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Executive Summary  

 

 

 

Study synopsis 

This study is the ‘fourth wave’ of a research program that began in 2004, funded by the 

Australian Government Attorney-General’s Department. The study compared outcomes over 

four years for two groups of separated parents, who attended mediation over parenting 

disputes.  These parents engaged either in an intervention called Child Focused mediation, or 

in Child Inclusive mediation. Relationships Australia delivered these interventions in 2004, 

across sites in Canberra, Melbourne and Adelaide. The outcomes for 169 cases, one year post 

mediation, have been described in detail in McIntosh and Long (2006). 

In the fourth wave of this study, families were followed up four years after the completion of 

their mediations, with a healthy retention rate of 79% of families who began in the study 

participating in the fourth wave of interviews. The majority of those who did not participate 

were not contactable. One hundred and six mothers, 93 fathers and 139 children (average age 

12.6 years) from 133 families took part in the fourth wave follow up. Extensive repeated 

measures data were collected from parents and children prior to mediation (T1), and again 

three months (T2) and twelve months (T3) and four years (T4, the fourth wave) after 

completion of that mediation. 

The two mediation interventions were both designed to centre the parents and the mediation 

process around the core developmental needs and emotional experiences of the children 

involved in the dispute. The mediations were brief but covered a good deal of educative 

ground, generally taking five to six hours of joint session time after intake. Screening criteria 

were identical for each group. The Child Focused (CF) mediation sessions gently but 

continuously directed the attention of parents to their own children and provided educative 

input on the generic needs of children in divorce, particularly the need for conflict 

management between parents. The CF mediator was pro-active in re-focusing parents gently 

but firmly back onto their children’s needs when they diverted to polarized positions (this 

intervention is described and demonstrated in McIntosh and Moloney (2006)). Children in the 

CF group were interviewed by a researcher (also a child specialist) at intake about their 
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experiences of the separation and of their relationships with each parent, but their material 

was not discussed with parents in the mediation or at any other point. The Child Inclusive 

intervention was different in one crucial respect. A child specialist also interviewed the CI 

children using an identical interview to that used by the researcher with the CF children. In 

the CI intervention only, the child specialist attended a joint feedback session with the 

mediators and parents, to carefully discuss their children’s experiences of the separation and 

conflict and their needs as relevant to the future parenting plans. Mediators facilitated parents 

to reflect on what they heard from the child specialist, to take on board the differences 

between their children’s experiences and their own, and ultimately to incorporate the 

‘children’s agenda’ into their negotiations about parenting plans.   

 

The central research question 

The core research question being tested therefore was this: for parents in a divorce mediation 

process, does assessment and feedback by a specialist about their own children’s unique 

experiences and needs result in different outcomes than a divorce mediation process that helps 

parents to focus on their children through generic input about children and divorce? In short, 

what if any is the added effect of child inclusion in dispute resolution processes about post 

separation parenting? The key outcomes explored through this repeated measures prospective 

study were many, with the core variables including:  management and magnitude of parent 

conflict, acrimony, parenting alliance, parent-child relationships, children’s psycho-social 

well-being, children’s perception of parental conflict, distress about parent conflict, 

experience of being caught in the middle, parents’ emotional availability, durability of 

agreements, type of and satisfaction with post separation care and contact arrangements. 

 

The impacts of time and intervention 

A key task for this study was to tease out the impact of time versus mediation intervention on 

the families’ outcomes.  The four year study, as with the first year study, documents family 

outcomes that simply improved with the passing of time. For fathers and mothers across both 

groups, conflict and acrimony levels abated significantly in the four years since mediation, 

and satisfaction with living and care arrangements rose. Both studies have also documented 

an additional impact on many domains of the Child Inclusive intervention. Four years after 

mediation, compared to the Child Focused intervention, the statistically significant outcomes 

for Child Inclusive families were: 

1. Less legal action over care and living arrangements  

2. Lower rates of return to mediation 
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3. Higher rates of overnight contact with father 

4. Greater stability of care and contact arrangements 

5. Higher satisfaction with living arrangements (fathers and children)  

6. Greater reduction in parent acrimony, for both mother and father 

7. Greater confidence of father in his parenting capacity 

8. Better management of parenting disputes when they occurred post-mediation 

9. Lower impact of father’s new partner on parenting disputes 

10. More reports by parents of having learned something about their child 

11. Lower conflict between parents as perceived by children 

12. Children feeling less caught in the middle between their parents 

13. Children feeling less distressed about their parents’ conflict 

14. Children feeling closer to their father 

15. Lower levels of conduct disturbance in children 

 

This report details the differential impact of the two mediation interventions on complex 

parenting disputes with highly conflicted parents. At the centre of the direct effects and the 

domino changes is the substantial flow-on effect of the CI intervention in creating greater 

awareness for disputing parents about their own children’s emotional and developmental 

plight, and their options within the mediation for tailoring agreements to address that. 

The majority of Child Inclusive parents went on from mediation to build more stable patterns 

of care and contact, which tended to gradually but steadily increase father’s contact over time; 

patterns with which CI children were more content. CI children were more likely to have 

experienced a stable primary parent living arrangement and children from the Child Focused 

treatment group were more likely to have had changing patterns.  

 

The impacts of the CI mediation are most marked for the fathers involved, with a strong 

theme throughout the data regarding a rolling impact of the CI intervention on fathers’ 

attitudes and behaviours. CI fathers continued in this fourth wave of data collection to report 

striking gains in parenting confidence and capacity as a result of the mediation, and their 

children’s views reflected this. Unfortunately, despite the focused and educative nature of the 

intervention, CF parents were three times more likely than CI parents to report that nothing 

about their initial mediation remained helpful to them as parents. 
 

When parenting conflicts occurred after mediation, the CI group were better able to resolve 

them independently. Despite high levels of conflict prior to mediation, CI children have since 
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consistently reported lower conflict between their parents, particularly of the variety that 

generates divided loyalties.  

“It made me realise - I was in denial about my ex. It brought closure. It 
confirmed that she (my daughter) was going through a lot. It was good she 
spoke to someone about things. She was caught between us.” Mother, CI 

 

Four years post-mediation, CI children’s conduct, or ‘acting out’ symptoms were significantly 

lower than those of the CF group. At the time of intake to mediation, one third of children had 

been in the clinical range, indicating a concerning level of psycho-social problems. Four years 

later this is now 21%, a significant reduction but still substantially higher than the norm. Four 

years post divorce mediation, this study was able to map the conditions over time that have 

supported children’s emotional well-being. Key predictors of healthy psycho-emotional 

functioning were these: Children had witnessed low levels of conflict between parents 

historically, perceived their mother and father to be available to them emotionally, and still 

carried hope about their parents’ relationship. Children who had lived in sustained shared care 

over four years had significantly higher Hyperactivity scores than children who had lived in 

primary care or changing arrangements over the same period of time. The shared care specific 

findings will be elaborated in a forthcoming report. 

Of concern is our evidence around the ongoing and independent damage of having witnessed 

high levels of conflict between their parents four years previously. Some of the children in 

this study have buckled under the weight of years of chronic strain between their parents. We 

have attempted in this report to better understand the predictors of ongoing conflict. In this 

sample, four years after their parents’ divorce mediation, what mattered most to children’s 

perception of manageable conflict was that they experienced low conflict between parents 

historically, and any current parenting conflict did not involve or triangulate the child. 

Parents’ participation in the Child Inclusive mediation process was a strong predictor of lower 

parent conflict levels as reported by children, four years later.  

 “I learned how important it is to keep your children the focus, ignoring the 
personal and legal distractions…. (It’s) difficult, but not destructive if you keep 
your focus on providing some certainty for your children. Whatever feelings you 
have are yours, and nothing is gained taking them out on your children or 
partner.” Father CI. 
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In both groups, more current time with father and consistently shared care over time were 

associated with higher levels of conflict witnessed by children. For children whose fathers 

were confident about their own parenting abilities, more time also predicted father’s higher 

emotional availability.  

 

Beyond the immediate family, the lives of the study children have become more complex. 

This study included an investigation of children’s relationships with their grandparents and 

their new step-parents. Children from both treatment groups reported significantly greater 

contact with their paternal grandparents than with their maternal grandparents, although they 

longed to see their maternal grandparents more. Children’s fathers were more likely to be 

cohabiting with a new partner and the new partner’s own children, Under these conditions, 

the study children experienced their father to be significantly less available to them. In 

contrast, children reported higher emotional availability from mother when she had re-

partnered  than from single mothers, and significantly greater closeness to mother’s new 

partner than to father’s.  

 

These are some of a great many findings from this fourth wave of data. The questions 

generated by the findings are of equal interest, and one of the functions of this report is to 

stimulate further thought and to provide a springboard into future policy and practice relevant 

research.  Taken as a whole, the fourth wave data described in this report consolidate earlier 

findings about both the direct and domino benefits of a Child Inclusive mediation pathway for 

families embedded in complex post-separation parenting disputes. Through this analysis of 

longitudinal outcomes from the two mediation interventions, it is clear that the Child 

Inclusive intervention opened an important door for parents and particularly for fathers, which 

significantly shaped their post-separation adjustment, and that of their children.  

 

 

 

Jennifer E. McIntosh, Ph.D. 

April, 2009 
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Chapter One:  Background and Summary of 
Year 1 Findings 

 

 

 

1.1  The original study 

The Children Beyond Dispute study has been funded throughout by the Australian 

Government Attorney General’s Department, and conducted through a collaboration between 

Family Transitions, Relationships Australia and La Trobe University.  

 

The study originally set out to develop and compare two developmentally grounded 

approaches to Family Law mediation, examining the impact over one year that each 

intervention had in shaping the conflict climate, parental attunement, parental alliance, and 

the well-being of affected children. These two forms of mediation involved either a Child 

Focused intervention, or a Child Inclusive intervention. The Child Focused intervention 

prioritised discussion and input about the healthy post separation adjustment of children, and 

on forming parenting arrangements that support the developmental needs of the children. In 

this intervention, children were not seen for the purposes of the mediation. The Child 

Inclusive intervention shared the same intent and approach, but included a brief direct 

assessment of the children’s experiences of the separation, parental conflict and relationship 

security with each parent.  The children’s material was carefully formulated and then 

discussed with parents according to their respective capacities, and core themes incorporated 

into their negotiations. These interventions are discussed in more detail later in this chapter. 

 

A further research grant from the Australian Government Attorney General’s Department 

enabled a follow up of the families four years after mediation, and this report outlines those 

findings. The report begins with background on the study design, a brief explanation of the 

two interventions and a summary of the findings one year after mediation, before moving on 

to explore longitudinal outcomes. 
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1.2  The study design  

Families were recruited into the study by three Relationships Australia services in Canberra, 

Melbourne and Adelaide, where the original interventions were delivered.  

 

A repeated measures, two stage, lagged design was implemented.  The Child Focused(CF) 

mediation was the only intervention administered during the first half of the project.  

Following that, the same groups of mediators were trained in the Child Inclusive model (CI), 

and they were then joined by two or three child specialists in each site, in the role of Child 

Consultant.  The CI model was then exclusively offered to all new incoming families who 

presented to the services over the next six months, and who met the recruitment criteria. 

Recruitment criteria for the two groups were homogenous.  In both samples, families were 

eligible for the interventions and the study if: 

1. Parents had separated or were separating.  They may have been married or had a de 

facto relationship. 

2. Their dispute included child-related matters for negotiation.  They may also have 

presented with disputes around property and assets.  

3. At least one child implicated in the parenting dispute was at or between 5 and 16 

years of age. 

4. Both parents demonstrated some intent to manage or resolve their dispute. 

5. Parents were able to describe their children as having needs of their own. 

6. Parents spoke and read English at a Year 7 level or above. (Due to funding 

constraints, an interpreter could not be provided.) 

7. At least two members of the family were willing to participate in the research, 

namely, both parents, or one parent and child/ren, or all three parties.   

8. Both parents and children gave permission for the children’s participation in the 

baseline interview for each treatment.   

9. All families were screened as appropriate for Child Inclusive consultation, regardless 

of the treatment phase.  That is, Child Focused cases also had to fit the criteria for 

inclusion in the second treatment phase.  

10. Children were likely to benefit in their own right from discussing their experience of 

the separation. 
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1.3  The Child Focused intervention 

The first intervention offered in the study was Child Focused.  The aims of Child Focused 

dispute resolution as practiced in this study were to: 

• Create an environment that supports disputing parents in actively considering the 

unique needs of each of their children. 

• Facilitate a parenting agreement that preserves significant relationships and supports 

children’s psychological adjustment to the separation, including recovery from parental 

acrimony and protection from further conflict. 

• Support parents to leave the dispute resolution forum on higher, rather than diminished 

ground with respect to their post separation parenting, and 

• Ensure that the ongoing mediation/litigation process, and the agreements or decisions 

reached, reflect the basic psycho-developmental needs of each child, to the extent that 

they can be known without the involvement of the children. 

 

The baseline children’s interview was used purely for research purposes in the Child Focused 

intervention.  The average length of time spent with both parents in this intervention, 

including intake, was 5.1 hours. 

 

This process of Child Focused dispute resolution is demonstrated on the DVD, Child focused 

dialogues, and described in the accompanying handbook (McIntosh and Moloney, 2006). 

 

1.4  The Child Inclusive intervention   

The second intervention involved in this study was a model of Child Inclusive mediation. The 

model described in this study shares the same goals as those outlined under Child Focused 

practices, and like the CF treatment, parents:  

• Were screened for suitability for the intervention, ensuring adequate ego capacity (that 

is, the ability to reflect on the child’s needs as separate to the adults: see following 

section for further detail). 

Unlike the CF approach, the Child Inclusive model also involved consulting with children, 

in a supportive, developmentally appropriate manner, about their experiences of the family 

separation and dispute. Features of this process were: 

• Ensuring that the style of consultation avoids and removes any burden of decision-

making from the child. 
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• Validating children’s experiences and providing basic information that may assist their 

present and future coping. 

• Formulating each child’s core experience within a developmental framework; 

understanding what each child has expressed and arriving at a ‘developmental forecast’ 

for each child to be discussed with parents, that is, a picture of the child’s 

developmental pathway in the event that things continue as they are in the family, 

compared with how they would progress if recommended improvements could be 

made.  

• Forming a strategic therapeutic conversation with the children’s parents, supporting 

them to reflect on their children’s experiences and needs, and motivating them to 

reconsider their behaviour, attitudes and the goals of the mediation in light of those 

needs, and 

• Ensuring that the ongoing mediation agenda and the agreements reached reflect at their 

core, the psycho-developmental needs of each child. 

 

In the Child Inclusive intervention the children’s interview was discussed with parents, in 

addition to being used for research purposes.  The average duration of this intervention with 

parents, including intake and feedback of the children’s material, was 6.2 hours, in addition to 

a separate 1.5 hours with children. 

