e s t  fo r  dependent measures was used to  analyze the 

gains from the p re te s t  scores to  p o s t te s t  scores fo r  those men who a t 

tended the group (Group 2), ten variables were found to  have changed 

s ig n if ic a n t ly  a t  the .05 level and in a desirab le  d irec t io n .

On the FDAS the par tic ipan ts  indicated g rea te r  fee lings  of s e l f  

worth (FSW), more separation from th e i r  former love partner (DLR), .and 

fewer fee lings  of anger toward th e i r  former love partner (FOA). All of 

these are considered positive  aspects in the divorce adjustment process.

On the TSCS, these partic ipan ts  indicated more pos it ive  feelings
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about themselves, in th e i r  value and worth as ind iv iduals , and th e i r  

confidence in themselves (TOT P). The row scores are  s e l f  descrip tions 

from an in te rna l frame of reference. These p a rtic ip an ts  indicated from 

the increase in row 2 scores (R2) th a t  they are more s e l f  s a t i s f ie d  and 

accept themselves more than they did when they took the p re te s t .  The 

column scores represent s e l f  descrip tions from an external frame of 

reference. The p a r t ic ip a n ts  described themselves as having a more pos

i t iv e  view in the areas of th e i r  physical appearance, hea lth , and sexu

a l i t y  (Cl); th e i r  moral worth, fee lings  of being "good" or "bad," and 

sa t is fa c t io n  with th e i r  re l ig io n  or lack of i t  (02); and th e i r  sense of 

adequacy and worth in social in te rac t ions  (05). The p a r t ic ip an ts  had 

le ss  v a r ia b i l i ty  in th e i r  answers from one subscale to the other which 

ind ica tes  g rea te r  in teg ra tio n  of th e i r  perception of themselves. Fi

na lly , th e i r  Defensive Positive  score (DP), which i s  a subtle  measure 

of defensiveness, changed in the d irec tion  of more positive  s e l f  de

scr ip tions  ind ica ting  an increase in defensiveness. The scores on th i s  

variable  are within the expected range, and the mean on the p o s t te s t  

scores i s  s l ig h t ly  higher than on a normative group of persons who were 

f e l t  to have high personality  in tegra tion .

The individuals  who attended the group once again seemed to  acknow

ledge th a t  they were in  some so rt of pain or need, and the group p a r t i 

c ipation helped to  f u l f i l l  th a t  need. The changes in th e i r  responses 

indicated th a t  the group had a positive impact fo r  them. They might 

have f e l t  a need to  fee l  b e t te r  and to  respond d i f fe re n t ly  on the post

t e s t  due to the investment they had made in the group. They may also 

have made some individual progress in areas and learned to cope b e t te r
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with fee lings , ideas, and s i tu a t io n s .

In co n tra s t ,  the t - t e s t  for dependent measures fo r Group 3, those 

men who did not p a r t ic ip a te  in the group, showed only two areas with 

s ig n if ic an t  changes. On the FDAS, partic ipan ts  reported greater f e e l 

ings of s e l f  worth (FSW) on the p o s t te s t  measure than on the p re te s t  

measure. The overall gain was not as great as the gain in Group 2, but 

the overall mean was higher. On the TSCS, the partic ipan ts  had a g rea t

e r  number of responses s im ilar to those of persons iden tif ied  as having 

personality  d isorders  (PD). This category on th is  t e s t  describes people 

who have basic personality  weaknesses in  co n tra s t  to  psychotic s ta tes  

or neurotic  reactions.

I t  i s  in te re s t in g  to  note th a t  the Personality Disorder scale (PD) 

was the one area iden tif ied  as being s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe ren t  between 

Groups 2 and 3 on the p re te s t  measures. The scores in th is  area changed 

in a desirab le  d irec t io n ,  though not s ig n if ic a n t ly ,  for those men who 

attended the group but changed s ig n if ic an tly  in a less  desirab le  d irec 

tion  fo r  those individuals who did not attend the group. The men who 

attended the group may have been aware of weak areas and had some sup

port in these areas during the group sessions, while the men who did 

not attend the group became more aware of areas in which they could use 

additional support.

The re su l ts  of the t - t e s t  for dependent measures indicates th a t  

the scores of those men who partic ipa ted  in the group for custodial 

fa the rs  had a g rea te r  number of desirab le , s ig n if ic a n t  changes than did 

those men who did not p a r t ic ip a te  in the group.

In general, the men who attended the group for custodial fathers
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indicated a desire  fo r  support and discussion and a willingness to 

share th is  desire  with o thers . They attended a group with o ther men in 

a similar s i tua tion  and seemed to benefit from the in te rac t ion  in areas 

of divorce adjustment and s e l f  concept. The administration of a p re

t e s t  seemed to sens it ize  both men who attended the group and those who 

did not attend the group to  ce r ta in  areas o f  concern. The re s u l t s  of 

the analyses indicate th a t  those men who attended the group made more 

changes in a desirab le  d irec tion  than did those who did not attend the 

group.

The m ultivariate  analysis  of covariance was run on six variables  

th a t  showed some in i t i a l  d ifferences  between groups a t  the .20 level on 

H ote lling 's  t2. The MANCOVA on the p o s t te s t  scores holding the p re te s t  

scores constant showed C5 on the TSCS to be s ig n if ic an t  a t  the .05 

leve l .  Therefore, when the d ifferences  in p re te s t  scores were held con

s tan t ,  the men who p a rtic ipa ted  in the group showed a g rea te r  sense of 

adequacy and worth in social in te rac t io n s  than did those men who did 

not p a r t ic ip a te  in the group. The fa c t  th a t  they could in te ra c t  within 

the group may have given them the opportunity to  develop confidence in 

in te rac ting  with o thers . Learning to  in te ra c t  with o th e rs ,  in general, 

is  one o f  the main purposes fo r  p a rtic ipa tion  in a group. Therefore, 

the group seemed to  serve as a valuable vehicle for the fu r th e r  develop

ment of some of the s k i l l s  and confidence needed in social in te rac t ions .

There are many l im ita t io n s  inherent in a study such as t h i s .  No 

two groups were a l ik e ;  the content d iffered  based on the needs o f the 

men in each group. No two men who were part of the study were exactly  

a like . The time o f divorce or separation from th e i r  former spouse
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ranged from a period of a few months to over ten years. Some men i n i 

t ia te d  the separation while others were l e f t  by th e i r  former spouse.

Some had the children th ru s t  upon them because th e i r  former spouse did 

not want them; others received custody through lengthy court b a t t le s .

The number of children being reared in the homes ranged from one to 

four with the ages of the children ranging from one year to  upper teens. 

At le a s t  one man began ra is in g  his child by himself as his  child was r e 

leased from the hospital a f te r  b i r th ,  while others began sole parent

hood during th e i r  c h i ld re n 's  teenage years. The ages of the men in the 

study ranged from the ea r ly  twenties to  the f i f t i e s .  Occupations of 

the p a rtic ipan ts  ranged from students to college professors and labor

ers to  executives. Therefore, time, money, and resources varied from 

one individual to  another. The commonality among a l l  of the men, which 

enabled the groups to be very cohesive, was the fa c t  th a t  they were a ll  

in a sim ilar s i tu a t io n :  they were a l l  ra is ing  th e i r  children as a s in 

gle parent. This common bond seemed to  make th e i r  vast d ifferences un

important.

Over the course of the study, there  were several things th a t  might 

have influenced the re su l ts  in addition to  the variables fo r  which the 

study was contro lled . Any of the above mentioned variables might have 

influenced the r e s u l ts  as well as the amount and qua lity  of the con

ta c t s  with the former spouse, re la tionsh ips  with others which were 

formed or broken, the present stage of each person in the process of 

adjusting to the divorce, changes in employment, and the length of time 

required by the men to complete and return the questionnaires. Future 

research concerning s ingle  custodial fa thers  might consider contro lling
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for any o f these variab les .

The re su lts  of th is  study should be considered with some caution 

due to the large number of variab les  analyzed and the small cell s ize . 

There may be a large amount of Type I e rro r  showing fa lse  s ig n if ican t  

re su l ts .  Despite these l im ita t io n s ,  the group seemed to  be a benefi

cial experience fo r the p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Not only did a g rea ter number of 

th e i r  scores change in a desirab le  d irec tion  than those men who did not 

p a r t ic ip a te  in a group, but they indicated , informally, th a t  the group 

had been a positive  experience fo r  them. This research indicates some 

general areas th a t  might be fu r th e r  explored and some possible trends 

to  consider in future research with s ing le  custodial fa thers  in the 

areas of divorce adjustment, lone liness ,  and s e l f  concept.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations fo r  the FDAS P o s tte s t  Scores

FSW* DLR* FOA SOG* RSI SSW* TOTAL*

Group 1

Mean 95.78 93.33 47.33 95.22 30.89 32.22 395.78
S.D. 21.29 10.11 8.87 14.39 7.44 7.51 56.67

Group 2

Mean 105.00 99.33 52.44 103.67 32.56 37.11 430.11
S.D. 16.93 13.06 9.15 13.02 4.64 3.86 51.57

Group 3

Mean 110.67 102.11 49.22 110.44 30.11 40.44 443.00
S.D. 8.59 4.28 12.84 6.46 4.01 2.74 21.23

Group 4

Mean 95.00 88.89 47.33 102.00 31.56 34.89 399.67
S.D. 16.85 19.03 8.03 11.41 4.69 5,69 44.45

*denotes s ig n if ic a n t  re s u l ts

Note. See page 9 fo r  the meanings of the headings
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations fo r  the Revised 

UCLA Loneliness Scale P o s t te s t  Scores

20 Item scale* 4 Item scale

Group 1

Mean 49.11 8.89
S.D. 14.67 3.14

Group 2.

Mean 38.67 8.00
S.D. 10.85 2.06

Group 3

Mean 35.67 7.22
S.D. 6.75 2.11

Group 4

Mean 43.33 8.89
S.D. 10.15 2.20

♦denotes s ig n if ican t  re su l ts



Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations fo r  the TSCS P o s t te s t  Scores 

SC CONFL* TOT P R1 R2 R3 Cl C2 C3

Group 1

Mean 32.00 28.11 354.45 123.78 110.00 120.78 68.67 74.11 69.44
S.D. 5.05 7.24 46.38 13.68 21.32 13.45 10.97 7.51 11.90

Group 2

Mean 32.67 22.56 360.11 127.78 114.33 118.00 72.00 73.67 71.78
S.D. 3.16 6.65 31.74 8.84 14.00 10.04 8 .60  5.74 8.90

Group 3

Mean 35.22 24.11 361.67 128.11 115.56 118.00 70.33 72.44 73.11
S.D. 5.63 6.57 30.70 12.31 13.01 10.69 6.86 8.17 5.09

Group 4

Mean 35.33 29.67 337.89 122.11 105.11 110.67 69.22 70.00 67.56
S.D. 6.22 9.66 45.12 11.81 20.53 14.34 9.54 10.58 7.81

♦denotes s ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s

Note. See page 10 fo r  th e  meanings o f  the headings

CO



Table 3 — continued 

Means and Standard Deviations fo r  the  TSCS P o s t te s t  Scores

C4 05 TOT V DP GM PSY PD N* PI

Group 1

Mean 72.89 69.44 38.67 57.22 64.44 70.67 54.22 61.44 7.33
S.D. 6.77 12.69 9.17 13.58 6.98 9.54 5.63 3.61 2.12

Group 2

Mean 72.78 69.89 33.00 61.22 67.67 69.56 57.78 66.22 7.78
S.D. 7.43 7.98 10.62 6.34 4.42 5.90 4.06 3.19 2.95

Group 3

Mean 73.78 72.00 36.11 59.11 64.89 68.78 54.78 65.00 7.89
S.D. 6.26 7.16 7.56 5.64 5.99 5.95 4.58 4.85 2.26

Group 4

Mean 68.89 62.22 40.56 51.89 66.89 68.11 54.33 61.44 7.00
S.D. 9.48 11.13 10.44 7.42 3.92 5.75 5.10 6.54 2.35