 

1.5  Synopsis of the first year findings 

Extensive repeated measures data were collected from parents and children from 183 families 

prior to mediation. The data of 14 families was not used in the study following treatment 

fidelity checks, (13 CF and 1 CI case), resulting in a group of 169 cases for follow up, three 

months, one year and four years post mediation. Of these, 141 families participated in our one 

year follow up. Findings of the one year outcomes have been reported in several publications 

(McIntosh & Long, 2006; McIntosh, Wells & Long, 2007; McIntosh, Wells, Smyth & Long, 

2008). 

 

1.5.1  One year outcomes common to both groups 

Entry into mediation was a point of high risk for both groups of families. Both parents in both 

groups  reported high to very high current acrimony with their ex-partner and a low rate of 

resolution of disputes.  Their children reported still higher rates of conflict between parents.  

Of concern, one third of children aged 5 to 16 were in the clinical range of psychological 

symptoms at the time of intake, on both parents’ report. 
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Significant and enduring reduction in levels of conflict occurred for both groups in the year 

after mediation. The majority of parents reported improved management or resolution of the 

initial disputes that had brought them to mediation. Across all ages, children in both 

interventions perceived less frequent and intense conflict between their parents and better 

resolution of it, with a significant lowering of their own distress in relation to parental 

discord. 

1.5.2  One year outcomes unique to the Child Inclusive intervention 

No isolated effects were evident for the Child Focused intervention at either the three or 

twelve month follow up points.  In contrast, the Child Inclusive intervention was associated 

with a number of unique effects.  These effects were strongest for fathers and for children. 

One year post intervention, repeated measures analyses showed significantly better outcomes 

for the Child Inclusive group in the following areas: 

• Lower acrimony in fathers in relation to their former spouses 

• Greater improvement in the parental alliance from the fathers’ perspective 

• Children’s experience of improved emotional availability of their fathers and greater 

sense of closeness to him 

• Greater contentment by children with care and contact arrangements, and less 

inclination to want to change them 

• Greater satisfaction of fathers with the care and contact arrangements of their children, 

despite initially lower levels of overnight contact than the Child Focused fathers 

• Greater stability of care and contact patterns over the year 

• Preservation or improvement of the mother-child relationship, from the perspectives of 

both mother and child 

• Significantly more durable and workable agreements reached, as rated by mothers and 

fathers  

• Much lower likelihood (in the order of one-half) that new litigation over parenting 

matters would be instigated in the year after mediation. 

 

Parents presenting with undamaged or adequate alliances reported similar levels of progress 

across the two groups. Both interventions had less success with long-term extreme conflict 

cases, and parents with serious mental health issues. The Child Inclusive intervention showed 

a differential capacity to bring about more durable and workable agreements with parents 
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presenting with low parenting alliances, or poor mutual regard and cooperation, than did the 

Child Focused intervention.  

 

At the one year mark, the first study concluded that: 

“While both the Child Focused and Child Inclusive dispute resolution interventions led to 

reduction in parental conflict, findings of this study suggest an enduring level of 

relationship repair unique to the Child Inclusive approach. Significant changes in the 

quality of dyadic relationships were evident across the year, between ex-partners, and 

between each parent and their child.  From the children’s perspective, the Child Inclusive 

intervention was associated with closer relationships with their fathers, and more 

emotionally available care from their mothers.  In this light, the data point to the potential 

of the Child Inclusive intervention to target the crucial public health issue of children’s 

emotional well-being post-separation, through a flow on effect of improved parental 

relationships.” 

 

1.6  Aims of the fourth wave study 

The aim of this final follow up, or ‘fourth wave’ study, was to track the progress of the two 

groups of families, four years since the original mediation interventions. All original 

measures were repeated, and a number of new policy-relevant questions were included around 

contact and living arrangements, litigation, child protection concerns, the role and impact of 

new partners and stepfamilies, and the involvement of grandparents in children’s lives. 

 

Planned analyses included a study of attrition patterns to determine the characteristics of 

families who did and did not continue in the study, general linear modelling of all parent and 

child repeated measures, and planned between-groups analyses of fourth wave specific data. 

Regression modelling of children’s developmental outcomes was conducted. Qualitative data 

were gathered around the nature of split contact and care arrangements within sibling groups 

and, parents’ impressions of the long term impact of the interventions. Coding systems were 

developed for these data and the results are reported later in this report. 

 

This paper also includes analyses of two sets of children’s data not previously reported: the 

Bear Card responses (non-verbal projective questions about subjective experience pre- and 

post-separation) and the Children’s Separation Story Stems (responses to verbal projective 

questions about conflict, contact and residence disputes). 
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Substantial data were collected over the four-year period on children’s care and contact 

patterns, with a particular focus on the nature and outcomes of various parenting 

arrangements. Those data are summarised briefly here, with the majority of findings 

considered in a forthcoming report to the Australian Government Attorney General’s 

Department, focusing on outcomes for children in conflicted divorce, via differing parenting 

arrangements. 
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Chapter Two: Methodology for Fourth Wave 

 

 

2.1  Overview 

All the families participating in this study were separated couples who had previously been 

recruited to the Children in Focus study between 2004 and 2005. All had originally presented 

with parenting-related matters at selected Relationships Australia (R.A.) mediation services in 

Adelaide, Melbourne and Canberra. These families varied in the time since separation, with 

most presenting immediately prior to or after separation, but some having separated for longer 

periods.  Mediation and child counselling staff from Relationships Australia were provided 

with training in the research protocols, and the two mediation models. For the following six 

months, families were recruited into the Child Focused mediation group at all participating 

sites. Recruitment for this group then ceased, staff were provided with training in the Child 

Inclusive model and subsequent families were preferentially recruited into this form of 

mediation for the next six months.1  

 

Figure 1:  Overview of mediation study design 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
1 Bruce Smyth, ANU (formerly AIFS) designed this study. 

February - July 2004 
Recruitment of CF cases.  

Baseline (T1) data collected 

 prior to intervention 

End July 
2004 

CIM 
Intensive 
Training 

Group 1:  
Child Focused Model 

n = 75 families 
 

Group 2:  
Child Inclusive Model 

n = 75 families 

August   2004 - March 2005  
Recruitment of CI cases. 

Baseline (T1) data collected  

prior to intervention 
3 months post completion of mediation =  

research follow up interview (T2 data) 

12 months post completion of mediation = 
research follow up interview (T3 data) 

4 years post mediation = 
Research follow up interview (T4 data) 

Current 
report  
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Any family not provided with the nominated form of mediation was excluded from the study, 

as were families who began with Child Focused mediation but later returned and opted for 

Child Inclusive mediation. Families were followed up at three and twelve months post 

mediation and then four years after baseline. This report reviews the outcomes of those 

families in this final follow up.  

 

2.2  Re-contacting parents and the consent process 

Families who participated in the original Children in Focus study had given consent to be 

contacted for the length of the original study (approximately one year after completing 

mediation). It was consequently necessary to re-contact all original parents/carers to ask for 

consent to the fourth wave follow up. Parents were sent a two page summary of the generic 

non-treatment based results from the previous one year follow-up to provide context for the 

new request to participate. A letter of invitation to the fourth year follow up was included, 

with a consent form and a reply paid envelope. The first mail out occurred in November 2007, 

with a second in February 2008, for parents who did not respond to the first.  

 

Significant effort was made to contact every original participant. This included those ‘single’ 

parents whose partners had not agreed to participate prior to their first mediation in 2004/5. 

Any letters that were returned ‘to sender’ after the first mail out had their address checked in 

the telephone directory and, where necessary, a location service was used to assist with 

confirming addresses for a second attempt. If no reply was received from either letter, or the 

address was not current, e-mails from the original intake form were used to offer the same 

invitation. If these methods were unsuccessful in triggering a response, all recorded contact 

telephone numbers were accessed. If one parent was able to be contacted, and the other was 

not, the first was asked if they would be willing to provide contact details or to pass on an e-

mail/letter to the other parent. In all forms of contact, it was emphasized that participation 

was voluntary and confidential and there would be no negative consequences for refusing 

further participation. 

 

In the consent form, parents were asked to supply multiple contact options including 

addresses, contact numbers, and details for an ‘alternative contact person’. A number of 

parents indicated their child/ren’s involvement was conditional on the consent of the other 

parent. As with previous follow ups, parents were not informed if their children’s other parent 

was participating, nor were they given access to their own children’s data, with the 
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explanation that their children were offered the same confidentiality the parents were, apart 

from mandatory reporting requirements. 

2.3  Design of the fourth wave 

2.3.1  Parent contact 

Those parents who consented to the four-year follow up were offered a number of 

participation alternatives. They were asked to accept or refuse their own participation, and 

that of their child/ren. Residential parents with children aged 13 or younger were offered an 

interview/questionnaire in their home or nominated meeting place. Non-residential parents 

and/or parents with children aged older than 13, were posted the parent questionnaire and 

simultaneously offered the opportunity to complete it online or over the telephone, as an 

interview.   

 

‘Survey Monkey’, a survey building website, was used to host an online version of the parent 

questionnaire, which contained the same questions, in the same order, as the printed version. 

Those parents who did not return a completed questionnaire by mail or online within a month 

of making contact, were telephoned to determine whether they had changed their mind about 

participating and offered the three response options.   

 

2.3.2  Child contact 

Children under the age of 13, whose parents gave consent for them to participate, were 

interviewed as before: at home, face-to-face, in a play style interview with their siblings, by 

an experienced interviewer. Some sections of the interview took the form of a discussion, 

some of play and story telling and other sections were pen and paper. Adolescents (i.e. those 

older than 12) were offered the opportunity to complete the interview independently as a 

questionnaire, with the interviewer reviewing their completed forms to check for missing 

items. At every interview, children were asked if they were willing to participate and the 

interview did not proceed without that consent. Older adolescents were also given the option 

of completing the survey by telephone or mail, rather than in person. 

 

All participating children were given a ten dollar voucher upon receipt of the completed 

questionnaire. Every child who returned a completed interview by mail was also sent a thank 

you letter that confirmed receipt. As with previous follow ups, parents were not privy to their 

children’s responses.  
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Adolescents who did not respond to the first mail out, received a second and if necessary, a 

third. In the last letter, the incentive was increased to $20 in vouchers. Those who did not 

respond to any of the letters, were contacted by telephone and invited to participate in a brief 

telephone interview. 

 

2.3.3  Parent measures 

Parent interview 

A structured parent survey interview was designed for this fourth wave follow up, based on 

the previous baseline and follow up versions. It was composed of the measures used in earlier 

contacts to capture essential elements of parental alliance, conflict between parents, contact 

with children, children’s adjustment and satisfaction. New items were added to the fourth 

wave parent questionnaires, to gain additional detail about relevant circumstances in the 

family, including reuniting of the original couple, the impact of re-partnering, dispute 

management, legal involvement across the four years and flexibility of care arrangements.  

 

Parents’ repeated measures: 

The following measures were included in every parent interview from baseline to four years 

post recruitment.  For additional information, refer to McIntosh and Long (2006). 

1. Parenting relationship:  The Parenting Alliance Measure (PAM; Abidin & Brunner, 

1995) is a 20 item self-report instrument that explores parenting alliance. Items are scored on 

a five point scale. 

2. Parent/Child relationship: The Parent-Child Relationship Scale (PCR; McIntosh 2003b) 

is a seven-item measure created for the first study, to determine the closeness of the 

relationship between parents and their children. Responses are scored on a five-point scale. 

3. Conflict:   

 a) Parental Conflict Scale: Historical and Current (McIntosh & Long, 2003b) was created 

for the first study, drawing on Straus’ Conflict Tactics Scale (1979) and on the Overt Hostility 

Scale (Porter & O’Leary, 1980).  It consists of nine scaled items chosen to clarify the level 

and type of conflict present in the relationship during and after the marriage and the 

percentage of conflict situations participants have resolved satisfactorily with their former 

partner in the period under question. 

b) The Acrimony Scale (Shaw & Emery, 1987) measures psychological hostility between 

separated/divorced parents.  Parents rated the degree of acrimony they feel in 25 different 

potential problem areas.  Responses are scored on a four point scale.   



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

24  

 

4. Children’s psychological well-being:  The Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; 

Goodman, 1997) is a behavioural screening questionnaire designed to provide a concise 

coverage of children and young people’s behaviours, emotions and relationships. The parent 

report version was used in this study.   

 

New parent measures for the fourth wave 

  Reuniting:  Three items were created to track which parents had reunited at any point since 

baseline, whether they remained together and the length of time they had lived together after 

that first separation. 

  Contact:  Six items were used from previous follow up interviews to determine the level of 

contact between children and their non-residential parent, including distance between homes, 

overnight and day contact, telephone and e-mail correspondence, together with a satisfaction 

rating using a Likert scale. An additional eight items were created to clarify care 

arrangements and how they evolved over time, including different arrangements for different 

siblings, flexibility of care, whether care arrangements were altered since mediation and, if 

so, the process used, the age of the children at separation and the children’s primary carer in 

infancy. 

  Legal Involvement:  Nine items were created for the fourth wave to investigate the 

family’s post-mediation legal involvement and any allegations of abuse. This included 

concerns about safety, past notifications to Child Protection, the type of allegations involved 

and when, the number of care/contact applications, whether legal action had required court 

involvement or not, whether there was property litigation of any kind, and when these matters 

occurred. 

  Conflict: Two new items were added to the section on conflict to explore current frequency 

of serious conflict about care/parenting and dispute management between the original couple. 

  Re-partnering issues: Six items were created to elicit information about new partners and 

their impact on the family dynamic. These included questions about how active a role the new 

partner took in parenting, his/her impact on the children’s well-being and on the interaction 

between the original mediating couples, and whether children from another relationship had 

been introduced into the household and how often they cohabited with the children from the 

original couple. 

  Past experience of mediation: Four items were created to obtain information about the 

participant’s impression of the original mediation. These consisted of open-ended questions 

asking if anything learned in mediation remained particularly memorable or helpful, whether 

the original couple had returned to mediation and to the original mediating service and 

finally, if there was anything else the parent wished to say about their family’s experience of 
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adjusting to separation. 

 

2.3.4  Children’s measures 

All children who participated in the study experienced the same core interview at each data 

collection point (see McIntosh & Long, 2006 for more information).  However at the fourth 

wave, the interview was re-configured as a ‘stand alone’ questionnaire. Items such as the 

Bear Cards and the Kvebaek Family Sculpture (see below) technique were converted into 

paper-and-pen format and the Separation Story Stems were modified to fit all age groups and 

to be gender neutral. This enabled the interview to be posted to adolescents for independent 

completion and for the one template to be used for all participating children.  

 

New children’s measures for the fourth wave 

  Contact with parents:  In the fourth wave, children were asked five new questions about 

their experience of the contact arrangements and their preferences. Items included the number 

of nights each child stayed overnight with each parent and what other contact they had if they 

had no overnight visits. Three items were presented as forced choice responses; how these 

arrangements felt, whether children wanted anything different and how often they wished 

their parents would reunite. 

  Contact with grandparents:  Children were asked five questions about current contact 

with their maternal and paternal grandparents and their preferences i.e. “How often would you 

like to see your grandparents (on your Mum/Dad’s side)?”  

  Contact with stepparents: Children were asked about their perception of their relationship 

with stepparents, in an adaptation of The Child Parent Relationship Scale (see below). 

 

Children’s repeated measures: 

The remaining measures were repeated, with the specified modifications, from the previous 

children’s interviews at baseline, three and twelve months. For additional information, refer 

to McIntosh and Long (2006). 

 

1. Self Representation:   

a) Bear Cards (St.Luke’s Innovative Resources).  Children’s self perceptions with respect to 

their parents’ separation were elicited using the same selection of 15 pictures of cartoon bears 

of different sizes that were used in the previous interviews, each representing a variety  of 

positive and negative common emotional states. For the fourth wave, children were asked to 

select a card to show, “…what it’s been like to be you, in your family the way things are 

now?”  As with the Kvebaek, this task was modified to enable it to be completed without 
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supervision. The cards were scanned (with permission) on to a one page document, with the 

child instructed to select one or two bears. 

b) Separation Story Stems (McIntosh, 2003b) consist of three short stories for children to 

complete. These were developed specifically for this study.  Each is based on a commonly 

occurring scenario relating to residence, contact and conflict post-separation. Younger 

children told their story to the interviewer, and older children completed theirs by writing in a 

record book. 

2. Parent-child relationship:   

a) The Kvebaek Family Sculpture Technique (Cromwell, Fournier & Kvebaek, 1980) elicits 

perceived emotional closeness and distance between a child and significant members of 

his/her family.  In the current study, the technique was adapted to fit a paper-and-pencil 

presentation. A ‘smiley face’ labelled ‘ME’ was printed in the centre of a blank piece of paper 

and the child was instructed to draw a labelled circle and cross to represent each of their 

parents, using the physical distance between each to indicate the emotional closeness or 

distance they felt with each parent. The distances between the child and each parent figure 

were recorded. 

b) The Child- Parent Relationship Scale (McIntosh, 2003a), a six-item scale, was created for 

the research to determine the child’s sense of their parents’ emotional availability. Responses 

are scored on a five point Likert scale and range from ‘Never’ to ‘Always’. This scale was 

repeated for parents’ new partners, adding an additional six items. 

3. Children’s views of their parents’ conflict:  

 a) Items from three sub-scales, Frequency, Resolution, and Intensity, from the Children’s 

Perception of Inter-Parental Conflict Scale (CPIC; Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1992), were used 

to create a ten item True / Sort of true / False scale.  The CPIC assesses dimensions of martial 

conflict that are demonstrated to lead to child adjustment problems. This scale also obtains 

children’s perspectives on the degree of conflict to which they are exposed.  

b) Three items from the Security in the Interparental Subsystem (SIS; Davies, Forman, Rasi, 

& Stevens, 2002) were selected to provide a subjective measure of the emotional reactivity of 

children to their parents’ arguing.  Items are scored the same as the CPIC. 

c) The Caught in the Middle Scale (CIM; Buchanan, Maccoby & Dornbusch, 1991) is a 

seven-item scale created for children to assess their perception of triangulated communication 

between themselves and their parents. Frequency responses are scored from ‘Never’ to 

‘Always’ on a five- point scale. 
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2.3.4  Data management  

The data in this study were substantial, with over 1,000 variables for each child and each set 

of parents. Data from the fourth wave was entered into an Excel file as soon as possible after 

the data had been acquired, by the relevant interviewer. After approximately every tenth case 

was entered, one was randomly selected and the data entry checked, when possible by another 

researcher. If any significant errors were detected, all ten cases were reviewed. A final check 

was conducted on 10% of cases, using a random number generator. In addition, a file was 

created to articulate what data was held for each family, i.e. mothers, fathers and children, at 

each time interval.  

2.3.5  Hypotheses and planned analyses 

A key area for investigation was the relative contribution of the two mediation conditions 

compared with the effect of time on the parent and child outcomes. It was hypothesised that 

the direction of outcomes seen in the first year results would be retained, albeit in a weaker 

form, and that time would be a significant factor for both mediation conditions in the 

reduction of negative outcomes, such as inter-parental conflict, acrimony and alliance and in 

improved mental health and well-being outcomes of the children when compared with their 

earlier results at baseline and three months. Beyond the intervention results, the plan was to 

explore broader developmental questions through the longitudinal data: a) What predicts 

children’s current experiences of parental conflict and parents’ emotional availability, four 

years post-mediation, and b) what factors predict their longer term mental health outcomes? 

 

These issues were investigated via SPSSx software using planned general linear modelling 

comparisons between treatment groups, and other appropriate multivariate analyses and 

multiple regression modelling to explore differences between various groupings of cases (e.g., 

cases grouped by parent, child’s gender, age, contact patterns).  Qualitative data were 

explored via content analyses, informed by empirical phenomenological methodology.  

2.4  The sample 

2.4.1  Retention  

Of the CF sample, 76 families agreed to participate in this follow-up and 57 from the CI 

sample making a total of 133 families participating four years post-mediation, out of the 

original sample of 183 families. Of those 183 families, 14 cases were dropped from this 

follow up, where treatment deviated significantly from the model in some way; for example, 

only one parent attended an intake or feedback session, or the case did not proceed beyond 

intake. This created a total available sample of 169 families, and a retention of 133 families 

(79%). This was only seven less than the number who participated at the previous follow-up, 
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one year after mediation. With an intermediary gap of three years in contact with these 

families, this was an outstanding result.   

 

In total, 106 mothers and 93 fathers from 133 families participated in the fourth wave of data 

collection. Twenty-three percent (n = 26) of CF cases dropped out; 14% (n = 10) of CI cases 

dropped out. The highest rate of drop out were CF families in Adelaide (n = 10). The lowest 

rate were CI in Melbourne (n = 2). Levels of involvement by each member of the family 

varied, and are described in the Table on the next page.  

 

Table 1:  Participation of parents and children four years post mediation 

Intervention Type  

Participating at  
fourth wave follow up Child    

Focused 
Child 

Inclusive 

 

Total 

Mother only n 
% 

15 
13.3% 

3 
    4.3% 

18 
9.8% 

Father only n 
% 

8 
7.1% 

11 
15.7% 

19 
10.4% 

Both parents, no children n 
% 

13 
11.5% 

7 
10% 

20 
10.9% 

Mother and children n 
% 

15 
13.3% 

6 
8.6% 

21 
11.5% 

Father and children n 
% 

5 
4.4% 

3 
4.3% 

8 
4.4% 

Both parents and children n 
% 

20 
17.7% 

27 
38.6% 

47 
25.7% 

Excluded n 
% 

11 
10% 

3 
4% 

14 
7% 

No one n 
% 

26 
23% 

10 
14% 

36 
20% 

Total Families n 
% 

113 
100% 

70 
100% 

183 
100% 

 

At the fourth wave, of the 266 children in the participating families, 139 were involved in the 

fourth year follow-up study, with 72 CF children and 67 CI children participating in at least 

some part of the interview (i.e. while full interviews were completed with most ‘children’, 

briefer telephone interviews that omitted visual projective tests, were conducted with some 

older adolescents. ) 

 

Of the original sample, this research has complete pre and post data over four years for 109 

children. Thirty children joined the study post intake. These were primarily younger siblings 

who were too young to participate at intake but now wanted to, or children whose parents had 
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not consented at baseline. Their data is not included in repeated measures analyses, but is 

included, where relevant, in descriptive analyses.  

 

The average age of the children in the fourth wave was 12.6 years (with a standard deviation 

of 3.36 years), with no significant differences between groups. The main sample of 139 

children described in this report are as follows: 

 

Table 2: Cross tabulation of Gender by Intervention Type  

Intervention Type  

Child  
Focused 

Child 
Inclusive 

 

Total 

Count 40 32 72  
Female % within 

Intervention type 53.3% 50.0% 51.8% 

Count 35 32 67 

 
 
Gender 

 
Male % within 

Intervention type 46.7% 50% 48.2% 

 Count 75 64 139  
Total  % within 

Intervention type 100% 100% 100% 

 

2.4.2  Treatment of Data from same sex couples 

Two families with lesbian parents remained in the research (one CF, one CI), and one parent 

pair consisting of a mother and a stepmother (CF) with the biological father not involved. The 

data for these three cases were explored to determine whether this group differed in any way 

from the main biological mother/father group. Significant differences were found at intake, 

with biological mothers of the same sex cases reporting lower acrimony and higher parenting 

alliances (see appended Table A), and again at this fourth wave. In the interests of creating as 

homogenous a group as possible for the main repeated measures analyses, this group of cases 

was therefore removed from the main sample for those analyses. The data of the four children 

from these same sex relationships (three boys, one girl; three CF, one CI) was also omitted in 

some analyses. The data from the same sex couples is reported separately in a later section. 

 

2.4.3  Segregation of atypical couples 

Of those who consented to participate in the fourth wave, two couples had reunited during the 

course of the research. One couple remained together by the fourth wave and their data are 

not included in this study.  One CF couple was removed from the analyses because they 

subsequently had a Child Inclusive intervention, and in another case, because they 
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represented a substantially atypical presentation, that is, for example, a mother mediating with 

the children’s grandparent/s. 

 

2.4.4  Attrition 

The sample at the fourth wave was compared to the sample at intake to explore the 

characteristics of those who remained in the study and those who dropped out. A series of 

variables was tested to ascertain their contribution to the likelihood of dropping out of the 

study: parent age, education, income, time since separation, family size, site, intervention 

type, initial levels of conflict and acrimony. Three variables emerged that were significantly 

associated with families dropping out of the research: site, intervention type and father’s level 

of acrimony. 

 

Families from the Adelaide site were more likely than Canberra or Melbourne families to 

cease involvement in the study. This is explained through factors outside of family 

characteristics, namely changing research personnel in Adelaide (three changes) over the 

study meant that relationship continuity was lost and this is often an important factor in 

determining parents’ comfort with sharing very personal information. Changing personnel in 

Relationships Australia, Adelaide also had an impact on recruitment and subsequent follow 

up. Secondly, families in the Child Inclusive intervention were more likely to remain in the 

study. This is understood in light of the first year findings, which showed that Child Inclusive 

parents and children had a significantly better experience of mediation. This in itself may 

have created a stronger tie for Child Inclusive parents to the study. While parents were 

sometimes disappointed at not being able to have feedback about what their child said in the 

research interview, our senior field researcher (Long) found that Child Inclusive parents were 

likely to consent anyway, based on their perception that their child/ren would benefit from 

speaking about his/her/their experiences. 

 

The third and most significant factor predicting drop out was the level of father’s acrimony at 

intake. Angry fathers in both interventions tended not to respond to attempts to contact them, 

and neither did their former partners, perhaps reflecting the need to distance themselves from 

re-visiting difficult experiences. In one case a father returned the study documentation in an 

envelope filled with discarded bolts, cardboard and other detritus, indicating clearly reaction 

to the idea of participating. 
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2.5  Attrition Results  

A multiple logistic regression was run, with backward deletion of variables, on variables 

showing an association with drop out, to obtain the most parsimonious model of the 

predictors of attrition in the fourth wave. The only variable remaining in the final model was 

father’s initial level of acrimony. The families of high acrimony fathers were significantly 

more likely to drop out than others, irrespective of intervention, site or other demographic 

factors.  

 

Comparing families who remained in the study across our three sites, there were no 

significant differences on age, education, or income of parents, number of children, or 

conflict and acrimony variables across the three sites. Adelaide’s parental separations were 

more recent but only by two months.  

 

Table 3:  Fourth wave participation of families by site 

 Contactable and 
agreed to 

participate 

Not contactable 
or declined to 

participate 
Total 

Canberra 46 23 69 

Adelaide 27 15 42 

Melbourne 60 12 72 

Total 133 50 183 
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Chapter Three:  Parent findings  

 

 

 

3.1  Living and care arrangements, four years after mediation 

3.1.1  Distance between parents  

The families in this study were separated on average for just over five and a half years (66.7 

months) ranging from four to eleven years. Four years after mediation, over half of the 

parents were living a short distance from each other (a manageable commute between houses 

by foot, bicycle, public transport or a short trip by car). Of these, two families still lived under 

the same roof, while remaining separated (See Table F in Appendix for details). There were 

no significant differences between the intervention groups for distance. Of interest, the 

geographic distance between parents at the four-year mark correlated significantly with the 

mothers’ report of very high acrimony at intake and the report by both parents of poor 

parental alliances at intake. Parents from Canberra were most likely to have moved a 

significant distance away from each other, and Adelaide the least likely. 

 

3.1.2  Changes to living and contact arrangements over four years since mediation: 

Differences are evident in the pattern of change to living arrangements made by families over 

the four years since mediation. Unsurprisingly, mothers and fathers provided different 

accounts of what happened over time (see Tables following). Compared to mothers from the 

Child Focused intervention, Child Inclusive mothers reported significantly higher rates of 

stability in the original mediated agreements.2 Fathers remembered or reported things a little 

differently. Child Inclusive fathers reported greater rates of self-negotiated change, although 

the difference was not significant between the groups (see following Table). 

 

 

 

                                            
2 Pearson Chi-Square = 11.5, d.f. = 2, Sig. (2-sided) = .003 
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Table 4: Have the arrangements changed over time? Mothers’ report 

Did arrangements change? Mothers’ report  

No change Non-
collaborative 

change 

Self-
negotiated 

change 

 
 

Total 

Child Focused 10 
16.4% 

20 
32.8% 

31 
50.8% 

61 
100% 

Child Inclusive 
18 

45% 
5 

12.5% 
17 

42.5% 
40 

100% 

Total 28 
27.7% 

25 
24.8% 

48 
47.5% 

101 
100% 

 

Table 5: Have the arrangements changed over time? Fathers’ report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New partners 

At the four year follow-up, fathers in both groups were more likely to have a new partner 

(88%) than were mothers (61%). Of the re-partnered parents, 27% of mothers shared a home 

with the new partner, and 43% of fathers. Four percent of parents had separated from their 

new partner. 

 

Table 6: Have you re-partnered since separating from children’s parent? 

 

Did arrangements change? Fathers’ report  

No change Non-
collaborative 

change 

Self-
negotiated 

change 

 
 

Total 

Child Focused 14 
31.1% 

14 
31.1% 

17 
37.8% 

45 
100% 

Child Inclusive 
16 

32% 
10 

20% 
24 

48% 
50 

100% 

Total  30 
31.6% 

24 
25.3% 

41 
43.2% 

95 
100% 

Have you re-partnered since separating from  
children's parent?  

 

No 
Yes, but do not 

live together 
Yes, and live 

together 

 

Total 

Mothers 39 
39% 

29 
29% 

27 
27% 

5 
5% 

Fathers 11 
11.8% 

40 
43% 

40 
43% 

2 
2.2% 
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Seventeen percent of mothers were living in blended families, co-habiting with their own 

child/ren and the child/ren of the new partner at least some of the time each fortnight. Fathers 

were more likely to be in blended families, with 31% living at least some of the time with 

children from both prior relationships. The perceived impact of new partners on negotiations 

with the child’s other parent, and on the children themselves, is discussed later. 