♦denotes s ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s

Note. See page 10 fo r  the  meanings o f  the  headings

CO
•VI
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FDAS

TSCS

Gain Scores fo r  Group 2 on the FDAS, TSCS and

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale

Mean Mean Std. e rro r
Pre Post Change of Mean t-value

FSW 99,56 105.00 5.44 2.23 2.44*

DLR 94.11 99.33 5.22 1.80 2.90*

FOA 46.56 52.44 5.89 1.67 3.53*

SOG 99.44 103.67 4.22 3.42 1.23

RST 31.11 32.56 1.44 1.27 1.13

SSW 36.44 37.11 0.67 1.11 0.60

TOTAL 407.22 430.11 22.89 10.57 2.17

SC 33.89 32.67 -1.22 1.04 1.17

CONFL 24.22 22.56 -1.67 2.37 0.70

TOT P 341.56 360.11 18.56 6.78 2.74*

RI 122.00 127.78 5.78 2.56 2.26

R2 105.67 114.33 8.67 2.88 3.01*

R3 113.89 118.00 4.11 2.52 1.63

Cl 67.67 72.00 4.33 1.83 2.37*

C2 69.89 73.67 3.78 1.61 2.35*

C3 68.67 71.78 3.11 1.84 1.69

C4 70.22 72.78 2.56 1.69 1.51

C5 65.11 69.89 4.78 1.04 4.60*
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Table 4 — continued 

Gain Scores for Group 2 on the FDAS, TSCS and

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale

Mean Mean Std. erro r
Pre Post Change of Mean t-value

TOT V 38.67 33.00 -5.67 1.46 3.88*

DP 54.33 61.22 6.89 2.69 2.56*

GM 67.22 67.67 0.44 1.86 0.24

PSY 67.67 69.56 1.89 2.06 0.92

PD 59.11 57.78 -1.33 1.57 0.85

N 65.56 66.22 0.67 1.43 0.47

PI 8.33 7.78 -0.56 0.71 0.79

20-item 41.11 38.67 -2.44 1.93 1.26

4 - item 8.89 8.00 -0.89 0.51 1.73

d f = 8

t . 05,8 = 2.306 

*denotes s ig n if ic a n t  re s u l ts

Note. See pages 9 and 10 for the meanings of the headings



Table 5
Gain Scores fo r  Group 3 on the FDAS, TSCS and 

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale

40

FDAS

TSCS

Mean
Pre

Mean
Post Change

Std. e rro r  
of mean t-value

FSW 106.67 110.67 4.00 1.58 2.53*

DLR 95.11 102.11 7.00 4.81 1.46

FOA 46.67 49.22 2.56 1.43 1.79

SOG 105.22 110.44 5.22 2.74 1.91

RST 29.33 30.11 0.78 1.23 0.63

SSW 38.00 40.44 2.44 1.38 1.77

TOTAL 421.00 443.00 22.00 10.41 2.11

SC 35.33 35.22 -0.11 1.22 0.09

CONFL 26.44 24.11 -2.33 2.40 0.97

TOT P 362.89 361.67 -1.22 6.08 0.20

R1 127.89 128.11 0.22 1.97 0.11

R2 116.00 115.56 -0.44 2.26 0.19

R3 119.00 118.00 -1.00 2.94 0.34

Cl 70.56 70.33 -0.22 1.26 0.17

C2 73.44 72.44 -1.00 1.98 0.51

C3 72.22 73.11 0.89 1.46 0.61

C4 74.44 73.78 -0.67 1.36 0.49

C5 72.22 72.00 -0.22 1.09 0.20
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Table 5 — continued 

Gain Scores fo r  Group 3 on the FDAS, TSCS and

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale

Mean Mean Std. e r ro r
Pre Post Change of Mean t-value

TOT V 39.00 36.11 -2.89 2.95 0.98

DP 59.67 59.11 -0.56 1.98 0.28

GM 65.89 64.89 -1.00 0.91 1.10

PSY 71.56 68.78 -2.78 2.33 1.19

PD 51.89 54.78 2.89 0.95 3.04*

N 64.56 65.00 0.44 0.88 0.50

PI 7.00 7.89 0.89 0.75 1.19

20-item 40.44 35.67 -4.78 3.61 1.32

4 -item 8.67 7.22 -1.44 0.80 1.80

df = 8

t . 05,8 ^ 2.306 

♦denotes s ign if ican t re su l ts

Note. See pages 9 and 10 for the meanings of the headings
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations fo r the FDAS P re te s t  Scores 

FSW DLR FOA SOG RSI SSW TOTAL

Group 2

Mean 99.55 94.11 46.56 99.44 31.11 36.44 407.22
S.D. 18.17 13.63 11.19 16.32 3.98 3.78 59.29

Group 3

Mean 106.67 95.11 46.67 105.22 29.33 38.00 421.00
S.D. 7.87 14.82 13.29 12.75 4.27 4.61 45.63

Note. See page 9 fo r  the meanings of the headings
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Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations for the Revised 

UCLA Loneliness Scale P re tes t Scores

20 Item scale 4 Item scale

Group 2

Mean 41.11 8.89
S.D. 10.73 2.52

Group 3

Mean 40.44 8.67
S.D. 10.81 2.55



Table 8
Means and Standard Deviation fo r  the  TSCS P re te s t  Scores 

SC CONFL TOT P R1 R2 R3 Cl C2 C3

Group 2

Mean 33.89 24.22 341.56 122.00 105.67 113.89 67.67 69.89 68.67
S.D. 5.23 7.31 35.41 11.01 14.47 12.03 9.71 7.30 9.53

Group 3

Mean 35.33 26.44 362.89 127.89 116.00 119.00 70.56 73.44 72.22
S.D. 5.36 4.59 30.51 9.82 13.42 10.63 7.02 10.43 5.70

Group 2

C4 C5 TOT V DP GM PS Y PD* N PI

Mean 70.22 65.11 38.67 54.33 67.22 67.67 59.11 65.56 8.33
S.D. 7.74 7.69 9.38 8.27 6.51 7.09 3.14 4.64 2.96

Group 3

Mean 74.44 72.22 39.00 59.67 65.89 71.56 51.89 64.56 7.00
S.D. 5 .70  7.03 8.56 7.94 6.97 6.31 3.02 3.88 2.35

♦denotes s ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s

Note. See page 10 fo r  meanings o f  the headings



Table 9

Results of the MANCOVA for the FDAS, TSCS and 

Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale fo r  those 

Measures Nearing Significance (0.20)

45

Group 2 
Adjusted 

Mean

Group 3 
Adjusted 

Mean
Mean

Square F-value PR F

TOT P 368.38 353.40 904.55 2.66 0.1235

R2 118.54 111.35 201.42 3.52 0.0802

C4 74.43 72.13 21.38 1.05 0.3210

C5 73.21 68.68 73.45 6.91 0.0190*

DP 62.27 58.07 70.88 2.56 0.1301

PD 55.30 57.25 6.71 0.44 0.5163

*denotes s ig n if ic an t  re s u l ts

Note. See page 10 fo r  the meanings of the headings
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A STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF A SUPPORT GROUP FOR SINGLE CUSTODIAL FATHERS

ON MEASURES OF DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT, LONELINESS AND SELF CONCEPT

Divorce is  becoming a common phenomenon in our society . I f  p res

ent circumstances continue, 45% of a ll  children born in 1978 will be 

living with a s ingle  parent fo r  a period of th e i r  l i f e  before they 

reach the age of 18 (Greenberg, 1978). An increasing percentage of 

these children will be liv ing with th e i r  fa thers  as the s ing le  custo 

dial parent. In 1975, 10% of a l l  s ingle  parent fam ilies were headed 

by men (Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Woody, 1977b) while mothers 

got 80% (Woody, 1977b) to 90% (Roman & Haddad, 1978) of a l l  custody 

settlements. P. C lin t Jones, an au th o r i ta t iv e  source, examined over

14,000 cases and found th a t  the fa th e r  was awarded custody of 7% of 

the male children and 6% of a l l  female children. He concludes th a t  

there i s  no credence to  an observable trend toward increasing fa th e r  

custody among many lawyers and professionals . The number o f  children 

in s ingle fa th e r  fam ilies increased 48% from 1960 to 1970 (Mendes, 

1976), 70% from 1964 to  1974 (Roman & Haddad, 1978), and 80% from 1965 

to 1976 (Bartz & Witcher, 1978). In 1974, according to the U. S. Cen

sus Bureau, 1.5 million fam ilies were headed by single  fa the rs  (Roman 

& Haddad, 1978). Mendes (1976) indicated th a t ,  according to the 1970 

census, over 500,000 fa the rs  are  ra is in g ,  by themselves, over 1,300,000 

children.

There are contradictions in the s t a t i s t i c s ,  however. The most r e 
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cent report from the Bureau of the Census (1979) ind ica tes  th a t  over

500,000 fa the rs  are ra is ing  almost 1,000,000 children. The number of 

s ingle  fa th e r  fam ilies  increased by 11.3% from 1960 to  1970 and by 60.9% 

from 1970 to  1978, while the number of children liv ing  in these homes 

increased by 2.9% from 1960 to  1970 and by 31.9% from 1970 to  1978. 

However, the number of children liv ing in single  fa ther families due to 

divorce and fa th e r  custody increased by 37.2% from 1960 to  1970 and by 

135.6% from 1970 to 1978. These contradictions in s t a t i s t i c s  seem to  

r e f le c t  some of the confusion and misinformation surrounding custody 

and single custodial fa th e rs .

Because of these con trad ic t ions , the recent in te re s t  in the area 

of single custodial fa th e rs ,  and the re la t iv e ly  l i t t l e  information in 

the area, much research s t i l l  needs to be done.

The purpose of th is  study i s  to  investigate  the e ffe c ts  of a sup

port group fo r  s ing le  custodial fa thers  on measurements o f  loneliness , 

divorce adjustment and s e l f  concept.

The History o f  Child Custody

Child custody has not always been in such a s ta te  of unrest as i t  

i s  today. During the past several centuries  there have been periods of 

time when custody was almost c e r ta in  to  go to  e i th e r  the fa ther  or 

mother. During the days of Roman supremacy, through the Middle Ages 

and feudalism, the  mothers had no r ig h ts ,  only d u ties .  The women and 

children were possessions of the man, the re fo re , men received possession 

of the children i f  there  was such a thing as marital separation. (Foster 

& Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979).
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English t ra d i t io n  a lso  viewed the man as having a natural r ig h t  

to the children. The mother was e n t i t le d  only to  reverence and respect 

(Foster & Freed, 1978; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b).

During the seventeenth and eighteenth cen tu r ies ,  the child began 

to  be viewed as an evolving human being. The importance of the family 

was emerging with a growing sense of parental re sponsib il i ty .  The con

jugal family u n i t  was becoming more important. The nineteenth century 

brought more awareness of the importance o f  the family with the mother 

seen as having a d e f in i te  ro le  in the c h i ld 's  development. She was be

ginning to  receive more p restige  and s ta tu s  in her ro le  as mother.

(Roman & Haddad, 1978).

In d u s tr ia l iza t io n  divided the labor force between men and women.

The roles were more c lea r ly  id en tif ied  with the man's ro le  as the work

er and financial supporter of the family and the woman's ro le  as home

maker and emotional supporter of the family. (Roman & Haddad, 1978). 

"Maternal in s t in c t"  was invented and served the purpose of more c learly  

defining the ro les  o f  the fa ther and mother (Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 

1979). Reinforcement of the importance of the mother's ro le was also 

found in Freudian theory (Roman & Haddad, 1978). Several fac to rs ,  

therefo re , seemed to be exalting motherhood and the mother's ro le ,  c re 

ating  a place fo r women through exa lta tion  in con tras t with the previ

ous denigration.

Along with th is  exalta tion  o f the mother's ro le  in child  rearing 

came a new era in custody decisions. In general, custody was no longer 

awarded to the fa th e r  but to the mother, p a r t ic u la r ly  fo r those c h i l 

dren of "tender years ."  This generally  meant those children under seven
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years of age. Thus, the  tender years doctrine  of ch ild  custody was 

conceptualized. During th is  period o f time, beginning with in d u s tr ia l

ization and continuing to  the present to a great degree, mothers had to 

be shown to  be "unfit"  in order to lose custody of th e i r  children (Fos

t e r  & Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b).

More recen tly  the best in te re s ts  of the ch ild  are being considered in 

awarding custody o f the child  to e ith e r  the mother or the fa ther or both

(Foster & Freed, 1978; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b).