3.1.3  Legal action over parenting and assets since mediation 

 
”Mediation was incomplete and unsuccessful. (my ex wife) refused to 
continue with dialogue and instead chose a confrontational legal 
process. This has built a strong resentment from me.” Father, CF 

 

Parents were asked to report whether there had been any legal action in the years since 

mediation over parenting issues or property/assets. Mothers’ and fathers’ accounts about legal 

action correlated significantly with each other.3 Where parent reports were different, 

discrepancies were resolved by detailed review of the family research interviews and data 

over the past four years, and by follow up phone call. Three cases could not be resolved and 

these were excluded from this set of analyses. Where only one parent participated in the 

fourth wave, their account was accepted. Thus four years following mediation, rates of legal 

action over parenting were as follows:  

 

Table 7:  Legal action over parenting 

Legal action over parenting   

Yes, in Court Yes, outside 
Court None 

 

Total 

Child 
Focused 

n 
% 

17 
24.6% 

18 
26.1% 

34 
49.3% 

69 
100% 

Child 
Inclusive 

n 
% 

10 
17.5% 

7 
12.3% 

40 
70.2% 

57 
100% 

Total n 
% 

27 
21.4% 

25 
19.8% 

74 
58.7% 

126 
100% 

 

Over the four years since mediation, Child Inclusive parents engaged in legal action about 

care and living arrangements significantly less than parents from the Child Focused group 

either outside of court or involving court.4 In an interesting contrast, Child Inclusive parents 

reported greater rates of litigation over property and assets, (see Table G in Appendix). This 

is of interest in a number of respects. Questions arising include whether the CI intervention 

                                            
3 (R=.79, p=.000 for parenting litigation; R=.67, p=.000 for property/assets litigation). 
4 Pearson Chi-Square = 4.52, d.f. =1, p = .033 (2 sided). 
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focused on parenting issues at the expense of fully addressing property/asset issues, and/or 

whether parents re-directed their anger, and perhaps even their need for a dispute, toward 

their financial concerns.  

 

3.1.3.1  Return to mediation 

Rates of return to mediation were explored at the four-year mark. Exploring the paired data 

(i.e. where there was data from both parents in the same family, n = 62 pairs), there was 

significant agreement between mothers and fathers5, with eight families having returned to 

mediation (not involving litigation) over parenting issues (5CF, 3CI).  Looking at the overall 

data available, 26% of CF mothers (15 of 58) reported a return to mediation over parenting 

issues, compared with 7% (n = 3 of 39) of CI mothers.6  

 

3.1.3.2  Children’s current living and contact patterns  

The pattern of family contact was investigated in a number of ways in the interviews with 

parents and children, including rates of day and overnight contact, phone and email contact, 

and satisfaction with the arrangements. In 11% of CF families (n = 8) and in 5% of CI 

families (n = 3), children were never in the day or overnight care of their father, four years 

post-mediation. In two of these families, contact was not occurring prior to the mediation 

either, leaving nine families for whom contact with father has ceased since mediation.  In a 

total of five families (two CF and three CI families), children did not have any contact with 

their mothers, although all did have at the time of mediation. (See Table H in Appendix for 

further detail). 

 

Sadly, by the fourth wave, contact with either parent ceased in fourteen families (10.5% of 

follow up cases). This rate compares favourably with national figures of no-contact, 

particularly for fathers. The Australian Bureau of Statistics7 reports that in 2007, 28% of 

children with a parent living elsewhere (n = 1,035) never or less than once per year had face-

to-face contact with that parent.  Forty-seven percent (47%, n = 486) of children with a parent 

living elsewhere, never stayed overnight with that parent during the year. 

 

Children in six families (5% of the overall sample, three families in each treatment group), 

had no overnight contact with their fathers, but did have daytime contact. One CI family had 

day-only contact with the mother.  Of the children who were having overnight contact with 

                                            
5 R =.467, p =.000 
6 Pearson Chi-Square = 5.09, d.f. =1, p = .029 (2 sided). 
7 ABS, Family characteristics and transitions, 2006-2007 (reissue, 4442.0). 
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their father, in 66% of families this contact was at least weekly. Overall, the CI families had 

higher rates of overnight contact with father, at 5.51 nights per fortnight, compared to 4.90 

nights per fortnight in CF families, and correspondingly lower rates of overnight time with 

mothers. 

 

Table 8:  Average number of overnights with each parent per family at fourth wave 

 

The Table below indicates the spread of overnight father contact for families, four years post-

mediation, according to the age of the child. Over 70% of families had regular weekly contact 

arrangements where children were cared for overnight by their father at least once per week, 

with the majority in their fathers’ care several times a week (on average 5.2 nights per 

fortnight). 

 

Table 9:  Current rates of overnight time for children with fathers’ when contact is 
 occurring, by child’s age 

Fourth wave - Overnight time with Father  

Once a 
year 

2-11 
times a 

year 

1-3 
times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

2-6 
times a 
week 

Daily 

 
 
 

Total 

5-10 yrs n 
% 

1 
1.7% 

4 
6.8% 

13 
22% 

3 
5.1% 

38 
64.4% 

0 
0% 

59 
100% 

11-16 yrs n 
% 

6 
5.5% 

8 
7.3% 

15 
13.8% 

10 
9.2% 

67 
61.5% 

3 
2.8% 

109 
100% 

16+ yrs n 
% 

2 
4.3% 

6 
12.8% 

10 
21.3% 

8 
17.0% 

19 
40.4% 

2 
4.3% 

47 
100% 

Total n 
% 

9 
4.2% 

18 
8.4% 

38 
17.7% 

21 
9.8% 

124 
57.7% 

5 
2.3% 

215 
100% 

 

The majority of families (67%) had a common parenting arrangement schedule for all 

siblings.  Seventeen percent (n = 21 of 129) had consistently different arrangements for 

Intervention Type 
Overnight with Mother 
(Nights per fortnight)  

Overnight with Father 
(Nights per fortnight ) 

Child Focused Mean 
s.d. 

n families 

9.95 
3.02 
68 

4.90 
2.95 
59 

Child Inclusive Mean 
s.d. 

n families 

9.25 
3.50 
54 

5.51 
3.45 
49 

Total 
Mean 

s.d. 
n families 

9.82 
3.25 
122 

5.17 
3.10 
108 
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different siblings (usually due to the diverse needs of older adolescents or younger siblings). 

The remainder had only one child. 

 

3.1.3.3  Shared parenting arrangements 

The full data from this study relevant to shared parenting will be presented in a separate 

forthcoming report. The data are reported here in terms of intervention group differences. 

Four years after mediation, 46% of all children who had contact with both parents (n = 219 

children) were living in a substantively shared parenting arrangement (ie 5:9 days per 

fortnight ratio or greater). In the fourth wave there was no difference between the intervention 

groups on the numbers of children currently living in substantially shared arrangements. In 

terms of the patterns of care over the four year period, CI children were more likely to have 

experienced a stable, primary parent living arrangement than were the CF children.8 

 

Table 10:  Shared parenting arrangements at fourth wave 

 Continuous 
primary parenting 
(less than 5:9 days 

per fortnight) 

Continuous shared 
parenting 

arrangement 
(5:9 days per 

fortnight or  greater) 

Changing 
arrangements 

over time 
Total 

Child Focused n 
% 

54 
36% 

42 
28% 

54 
36% 

150 
100% 

Child Inclusive n 
% 

56 
49% 

26 
22% 

34 
29% 

116 
100% 

Total n 
% 

110 
41% 

68 
26% 

88 
33% 

266 
100% 

 

There are a number of patterns subsumed within the category of ‘changing arrangements over 

time’, with the definition being at least one substantial change of arrangements from what 

was in place at the conclusion of mediation. These children include those whose parents 

attempted a shared arrangement and reverted to a primary arrangement, or who moved from a 

primary arrangement to a shared one. It also includes children who had two or more changes 

to their arrangements across our four measurement points. Beyond the mediated change to 

living arrangements, it was more common for CF families to have at least one other change of 

arrangements within the following four year period than it was for CI families.9 It is not 

possible to be certain about the nature of these changes: whether they represent productive 

evolution and responsiveness to children’s changing needs, or an attempt at an arrangement 

                                            
8 Pearson Chi-Square = 7.31, d.f. = 2, p = .026 
9 Pearson Chi-Square = 16.048, d.f. = 1, p = .000 
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that was ill-conceived and broke down, and so on.  The meanings of changing arrangements 

for children’s well-being versus stability are explored in the next chapter. 

 

3.1.3.4  E-mail and phone contact 

One third of children were having at least weekly e-mail contact with their father or mother 

when with the other parent. Telephone was the preferred mode of contact above e-mailing, 

with 75% of families reporting regular weekly or more frequent phone contact with the other 

parent.  

 

3.2  Changes in parent attitudes and behaviours over time 

The remainder of this chapter deals with the exploration of changes over time in the core 

target variables: parents’ satisfaction with their parenting plans, change in levels of conflict, 

acrimony and alliance, and change in perceptions of their emotional availability to their 

children.  The key questions were three-fold:   

• Are there differences between the treatment groups that were apparent at intake and 

remain significant? 

• Do the target variables change simply with the passage of time (Time effect)? 

• Controlling for where each group began, has a significant difference developed 

between the two intervention groups (CF and CI) over time with respect to each 

target variable (Interaction effect)? 

 

To explore these questions, General Linear Modelling analyses were conducted with fathers’ 

and mothers’ data from Intake and fourth wave. Sample sizes did not permit the inclusion of 

the other two data time points in the analyses. The Tables below summarise the core findings 

with additional detail in the Appendix.   

 

There were no significant differences between the two groups at intake on any of the core 

outcome variables. As can be seen below, and as might be expected, many of the outcomes 

improved with the simple passing of time. For fathers and mothers across both groups, 

conflict and acrimony levels abated significantly in these four years, and satisfaction with 

living and care arrangements rose. There was a trend for mothers’ self-rated parenting 

responsiveness to decline over time. As for the added impact of the interventions, the CI 

intervention interacted with time to produce a significantly greater reduction in parent 

acrimony, for both parents. For fathers, the CI intervention also added significantly to the 

quality of his parenting responsiveness and to his satisfaction with the care and living 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

39  

 

arrangements in place for his children. Each of these areas is elaborated in the following 

sections. 

 

The Table below summarises the results of General Linear Modelling of these questions.  For 

more details, see Tables K, L and M in the Appendix. 

 

Table 11:  Summary of General Linear Modelling Results 

 
Variable Time Time and 

Intervention 
Interaction 

Parental Acrimony p < .001 p < .05 
Parental Alliance n.s. n.s. 

Conflict p < .001 n.s. 
Satisfaction with Contact p < .001 n.s. 

 
 
 

MOTHER 
Parent Child Relationship p < .06 n.s. 

Parental Acrimony p < .01 p < .05 
Parental Alliance n.s. n.s. 

Conflict p < .001 n.s. 
Satisfaction with Contact p < .001 p < .05 

 
 
 

FATHER 
Parent Child Relationship n.s. p < .01 

 

3.2.1  Satisfaction with contact 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An important task for this study has been to monitor parents’ and children’s subjective sense 

of satisfaction with their living and visiting arrangements at each time point. Overall, 66% of 

fathers and 64% of mothers reported being satisfied or very satisfied with the living 

“Trying to parent alone is at times a very hard task. No communication 
with their dad is both frustratioing and difficult. It's like he does not 
exist….. He used to ring at 8.30 pm on a school night …. He just says “Can 
I speak to Susie (not her real name)”. Everything is through Susie, it's the 
way things ended up. …..There's no negotiation or anything. Not 
intimidating but not pleasant. He doesn't have the children overnight at all. 
… Money is the other thing. …. Hasn't been received for 3 years.”  Mother, 
CF 
 
“Working with shared care has been really positive for us - we both get to 
do the good and the hard stuff with our son. Time has made lots of things 
easier.” Father, CI. 
 
“There is so much societal expectation that women will look after the 
children while men work full-time and see their children when it suits them 
outside standard work hours. I feel absolutely trapped in my ability to look 
after my children financially. …. The children lose out... either by being in 
childcare too often or by being in or close to poverty at their mum's house.” 
Mother, CI 
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arrangements as they are, four years after mediation. There was a significant effect of time for 

both groups, with mothers’ satisfaction significantly increasing over the four years since 

mediation in both groups (see Appendix for Table K). Fathers also reported significantly 

increased satisfaction with the living arrangements over time, with a significantly stronger 

effect for the CI treatment group. The graph below traces the pattern of fathers’ satisfaction 

with living arrangements over the four time points.  

 

Graph 1:  Fathers’ satisfaction with living and visiting arrangements 
 

 

Fathers involved in shared parenting, (i.e. being responsible for at least 35% of their 

children’s overnight time), were significantly more satisfied with the living arrangements than 

were fathers involved in primary care arrangements or changing arrangements over time. 

Some mothers, such as the two quoted earlier, voiced strong feelings against primary 

parenting. Most mothers however were somewhat less satisfied with shared arrangements, 

particularly when they had been involved in them steadily over the four years of this study. 

Parents were not neutral about their view of shared parenting: no mothers and only two 

fathers expressed a mixed view about shared parenting: they were either very happy or not. A 

review of children’s contentment with their living arrangements is outlined in the next 

chapter. 

3.2.2  Flexibility of contact arrangements  

There were no differences between the groups on either parent’s report of how flexible their 

arrangements were at the fourth wave. Fathers overall reported less flexibility than mothers 

(51% of fathers reported that arrangements were flexible, and 61% of mothers). Twelve 

families (9%) reported that their children’s schedules were never flexible. 
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3.3  Conflict and disagreement about parenting 

The measurement of post-divorce conflict and its management were conceptualised in a three 

tiered way: the behavioural manifestation (verbal fighting, threatening behaviours, physical 

fighting), the psychological nature of the hostility felt by one parent for the other, and the 

regard with which the parents held each other as parents. Each of these levels of conflict 

appeared important to understand in terms of the impact that change in any area might have 

for the children involved, and the influence of each intervention upon that change.  

3.3.1  Resolution of disagreements 

Mothers reported that on average, 55% of disagreements with the children’s father over 

parenting were now resolved satisfactorily. There was significant variation within this 

(standard deviation = 35%). Fathers were slightly more optimistic, reporting that 63% of 

disagreements were now resolved satisfactorily (standard deviation = 38%). There were no 

significant differences between the treatment groups. 

 

Graph 2: Percentage of parenting disagreements satisfactorily resolved: Father & Mother  
 reports 

 

Of the disagreements about parenting that still occurred, nine percent of mothers (9 of 100) 

reported frequent or constant serious disputes, and 14% reported not managing any parenting 

disputes well when they occurred. Both groups reported similar levels of not coping. Child 

Inclusive mothers reported significantly higher quality of dispute management than CF 
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mothers, illustrated in the following Table, implying a greater level of confidence in the 

ability to deal constructively with conflicts as they arose.10  

 

Table 12: Management of parenting disputes at fourth wave: Mothers’ report 

How well do you manage disputes when they occur?  
MOTHER’S report 

 Well / very well Average Not well / badly 

 

Total 

Child 
Focused 

27 
45% 

24 
41% 

8 
14% 

59 
100% 

Child 
Inclusive 

27 
68% 

7 
18% 

6 
15% 

40 
100% 

Total 54 
55% 

31 
31% 

14 
14% 

99 
100% 

 

3.3.2  Overt conflict  

 

“Things are okay between me and my ex; she has rung up on occasion 
and been difficult, but these days I just let her 'blow off steam' and the 
last time that happened, she called back to apologise.” Father, CF 
 
“I've learnt to acknowledge and accept things, and fight the battles that 
need to be fought.” Father, CF 

 

Parents were asked to report the frequency of conflictual and threatening interactions over the 

preceding three months, broken down into the following areas: actual minor or major conflict 

with the former partner, threatening behaviour by the former partner, incidents of concern that 

children were unsafe in the care of the other parent, or that the children may not be returned 

after a visit, having serious verbal arguments, and experiencing physical abuse by the former 

partner. The extent of change in each area was explored with total conflict scores across time 

through general linear modelling. At the fourth wave, there remained a significant reduction 

of conflict for mothers and fathers, in both groups. There were no significant differences in 

mean total scores between the intervention groups, or on any of the individual items as 

reported by mothers or fathers.  

 

                                            
10 How well do you now manage disputes when they occur? Five point scale from ‘Very well’ to ‘Not 
at all well’. (Chi square = 11.22, d.f. = 4, sig = .024). 
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Graph 3: Conflict means across four years after mediation: Mother and father 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3.3.3  Parents’ attitudes to each other: Acrimony and alliance 

 

“My ex-wife is a passive-aggressive, neurotic obsessive-compulsive 
with an inability to either tell or process the truth. She is 
manipulative and will put the children's welfare last when it conflicts 
with her own interests or when she sees an opportunity to make 
trouble in my home.” Brian, father, CF 
 
In her research interview, Brian’s daughter, age 14, was asked to 
show how close or far apart in her heart she felt to her dad. She 
drew a line between them that spanned all 11 pages of the interview 
booklet.  

 

An important question for the study concerns the longitudinal effects of the mediation 

interventions on parents’ ability to manage co-parenting conflict and to maintain a 

cooperative relationship around parenting issues. Findings from the two measures used 

throughout the study to tap these issues are outlined here. Parents’ psychological hostility for 

each other was measured at each time interval with the Acrimony Scale (Shaw & Emery, 

1987). The scale is particularly good in accessing elements of ‘cold war’ and toxic attitudes as 

opposed to overt conflict behaviours, and the grief and loss of unresolved separations. 

General linear modelling (see the following Table) showed considerable reduction of 

acrimony for both parents and for both groups over time. A significantly greater magnitude of 

change is evident four years post mediation for both CI mothers and CI fathers than for CF 

parents.  
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Graph 4:  Mothers’ Acrimony mean scores 

  
 

Graph 5: Fathers’ Acrimony mean scores 

 
 

Breaking down the acrimony scale items, there were a number of areas of difference between 

the treatment groups, with a notable one being the extent to which fathers felt they had 

adjusted to being divorced or separated. Where there was no significant difference between 

the groups at the time of intake to mediation, CI fathers later reported a clearer sense of 

having moved on.11  

 

“I envy my friends who go home to their wife and children every night.  
I will never get to do that again.  I did not become a parent to only 
witness my children for 50% of their growing up years.  I will never 
forgive my wife for what she has done but I have learnt to live with it 
and make the best of the situation...Nothing is as bad as not seeing your 
kids grow up on a full time basis.” Father, CF 

 

                                            
11 Pearson Chi-Square = 8.01, d.f.= 3, Sig = .046 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

45  

 

Table 13: Father’s report of adjustment to divorce/separation 

Have you adjusted to being divorced/separated? 

FATHERS’ report 

 Always/  
Much of the time Some of the 

time 
Never 

Child Focused n 
% 

38 
90.5% 

4 
9.5% 

0 
0% 

Child Inclusive n 
% 

45 
91.9% 

3 
6.1% 

1 
2% 

 
 

Across time, on 60 sets of paired data, mothers’ acrimony toward the father remained 

significantly higher than fathers’ toward mother (see graph on previous page).12 

 

The third repeated measure used to explore change in parental experience of conflict was the 

Parental Alliance Measure (Abidin & Brunner, 1995). General linear modelling results did 

not show statistically significant change between intake and the four-year follow up, for 

mother or father, in either intervention group. However, with this variable, the following 

graph tells an important story.  While GLM analyses indicate that the two groups of fathers 

did not differ from each other significantly on levels of alliance at either baseline or fourth 

wave, the data across the four year period shows how the paths of the two groups crossed 

immediately after intervention, and that this direction of change was maintained in the 

intervening years. While statistically the difference in mean scores was small, an important 

question to consider is the clinical significance of the altered trajectories.  

 

In contrast, CI and CF mother alliance scores also altered course following mediation, but CI 

mother scores drifted back to their beginning point by the four year follow up. The overall 

magnitude of this change in either group is unlikely to be clinically significant. Of greater 

significance for future consideration, is that mothers throughout the study maintained on 

average a considerably less optimistic view of the co-parenting alliance, and a more 

acrimonious view of the father than vice versa.13 

 

 

 

                                            
12 Paired samples t-test, t = 2.99, d.f. = 60, p = .004 
13 T1 Parental Alliance, t-test paired mother and father data, n = 60, t = -2.78, p = .007. 
T4 Parental Alliance, t-test paired mother and father data, n = 60, t = -2.74, p = .008 
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Graph 6: Fathers’ and mothers’ Parental Alliance mean scores 

 

 

3.3.4  Concerns about the safety of children  

At the fourth wave of data collection, mothers from 13 of 129 families (10%) expressed 

significant concern about their children’s safety in the care of their father. In 48 families, 

(37%) mothers reported no concerns at all. Fathers reported significantly fewer concerns; 

71% of fathers reported no concerns at all about the safety of their children in the care of their 

mother. There were no treatment group differences. 

 

Thirteen percent of responding mothers (12 of 99) reported Child Protection allegations had 

been made, and of those, mothers reported substantiation of the report in three cases. Nine 

percent of fathers (8 of 95) reported allegations, with one substantiated. All but one report 

occurred post separation. Mean conflict and acrimony scores were highest for mothers and 

fathers when allegations had been made but not substantiated.14 

 

3.3.5  Quality of parenting 

Parents completed the parent-child relationship measure at each point in time, exploring a 

number of factors around their perception of their own availability to the child, including: the 

degree to which they felt they could comfort their child, show interest and pleasure in the 

child, express affection for no particular reason, their familiarity with the child’s day to day 

life events and satisfaction with their own parenting.  

 

                                            
14 T4 Conflict Mother: F = 3.63, d.f.= 2/96, p = .03.; T4 Acrimony Mother: F = 5.051, d.f.= 2, p = .008 
T4 Conflict Father: F = 2.591, d.f. = 2/90, p = .081; T4 Acrimony Father: F = 5.909, d.f. = 2, p = .004 
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Over time and as their children grow older, mothers’ reports of their availability to their 

children declined at a near significant rate.15 Fathers in the CF group reported the same 

pattern of decline. In contrast, fathers from the CI group reported a slight increase in the 

quality of their parenting experience over the four year period. The clinical importance of this 

finding is tested in some of this study’s modelling analyses around children’s well-being, 

discussed in the following chapter. 

  

Graph 7:  Fathers’ Parent-Child Relationship (PCR) mean scores 

 
 

Graph 8: Mothers’ Parent-Child Relationship (PCR) mean scores 

 

                                            
15 GLM analyses, p = .06 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

48  

 

3.3.6  The impact of new partners on parenting decisions 

"If my son ever talks to me again, I'll tell him he can't change the 
blood that runs in his veins; it's mine, not his step-father's." 
Father, CF 

 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, 88% of fathers and 61% of mothers re-partnered by the 

fourth wave. Of the re-partnered parents, 45% of both mothers and fathers reported that their 

new partner took an active role in parenting the children of the mediated relationship. In 62% 

of cases, the parents’ new partners also had children from their own previous relationship. 

 

Twenty-eight percent of children had a mother who resided with her new partner (n = 57). All 

mothers reported that their current partner had a mixed or positive effect on her own children. 

There were no significant differences between the treatments on the impact of the mothers’ 

new partner on co-parenting issues with the previous partner. Forty-seven percent of children 

had a father who resided with his new partner (n = 87 children). Two CF fathers reported their 

new partner had a very negative impact on their children, 21% reported mixed or no effect, 

and 76% reported a positive effect.  

 

“The situation is I am married to a lady who I dearly love (solemates 
(sic)) but hate her children and they dislike me (from Day 1). This 
situation has set up a problem with having my children with visitation 
and overnight stays as we have a big problem with discipline and 
control of the group (conflict). Unfortunately my children don't 
understand this situation and are beginning to dislike me and have 
become distant towards each other.” Father, CF. 

 

For the fathers, there was a significant difference16 between the two treatment groups in their 

reports of the impact their new partner had on their ability to negotiate with their former 

partner about parenting matters; 24% of CF and only 6% of CI fathers reported a negative 

impact. The implication is that a greater proportion of CI fathers were managing to keep 

parenting negotiations autonomous of their new relationship. 

 

3.3.7  Parents’ reflections on the mediation, four years later 

One key question for parents was to look back at the mediation and reflect on whether there 

was anything they learned as a parent at that mediation that remained helpful. Several parents 

now have foggy memories about the original mediation intervention back in 2003-2004, 
                                            
16  Chi sq = 9.96, df = 4, sig = .04. 
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however when they do recall something about it, the words “I learned to focus on the kids” 

recur. For some parents, that focus continued to feel like a solitary pursuit, e.g. “I certainly 

remember the stuff about putting the kids first, but doubt that s/he (other parent) does”. 

Parents able to report a cooperative relationship appear to have successfully 

compartmentalised their feelings about the other parent. For example, a mother said of her 

previous (same sex) partner “What I feel about her as a person and as a parent are two 

separate things, and I have learned to keep my eyes focused on her behaviour as a parent. 

There’s no doubt she loves our child, and I’ve learned to cope with him being away from me 

because I see how important his other mum is to him.”  

 

Content analyses of these responses yielded eleven categories, collapsed here to five. There 

was a stark difference in mother reports, with CF mothers far more likely to report that 

nothing about the mediation remained helpful to them (56% CF mothers and 25% CI mothers 

n = 93). Starker still were the reports of fathers (n = 70), as illustrated in the graph below. 

Overall, CF parents were nearly four times more likely to report that nothing about their 

initial mediation remained helpful to them as parents. 

 

Graph 9: What remained helpful from the mediation? Fathers’ report N=70 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4  Parents’ reflections 

An interesting collection of spontaneous comments arose from asking parents their final 

thoughts on the topic of their mediation, four years ago, and on their journey since. A clear  

majority of these comments were positive in some respect. The following extracts are 

representative of the tone and content. 
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3.4.1  ‘The sad and the bad’ 

“(I learned) that my ex-partner basically got what he wanted; he didn't care 
that much about the boys as he has been the one who decided not to see them 
anymore. Mediation really didn't do a lot as my ex hasn't stuck to any of the 
"rules" that were laid down. He did everything I knew would happen. Got sick 
of playing "Daddy" again….. So I would've been better off seeing a judge.” 
Mother, CF. 
 
“What a nightmare - before and during. When will it end! Everything has to be 
done through mediation. He wants to email and text message through to me. He 
asks me to have the kids there by 5.30pm - he arrives at 6.30pm and says it was 
a typo. Unrelenting conflict, his girlfriend is awful.” Mother, CF 
 

“I believe there is a need for compulsory pre-divorce/separation counselling - 
could avoid nasty financial settlements where children tend to be disregarded 
and overlooked. Communication depended on the mood. Not as good usually. 
…I think he tries but I don't think he knows. Immediate reaction "Oh do I have 
to speak to him?" He's angry with me still. I think he will be forever. We don't 
make any decisions together.” Mother, CI. 

 

3.4.2  ‘The bright side’ 

 “It (CI)  did what the kid said, sorted a few things out because we knew what 
they wanted. It was easier that way. … We realised it was all over and done with 
and we just had to get on with it. …. You just move on and carry on. The kids 
come first.” Father, CI. 
 
“I learned how important it is to keep your children the focus, ignoring the 
personal and legal distractions…. (It’s) difficult, but not destructive if you keep 
your focus on providing some certainty for your children. Whatever feelings you 
have are yours, and nothing is gained taking them out on your children or 
partner.” Father CI. 
 
“It was helpful to have someone to talk problems through with. It was better to 
hear the kids' concerns without the other person interrupting all the time.” 
Father, CI. 
 
“(I learned) that the children are the most important when it comes to a break up 
- you need to put your personal conflict between your partner aside and think of 
the feelings of the kids.” Mother, CF. 
 
“I'm glad to say that the anger and hurt that everyone felt at the time did 
dissipate, and that everyone got a chance to enjoy life again after the divorce.” 
Mother, CF. 
 
“It has been difficult. But after 4 years we are finally getting there. The kids are 
great and have accepted it well. They are great kids. They are my life. They love 
going to their dads and love being with me as well.” Mother, CI. 
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“Mediation won't help you work out why the relationship failed but will help you 
devise a plan for moving forward. You need to work things on a business-type 
arrangement. Decisions always need to be made with 'what's best for the child' in 
mind even if that means giving up something you would like for yourself.” 
Mother, CI. 
 
“With my ex-partner, nothing is easy and mediation didn't change that. I do 
remember feeling more strong or determined to keep the kids out of it when I 
heard that they were struggling. I think I've done that, despite my ex.” Father, CI. 
 
“I’m still learning. The transition was one of the most difficult experiences of 
mine and my children's lives. We (mum & kids) are still learning and feel we will 
always be learning and trying to overcome obstacles that present themselves. 
Mediation prepared me by giving me an insight into what it would be like.” 
Mother, CF 
 
“It has been hard for all of us. But we have adapted well and are all happy. ….. 
I'm comfortable because I know he's a good Dad. It's not my place to divide my 
children from their Dad.  John (not his real name) wants what's best for all of 
them. He's changed his career so he knows he can spend time with them. We love 
each other dearly as friends. That's why the children are going over. I don't want 
to be selfish. My parents were divorced and mum kept me away from my Dad. I 
don't want that for my kids.”  Mother, CF. 
 