As ea r ly  as the  l a t e  1700's the best in te r e s t  o f  the child  was

cited  as a s ig n if ic a n t  fac to r  in awarding custody. However, the "best 

in te re s t"  of the ch ild  seemed to be viewed within the framework of the 

times, giving e i th e r  the  mother or fa the r  a d e f in i te  edge in the custody 

b a tt le .

Even though the re  were these trends in custody decisions, the h is 

to ry  of court decis ions , opinions and laws th a t  have formally in f lu 

enced custody are co n f l ic t in g  and confusing. Some court decisions and 

legal opinions will be presented chronologically to  i l l u s t r a t e  th is  

point.

As ea r ly  as 1773 in B l is s e t 's  case, when the f a th e r 's  r ig h t  to 

children and possessions seemed almost absolute, custody was not given 

to the fa the r  because he was bankrupt, could contribute  nothing to the 

support of the c h i ld ,  and had engaged in improper conduct. Even though 

he had a "natural" r ig h t  to the ch ild , the court decided th a t  i t  would 

do what appeared to  be best fo r the ch ild  (Foster & Freed, 1978).

In the case o f  Commonwealth vs. Addicks and Wife in 1816, the court 

ruled th a t  the maternal grandparents, who had ra ised  the child  a f te r  her
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mother's death, would continue custody. This decision was based on the 

benefit and welfare of the in fa n t ,  not the r ig h t  of the  fa ther to  have 

custody (Foster & Freed, 1978).

Although a few e a r l i e r  decisions had not given custody to the f a 

th e r ,  the f a th e r 's  dominance seemed to have rea l ly  been shaken in 1817 

(Foster & Freed, 1978) or 1819 (Roman & Haddad, 1978) when Percy Bysshe 

Shelley lo s t  custody of h is  children a f te r  his w ife 's  death due to  a the

i s t i c  be lie fs  and p ro f l ig a te  conduct. The man's dominance under the law 

was being severely questioned.

In 1824, the  case of United States v. Green (Foster & Freed, 1978; 

Roman & Haddad, 1978) opened the door for the tender years doc trine .

The opinion s ta ted  was th a t  generally  the fa ther had the r ig h t  to  the 

custody of his ch ild ren , not because of absolute r igh ts  of the f a th e r ,  

but fo r  the benefit  of the ch ild . Therefore, the fa the r  d oesn 't  auto

matically get custody.

The case of Helms v. Franciscus in 1930 appears to be the f i r s t

pronouncement of the tender years doctrine or maternal preference. The

Maryland court said th a t  even though the fa the r  is  the sole and legal 

guardian of his in fan t ch ild ren , "the mother i s  the s o f te s t  nurse of 

infancy, and with her i t  will be l e f t  in opposition to  th is  general 

r ig h t  of the fa ther"  (Foster & Freed, 1978, p. 330).

In 1834, in the case of Commonwealth v. Briggs, the  c o u r t 's  opinion 

asserted , in e f f e c t ,  th a t  public policy regarding the obligations of 

marriage or the desire  to punish an e rran t  wife were more important 

than the c h i ld 's  best in te r e s t  (Foster & Freed, 1978).

The case of People ex r e l .  Olmstead v. Olmstead in 1857 a lso  showed
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such moral judgments (Foster & Freed, 1978). The opinion in t h i s  New 

York case, where the mother l e f t  the fa ther due to her meddling mother, 

was th a t  the mother should not be rewarded fo r  her f a u l t s  by obtaining 

custody of her ch ild . Protection of the family, ra th e r  than the good 

of the ch ild ,  was more important, p a r t ic u la r ly  when the mother l e f t  

without apparent ju s t i f i c a t i o n .  Also in 1857, in the case of People 

V.  Humphries, the wife was given custody while she was nursing, but 

custody was then given to  the fa th e r  when the child  no longer needed 

i t s  mother's milk (Roman & Haddad, 1978).

In 1878, in the case of McKim v. McKim, even though the fa th e r  was 

found to be a " f i t "  parent, the  mother was awarded custody of the young 

daughter because of her tender age, sex, and de lica te  condition (Foster 

& Freed, 1978). This case delivered the message th a t  the best in te re s t  

of a young ch ild  was in l in e  with the tender years doctrine .

In a decision in the 1881 case of Chapsky v. Wood, the c o u r t 's  

opinion was th a t  custody should be awarded so th a t  the welfare and in 

te r e s t  of the ch ild  was best promoted (Foster & Freed, 1978). However, 

in the 1921 case of Jenkins v. Jenkins, the court gave custody of a 

young boy to h is mother because "nothing can be an adequate subs ti tu te  

fo r a mother's love" (Roman & Haddad, 1978, p. 35). The opinion in the 

case goes on to  s ta te  th a t  the difference between motherhood and fa th e r 

hood in the a b i l i t y  to  have patience , sympathy, and help the infant 

mind adjust to i t s  environment is  fundamental.

Then, the  1925 case of Finlay v. Finlay again emphasized the 

s t a t e ' s  ro le  as parens pa tr iae  and the need to pro tec t the children as 

the basis fo r custody ju r i sd ic t io n  (Foster & Freed, 1978). In a more
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recent case of Fish v. Fish in 1968, the mother t r ied  to sue for cus

tody o f a child who had been l iv ing  with his fa the r fo r  four years.

The mother won custody in the lower court on the basis of tender years 

reasoning. The Supreme Court l a t e r  reversed the decision in favor of 

the fa ther because a close re la tionsh ip  existed between the boy and his 

fa th e r  and the paternal grandmother lived with them and gave the boy 

love and a ffec tion  (Woody, 1978a). Thus, the tender years doctrine was 

being openly questioned in court,  although there was s t i l l  the re f e r 

ence to  the grandmother as being able to  give the boy love and a ffec

tion .

Even more recen tly ,  cases have been decided which openly re jec t  

the tender years doctrine  and have given custody to  the fa ther.  The 

1973 case of State ex re l .  Watts v. Watts in New York re jected  the ten 

der years doctrine  as being in v io la tion  of due process and equal pro

tec t ion  provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment of the Federal Constitu

tion  (Foster & Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Santrock & Warshak,

1979). The 1977 case of Salk v. Salk in New York re jected the doctrine 

and sp ec if ic a l ly  upheld th a t  the best in te re s ts  of the child should be 

given prime consideration (Foster & Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; 

Salk, 1977; Solomon, 1977). Therefore, when both parents were consid

ered " f i t , " the parent who seemed psychologically best fo r  the child 

was given custody.

The Maryland Court of Appeals has even reasoned th a t  the Equal 

Rights Amendment has made child support an obligation of both parents 

and the c r i t e r i a  used in determining support awards should not be based 

on the sex of  the parent (Johnson, S ., 1979).
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An opinion given by the judge in an 1850 decision might s t i l l  be 

repeated today: "The s ta te  o f  the lew re la t in g  to the custody of the

persons of in fan ts  is  not very sa t i s fac to ry .  Not only are there de

fe c ts  which can, perhaps, be remedied only by the au thority  of the Leg

is la tu re ;  but there p revails  an uncertain ty  in the application of the 

law, as i t  e x i s t s ,  to the d i f f i c u l t  cases which frequently  a r is e  in 

connection with the disposal of minor children" (Forsythe, 1850).

In response to  th i s  need fo r le g is la t io n ,  several s ta t e s  have 

passed laws which e x p l ic i t ly  s ta te  th a t  custody should not be based on 

the sex of the  parent but th a t  a decision should be made in the best 

in te re s t s  o f  the ch ild . Thus, a new era in child  custody decisions 

seems to be emerging (Foster & Freed, 1978; Santrock & Warshak, 1979; 

Watts V. Watts, 1973). The courts ,  however, are slow to change and the 

best in te re s t s  of the ch ild  are frequently  seen as being served best by 

being with the mother even when things are equal or more conducive to 

healthy growth with the  fa th e r  (Woody, 1978b).

In 1978, a check was made on custody laws in the United States 

(Foster & Freed, 1978). In 14 s ta t e s ,  the tender years doctrine was 

"gospel" but subordinate to the best in te re s t s  of the ch ild ;  in 12 

s ta te s  the tender years doctrine  was a " t ie  breaker" which gave custody 

to  the mother i f  a l l  other things were equal; in 22 s ta te s  the tender 

years doctrine was re jected  by s ta tu te  or court decisions in favor of 

the  best in te r e s t s  of the ch ild ;  in 3 s ta t e s ,  the s ta tu s  of the tender 

years doctrine in ch ild  custody was of questionable s ta tu s .

Oklahoma is  considered one of the " t ie  breaker" ju r i sd ic t io n s .  Al

though the best in te r e s t  of the child  is  the paramount consideration.
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there  i s  no relevant s ta tu te  fo r  custody decisions. Three cases heard 

in the Oklahoma Supreme Court can be c ited  as s ig n if ic a n t  precedents in 

s ta te  custody decisions (Foster & Freed, 1978). On July  12, 1966, in 

the case of Earnst v. Earnst, the court records reads: "Custody of a

child  of tender years, other things being equal, must be given to the 

mother." The case also quoted a previous case of Currin v. Chadwick as 

saying th a t  "the unfitness  which will deprive a mother of the  r ig h t  to  

the custody of her minor ch ild  must be a positive  and not merely a com

parative  un fitness ."  On Ju ly  26, 1966, in the case o f  Irwin v. Irwin, 

the court record reads: " . . .  the s ta tu to ry  preference given mothers

of children of tender years, in the matter of th e i r  custody, ***other 

things being equal***." The record continues to say th a t  "We have con

cluded th a t  th is  case i s  a proper one for application of the above men

tioned s ta tu to ry  preference of the mother (as i t  perta ins to children 

of tender years) and of the ru le  which requires i t  to  c lea r ly  appear 

th a t  she i s  'an improper person , ' before being deprived of th a t  p re fe r

ence. "

On January 14, 1969, in the  case of Duncan v. Duncan, a 12 year old 

boy was expressing a wish to l iv e  with h is  fa th e r .  His fa th e r  had a job 

which would require him to move around while the mother had a s tab le  

geographic home. The court decided in favor of the mother, and the 

court record reads: "Whims, wants, and desires  of a minor ch ild  are

not the c r i t e r i a  fo r  determining which parent should be granted custody 

of a minor ch ild , although the court or judge may consider the  p re fe r 

ence of a child who i s  of s u f f ic ie n t  age to form an in te l l ig e n t  p re fe r

ence." These cases i l l u s t r a t e  tha t the best in te r e s t  i s  seen as being
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served by being with the mother unless shown otherwise.

In 1971, an Oklahoma s ta tu te  was passed making th is  somewhat more 

e x p l ic i t  by giving custody preference to a child of tender years to  the 

mother, but not p roh ib iting  the court from placing the ch ild ,  regard

le ss  of i t s  age, with the fa th e r  i f  the evidence supports th a t  the f a 

th e r  would be the b e t te r  guardian and th a t  paternal custody would best 

serve the c h i ld 's  in t e r e s t  (30 O.S. 1971, § 11.—Id) . This s ta tu te  

a lso  gives preference to the mother i f  the ch ild  is  of tender years and 

to  the fa ther  i f  the ch ild  i s  of age to  require education and prepara

tion  fo r  labor or business. This may influence the court i f  a l l  things 

are re la t iv e ly  balanced between the mother and the fa th e r .

The tender years doctrine  s t i l l  p revails  in many s ta te s  fo r sev

eral reasons. Society s t i l l  seems to  prefer the mother as the care

taker of the children (Woody, 1977a). Courts are re lu c tan t to s t r ik e  a 

new path: t ra d i t io n  has been s e t ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  through legal preced

en ts ; most judges are of mature years and have t ra d it io n a l  values; and, 

although the judges know the law, many of them are unaware of some of 

the psychological aspects  of the people to  whom they are applying the 

law (Solomon, 1977; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1977a). A th ird  reason i s  th a t  

fa th e rs  s t i l l  see themselves as less  capable to ra i s e  th e i r  children 

(Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978b; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Woody, 1977a).

Several things are happening a t  the present time nationwide th a t  

seem to be having an influence on custody decisions. The women's move

ment with women wanting o ther than t ra d it io n a l  female ro les  i s  a major 

influence (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Foster & Freed, 1978; Gersick, 1979; 

Jackson, 1979; Lewis, 1978; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Roman &
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Haddad, 1978; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Willison, 1979). This is  com

bined with fa th e r  advocacy and men's l ib e ra t io n  groups (Foster & Freed, 

1978; Lewis, 1978; Roman & Haddad, 1978; Willison, 1979). In attempting 

to  gain equal r ig h ts  fo r  women, equal r ig h ts  fo r  men have also  emerged. 