 
“It made me realise - I was in denial about my ex. It brought closure. It 
confirmed that she (my daughter) was going through a lot. It was good she spoke 
to someone about things. She was caught between us.” Mother, CI 
  
“I learned that there's no "correct" way to manage contact between parents - 
each family is different - but that the kids are adaptable. That removed one of my 
fears. That keeping conflict between parents away from the children is important. 
They all said they wanted Dad here with us. It's a sad wish - they still have it.” 
Mother, CI. 
 
 “Kids appreciated the input. ….Child Inclusion made huge difference to the 
children. They felt somebody had listened to them. It's not just Mum and Dad 
fighting, somebody had listened to them as well. I'm unsure whether it reduced 
what happened afterwards with my ex. It probably helped for about 3 months. 
(That) somebody was trying to help the kids and the parents, made a huge 
difference to the kids though.” Mother, CI 
 
“Helped me to see how the dynamics of my ex-partner's new relationship works - 
we both have an understanding now - that our communications are about our son 
and his welfare matters - and that it is ok to be civil with regards to other aspects 
(new relationships, etc.) of each other's life. But essentially we talk to each other 
about our son, because we are both his parents and care about his well-being 
and future. It's not a competition.” Father, CI. 
 
“I always keep in mind the idea of the "business" relationship with the other 
partner and when things become difficult, I know that I can always resort to 
that.” Mother, CI 
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3.5  Same sex couples 

With a sample of only two same sex families (both lesbian parents), it is not possible to draw 

conclusions about the impact of the two forms of mediation on same sex couples who are 

separating, or to make any generalisations. Nonetheless, in the interests of completeness, it is 

worth commenting on the outcomes of three same sex families who participated in this fourth 

wave. Two were lesbian parents from Melbourne, one each allocated to Child Inclusive (one 

child) and Child Focused (two children) mediation, and the third was a birth mother and 

stepmother from Canberra who were jointly, but independently responsible for three children, 

with no involvement from the birth father.  

 

In the two lesbian parent families, it was noted that these parents experienced the same post- 

separation issues faced by heterosexual couples (conflict, resentment, animosity, anxiety), 

apart from one additional concern. In these families, the non-birth parent was concerned at the 

time of intake to mediation that the birth mother may be perceived as the ‘real’ mother and 

thus have greater rights to claim full residence and/or prevent contact. Unsurprisingly, this 

was never the case and quick clarification of that issue reduced tension.  

 

These two couples presented with low acrimony at baseline and spoke of deriving significant 

benefit from their experience of either mediation. When asked four years later what she 

learned from (CI) mediation, one birth mother, Maddie, replied,  

“To simply be the best parent I can and his (son’s) welfare remains uppermost in my 

thoughts.”  

 

This same mother brought out at the interview a worn and tattered copy of “Because it’s for 

the kids”, the parent education booklet given to all parents in the Child Inclusive intervention. 

She said, “That single phrase, ‘Because it’s for the kids’ was the pivotal moment in the 

mediation – it made me give up the fight over our son. I rang my ex up, sobbing, and said 

‘Let’s sort things out – it’s about him. I was so focused on how many nights I was losing, and 

that pamphlet completely re-focused me”. 

 

In her four year interview, Jane echoed that thought; “I know we both feel that (our son’s) 

welfare matters more than anything and we both work towards this and never ever say 

negative things about the other to him.” The children of both sets of parents spent substantial 

time with each mother and spoke of their satisfaction with those arrangements. Four years 

after mediation, these parents were certainly amongst that group regarded as ‘managing well’.
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A further family consisted of a mother and stepmother. They had attended Child Inclusive 

mediation to resolve care arrangements after the children’s father died unexpectedly. While 

their circumstances were quite different from those of the other divorcing couples in the study, 

these parents did need to make similar decisions about communication, residency and access 

with the best interests of the children in mind, and thus the mediation was just as relevant to 

their needs, and to assisting the children’s outcomes. While we did not follow up this case in 

our longitudinal study, the mediators reported that “both parents responded well to the idea 

that we should try not to force change on the boys because they were still trying to deal with 

the sudden death of their father…”. Both women were helped to understand the pathway of 

children’s grief and the added need for living arrangements to support the children at this time. 

Mediators described good progress in this case, despite very high initial conflict between the 

mothers. 
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Chapter Four:  Children’s findings: Part I  

 

 

 

4.1  Introduction 

The children in this study were now four years older than  they were at first contact; on 

average they are now twelve years old, but with a spread from 5 years to 20 years. Some of 

the little ones have joined the study for the first time at this data collection point. These are 

children who were babies and pre-schoolers at the time of the initial interventions and their 

data is therefore not part of repeated measures analyses, but is included in some cross 

sectional and qualitative analyses not linked to interventions per se.  

 

The children who participated at this fourth wave of data collection were again willing, and in 

many cases eager, to share their stories with the researchers, chatting in bedrooms or private 

places in their houses. Some of the older adolescents and young adults preferred to talk on the 

phone in privacy, and some opted to complete the mailed out survey version of the interview. 

From time to time, the three researchers involved would share impressions of the children. At 

times, they were saddened by the ongoing stress that some children were feeling, or by the 

way in which they appeared to have shut off from difficult feelings in order to cope. Some of 

the older adolescents talked about the freedom of having a car and license, to be able to move 

independently between their parents and not to be caught up in ‘the emotional cross fire’ over 

which parent to approach for help with transport. Two were planning to leave home earlier 

than they would have liked, in order to get out of the ongoing competition between parents 

for their time. One adolescent, aged 18 (CF), began to cry when asked if she would like it to 

be different: “No-one’s ever asked me that. Yes, I would want nothing more than two parents 

who could talk to each other civilly.  I’m just waiting now to leave for University. They 

(parents) don’t know it, but I won’t be coming back. I can’t do it anymore”. While there was a 

good tertiary program in her chosen field of study nearby, she had applied to an overseas 

institution, in order to get maximum distance from both parents.  

 

Keeping balance in their lives for some obviously required diverting considerable 

developmental energy away from the normal childhood business of growing up. Some had 
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hardened into well defended positions that helped them cope with ongoing acrimony between 

their parents, for example Jessica aged 14: “It doesn’t affect me anymore. I don’t let it. They 

aren’t over it, but I am. I just ignore them”. Others coped in the opposite manner, by 

remaining consciously vigilant to even subtle conflict. The introverted children continue to 

wish quietly for their parents’ reunion, and try not to trouble either parent with their concerns. 

‘Paul’, aged 9, from the Child Inclusive group, gazed up thoughtfully in his interview when 

asked about his dreams and wishes for his family. “I would like for them to get back together 

but I don’t say it, because that would upset them. They don’t like each other.”  Other children 

were more confident and pragmatic about their family situation, resolved and actively getting 

on with the business of dealing with their parent’s new partner, new houses and new schools. 

As the data below tell us, the ability of our study children to ‘get on with it’ was dramatically 

impacted by the extent to which their parents had ‘gotten on with it’.  

 

4.2  Parent Conflict: Exploring children’s perceptions, involvement and distress 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The quotes above show some of the dramatic variation we encountered in children’s current 

experiences of how well their parents have gotten on with a business-like parenting 

relationship. Children’s perception of their parents’ conflict correlated closely with their 

parents’ reports of the acrimony or psychological hostility they continued to feel for each 

other, and somewhat less so with the frequency of overt conflict between them.17 As 

discussed in the previous chapter, parents reported a small but significant decline of inter-

                                            
17 See Table L in Appendix. 

“My parents never argue now. They may have a slight "tone" to 
their voice when they're trying to arrange time, that’s all.”  

Alice, age 11, CI 
 
“Michael was very friendly but also easily distracted and had 
trouble settling down. He wanted me to listen to a message left on 
the family phone. His mother said I would not be interested in 
listening to this message and asked him to settle down and chat to 
me. …. After finishing the interview, Michael took the phone and 
said he wanted me to hear the telephone message from his father. 
The message had violent use of language directed at the mother. I 
asked Michael how that made him feel and he said 'Scared'. I asked 
him what he was scared of, and he said he worried that his Dad 
might turn up 'out of the blue'. I asked Michael if his Dad was 
violent. He said 'Yes'. I asked him if Dad hurt him and he said 'No'. 
I asked him if he had ever hurt Mum and he said 'Yes'.….”  

Researcher’s notes from Michael’s interview, age 10, CF 
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parental conflict as time went by, with no difference at the four-year follow-up between the 

two treatment groups. Differences were evident however in the decline of acrimony for 

mothers and fathers, with repeated measures data from both parents in the Child Inclusive 

group showing significant and sustained reduction over time. In line with this, a significant 

difference was evident between the two groups in children’s perception of parents’ conflict at 

the four-year mark. Child Focused children perceived a constant rate of conflict between their 

parents over time, while Child Inclusive children reported a steady decline in parental conflict 

over time, mimicking the slope of decline found in mother and father acrimony.  

 

Graph 10: Children’s perception of inter-parental conflict over four years (n = 103 children) 
 

 
 

A number of factors correlate with children’s ongoing perception of conflict. While 

subjective distress about parental conflict subsided for most children over time, children who 

reported higher levels of conflict between their parents at the fourth year interview were 

significantly more likely to feel distressed by and caught up in that conflict. Younger children 

(ages 5-10) were most likely to perceive high conflict, to feel distressed about it and caught in 

the middle of it. There were no gender differences on any of the conflict variables. 

 

"It's been like this for ages. You just need to go with it and see 
what happens - it might improve." Celine, aged11, CI 

 

In keeping with variations in how much conflict they were aware of between their parents, 

there were significant differences between the two groups of children on their self-reported 

levels of subjective distress about parents’ conflict, and their feelings of being caught in the 

middle of it, four years after mediation, as shown on the following graphs. Child Inclusive 

children reported significantly lower distress and less triangulation within the first year after 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

57  

 

intervention, and this was sustained. A more gradual decline of reported distress occurred in 

children’s data from the Child Focused intervention group together with feelings of being 

triangulated by parents in their conflict.  

 
 
Graph 11:  Children’s security in the Interparental Subsystem (distress about parent conflict  
  between parents; n = 103 children) 
 

 
 

 

Graph 12:  Caught in the Middle (n = 103 children) 
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4.3  Children’s views of living arrangements 

“My 14 year old says "How long do I have to keep going over 
there?” His father and I communicate as little as possible. …Kids 
don't like going there. I encourage them to go. I don't know what 
goes on there. They come home sad. …. He has them the minimum 
amount. I have to work around him. If not, there's going to be a 
drama. …. The kids were devastated and crying on the weekend. The 
14 year old says "I try to love Dad, but I can't".  Mother, CF. 

 

Like their parents, over time children in both treatment groups became more satisfied with 

their living and care arrangements. A strong group difference was evident on children’s 

answers to the question: “What’s it like to live the way you do now?” Eighty-one percent of 

CI children (n = 67) said it was good or great to live the way they were, while 47% of CF 

children (n = 76) reported the same.18 At the four year mark, there was an associated trend for 

children in the CF treatment to want a different type of arrangement and for children in the CI 

group to be content with the status quo of their living schedule.19 

 

The types of change to their living and care arrangements that the children wished for, are 

outlined in the Table below. Most often, longings for change were secretly held wishes, that 

came with a qualifier such as, “I’d never say this to Mum/Dad, but if I could have it the way I 

want it…..” 

 

Table 14:  In what way would children like their living arrangements to be different? at 
 fourth wave by Intervention group 

 How would children like it to be different?  

 More time  
with Dad 

More time  
with Mum Keep it same 

 
 
 

Total 

Child 
Focused 

n 
% 

13 
17% 

19 
24% 

47 
59% 

79 
100% 

Child 
Inclusive 

n 
% 

9 
13% 

10 
15% 

48 
72% 

67 
100% 

Total n 
% 

22 
15% 

29 
20% 

95 
65% 

146 
100% 

 

A full report of the longitudinal data relevant to shared care will be prepared separately to this 

paper. The broad details about shared parenting arrangements four years after mediation are 
                                            
18 Pearson Chi-Square = 17.986, d.f.= 4, p = .001 
19 Would child like a different arrangement? Pearson’s Chi-Square = 2.35, d.f. = 1, p = .07 
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sketched here with a focus on treatment group differences. ‘Shared parenting’ throughout this 

study has been defined as a split of overnight care between parents of at least a 35:65% ratio, 

or minimum of five nights per fortnight on average with each parent.  

 

Children who had resided steadily in a shared parenting arrangement since mediation (ie more 

than three years continuously in a substantially shared schedule) were significantly more 

likely to want a different living arrangement than were children in steady care patterns of less 

than a 5:9 ratio, regardless of the intervention group.20 Looking at the same question of 

attitudes to care at one fixed point in time, children who were residing in shared parenting 

arrangements at the fourth wave interview were also significantly more likely to want a 

different arrangement, again independent of intervention group.21 

 

Table 15:  In what way would the child like their living arrangement to be different ( at fourth  
 wave by parenting arrangement) 

How would children like it to be different? 

 More time  
with Dad 

More time 
with Mum 

Keep it  
the same 

Total 

Continuous 
primary parenting 

12 
18% 

6 
9% 

49 
73% 

67 
100% 

Continuous shared 
parenting 

1 
3% 

13 
41% 

18 
56% 

32 
100% 

Changing living 
patterns 

7 
16% 

9 
21% 

27 
63% 

43 
100% 

Total 20 
14% 

28 
20% 

94 
66% 

142 
100% 

 

 

                                            
20 Pearson Chi-Square = 17.223, d.f. = 4, p = .002 
21 Pearson Chi-Square = 15.675, d.f. = 4, p = .003 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

60  

 

" It was very difficult for me when I was 13 (when my parents went 
to mediation). I was doing’ week-about’ when I was 13-14 and 
that was really hard and I felt distant from Dad and I wanted to be 
with Mum. It was very hard - I felt very guilty because I actually 
said what I needed. Over time, everyone got used to it and Dad is 
now completely fine about me not living with him. He always takes 
me out for dinner and makes me feel important, but I also got a 
good balance now. I'm in Year 12, between friends and family and 
study and time for me. Balancing friends, family and school can 
be hard, but my parents give me space these days. I can articulate 
my needs now and they listen better than they used to…. (I see 
Dad) at least once a week - it's open and warm and I'm welcome 
whenever”. Alyse, age 17 CI. 
 
“I wouldn't change anything. My life would be miserable if they 
were back together… (I live with them) both - week on and week 
off. It makes my life easier because my parents don't argue and I 
get to see them both.”  Indira, age 9, CI. 

 

4.4  Relationships with Mum and Dad: The child’s perception  

“I see Dad a lot but Mum feels I abandon her when I see him 
more.” Jed, age 19 CI 

 

Two measures of closeness to parents and their emotional availability as perceived by the 

child were used throughout this study. The first was the Child-Parent Relationship Scale 

(McIntosh, 2003a), a simple three item measure where the child was asked to rate on a five 

point scale, the extent to which they experienced the following: Dad/Mum understands me; 

Dad/Mum is interested in the things I do; If I had a problem, I know Dad/Mum would help. 

The second scale, the Kvebaek Family Sculpture Technique (Cromwell, Fournier & Kvebaek, 

1980) asks the child to use markers on a page to spatially depict how close or distant they feel 

in their heart currently to mother and to father.  