One area where more men are beginning to  want equali ty  is  in child 

rearing  and ch ild  custody. There is a general movement toward sexual 

e q u a li ty  (Lewis, 1978), men are having a decrease in working hours and 

an increase in le isu re  time (Gersick, 1979), and more women are working 

than ever before (Gasser & Taylor, 1976; Gersick, 1979; Vail, 1979).

Vail (1979) repo rts  th a t  in single parent fam ilies resu lt ing  from a 

d ivorce, 70 percent of the women work and 80 percent o f  the men work. 

Therefore, there  is  no apparent difference between men and women when 

i t  comes to a working parent in the home. Other fac to rs  th a t  seem to 

be influencing custody decisions are in f la t io n  (Willison, 1979), no 

f a u l t  divorce le g is la t io n  th a t  has opened the way to  negotiation over 

ch ild  custody (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Gersick, 1975; Lewis, 1978; 

Orthner, Brown & Ferguson, 1976), and public awareness through the media 

(B ertin , 1980; W illison, 1979).

Several s ta te s  are also beginning to pass uniform divorce and cus

tody laws as well as laws s ta t in g  sp ec if ic  areas to be considered in 

custody decis ions . Each s ta t e  must separa te ly  adopt the ac t  to make i t  

law in th a t  s ta te .

The area where there  is  the most frequent controversy between 

courts  and family members i s  between the  orig inal court with continuing 

ju r i s d ic t io n  and the court in the s ta te  where the ch ild  has been taken 

(Bodenheimer, 1969). The Uniform Child Custody Ju r isd ic t io n  Act
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(UCCJA), which has many purposes enumerated, i s  meant to  "avoid j u r i s 

d ic tional competition and c o n f l ic t  with courts  of other s ta tes  in mat

te r s  of child custody which have in the past resulted  in the sh if t ing  

of children from s ta te  to s ta te  with harmful e f fec ts  on th e i r  well

being." Another purpose of the ac t  i s  to "promote cooperation with the 

courts of other s ta te s "  so th a t  a custody decree is made in the s ta te  

th a t  promotes the best in te re s t  of the child (O.S. Supp, 1980; Woody, 

1978b). In 1978, 28 s ta te s  had adopted the UCCJA (Uniform Law Memo,

1978); Oklahoma approved the ac t to be e ffec t iv e  on October 1, 1980 

(0. S. Supp, 1980).

The Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act (1970) in Section 402, out

lines  c r i t e r i a  fo r  determining custody in the best in te re s ts  of the 

ch ild , as do cer ta in  s ta te  laws such as the Michigan Child Custody Act 

of 1970 (Foster & Freed, 1978; P. A. 1970, No. 91, § 1; Woody, 1978b).

The psychological community, which was previously c ited  as fu r th e r 

ing the mother's ro le  and preference in custody decisions (Foster & 

Freed, 1978; Roman & Haddad., 1978) has passed a resolution giving sup

port to fa thers  who are trying to  ge t custody of th e i r  ch ildren . At 

th e i r  January 1977 meeting, the American Psychological Association 's  

Council of Representatives voted to  approve the following resolution as 

quoted by Salk (1977): "Be i t  resolved th a t  the Council o f  Representa

t iv e s  recognizes o f f ic ia l ly  and makes su itab le  promulgation of the fac t  

th a t  i t  i s  s c ie n t i f ic a l ly  and psychologically baseless, as well as in 

v io la tion  of human r igh ts  to  d iscrim inate against men because of th e i r  

sex in assignment of c h ild ren 's  custody, in adoption, in the s ta ff ing  

of child care serv ices , in personnel p ractices providing for parental
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leave in re la t io n  to  ch ild b ir th  and emergencies involving children, and 

in sim ilar laws and p rac tices ."  The APA has taken a stand in an e f fo r t  

to pro tect the legal r ig h ts  of fa thers  and children in custody matters.

There are several fac tors  which are considered in custody deci

sions. None of these seems to  be considered separately  as a paramount 

reason fo r  custody to be awarded to a p a r t ic u la r  individual, but they 

are considered in combination with one another. Several of these fa c 

to r s  are reported: the age and sex of the child (Foster & Freed, 1978; 

Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b); the c h i ld 's  preference fo r one parent over 

the other (Bertin , 1980; Nadeau & Fagan, 1978; P.A. 1970, No. 91; Sol

omon, 1977; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1977a, 1978b); the re lig ion of the par

en ts  (P.A. 1970, No. 91; Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b); the physical and 

mental f i tn e s s  of the parents (P.A. 1970, No. 91; Vail, 1979; Woody, 

1977a, 1978b); the moral f i tn e s s  of the parent (P.A. 1970, No. 91;

V ail, 1979; Woody, 1977a, 1978b); the death of a parent (Vail, 1979); 

custodial ante-nuptia l contracts  (Vail, 1979; Woody, 1978b); the par

e n t 's  re la t io n sh ip  with and desire  for the child (Foster & Freed, 1978; 

P.A. 1970, No. 91; V ail, 1979; Woody, 1977a, 1978b); a well established 

custody where the child  i s  f lourish ing  (Bertin , 1980; Vail, 1979; Woody, 

1977a); the p a re n t 's  in te ll igence  (Woody, 1977a, 1978b); knowledge of 

ch ild  development (Woody, 1977a, 1978b); personality  and personal behav

io r  (Woody, 1977a, 1978b); child  rearing a t t i tu d e s  and child  care h is to 

ry  (Woody, 1977a, 1978b); geographical s t a b i l i t y  (Woody, 1977a, 1978b); 

and the needs of the child  such as consis ten t and predictable a ffec t io n ,  

acceptance, approval, pro tection , care , con tro l,  and guidance (Howell, 

1974; P.A. 1970, No. 91). D ifferent professionals look a t  d if fe ren t
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combinations of fac to rs  as being most important, but a l l  of the pro

fessiona ls  questioned (psychologists, p sy c h ia t r i s ts ,  social workers, 

and lawyers) agreed th a t  placement with one of the  natural parents and 

placement of s ib lings together was very important i f  those placements 

were possible (P.A. 1970, No. 91; Woody, 1977a).

The research in the area of fa thers  as s ing le  parents or mother

le ss  homes i s  very lim ited . There has been a g reat deal of research on 

fa th e r le ss  homes which indicated detrimental e f fe c ts  on children (Vail,

1979), but the re s u l ts  of th is  research are being questioned as c h i l 

dren from homes with one parent are seen to be functioning adequately in 

many areas (Burgess, 1970; Geffen, 1977; Monaghan-Leckband, 1978; NCCE 

Hits, 1980; Santrock & Warshak, 1979). Even in the 1970's, much o f the 

information gathered in the research on fa thering  or fa the r  p a r t ic ip a 

tion in ch ildrearing  was obtained from the mother, not the fa ther (Roman 

& Haddad, 1978; Vail, 1979). Some of the more recent studies th a t  have 

been done are giving co n flic ting  r e s u l t s .  Solomon (1977) ind icates  th a t  

fo r  boys, the fa the r  gradually assumes a more important ro le ,  and more 

fa the rs  should get custody, p a r t ic u la r ly  of boys over seven years of 

age. Santrock & Warshak (1979) report th a t  children between six and 

eleven who were l iv ing  with the parent o f  the same sex fared b e tte r  on 

dimensions of le s s  demanding, m aturity , s o c ia b i l i ty ,  and independence 

than those children l iv in g  with the parent of the opposite sex. There 

was also le ss  f r ic t io n  with the parent. Lowenstein (1977) reports  in a 

limited study th a t  there  is  no s ig n if ican t  d ifference in self-esteem 

between boys, ages nine to fourteen, l iv in g  with s ingle  parent mothers 

and single parent fa th e rs .  Woody (1978a) reports  th a t  boys need th e i r
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fa the rs  un til the age of f iv e .  Foster & Freed (1978) indicate  th a t  some 

experts in child  development are now saying th a t  the fa the r  may be the 

one with whom the child  has the most a f fec t io n a te  re la tionsh ip . More 

research seems needed in th i s  area to c le a r  up some of the confusion.

There appears to  be no in t r in s ic  reason why men cannot be as nur- 

tu ran t as women (Roman & Haddad, 1978; P itchford , 1978). What they seem 

to  need i s  motivation and societa l support. Margaret Mead and other au

th o r i t i e s  have s ta ted  th a t  both male and female parents are equally able 

to  provide care and perform ch ild rear ing  functions (Foster & Freed,

1978). Dr. Mary C. Howell, Harvard p e d ia t r ic s  professor, s ta tes  th a t  

the fa the r  can perform child care j u s t  as well as the mother (Roman & 

Haddad, 1978). F ina lly , Judge Kooper, in the case of Watts v. Watts 

(1973), s tated "the simple fa c t  o f  being a mother does not, by i t s e l f ,  

ind icate  a capacity  or w illingness to  render a qua li ty  of care d if fe ren t  

from th a t  which the fa the r can provide." She went fu r the r  to  quote 

Margaret Mead as saying "studies of maternal deprivation have shown th a t  

the essen tia l experience fo r  the ch ild  i s  th a t  of mothering — the 

warmth, consistency and con tinu ity  of the re la tionsh ip  ra the r  than the 

sex of the individual who i s  performing the mothering function."

How can custody, then, be decided in the best in te re s ts  of the 

child  and give fa th e rs  a f a i r e r  chance in the court to win custody when 

i t  i s  the "best" placement fo r  the child? Several suggestions have been 

made, such as the need for more concrete t e s t s  of what i s  the "best i n t 

e rest"  of the ch ild  (Stack, 1976); focus on the b e tte r  or best parent, 

not the unfitness of a parent (Salk, 1977); focus on the needs o f  the 

child and who can best f u l f i l l  them (Howell, 1974); have a m u lt id isc i
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plinary  team to  work with the parents, ch ildren , and attorneys to aid 

in custody decisions (Nadeau & Fagan, 1978; Woody, 1977b); have a coun

selor and a tto rney  work together to prepare the fa the r fo r  custody i f  i t  

i s  appropriate (Bernstein, 1977); and a l l  s ta te s  to  adopt uniform d i 

vorce and custody laws (Johnson, S .,  1979).

Single Parents

Single parents have many problems th a t  do not a r is e  in two-parent 

fam ilies . One of the biggest problems seems to  be the a t t i tu d e  of soci

e ty  which does not fu l ly  accept and so c ia l ly  iso la te s  the single parent 

(Burgess, 1970; Clayton, 1971; Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Johnson & 

Alevizos, 1979; Loge, 1976; Rawlings & Carter, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen,

1980), although th i s  a t t i tu d e  does seem to be decreasing (Rosenthal & 

Keshet, 1981).

This societa l a t t i tu d e  is  unfortunate because there  has been ev i

dence th a t  children are b e tte r  o f f  l iv ing  with one parent than in very 

unhappy homes where the parents s tay  together fo r  the sake of the c h i l 

dren (Burgess, 1970; Monaghan-Leckband, 1978).

Single parents have few role-models to fa l l  back on (Keshet & 

Rosenthal, 1978b). They often feel th a t  they are l ik e  an odd person 

when going out with former fr iends  and couples (Burgess, 1970; Clayton, 

1971; F isher, 1978; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980) and may even by seen as a 

th rea t  by two-parent fam ilies  (Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980). They tend to 

feel unique and not ask fo r  help (Jauch, 1977) and feel th a t  they need 

to go i t  alone which causes confusion, ine ffic iency , and unhappiness 

(Burgess, 1970; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980). There may be a co n f l ic t  over 

personal id e n t i ty  and th e i r  parenting ro le  (Dresen, 1976; Loge, 1976).
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This may re su l t  in overcompensation to the children (Dresen, 1976) or 

inconsistency (Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980).

Single parents have many emotions to work through which may include 

loneliness (Burgess, 1970; Fisher, 1978; Greenberg, 1979; Jauch, 1977; 

Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings & Carter, 1979), g r ie f  and mourning 

(Burgess, 1970; Dresen, 1976; Fisher, 1978; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979), 

anger a t  persons or events (Burgess, 1970; Dresen, 1976; Fisher, 1978; 

Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings & Carter, 1979), g u i l t  (Burgess,

1970; Dresen, 1976; F isher, 1978; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings & 

Carter, 1979), low self-worth (Burgess, 1970; Fisher, 1978; Rawlings & 

Carter, 1979), lack of self-confidence (Burgess, 1970), fear (Burgess, 

1970; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979), f ru s tra t io n  (Burgess, 1970), shame 

(Burgess, 1970), lack of t r u s t  (Smith, 1978; Fisher, 1978), depression 

(Rawlings & C arter, 1979), f a i lu re  (Johnson'& Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings 

& Carter, 1979), and lo ss  of control (Smith, 1978).

In addition to  these emotions, single parents have several other 

problems th a t  they need to  work through. Because th e i r  income is  se

verely reduced, they usually  have financial d i f f i c u l t i e s  (Burgess, 1970; 

Jauch, 1977; Rawlings & C arter , 1979; Smith, 1978; Todres, 1975). This 

a f fec ts  areas such as finding good child care (Burgess, 1970; Jauch, 

1977; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980; Smith, 1978), help with housekeeping 

tasks (Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980), and housing (Smith, 1978). Their so

cial system i s  upset and they need to find new ways to  form social r e 

la tionsh ips  (Burgess, 1970; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980; Todres, 1976).

This may entail being able to separate from the former love re la tionsh ip  

(Fisher, 1978; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979), adjusting to  dating and th e i r
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new sexual role (F isher, 1978; Greenberg, 1979; Johnson & Alevizos,

1979; Monaghan-Leckband, 1978), and recognizing th e i r  intimacy needs 

(Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980; Rosenthal & Keshet,

1981). They may need to ad just to multiple and unfamiliar ro les  (Bur

gess, 1970; Clayton, 1971; Monaghan-Leckband, 1978; Rosenthal & Hansen,

1980). Their job selection may sometimes be limited because of child 

care re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  (Clayton, 1971).

Single parents could use support in several areas: f inancial and 

social as mentioned previously; education, both fo r society  about prob

lems of the one-parent fam ilies and reh ab il i ta t io n  programs to enable 

the one-parent family to be self-supporting (Todres, 1975); information 

about counseling services (Jauch, 1977), legal r ig h ts ,  economic r e 

sources, and other sources of social support (Rawlings & Carter, 1979); 

more psychological services such as counseling (Burgess, 1970) and th e r 

apy and parenting groups (Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980); contact with two- 

parent families for th e i r  children to  see ro le  models (Burgess, 1970); 

more equitable divorce and custody laws (Jauch, 1977); and time (Smith,

1978).

Adjusting to  being a single parent can be seen as going through a 

process (Fisher, 1978; Loge, 1976). How well one ad justs  depends on 

several fac to rs  such as working through many of the emotions th a t  were 

mentioned previously; the ro le  of the parent in the previous re la t io n 

ship and how many adjustments need to be made (Dresen, 1975); financial 

s itua tion  and the nature of the present l iv ing  arrangements (Dresen, 

1976; P e tt ,  1980); knowledge of and a v a i la b i l i ty  of availab le  resources 

and support systems (Dresen, 1976; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Mendes,
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1979); taking care of onese lf  through private  time, a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 

fr iendsh ips , as well as providing for the children (Dresen, 1976); and 

time (Dresen, 1976). Those who seem to ad just most quickly are those 

who have a good support system (Dresen, 1976; Mendes, 1979; P e tt ,  1980), 

are more thoroughly able to  break from th e i r  former mate and former l i f e  

s ty le  (Johnson & Alevizos, 1979), keep active  so c ia l ly  (Johnson & Alevi

zos, 1979; Lipten, 1979; P e t t ,  1980), are fa r th e r  away from the divorce 

(Lipten, 1979), find new rewarding ro les  outside the family or in the 

parenting ro le  (Loge, 1976), are attending church more (Lipten, 1979), 

and fee ling  an absence of s t re ss  (P e tt ,  1980).

Although society  s t i l l  sees the single-parent family as somewhat 

deviant, there are several areas of support ava ilab le .  Other family 

members are a primary source o f  support (Dresen, 1976; Gasser & Taylor, 

1976; Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Loge, 1976; Mendes, 1979; Rosenthal 

& Hansen, 1980) as well as fr iends  and neighbors (Dresen, 1976; Gasser 

& Taylor, 1976; Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; 

Mendes, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980), although the l a t t e r  i s  not as 

true  fo r  men as i t  i s  fo r  women (Greenberg, 1979). Another primary 

source o f support i s  in organizations and s e lf -h e lp  groups such as 

Parents Without Partners (Burgess, 1970; Clayton, 1971; Dresen, 1976; 

Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Patton, 1976) and other informal groups 

through churches, day care cen te rs ,  community cen te rs ,  and social serv

ice agencies (Jackson, 1979; Jauch, 1977; Loge, 1976; Mendes, 1979; 

Rawlings & C arter, 1979; Rosenthal & Hansen, 1980). In these groups 

single parents can receive information, make social con tac ts ,  share 

resources, and get help with bringing up th e i r  ch ild ren . Counseling 

i s  availab le  through social agencies th a t  have s l id ing  scales (Dresen,
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1976; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings & Carter , 1979). Financial 

ass is tance  can be obtained (Dresen, 1976). There are a lso  publications 

availab le  such as One Parent Family (San Francisco), The Single Parent 

(Santa Monica), and The Single Parent (Parents Without Partners).

For those single parents who have adjusted to the divorce or loss  

o f  a spouse, there  seems to be general sa t is fac t io n  with th e i r  function

ing (Barringer, 1973; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Lipten, 1979), although 

lone liness  i s  s t i l l  sometimes a problem (Johnson & Alevizos, 1979).

They report improved re la tionsh ips  with th e i r  children (Monaghan-Leck

band, 1978), a g rea ter  sense o f competence and control (Rawlings & Car

t e r ,  1979), more autonomy (Greenberg, 1979; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; 

Rawlings & C arter , 1979), and see i t  as an opportunity fo r  personal 

growth (F isher, 1978; Johnson & Alevizos, 1979; Rawlings & Carter, 1979; 

Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981). I t  seems th a t  adjustment might be more eas

i l y  achieved i f  preventative measures such as public education and so

c ia l  acceptance were present (Burgess, 1970).

Single Custodial Fathers

Despite the fa c t  th a t  mothers are  awarded custody o f minor children 

in the m ajority  of cases, there  are  thousands of children liv ing  in 

homes headed by single men. Although the majority o f  these children are 

l iv in g  in s ing le -fa ther  homes due to  custody decisions re su lt in g  from 

a d ivorce, there  are o ther ways fo r  men to  be liv ing  as s ingle-custodial 

parents. They may have custody as a r e s u l t  of the death of th e i r  wife 

(Lewis, 1978; Murch, 1973; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976), or they 

may have adopted a child  (Lewis, 1978; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson,

1976). Most of the research done has had a preponderance of men who
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have custody due to  divorce because they are in the m ajority , but i t  

a lso  has included men in the other areas as well.

While many of the concerns and problems of single parents are com

mon to  single fa th e rs ,  several recent studies are focusing on sing le  

fa th e rs  only.

Several of these recent studies have focused on c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of 

s ingle-custodial fa th e rs .  Each researcher may have been looking a t  

somewhat d if fe ren t  a reas; several findings have been reported. The r e 

s u l ts  of the research ind ica te  th a t  the average social s ta tu s  level and 

education of these men are above the national norm and they are viewed 

more pos it ive ly  by judges (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Gersick, 1979; Greene, 

1977; Orthner, Brown & Ferguson, 1976; Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975); 

they generally  received custody because th e i r  former wife did not want 

custody or was unable to  care fo r  the children (Orthner, Brown, & Fer

guson, 1976; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981); the divorce was usually  from 

incom patib ility  or an extramari t a l l y involved wife (Gersick, 1979); the 

divorce was generally  more h o s t i le  than divorces where fa th e rs  were not 

seeking custody (Gersick, 1975); and they generally  married l a t e r  than 

the national median and th e i r  marriages la s ted  longer than the national 

median (Green, 1977); they generally  have an active  social l i f e  (Bartz 

& Witcher, 1978; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Schlesinger, 1978; 

Todres, 1975) but feel the need to be sexually d isc re te  (Orthner, Brown, 

& Ferguson, 1976); they saw other social ro les  as subordinate to the 

parental ro le  (Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978b; Mendes, 1975); they were gen

e r a l ly  younger than th e i r  l a t e  t h i r t i e s  (Bartz & Witcher, 1978) and 

most had been married between four and twenty years (Murch, 1973); they
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were sa t is f ied  with th e i r  present l i f e  and in no hurry to  marry again 

(Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Mendes, 1976a; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson,

1976), although they indicated some d i f f i c u l ty  in adjusting from the 

harmonizing parental and adu lt ro les  and re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  (Orthner,

Brown, & Ferguson, 1976) and an in i t i a l  emotional c r i s i s  (Keshet & Ros

en thal ,  1978b; Mendes, 1975; Murch, 1973); they were generally positive  

about themselves and th e i r  emotional growth (Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; 

Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981) seeing themselves as well adjusted, in con

t r o l ,  and functioning smoothly (Gasser & Taylor, 1976); they were seen 

as more nurturing (Schlesinger, 1978) and involved in childrearing and 

parenting a c t i v i t i e s  before the divorce (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Keshet 

& Rosenthal, 1978a; Mendes, 1975); they saw th e i r  re la tionsh ips  with 

th e i r  children as good (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Mendes, 1976a; Orthner, 

Brown, & Ferguson, 1976) which included good adjustment in th e i r  c h i l 

dren (Bartz & Witcher, 1978), good communication with th e i r  children 

(Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975), a more democratic home which demanded 

more independence from the children (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Orthner, 

Brown, & Ferguson, 1976), and a c loser  re la tionsh ip  with the children 

(Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981); they were also f a i r l y  comfortable with 

household tasks (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Gersick, 1975; Keshet & Rosen

th a l ,  1978a); they were generally  middle or l a s t  born children with both 

brothers and s i s t e r s  with a trad it io n a l  family configuration of close to 

mother and more d is ta n t  with fa ther (Gersick, 1979); they were f a i r l y  

aggressive with respect to th e i r  needs and desires  (Bartz & Witcher, 

1978); they had supportive fam ilies (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Gasser & 

Taylor, 1976); they made use of social services and th e i r  support sys-
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terns (Gersick, 1975; Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; Mendes, 1976a; Rosenthal 

& Keshet, 1981; Santrock & Warshak, 1979; Todres, 1975); and by learning 

to take care of th e i r  c h i ld re n 's  needs, they learned to  take care of 

th e i r  own needs (Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978b; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981). 

Some of the c h a rac te r is t ic s  of s ingle-custodia l fa the rs  may be a func

tion  of whether the fa the r  sought custody or had custody th ru s t  upon him 

(Greene, 1977; Hanson, 1980; Mendes, 1976a).

Even though these men appear generally positive  about th e i r  s i tu a 

t io n s ,  they have voiced concern about ce r ta in  areas. They are concerned 

about adequately meeting the emotional and nurturant needs of th e i r  

children (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a, 1978b;

Mendes, 1976b; Schlesinger, 1978); finding good supervision, care and 

protection fo r  th e i r  children (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Mendes, 1976b; 

Murch, 1973; Schlesinger, 1978); having good child rearing  (Rosenthal & 

Keshet, 1981; Schlesinger, 1978) and ch ild  guidance (Keshet & Rosenthal, 

1978a) information; rearing daughters in a motherless home (Mendes, 

1976b); knowing what co n s ti tu tes  normal development in th e i r  children 

(Mendes, 1976b; Schlesinger, 1978); working through financial (Bartz & 

Witcher, 1978; Murch, 1973; Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975) and per

sonal and peer (Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975) problems; dealing with 

fee lings  of loneliness  and being d i f f e r e n t  (Gasser & Taylor, 1976; 

Greene, 1977; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975) 

as well as social l i f e  and dating r e s t r ic t io n s  (Gasser & Taylor, 1976; 

Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; Rosenthal & Keshet, 1981; Schlesinger, 1978; 

Todres, 1975); having the s k i l l s  to do homemaking tasks (Mendes, 1976b; 

Schlesginer, 1978) or finding a housekeeper (Murch, 1973; Todres, 1975);
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dealing with ro le  s tra in  which includes child  care r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  

social and dating needs, and work re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  (Gasser & Taylor,

1976; Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; Todres, 1975); having poor community 

support fo r  th e i r  position (Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975); and d i s 

sa t is fa c t io n  with the laws and legal processes (Todres, 1975). Bartz 

& Witcher (1978) and Mendes (1976b) id en tif ied  meeting the emotional 

needs of the children as being the area of most concern to  the fa th e rs ,  

while Murch (1973) id en tif ied  the care of the children as being the area 

of most concern.