 

A trend is apparent on both measures for the child’s perception of increasing emotional 

distance between child and parent, as they grow older (and the same is true for parents’ 

ratings of their own availability), a developmentally understandable change as a child gains 

increasing independence. On the CPR scale, children in each treatment group, particularly 

boys, reported increasingly distant and less available relationships with their mothers over 

time. Children from both groups, but particularly girls, reported a significant decline  in their 

father’s emotional availability over the four years post-mediation. Children’s perception of 

father’s poor emotional availability (CPR) was correlated with the perception of greater 
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conflict between their parents.22 Mother’s availability was not associated with conflict levels 

as perceived by the child.  

 
A treatment difference was apparent on father closeness data (Kvebaek scale), with Child 

Focused children recording growing emotional distance from their fathers over time, while 

the Child Inclusive group means were almost constant over time, indicating sustained 

closeness to the father23 (a lower score depicts greater closeness of the child to that parent, 

and higher scores represent greater emotional distance).  This closely mirrored the reports of 

Child Inclusive fathers of their own parenting and closeness to the child (see graph 7, 

previous chapter). Boys were more likely to report greater closeness to and availability of 

their father than were girls.24 

 

Graph 13: How close or how distant do you feel to Dad these days? (Kvebaek, n = 147) 

 

 

Both groups of children indicated steadily increasing emotional distance from their mothers 

over time. Where the overall group of children reported greater emotional closeness to their 

mothers than to fathers at the time of intake (four years ago), by the fourth wave the children 

depicted relatively greater closeness to their fathers than to their mothers on the Kvebaek 

Family Sculpture measure. There is a good deal of age related variation within this, as would 

be expected, with children in the middle years (11-15) reporting the largest discrepancy in 

                                            
22 R=-.225. p=006 
23 In interpreting the Kvebaek measure, the following caution is offered: On the fourth wave of data 
collection, the method of administering this scale was altered to accommodate a smaller mailed out 
version of the scale. While measurements were adjusted and scaled to match the previous three data 
sets, it is not possible to know if the smaller scale altered, in any systematic way, the children’s 
reporting. 
24 CPR Dad (gender contrast t-test): t =-2.49, d.f. =145, sig =.014. 
Kvebaek Dad (gender contrast t-test): t = 2.48, d.f. =143, sig =.014 
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their feelings for their parents, with greater closeness to their fathers and distance from their 

mothers. 

 

4.5  Children’s mental health: Intervention effects 

In light of the apparent treatment group differences in children’s experiences of their 

relationships and of their parents’ conflict over time, differences in children’s mental health 

scores were explored, four years after mediation. Mental health of the child has been 

measured throughout this study with the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; 

Goodman, 1997), using the independent reports of mothers and fathers. This scale comprises 

four clinical sub-scales: Emotional Symptoms, Hyperactivity, Conduct Disturbance and Peer 

Relations. From the extensive normative data now available on this measure, an index score 

was derived for children whose functioning was of clinical concern and would warrant a 

referral to a specialist (in this study, termed ‘in the clinical range’). Overall, mothers’ and 

fathers’ scores on the SDQ correlated highly on this measure at the fourth wave, as they have 

done throughout the study.25 Similar to all other waves of data in our study, mothers rated 

their children on average a full point higher than fathers at this point in time indicating a 

perception of greater problem behaviour.26 

 

Table 16:  General Linear Modelling results, SDQ mother and father ratings 

 VARIABLE Time Time and intervention 

SDQ total p = .000 n.s. 
SDQ clinical range p = .002 n.s. 
SDQ Conduct  n.s. p = .05 (CI effect) 
SDQ Hyperactivity p = .000 n.s. 
SDQ Emotional 
Symptoms  

p = .000 n.s. 

 

Mothers’ 
ratings 
n = 196 
children 

SDQ Peer relations  p = .023 n.s. 

SDQ total p = .002 n.s. 
SDQ clinical range p = .015 p = .04 (CI effect) 
SDQ Conduct  n.s. n.s. 
SDQ Hyperactivity  p = .000 n.s. 
SDQ Emotional 
Symptoms  

p = .005 n.s. 

SDQ Peer relations  p = .036 n.s. 

 

Fathers’ 
ratings 

n = 169 
children 

    

 

                                            
25 Paired samples correlation, n = 114 children, mother and father SDQ ratings: R = .55, p = .000. 
26 Mother SDQ mean at fourth wave = 7.96, Father SDQ mean at fourth wave = 6.96, n = 114 children. 
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The Table on the previous page summarises the findings of repeated measures analyses, 

designed to test the impacts of time and of the two interventions on the degree of change in 

children’s mental health, comparing their current scores to their scores at the time of intake to 

mediation. 

 

Over time, both mothers’ and fathers’ reports of their children’s overall mental health 

improved steadily and significantly (SDQ total), indicating substantial recovery since the time 

of intake to mediation, a point of significant upheaval and strain in the family. As the year 

one report (McIntosh & Long, 2006) found, one third of children were in the clinical range at 

the time of intake. Four years later, 21% of the sample were in the clinical range (n = 42 of 

196). This is still above the expected mean for the general population (13%), but represents a 

significant improvement in children’s outcomes, simply as a consequence of time. The 

improvement on clinical range scores was significantly better for Child Inclusive children on 

father’s SDQ data (results of General Linear Modelling are appended, and also summarised in 

the following Table). 

 

There was no significant difference on mothers’ overall score, however, repeated measures 

analyses show a significant reduction in mothers’ report of Conduct symptoms for the Child 

Inclusive group, compared to the Child Focused children. The pattern is striking (see the 

graph below). 

 

Graph 14: SDQ Conduct mean scores: Mothers’ ratings 
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4.6  New partners and blended families 

 
 “Things were very hard for me when I was 13 (when my parents 
went to mediation). It used to be hard with Dad's partner, but I've 
accepted how she is and I don't let it affect me. Now the step-
parent thing is ok. Things have definitely worked out well from the 
divorce. They are happier people and they manage it all very well. 
It's nice to have my family extended - I now have my little brother 
and that's fun." Alyse, age 17, CI 
 
Evette (age, 9, CI), said that she missed her mother when she 
visited her father. She said her father would make jokes that upset 
her (without realising)… She said her father was messy … Eva 
appeared pleased that the new girlfriend was moving in “to keep 
things clean”  . 
 
"I hate her. She is mean and doesn't like me." Derick, age 9, CF. 

 

Seventy-eight percent of all children in the participating families had experienced their 

mother re-partnering at some stage in the past four years, while 94% had experienced their 

father re-partnering (in this case ‘re-partnering’ refers to any new relationship in the range 

from steady dating through to co-habitation and re-marriage). Of those parents currently re-

partnered, 33% (n = 42 of 125) of fathers and 18% (n = 17 of 92) of mothers lived with their 

partner’s own children for at least some of every fortnight. Forty-nine percent of children 

lived at least some of the time each fortnight with their mother’s new partner’s children. It 

was more common for children to reside with father’s new partner’s children for some of 

each fortnight (73% of children). There were no differences in proportions between the 

treatment groups. 

 

As discussed in more detail in the following chapter, children’s experiences of stepparents 

and parents’ new partners had a significant impact on the perception of their own parent’s 

emotional availability. Children felt their mother was more available when she co-habited 

with her new partner, and felt their father was less available when he co-habited with a new 

partner and the new partner’s children. Mothers tended to rate their children’s closeness to the 

new partner higher than fathers did, although fathers reported that their new partner was 

slightly more involved in the children’s lives. 

 

How does this weigh against the children’s perception of these new partners? Children were 

asked to complete the CPR scale for the new partner of each parent (5 point scale: The new 

partner understands me; Is interested in the things I do; Would help if I had a problem). Each 
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parent’s accounts of their children’s closeness to the new partner correlated highly with the 

children’s own accounts of the new partners’ emotional availability.27 By and large, parents 

and children appeared to be on the same page about the new partner and that person’s 

relationship to the children of the original relationship. In terms of treatment differences, 

Child Inclusive mothers rated their new partner’s closeness to their child significantly higher 

than did Child Focused mothers.28 There were no group differences in father or child data. 

 

Overall, children of re-partnered parents reported significantly greater emotional availability 

of their mother’s new partner than their  father’s new partner. The greatest struggle in the re-

partnering domain was for girls with father’s new partner. Girls in particular struggled to feel 

that father’s new partner understood them. Forty-three percent of boys (n = 34) felt 

understood, compared with 25% of girls (n = 37).  

 

The greatest enthusiasm about the new partner came from the youngest children and with 

respect to mother’s new partner. In the eyes of children aged 5 to 10 years, their mother’s new 

husband/partner was significantly more available than perceived by older children, as shown 

in the Table below, and more available than father’s new partner. 

 

Table 17: Mum and Dad’s new partner’s emotional availability by children’s age   

 Mum’s new partner’s 
emotional availability 

(CPR) 

Dad’s new partner’s 
emotional availability 

(CPR) 
 

5 - 10 year olds mean 
s.d. 
n 

4.15 
1.07 
23 

3.35 
1.19 
30 

 
11 - 16 year olds mean 

s.d. 
n 

3.25 
1.08 
42 

3.12 
1.23 
55 

 
16 + years mean 

s.d. 
n 

2.85 
1.13 

7 

2.88 
1.34 
14 

 

                                            
27 Father: How close is my child to my new partner  /Child: How available is my father’s new partner to 
me (3 item CPR scale): n = 60, R2 = .444, p = .000. 
Mother: How close is my child to my new partner /Child: How available is my mother’s new partner to 
me (3 item CPR scale): n = 51, R2 = .528, p =.000. 
28 T-test by intervention groups, n = 75 CF children, 57 CI children. Mother: How close is my child to 
my new partner? t = -2.37, d.f.= 130, sig (2-tailed) = .019. 
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4.7  Grandparents 

Children were asked a series of questions about their current contact with maternal and 

paternal grandparents, and their desire for that to be different. Eight percent of children 

reported that both grandparents had died.  

 

Paired samples t-tests showed us that children in this study now see their paternal 

grandparents significantly more often than their maternal grandparents, although they longed 

to see their maternal grandparents more, as illustrated in the following Table.29 There were no 

differences between the treatment groups, or on age or gender. 

 

Table 18: Current contact with grandparents 

 
 

n = 155 children 

How often you 
now see your 

maternal 
grandparents 

How often you 
want to see 

your maternal 
grandparents 

How often you 
now see your 

paternal 
grandparents 

How often you 
want to see 

your paternal 
grandparents 

They have died 

Never or rarely 

A few times a year 

Once a month 

Once a fortnight 

Weekly or more 

Total 

17% 

19% 

30% 

19% 

6% 

9% 

100%  

17% 

5% 

19% 

12% 

13% 

34% 

100% 

14% 

16% 

24% 

13% 

12% 

21% 

100% 

14% 

8% 

15% 

23% 

19% 

17% 

100% 
 

  

4.8  Children’s Bear Card Data 

Included in this fourth wave study is the analysis of previously collected but unexplored data, 

including investigation of the Bear card data.30 The Bears are one of three methods used to 

explore children’s self-representations and changing experiences over time (illustrated on the 

following page). As a non-verbal tool, the cards provide a different angle from which 

relationships can be explored between children’s self perception and numerous family 

variables. Within the research interview at each time point, children were given a selection of 

fifteen cards to look at. They were simply asked to select a card or two to represent the 

following things: What was it like to be you, before your parents separated? What is it like to 
                                            
29 How often do you see your maternal/paternal grandparents? t = -3.13, d.f. =154, p =.002. 
How often would you like to see your maternal/paternal grandparents? t = .42, d.f. = 136, p = .017. 
30 The Bear Cards are a copyright resource, developed by St. Luke’s Innovative Resources, Bendigo. 
We have permission to re-print this selection of cards for the purposes of data collection and research 
reporting. 
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be you, these days, in your family the way things are now? At the time of the divorce 

mediation, children’s contentment dropped dramatically: 21% of these children felt they were 

joyful, happy and content in their families. Confusion and sadness peaked for these children 

(59%) at the time of their parents’ mediation. Four years later, more than half of  the children 

(58%; n= 140) thought of themselves as being joyful, happy or content with respect to their 

family prior to their parents’ separation.  In contrast, 15% now felt confused or worried, and 

13% felt angry, reflecting the impact of high levels of pre-separation conflict.  

 

"I want to go back and live with my Dad and my Mum…. All the 
people in my class have their Dads being with their Mums - none 
of them are separated. When I was a baby and they were together, 
I saw them get separated and I got sad, but my Dad was happier. I 
wanted my Mum too, because I went with my Dad. I was so sad." 
Calib, age 7, CI. 

 

One year after mediation, distress had lessened significantly, but the rate overall remained 

troubling, with 29% reporting confusion and worry as their dominant feeling. Levels of anger 

reported by children increased somewhat over the year, from 5% to 11%. Levels of fear were 

constant, with around 5% of children reporting that fear was the dominant emotion in their 

family.  

 

Figure 2 with Graph 15:  Bear Card results – Children content with their family 
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Figure 3 with Graph 16:  Bear Card results – Children confused or saddened by their family 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 with Graph 17:  Bear Card results – Children angry or frightened by their family  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Children who depicted levels of great sadness, anger or fear tended to have the following 

constellation of events in their family story:  

• Perceived poor emotional availability of the father  

• Perceived high conflict between parents 

• Feeling caught in the middle 

• Mother’s current high acrimony  

• Poor parenting alliance (reported by both mother and father) 

 

Overall, the Bear card data charted a dramatic decline in children’s subjective feelings of 

contentment around the time of parent’s dispute resolution, and the slow recovery most made 

in this area over the years following mediation.  
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Chapter Five:  Children’s findings: Part II  

Core Questions 

 

 

 

5.1  Children’s well-being post divorce:  Exploring three core questions 

The previous data have focused on the overall journey for parents and children post-

mediation and the influence of the interventions on their destinations. In this chapter the 

attention is on some of the developmental questions pertinent to all children in both treatment 

groups. Following the conflict impacts literature, three questions about children’s well-being 

at this follow up point were posed and explored through linear regression modelling: 

1) What factors predict the extent of conflict the child now perceives between his/her 

parents (CPIC)? 

2) What factors predict the child’s experience of each parent’s current emotional 

availability (CPR)? 

3) What factors predict the child’s current mental health functioning, rated by mother and 

father (SDQ)? 

 

In each case, connections between variables from intake and the current wave of data were 

derived from consideration of the existing literature. Wherever there was cause to suspect a 

connection between one variable and our outcome measure, the connection was tested, 

entering each systematically into a regression model to explore the ability of each variable to 

explain the variance in dependent variables (CPIC, CPR, SDQ).  Following the sizeable 

literature on divorce impacts and children’s outcomes, our theoretically derived layers of 

predictor variables fell into four domains. The four domains were:  

 

1. Demographic factors: Time since separation, length of marriage, education and income of 

each parent, re-partnering status, involvement of step-parents with child, age and gender of 

child, birth order, sibling size, distance between parent houses, time in each parents’ care. 