There are  some services availab le  to help single fa thers  cope with 

some of these areas of concern. Arrangements can be made for child  

care e i th e r  through day care centers or private  s i tua tions  (Orthner, 

Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Todres, 1975); government agencies including 

such services as "big s is te r s "  and financial help are availab le  (Orth

ner,  Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Todres, 1975), although sometimes single 

fa th e rs  may not be given services (Murch, 1973; Todres, 1975); s ing le 

parent organizations are availab le  fo r  support and information (Clayton, 

1971; Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976); services fo r  household services 

can be found to  lighten the burden of the s ingle parent (Orthner, Brown, 

& Ferguson, 1976); support of fr iends and re la t iv e s  is  av a ilab le ,  a l 

though th i s  i s  frequently  temporary (Murch, 1973; Orthner, Brown, & Fer

guson, 1976); f in a l ly ,  groups fo r s ingle  parents are becoming more 

availab le  to  help single parents ad just and cope and o ffe r  support 

(F isher, 1978; Geffen, 1977; Green, 1981; Tedder, Libbee, & Scherman,

1981).

Even though there are some services availab le  fo r single parents.
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the  number o f  concerns fa r  outweigh the number of services. Single f a 

th e rs  have ind ica ted , through research s tu d ie s ,  some areas where serv

ices could be in i t i a te d  or improved: day care f a c i l i t i e s  th a t  extend 

services in to  the  evenings and school holidays (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; 

Orthner, Brown, & Ferguson, 1976; Schlesinger, 1978; Todres, 1975) as 

well as ch ild  care f a c i l i t i e s  in shopping centers  (Orthner, Brown, & 

Ferguson, 1976); organization of babysitting cooperatives and t r a n s 

portation to  and from day care centers  (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Orthner, 

Brown, & Ferguson, 1976); c lasses  on single parenthood (Orthner, Brown,

& Ferguson, 1976) and parent effectiveness  groups or discussion ses

sions fo r  single parents (Bartz & Witcher, 1978; Geffen, 1977; Mendes, 

1976a); information on ch ild  care , home management and what consti tu tes  

normal childhood and adolescent needs and behavior (Bartz & Witcher, 

1978; Mendes, 1976a); "big s i s te r s "  organizations (Orthner, Brown, & 

Ferguson, 1976); organized reg is tered  housekeeper services (Schlesinger, 

1978; Todres, 1975); part time work, f le x ib le  work hours, or the choice 

o f  not working and caring fo r  the children (Keshet & Rosenthal, 1978a; 

Schlesinger, 1978); increased tax deductions (Schlesinger, 1978); coun

seling services (Schlesinger, 1978); and more research (Schlesinger, 

1978).

I t  i s  apparent th a t  single parents seem to  have some sim ilar needs. 

To meet these needs, they begin to  form support networks (Stack, 1976). 

Social se rv ices , a t  th i s  time, are geared toward women ra the r  than 

toward a l l  single parents. I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  custodial fa the rs  to 

locate  appropriate  serv ices (Todres, 1975). Woody (1978a) contends 

th a t  there  i s  a void in support sources fo r fa th e rs  receiving custody.
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Todres (1975) d a im s  th a t  s ingle-custodial fa th e rs  "are an understudied, 

much neglected, often overlooked group. As such, th e i r  problems deserve 

close scru tiny  by socie ty , and prompt remedial ac tion ."  (p .13) Rosen

thal and Keshet (1981) s ta te  th a t  the awareness of the  increasing number 

of men who parent must extend family support services to fa th e rs  as well 

as mothers; agencies need to acquaint themselves with the problems these 

men have and extend services to them.

Working with Single Parents

Although there  are several ways to  work with single paren ts , chang

ing a t t i tu d e s  i s  eas ie r  in group sessions than in individual sessions 

(Geffen, 1977). Change also comes more from discussion groups ra th e r  

than lec tu re  (Geffen, 1977) or reading programs (Hale, 1976). Many 

group sessions offered fo r parents, both single and married, have d ea lt  

with parenting issues using programs such as Parent Effectiveness Train

ing. These groups were found to have positive  r e s u l t s  regarding changes 

in parental a t t i tu d e s ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  with regard to th e i r  children (Gef

fen, 1977; Hale, 1976; Larson, 1972). Groups focusing on an in d iv id 

u a l 's  s trengths with regard to goals, values, and value c o n f l ic ts  were 

helpful in the growth of the parents own s e l f  concept (Larson, 1972).

Purpose and Hypotheses

The l i t e r a tu r e  suggests th a t  single parents have a d i f f i c u l t  time 

adjusting to th e i r  new ro les  fo r  several reasons; among these reasons 

are lack of support, lack of information, lo n e lin e ss ,  and poor coping 

s k i l l s  when th ru s t  in to  an unfamiliar s i tu a t io n .  S ingle-custodial f a 

the rs  are men who seem to  have fewer resources than th e i r  female count-



73

erp a rts .  P a rtic ipa tion  in a group with individuals who are in a similar 

s i tua tion  has been shown to  be an e ffec tive  way to  get support and learn 

to cope with the problems th a t  a r ise  in th a t  s i tu a t io n .

In view of these findings, divorce adjustment, loneliness and s e l f  

concept have been iden tif ied  as areas of concern. The purpose of th is  

study is  to invest iga te  the e ffec ts  o f  a support group for single-cus

todial fa the rs  on measures o f  divorce adjustment, loneliness and s e l f  

concept. This will be done within a small group se t t in g  with a format 

o f  information giving and discussion.

This study will research the hypotheses th a t ,  as a re su l t  of par

t ic ip a t io n  in a support group for single-custodial fa thers 

HO]: there  will be no s ign if ican t differences between p re tes t  and post

t e s t  scores on a measure of divorce adjustment;

HO2 : there  will be no s ign if ican t d ifferences between p re tes t  and post

t e s t  scores on a measure of loneliness;

HO3 : there  will be no s ign if ican t differences between p re te s t  and post

t e s t  scores on a measure of s e l f  concept;

HO4 : there  will be no s ign if ican t differences among the four pos ttes t 

groups on a measure of divorce adjustment;

HO5 : there  will be no s ign if ican t differences among the four pos tte s t  

groups on a measure of loneliness;

HOg: there  will be no s ign if ican t differences among the four pos tte s t  

groups on a measure of s e l f  concept.
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Method

Subjects

T h irty -s ix  men who have legal or factual custody of one or more 

minor children will be p a r t ic ip an ts  in the study.

The names of the men will be obtained through various sources: 

l e t t e r s  will be sent to the ped ia tr ic ians  and family p ra c t i t io n e rs ,  

judges, school p r inc ipa ls ,  and school counselors in Norman and the im

mediate area explaining the nature of the group and requesting the names 

of men who meet the c r i t e r i a ;  workers in various local agencies such as 

the Cleveland County Health Department, Parents Without Partners , and 

Divorce Arbitration will be contacted; a newspaper a r t i c l e  will be run 

explaining the nature of the group; and former partic ipan ts  and other 

fr iends and professionals will be contacted by l e t t e r  or telephone.

Nine men will be chosen from the generated pool to  be p a rtic ip an ts  

in a six week support group fo r  single-custodial fa thers  (SCFII). Nine 

men who have previously been p a rtic ip an ts  in a six week support group 

for single-custodial fa the rs  (SCFI) will be one control group. A sec

ond control group will be formed of eighteen men who will not be p a r t i 

cipating in the present group, but who will be given an opportunity to 

be on a waiting l i s t  and p a r t ic ip a te  in a future group (Cl and CII).

Procedure

Each single custodial fa th e r  will be i n i t i a l l y  contacted by t e l e 

phone by the researcher a t  which time a b r ie f  description of the group 

will be given and a request to  meet with the fa the r will be made. With 

each man who is  in te rested  in p a r t ic ip a t in g ,  an individual one-half to 

one hour meeting will be arranged by the researcher. At th is  meeting.
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each man will be asked about his p a r t icu la r  areas o f concern so th a t  

the group can attempt to meet some of h is  individual needs. At th is  

meeting the researcher will a lso  give a more de ta i led  explanation of 

the group and i t s  purpose. The p a rtic ip an t w ill  be asked to  complete 

the three instruments with the explanation th a t  we want to  t ry  to  de

termine i f  any changes take place as a r e s u l t  o f  p a r t ic ip a tio n  in the 

group. The p a r t ic ip an ts  fo r  the groups (Cl, CII, and SCFII) will then 

be randomly selected from the pool th a t  has been generated.

The experimental group (SCFII) will meet once a week for approxi

mately one and one-half hours for six consecutive weeks. Babysitting 

services will be provided by the researcher a t  the meeting place. The 

sessions will be par t  information giving and p a r t  discussion. The pro

posed topics  to be covered will be homemaking s k i l l s ,  with an outside 

resource person presenting m ateria ls  and ideas; ch ild  dvelopment; the 

e f fe c ts  of divorce or loss  of a parent on children; dating and remar

riage , and legal im plications, with an a ttorney present to  answer any 

questions. The sessions are open to modification depending on the needs 

expressed by the fa th e rs  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in the group.

At the conclusion of the group, each p a r t ic ip an t  in SCFII and the 

men in Cl will complete the three instruments again. Those men who had 

previously pa rtic ipa ted  in a group (SCFI) will be asked to  complete the 

three instruments p r io r  to  or during the present group.

Instruments

Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS). The FDAS i s  composed of ; 

1 0 0  short statements to be answered on a f ive  point scale  from (1 ) a l 
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most always to  (5) almost never. The scale  includes f iv e  subtests: 

fee lings  o f  s e l f  worth (alpha in ternal r e l i a b i l i t y  co eff ic ien t  of .94), 

disentanglement from love re la t io n sh ip  (coeffic ien t alpha of .95), f e e l 

ings of anger (co e ff ic ien t alpha of .91), symptoms of g r ie f  (coeffic ien t 

alpha of .95), and rebuild ing social t r u s t  (coeff ic ien t alpha of .87). 

The five  subtest scores can be added together to obtain a to ta l  score 

(coe ff ic ien t alpha of  .98 ), which is  the most important score. Research 

ind ica tes  th a t  adjustment i s  slowest in the areas of anger and social 

re la tio n sh ip s .  Higher scores on the instrument indicate  positive  ad

justment. Scores increase noticeably  a f te r  one year, but the la rg es t  

increase in scores does not come until a f te r  three years.

Kuder Richardson Internal R e l ia b i l i ty  is  .92. Face v a l id i ty  is  

good and i s  based on Dr. F ish e r 's  experiences teaching divorce a d ju s t

ment sem ina»^ ' Because there  is  no subtest fo r  faking, a small percent

age of people are not able to  answer the FDAS objectively  and, th e re 

fo re , th e i r  scores are not as meaningful. The most common use of the 

t e s t  i s  as a p re te s t /p o s t te s t  measure with an intermediate intervention 

(Fisher, 1981).

Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale. This scale consis ts  of twenty s e l f 

statements which are  rated on a scale from 1 (never) to 4 (o f ten ) ,  in d i

cating how often the  individual fe e ls  the way described in the s t a t e 

ment. Half of the statements are  worded in a positive  manner and half  

are worded in a negative manner. All statements used in the scale had 

a t  l e a s t  a .40 co rre la tion  with a se lf - lab e lin g  index o f loneliness .

The internal consistency o f th is  measure i s  high (coeff ic ien t alpha of 

.94). The corre la tion  between the revised and the orig inal scales is
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.91. The revised sca le  i s  used because i t  has statements worded in both 

a positive  and negative way ra the r  than a l l  negative statements as in 

the orig inal scale . The revised scale attempts to eliminate systematic 

response bias.

Concurrent v a l id i ty  was assessed by comparing lone liness  scores 

to  measures of emotional s ta te s .  The loneliness scores were s ig n i f i 

can tly  corre la ted  with scores on the Beck Depression Inventory (r=.62) 

and with the Costello-Comrey Anxiety (r=.32) and Depression (r=.55) 

scales. Loneliness scores were also s ig n if ic a n t ly  corre la ted  using a 

loneliness  s e lf - lab e lin g  index, with re la ted  feelings such as depressed, 

empty, iso la ted ,  and un sa tis f ied ,  but not s ig n if ic a n t ly  corre la ted  with 

unrelated fee lings  such as feeling c rea t iv e ,  embarrassed, sen s i t iv e ,  

surprised, or thoughtful.

Concurrent v a l id i ty  was also tes ted  by examining the re la tionsh ip  

between scores on the  revised loneliness scale and measures of social 

a c t i v i t i e s  and re la t io n sh ip s .  S ignificant co rre la tions  (p<.001) were 

found between lone liness  scores and the time students spend alone each 

day (r=.41), the number of times they had eaten dinner alone during the 

previous two weeks (r= .34), and the number of times they had spent a 

weekend night alone during the previous two weeks (r=.44). Lonely s tu 

dents also report doing fewer social a c t i v i t i e s  with fr iends  (r=-.28) 

and having fewer c lose fr iends (r=-.44).

Discriminant v a l id i ty  was assessed by comparing the loneliness  

scores and the scores on other measures of mood and personali ty  such as 

depression, self-esteem , in troversion-extroversion, anxiety , a s s e r t iv e 

ness, s e n s i t iv i ty  to  re je c t io n ,  a f f i l i a t i v e  tendency, social d e s i r a b i l 
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i t y ,  ly ing , and self-labeled  lone liness . The scores on the loneliness 

scale were not confounded by social d e s i r a b i l i ty  and co rre la ted  more 

highly with other measures of loneliness  than with the measures of mood 

and personality  variables (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980; Russell, 

Peplau, & Ferguson, 1978).

Tennessee Self Concept Scale. The t e s t  consis ts  of 100 s e lf -d e 

scrip tion  items, 90 items assess the s e l f  concept while 10 items assess 

se lf -c r i t ic ism  (Lie scale items). For each item, the person responds 

on a 1 to 5 scale ranging from completely fa lse  (1) to completely true 

(5).

The Clinical and Research form of the scale includes 29 profiled  

scores; a se lf -c r i t ic ism  score, nine self-esteem scores which include 

scores assessing the ind iv idua l 's  id e n t i ty ,  s e l f - s a t i s f a c t io n ,  behavior, 

physical s e l f ,  moral-ethical s e l f ,  personal s e l f ,  family s e l f ,  social 

s e l f ,  and a to ta l  o f  these scores; three v a r ia b i l i ty  o f  response scores; 

a d is tr ib u tio n  score; a response bias score; a net c o n f l ic t  score; a 

to ta l  co n f l ic t  score; scores fo r s ix  empirical scales which include 

positive  defensiveness, general maladjustment, psychosis, personality  

d isorder, neurosis, and personality  in teg ra tion ; a score fo r deviant 

signs, and five  scores re la t in g  to  the frequency of high and low r e 

sponses.

T e s t- re te s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  co ef f ic ien ts  for the various p ro f i le  seg

m ents.fall mostly in the .80 to .90 range with the lowest co eff ic ien t  

being .60.

Content v a l id i ty  was based on unanimous agreement by the judges 

th a t  an item was c la s s if ie d  co rrec t ly . The t e s t  has been found to  d is -
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criminate between psychia tric  p a t ie n ts ,  non-patients , and persons high 

in personality  in teg ra tion . Subtests o f  the scale have been correla ted  

with o ther measures with co rre la tions  in the .5 0 's and . 6 0 ' s with scales 

on the MMPI, .70 between the Taylor Anxiety Scale and Total Positive , 

and .50 to  .70 with the Cornell Medical Index (Buros, 1978; F i t t s ,  1976).

Design

The experimental design of the study is  a Solomon four group 

design:

Group Pretes t Group (6  wk.) Posttest

SCF I 1 R X X

SCF II 2 R X X X

C I I  3 R X 6 wk. X

C l  4 R X

The independent variable  i s  p a r t ic ip a tio n  (present or not present) 

in a support group for single-custodial fa th e rs .  A blocking variable 

will be sen s i t iza t io n  through the adm inistration or exclusion of a pre

t e s t .  S ens itiza tion  is  defined as making the p a rtic ipan ts  aware of 

certa in  a reas , through a focusing of a t te n t io n ,  which might thus in 

crease the educational e f fe c t  of the treatment (Campbell & Stanley, 

1963). The dependent variab les  are divorce adjustment as measured on 

the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS), loneliness as measured on 

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale, and s e l f  concept as measured on the 

Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS). Each group in the design will in 

clude scores from nine pa rt ic ip an ts .
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Data Analysis

Several t e s t s  will be run on the data. The level of significance 

will be se t  a t  the .05 le v e l .

1. Taking into consideration th a t  there may be co rre la tions  among the 

dependent measures, a two-way m ultivaria te  analysis  of variance will 

be done on the four p o s t te s t  groups.

2 . Follow-up analyses o f  variance will be run fo r each dependent v a r i 

able. I f  s ignificance  i s  present in the in te rac t io n ,  t e s t s  will be 

performed fo r  simple main e f fe c ts .  The design used fo r th is  t e s t  

will be a 2 X 2 randomized block design with the support group and 

s en s i t iz a t io n  as the dimensions used for analysis  of the data.

P retes t

Support

Yes No

Yes

No

3. A dependent measures t - t e s t  will be done on the p re te s t  and p o s tte s t  

scores for each dependent variab le  in Group 2 to t e s t  for possible 

sen s i t iz a t io n  o f the p re te s t  scores on p o s t te s t  scores.

4. A dependent measures t - t e s t  will be done on the p re te s t  and p o s t te s t  

scores on each dependent measure in Group 3 to  t e s t  sensitizaion 

d iffe rences .

5. A H o te l l in g 's  T  ̂ will be done on the p re te s t  scores fo r Groups 2 

and 3 to  t e s t  fo r  any d ifferences  in groups. Even though these 

should be equal through randomization, t h i s  t e s t  will be a check
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fo r  re la t iv e  equali ty  of the groups' i n i t i a l  scores.

6 . A one-way m u ltiva ria te  analysis of covariance with the p re te s t  

scores as the covariate  will be done on the p o s t te s t  scores of 

Groups 2 and 3. This t e s t  is  used as a contingency t e s t  i f  the 

H ote lling 's  i s  close to s ignificance (.20 le v e l ) .

Following the data analys is ,  the findings will be re la ted  back to 

the i n i t i a l  hypotheses.
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Project: Single Custodial Fathers

I, ____________________________________________ , hereby agree to
p a r t ic ip a te  as a volunteer in  the above named research p ro jec t,  which 
has been fu l ly  explained to me.

I understand th a t  the information gained from the questionnaires 
will be used to study the effectiveness  of the group and tha t my iden
t i t y  will not be revealed in any way. After the information is  com
piled , I will have the opportunity to receive feedback on my responses 
to the questionnaires.

I understand th a t  I am free  to refuse to p a r t ic ip a te  in any pro
cedure or to  refuse to answer any question a t  any time without neg
ative  consequences to  me. I fu r the r  understand th a t  I am free to 
withdraw my consent and to  withdraw from the research project a t  any 
time.

I understand th a t  by agreeing to p a r t ic ip a te  in th is  research 
and signing th is  form, I do not waive any of my legal r ig h ts .

Date Si gnature
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August 12, 1981 

U niversity'of Oklahoma at Norman

College of Education

Dear

Kris Libbee, Gary Lindsay, and I ,  who are a l l  doctoral students in 
the Human Development Program a t  the University of Oklahoma, will be run
ning a six-week support group fo r  single custodial fa thers .  We have run 
s im ilar groups fo r  the past  two years and will be beginning another s ix -  
week group in September of th is  year. In the group we may discuss top
ics such as homemaking s k i l l s ,  child development, the e ffec ts  of divorce 
or loss of a parent on children , dating and remarriage, legal implica
tio n s ,  parenting, and other topics suggested by the men attending the 
group.

In your position , you may be aware of some men who might benefit 
from a support group such as th is .  One of the things th a t  seemed most 
helpful to  most of the men who attended was sharing concerns with other 
men who were in th e i r  same position.

We would appreciate any help you might be able to give us in locat
ing men who might find a support group l ike  th is  helpful to  them. I f  
you are  aware of men in th is  s i tu a t io n  and can share th e i r  names with 
us, we would contact each man individually  and meet with him to see i f  
he did or did not wish to p a r t ic ip a te .  I f  you do not fee l free  to iden
t i f y  these men, we would appreciate your sharing th is  information with 
them and having them contact us i f  they are in te res ted .

The group will meet fo r  s ix  consecutive Monday evenings from 7:30 
to 9:00 beginning in l a te  September. I t  will be held in a location ac
cessible to individuals in the g rea ter  Oklahoma City area.

I f  you would l ike  more information about the group or know of any
one who might be in te res ted  in  a group such as th i s ,  please contac t me 
a t  325-2911.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Sandy Tedder

820 Van VIeet Oval, Norman, Oklahoma 73019
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August 12, 1981

The
U niversity'of Oklahoma at Norman 

College of Education

Dear

Last February I sent you a l e t t e r  about a support group for single  
custodial fa th e rs .  This fa l l  Kris Libbee, Gary Lindsay, and I ,  doctoral 
students in the Human Development Program a t  the University of Oklahoma, 
will be running another group. Again, the group will d iscuss topics 
such as homemaking, child  development, the e ffec ts  of divorce or loss of 
a parent on ch ild ren , dating and remarriage, legal im plications, parent
ing, and other topics suggested by the men attending the group.

The group w ill meet fo r six consecutive Monday evenings from 7:30 
to  9:00 beginning in l a te  September. I t  w ill be held in a location ac
cess ib le  to individuals in the g rea te r  Oklahoma City area.

We would appreciate  any help you might be able to  give us in locat
ing men who might find a support group l ik e  th is  helpful to  them. I f  
you are aware of men in th is  s itua tion  and can share th e ir  names with 
us, we would contact each man individually  and meet with him to see i f  
he did or did not wish to pa rt ic ip a te .  I f  you do not feel free  to  iden
t i f y  these men, we would appreciate your sharing th is  information with 
them and having them contact us i f  they are in te re s ted .

I f  you would l ik e  more information about the group or know of any
one who might be in te re s ted  in a group such as t h i s ,  please contact me 
a t  325-2911.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Sandy Tedder

820 Van VIeet Oval, Norman, Oklahoma 73019
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August 12, 1981

The
U niversity'of Oklahoma at Norman 

College ol Education

Dear

Kris Libbee, Gary Lindsay, and I ,  who are a l l  doctoral students in 
the Human Development Program a t  the University of Oklahoma, will be run
ning a six-week support group for single custodial fa th e rs .  We have run 
s im ila r  groups fo r the past two years and w ill be beginning another s ix -  
week group in September of th is  year. In the group we may discuss top
ics such as homemaking s k i l l s ,  child development, the e ffe c ts  of divorce 
or loss of a parent on ch ild ren , dating and remarriage, legal implica
tio n s ,  parenting, and other top ics  suggested by the men attending the 
group.

In your pos it ion , you may be aware of some men who might benefit 
from a support group such as th is .  One of the things th a t  seemed most 
helpful to  most of the men who attended was sharing concerns with other 
men who were in th e i r  same position. .

We would appreciate  any help you might be able to  give us in lo c a t
ing men who might find a support group l ike  th i s  helpful to  them. I f  
you are aware o f men in th is  s i tua tion  and can share th e i r  names with 
us, we would contact each man individually  and meet with him to see i f  
he did or did not wish to  p a r t ic ip a te .  I f  you do not feel free  to iden
t i f y  these  men, we would appreciate your sharing th is  information with 
them, perhaps through a new sletter or b u l le t in  i f  not personally , and 
having them contact us i f  they are in te res ted .

The group will meet for s ix  consecutive Monday evenings from 7:30 
to 9:00 beginning in la te  September. I t  will be held in a location ac-, 
cess ib le  to individuals  in the g rea ter  Oklahoma City area.

I f  you would l ik e  more information about the group or know of any
one who might be in te re s ted  in a group such as t h i s ,  please contact me 
a t  325-2911.

Thank you fo r  your help.

Sincerely,

Sandy Tedder

820 Van VIeet Oval, Norman, Oklahoma 73019
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Name_____________________________

Date completed___________________

Grou p____________________________

The Tennessee Self Concept Scale

This scale i s  composed of several subscores. A b r ie f  description 

of the subscores th a t  would be of personal in te r e s t  are given so th a t  

you may in te rp re t  your own scores. There are several o ther subscores 

which I have not reported to  you as they are used fo r  research purposes 

only. I f  you are in te res ted  in any other scores and would l ik e  to d is 

cuss them, contact me and I ' l l  be glad to ta lk  with you personally. Re

member: anything within the l im its  i s  considered within the normal

range. This normal range is  a s t a t i s t i c a l  concept and doesn 't  neces

s a r i ly  imply a value judgment. I t  is  simply where the majority o f  scores 

f a l l .  For example, a lower than average blood pressure ( i f  i t  i s  not 

too low) is  advantageous.

I. The Self Critic ism  Subscore (sc)

A. High scores here generally  indicate openness and capacity for 
s e l f  c r i t ic ism .

B. Low scores here generally  indicate defensiveness and th a t  the 
Positive  subscores may be a r t i f i c i a l l y  elevated.

I I .  Positive Subscores (P)

A. Total P scores suggest the overall level of self-esteem

1. High scores suggest th a t  you feel th a t  you have value and 
worth, have confidence in yourself ,  and ac t  accordingly.

2. Low scores suggest th a t  you doubt your worth, often feel 
anxious, depressed and unhappy, and have l i t t l e  confidence 
in yourse lf .
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B. Row subscores represent an in ternal frame of reference within 
which you are describing yourself .  The higher the subscore, 
the more positive  are your fee lings  in the given area.

1. Row 1: Id en ti ty  -  how you see yourself

2. Row 2: S e lf-S a tis fac tion  - how much you accept yourself

3. Row 3: Behavior - your perception of the way you function

C. Column subscores represent an external frame of reference from 
which you are describing yourself . The higher your subscore, 
the more p o s it iv e ly  you view yourself in the given area.

1. Column A; Physical Self

You are presenting your view of your s ta te  of health ,
physical appearance, s k i l l s ,  and sexuality .

2. Column B: Moral-Ethical Self

You are describing your moral worth, re la tionsh ip  to  God 
(assuming.that you believe in a d e i ty ) ,  feelings of being 
a "good" or "bad" person, and sa t is fac t io n  with your r e 
l ig ion  or lack of i t .

3. Column C: Personal Self

You are re f le c t in g  your sense of personal worth, feeling 
of adequacy as a person and evaluation o f  your personality .

4. Column D: Family Self

This r e f le c t s  your perception of yourself in reference to 
your most immediate c i r c le  of associates  and your feelings 
of adequacy, worth, and value as a family member.

5. Column E: Social Self

This r e f le c t s  your sense o f  adequacy and worth in social 
in te rac t ion  with others in general.



Your scores 

Pre Post

Group Average 

Pre Post

Lowest
Value

Possible

Limits fo r  
"Normal Range"

Lower Higher

Highest
Value

Possible

SC

Total P 

Row 1 

Row 2 

Row 3 

Column A 

Colionn B 

Column C 

Column D 

Column E

10

90

30

30

30

18

18

18

18

18

26

316

117

86

101

62

62

56

62

59

49

420

147

144

140

88

88

81

88

86

50

450

150

150

150

90

90

90

90

90
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The Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale Date completed

This scale i s  composed of six subscales which combine to make up 
the to ta l  score. The scale is  designed to  measure a person 's  a d ju s t
ment to the ending o f h is /he r  love re la tio n sh ip  in these six areas.
Your scores become higher as you work through the adjustment process.
A b r ie f  explanation of each of the subscales is  given so th a t  you can 
in te rp re t  your own scores. This is  a r e la t iv e ly  new scale so the norms 
are expected to  change to  some degree, so in te rp re t  your scores with 
th i s  in mind.

1. Feelings of Se lf  worth (fsw)
Higher scores suggest grea ter fee lings  of s e l f  worth.
Lower scores suggest lower fee lings  of s e l f  worth.

2. Disentanglement of love re la tionsh ip  (d ir)
Higher scores suggest th a t  you are more emotionally disentangled 
from your former love partner.
Lower scores suggest th a t  you are s t i l l  investing in the past love 
re la t io n sh ip .

3. Feelings of Angerism
Higher scores suggest th a t  your anger a t  your former love partner 
has d issipa ted .
Lower scores suggest th a t  you s t i l l  feel anger fo r your former love 
partner.

4. Symptoms of Grief (sog)
Higher scores suggest th a t  the grieving process has been completed. 
Lower scores suggest th a t  you are s t i l l  grieving the loss  of your 
love re la t io n sh ip .

5. Rebuilding Social Trust ( r s t )
Higher scores suggest th a t  you are more open to social intimacy. 
Lower scores suggest th a t  you are fearfu l o f  social intimacy.

6 . Social Self  worth (ssw)
Higher scores suggest grea ter fee lings  o f s e l f  worth in the social 
area.
Lower scores suggest fewer fee lings  of s e l f  worth in the social 
area.

7. Total
Higher scores suggest th a t  you are more adjusted to  the ending of 
your love re la t io n sh ip .
Lower scores suggest th a t  you are le s s  adjusted to  the ending of
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your love re la tionsh ip .

A graph has been provided i f  you wish to p lo t your scores to  see 
the percen tile  a t  which your scores f a l l .  The percentile  t e l l s  you the 
percentage of people who have taken the t e s t  th a t  have had a score high
e r  or lower than your score. In general, the higher your score, the 
more you approach the values a t  the top of the p ro f ile  graph. The lower 
your score, the more you approach the values a t  the bottom of the pro
f i l e  graph.

Subtest

fsw

d ir

foa

sog

r s t

ssw

Total

Your scores 

Pre Post

Group Average 

Pre Post

Lowest Highest
possible possible

score score

25 125

22 1 1 0

12 60

24 1 2 0

8 40

9 45

1 0 0 500
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The Revi séd UCLA Lonél itiess Seal e Date compl etéd _______

The average UCLA lone liness  scores fo r  d i f f e re n t  age groups, based 
on a 4 -item survey version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale are as follows 
(the scores on the 4-item survey version were m ultiplied by 5 to  get a 
rough estimate of approximate average scores on the 2 0 -item version th a t  
you each completed):

Age group Average Loneliness Rough estimate
(4-item) fo r  20-item

18-30 8 ^  41.55

31 -40 8 J 7 .  40.85

41-50 7 J 1  37.55

51 -60 7.86 39.30

over 60 7.26 36.30

Average fo r  divorced adu lts  (before the rev ision) _____

Average fo r  your g ro u p _____

Your 4 -item survey score _____

le a s t  number possible  i s  4 
highest number possible  i s  16

Your 20-item score '

l e a s t  number possible i s  2 0  

highest number possible  is  80

The lower your score, the le ss  lonely you feel yourself to  be. 
This instrument i s  new and s t i l l  in the process of being normed for 
d i f f e re n t  populations. Please take your re s u l t s  as te n ta t iv e  when you 

look a t  them.
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Children by Age Group and by the Effects of Divorce

2% -  6  Preschool 7 T- 8  Early  Latency 9 -  12 Later Latency 13 -  18 Adolescents

FEELINGS: i r r i t a b l e ,
acute  separation anx ie 
t i e s ,  agress ion .

EXPRESSION: young kids
reg ress  in behavior; ag
gressive  behavior and 
tantrums; fan tasy .

COPING MECHANISM: no
coping mechanisms which 
pushes them toward ag
gression .

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT: not 
app licab le .

REASON FOR DIVORCE: 
s e l f  accusations .

FEELINGS: sadness,
g r i e f ,  f e a r ,  dep riva
t i o n ,  lo s s  and anger.

EXPRESSION: crying and
sobbing, f a n ta s iz e s ,  i n 
crement in possess ive 
ness and no sharing.

COPING MECHANISM: no
healthy  mechanism to 
avoid pain.

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT: no
d if fe ren c e  from o ther  
c h i ld re n .

REASON FOR DIVORCE: 
m a jo r i ty  concerned with 
causing the  d ivorce.

FEELINGS: lo s s  & r e j e c 
t io n ,  h e lp le ssn ess  and 
lo n e l in e s s ,  shame, wor
ry , and h u r t .

EXPRESSION: o b jec t  d i 
rec ted  toward mother, 
f a th e r ,  or both; t a n 
trums, demands, and d ic 
t a to r i a l  a t t i t u d e s ;  i n 
crease in p e t ty  s t e a l  -  
ing; somatic symptoms; 
s tra in ed  r e la t io n s  with 
paren ts .

COPING MECHANISM: views
divorce with soberness 
and c l a r i t y  and masks 
fee l in g s  with various 
av a ilab le  devices. En
gage in play.

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT: 
no ticeab le  decline  in 
school performance.

REASON FOR DIVORCE: 
only a few were concern
ed with them causing the 
divorce.

FEELINGS: d isap p o in t
ment.

EXPRESSION: openness
about t h e i r  s i tu a t io n ,  
involved in social 
a c t i v i t i e s .

COPING MECHANISM: more
s e l f - r e l i a n t .

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT: no 
d if fe ren c e  from o ther 
c h i ld ren .

REASON FOR DIVORCE: 
they  did not see them
selves  as the  reason 
fo r  th e  divorce. %



Children by Age Group and by the Effects of Divorce (continued)

2% -  6  Preschool 7 - 8  Early  Latency 9 - 1 2  L a te r  Latency 1 3 - 1 8  Adolescents

COGNITIVE: confusion 
about what i s  happen
ing.

VISITATION: high f r e 
quency -  once a week.

ONE YEAR FOLLOWING 
DIVORCE: m a jo rity  in
worse cond ition .

COGNITIVE: confusion 
about what i s  happen
ing.

VISITATION: Peak v i s i t 
ing -  up to  th ree  times 
a week.

ONE YEAR FOLLOWING 
DIVORCE: 65% e i th e r
improved and/or accep t
ed the  divorce -  about 
23% d e te r io ra t io n .

COGNITIVE: c l e a r  under
standing o f  what i s  hap
pening.

VISITATION: in frequen t
and e r r a t i c  v i s i t i n g .

ONE YEAR FOLLOWING 
DIVORCE: 25% worried
about being fo rg o t ten  o r  
abandoned by both p a r
e n ts .  75% resumed edu
cational & soc ia l  
achievements. Those 
is o la te d  worsened.

COGNITIVE: c le a r  under
standing o f  what is  hap
pening.

VISITATION: few contacts
but more than the  9-12.

ONE YEAR FOLLOWING 
DIVORCE: m a jo rity  of 
ch ild ren  opera ting  again 
as  before with some cog
n i t iv e  questions.
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At our f i r s t  meeting, some o f you indicated th a t  cer ta in  re la tionsh ips  

with o thers  posed d i f f i c u l t i e s  for you as a single-custodial fa the r .  

This check lis t  i s  to  help you evaluate your re la t io n sh ip s ,  as a s ing le- 

custodial fa th e r ,  with each of the following persons or groups.

Rate each from 1 (very comfortable re la tionsh ip) to  5 (very uncomfort- 

able re la t io n sh ip ) .

CHILDREN

1. Own children in the home

2. Own children not in the home

3. Other children

FAMILY

4. Parents

5. Relatives

EX-FAMILY

6 . Ex-wife

7. Parents-in-law

8 . Relatives o f Ex-wife

FRIENDS

9. Dates/potential partners

10. Male fr iends ■

11. Female friends

12. Pre-divorce friends

5

T

5

T

5

T

T

T
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COMMUNITY

13. Neighbors

14. Teachers

15. Principals

16. Bosses

17. Co-workers

18. Acquaintances (church, 
sports , e t c . )

19. Sales people and/or 
w aiters/w aitresses

20. Babysitters and/or child  
care workers

21. Community services (doctors, 
guidance cen te rs ,  welfare, 
e tc .  )

22. Parents of your ch ild ren 's  
fr iends

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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TIME MANAGEMENT

6-7
7-8
8-9
9-10

10-11
11-12
12-1

1-2
2-3
3-4
4-5
5-6
6-7
7-8
8-9
9-10

10-11
11-12
12-1
1-2 •
2-3
3-4
4-5
5-6 ■

6-7

hours with children 
hours housekeeping (cleaning, 
cooking, laundry, e tc . )  
hours sleeping 
hours trave l

hours a t  work 
hours fo r  s e lf  
hours recreation 
hours fo r meals