 

2.  Dispute typology factors: Mediation intervention type, history of litigation over property, 

history of litigation over parenting, conflict management, contact and care arrangements, 
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flexibility of parenting plan, child and parent satisfaction with care arrangements. 

3. Parent factors: Mother and father ratings of acrimony, alliance, conflict, parent 

availability (self report), child’s mental health, at intake and T4. 

4. Child factors: Perception of parents’ conflict, triangulation, distress, parents’ emotional 

availability (child report), feelings of closeness to parents, at intake and T4. 

 

Variables that were strongly linked to the dependent variable were controlled for, and then 

variables in each domain that did not add to the predictability of the model were deleted. 

Having done this, the ‘most parsimonious model’ evolved for each question: the combination 

of variables that independently contributed to or mediated each of the above outcomes. The 

overall models are presented here. 

 

Model 1: What predicts the extent of conflict the child now perceives between his/her 

parents? 

Which children, four years after mediation, still perceived high levels of conflict between 

their parents? The model below depicts six independent predictors.  

Children were most likely to perceive high levels of conflict between parents four years 

beyond the divorce mediation when the child felt triangulated by or caught in the middle of 

that conflict (being asked uncomfortable questions, being asked to carry messages, feeling 

unable to talk about one parent in front of the other). Next, children who had experienced 

high conflict between parents at the time of intake, four years ago, were significantly more 

likely than others to still be experiencing high levels of conflict. 

 

Other predictive factors include the mother’s report of poor management of parenting 

disputes and litigation over property or assets. It is of interest that litigation over parenting did 

not predict high levels of perceived conflict. Children in the Child Focused intervention were 

more likely than children in the Child Inclusive intervention to perceive higher levels of 

conflict between their parents. Finally, children who were currently spending more time in the 

overnight care of their fathers reported significantly higher conflict between their parents. 

Beyond the immediate division of time, further analyses indicated that children who had lived 

continuously with mother or father as primary parent, and spent between one and four nights 

per fortnight with the other parent, perceived significantly lower rates of conflict between 

their parents than did children who lived in continuously equal or near equal care (see Graph 

18 below). A forthcoming report will detail these findings. 
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Figure 5:  Regression model predicting child’s perception of parental conflict, four years  
 after mediation31 

 

 

Graph 18:  Child’s perception of parental conflict by type of care pattern over four years 

 
 

A number of speculated factors were not significant in accounting for the variance in 

children’s current perceptions of parent conflict, including actual levels of conflict and 

acrimony reported by parents, the child’s age, and the perceived emotional availability of 

each parent. Stated in the inverse, what appeared to matter most to children’s experience of 

                                            
31 R = 8.5 d.f. (5,53), F = 16.17, p = .000. 
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manageable conflict four years after their parents’ divorce mediation were the following: the 

child experienced low conflict between parents historically, and any current parenting conflict 

did not overly involve or triangulate the child. These children currently spent more of their 

overnight time with a mother who felt she could manage parenting conflicts well enough 

when they occurred. Children were further safeguarded by their parents’ participation in the 

Child Inclusive mediation process, and parents’ minimal use subsequently of litigation to 

resolve property and asset disputes.  

 

Model 2: What predicts the child’s experience of each parent’s current emotional 

availability (CPR)? 

The next area of investigation was to better understand the current and historic factors that 

contributed to a child’s sense of each parent being understanding, interested in them, and 

responsive to their needs, four years beyond the mediation. As above, we explored all factors 

in each of the four domains considered on theoretical grounds to be relevant to a child’s sense 

of parent’s emotional availability at this point in their development and in the separation 

pathway. Two significant models were identified for mother and father availability, each of 

which explains a sizeable proportion of the variance in children’s scores: 

 

Figure 6:  Fathers’ availability as perceived by the child, four years post mediation32 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
32 R = 16.17 d.f. (4,55), F = 5.7, p = .001 
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As the model above shows, a significant predictor of father availability as perceived by the 

child was the gender of the child. Boys were more likely than girls to report that their father 

understood them and was interested and responsive to their needs. If the father’s self-reported 

availability to the child had decreased over time, children reported lower current availability. 

The child’s perception of their father’s availability was not independently linked to the 

amount of time he/she spent with dad. However we found an interaction effect, wherein time 

with father became a significant predictor when the history of his parenting capacity was 

taken into account. In other words, time on its own was not significant, but greater amounts of 

overnight time with a father confident in his own parenting ability from the outset of the study 

was important to children’s perception of their father’s capacity to understand, be interested 

and responsive to their needs. 

 

Appearing as a third and negative predictor of the way in which children perceived their 

father’s availability to them was their mother’s high levels of acrimony at the fourth wave: 

children’s perception of their father’s poor availability was closely linked to high levels of 

their mother’s acrimony toward their father. Levels of actual conflict reported by the father or 

mother were not significant here; the data point instead toward the greater effect of the 

mother’s hostile attitude. 

 

There was a trend for younger fathers to be seen as more understanding and responsive. 

Father availability was not associated with his current partner status. On the other hand, the 

father was perceived to be significantly less available to his own child if he lived with the 

children of his new partner.33 The pattern was somewhat different for mothers than for 

fathers, as illustrated in the following figure.  

 

Children’s perception of their mother’s emotional availability was strongly associated with 

her own ratings of parenting sensitivity and responsiveness: the higher she rated her 

responsiveness, the higher the child perceived her availability to be. Unlike fathers, children 

were most sensitive to their mothers’ current availability, rather than the history of it. Birth 

order also had an independent effect, wherein the youngest child in the family reported higher 

availability of the mother than his/her older siblings did. Age on its own did not have an 

effect. Re-partnered mothers were twice as likely to be seen as emotionally available, 

particularly if they now co-habited with the new partner, than were single mothers. However, 

as with fathers, there was a trend for the child to perceive lower availability when mother co-

habited at least some of the time with the children of her new partner.  
                                            
33 T-test, emotional availability of father when father lives with/does not live with partner’s children:  
t = 2.461, d.f. = 67, p = .016. 
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Figure 7:  Mothers’ availability as perceived by the child, four years post-mediation34 

 

 

Finally, the model highlights an independent effect of overnight time, with children who 

spent more time in their mother’s care perceiving her to be more emotionally available, as 

illustrated in the graph below. 

 

Graph 19:  Children’s perception of mothers’ emotional availability by number of nights per  
 fortnight in her care (n=149) 
 

 
 

 

                                            
34 Father CPR: R = 16.35 d.f. (4,55), F = 5.78, p = .001 
Mother CPR: R = 19.76 d.f. (4,88), F = 12.65, p = .000 
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Model 3: What predicts the child’s current mental health functioning, as rated by 

mother and father (SDQ)? 

As discussed in the previous chapter, mental health of the child has been measured 

throughout this study with the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997), 

using the independent reports of mother and father. The mother and father scores on the SDQ 

correlated highly on this measure at the fourth wave, as they have done throughout the 

study.35 Similar to all other waves of data in our study, mothers rated their children on 

average a full point higher than fathers at this point in time on the full scale.36 

 

The approach to locating the best explanatory model of children’s mental health again began 

with casting the theoretical net wide. Following the divorce impacts literature, all salient 

intake and fourth wave child and parent variables across our domains were systematically 

identified and then explored statistically, first through correlations and then forward entering 

all correlated variables into a regression model. This was done separately using father and 

mother SDQ scores, to see if their scores were linked with different predictors. There were 

differences in degree and in combination, rather than in kind. To maximize the sample, in the 

first analyses, we proceeded with mother rated SDQ scores. 

 

For the remainder of the modelling analyses, the correlated mother, father and child variables 

from intake and wave four were incorporated. Forward entry of variables in the equation 

indicated that four variables were consistently strong predictors of children’s mental health 

scores, regardless of the combination of other variables entered into the equation. These were 

gender, birth order, the child’s SDQ score at the time of intake to mediation, and the amount 

of conflict the child perceived between his/her parents back at the time of mediation. These 

factors were controlled for, and correlated variables were entered from each of the four 

domains of interest in layered steps, with backward deletion indicating which variables were 

not accounting for the variance in children’s mental health scores.  

 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the strongest predictive links for both mothers’ (and fathers’) ratings 

were the original SDQ scores at the time of intake to mediation.37 In other words, children 

who were highly symptomatic at the time of intake tended to retain high scores, and vice 

versa. Boys tended to have higher ratings (i.e., to show more symptoms of mental health 

problems) than girls, according to both mothers and fathers. Intervention (Child Focused or 

                                            
35 Paired samples correlation, n = 114 children, mother and father SDQ ratings: R = .55, p = .000. 
36 Mother SDQ mean at fourth wave = 7.96, Father SDQ mean at fourth wave = 6.96, n = 114 children. 
37 R = .561, p = .000 for mother SDQ at baseline and fourth wave, n = 187 children.  
R = .421, p = .000 for father SDQ baseline and fourth wave, n = 158 children. 
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Child Inclusive) did not predict SDQ total scores, although CI was associated with 

significantly lower conduct disturbance scores. Although it was speculated that parent’s 

education, income or re-partnering characteristics may predict mental health outcomes, they 

did not.  

 
Mothers’ poor emotional availability as perceived by the children was a strong predictor of 

elevated mental health ratings, illustrated in the model below. Fathers’ emotional availability 

as perceived by the child was also associated with SDQ outcomes. Also predicting poor 

mental health outcomes was the level of father’s acrimony toward mother. The absence of 

any desire in the child for their parents to get back together was a strong independent 

predictor of poor mental health. In light of the high conflict experienced by these children, we 

take this as a proxy for the child who has given up hope of their parents ever getting along  

well.  

 

Figure 8:  Regression Model, predicting children’s mental health difficulties, four years  
 after divorce mediation (mother rated SDQ) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Shared care at the current point in time did not predict poor outcomes in either data set, but a 

pattern of shared care over time, with rigid adherence correlated highly with SDQ scores, as 

 

Children’s 
poor mental 
health at T4 

(SDQ total 
score: mother 

rating)  

Children’s poor 
mental health four 

years ago 

Child perceived high 
conflict between parents 

four years ago 

Current high 
father acrimony  
toward mother 

.41*** 

.23*** 

.16* 

Child’s current perception 
of mother’s availability  

-.31*** 

Child no longer 
wishes for parents 

to reunite 

.32*** Child’s current perception 
of father’s availability  

-.21* 

Gender 
(boys) 

.20 * 
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rated by mother and by father. This finding points to possible cumulative effects over time of 

the arrangement. Analyses of the SDQ subscales show similarities for all children regardless 

of their living arrangement on three clinical scales: Emotional Symptoms, Peer Relations and 

Conduct Disturbance sub-scales. However, the Hyperactivity sub-scale score was 

significantly elevated over time for children who consistently shared care over time (on both 

mother and father SDQ scores). Specifically, the Hyperactivity subscale covers the following 

areas: Child is restless, overactive, cannot stay still for long; constantly fidgeting or 

squirming; easily distracted, concentration wanders; thinks things out before acting; sees tasks 

through to the end, good attention span. These findings will be elaborated in a separate 

forthcoming report, which is devoted to analyses of parenting arrangements and their 

associations with children’s outcomes.  

 

To summarise, four years after mediation, the children with greatest emotional well-being in 

this sample shared the features of family functioning: they perceived low levels of conflict 

between parents at the time of mediation, they still carried hope about their parents’ 

relationship, they perceived their mother and father to be available to them emotionally, and 

experienced low acrimony from their father toward their mother.  
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Chapter Six:  Children’s findings: Part III  

Separation Story Stems 

 

 

 

6.1  Projective assessment techniques  

The lead author in this study is a specialist in children’s projective assessment techniques, 

which are methods for enabling children to communicate complex emotions, particularly 

those that are beyond the child’s awareness or ability to articulate in conversation. Three 

projective tools were used in this study; the Bear Cards and Kvebaek Family Sculpture have 

been described in previous chapters. In addition, McIntosh designed the Separation Story 

Stems, a set of three unfinished stories, to assist with assessment of children’s internal 

representations of parent conflict, their expectations of parents’ behaviour when in conflict, 

the experience of being a dependent child in the face of that conflict and their expectations of 

its resolution.  

 

6.2  Story stem techniques 

Projective techniques have been widely employed in both research and clinical practice with 

children and adults (Haak, 1990). Simply stated, the projective hypothesis proposes that when 

people are asked to respond to a vague stimulus, their interpretation of that stimulus reflects 

their own needs, feelings and expectations. Projective instruments can be highly effective 

testing procedures, insofar as test takers are rarely aware of the type of psychological 

interpretation that will be made of their responses. The Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) 

for use with adults, and the Children’s Apperception Test (CAT) are principle examples of 

early approaches to this work (e.g. Bellak, 1992). The development of the Separation Story 

Stems was inspired by the lead researcher’s training in these techniques and also the more 

recent work of Hodges and colleagues (2003). Hodges et al describe children’s play narratives 

as responses enabling the display of their basic scripts for relationships with their primary 

caregivers, and the experience of being in need of care. Each child’s responses to the Story 
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Stems derives from his or her internally held expectations of how interactions work with and 

between their parents, based upon the child’s history with these attachment figures.  

6.3  The Separation Story Stems 

The three stems were designed to tap into children’s representations of open-ended conflict 

between parents, and conflict specific to disputes over residence and contact after separation. 

Each story comprised a central character representing a child of the study child’s age and 

gender. For younger children, this character was depicted in a picture as a friendly/benign 

looking young animal (a koala, a kangaroo and a small goanna). Each story began with an 

opening statement, setting the scene for the child, and creating a potential tension between the 

parents in the story. The child was then asked to finish five or six sentences  each of which 

had a beginning but not an end. In clinical terms, the sentences invited the child to consider 

the actions, reactions and feeling states of the child and parent characters, and the extent to 

which the tension raised in the beginning of the story was resolved.  

An example is the first story of Curly the Koala: 

Story 1. Curly 

It was late and Curly was in bed, trying to get to sleep.  Curly’s Mum and Dad 
were sitting in the lounge room.  They were arguing, again, and Curly could hear 
every word and grumble. 

 Curly thought they were arguing about_____________________________ 

 

 When they argued, the Mum  ____________________________________ 

 

 When they argued, the Dad _____________________________________ 

 

 When they argued, Curly felt_____________________________________ 

 

 What did Curly do then? ________________________________________ 

 

 How did the story end? _________________________________________ 

©McIntosh (2003) Separation Story Stems 
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Following are a range of examples of responses to the first story, from the fourth wave of 
data.  

Curly thought they were arguing about what time they were working til. 

When they argued, the Mum discussed the problem with the father. 

 When they argued, the Dad also discussed the problem with the mum 

 When they argued, Curly felt angry. 

 What did Curly do then? Tried to ignore it. 

 How did the story end? Mum & dad resolved their problem. (Girl, 14, CF). 

 

Curly thought they were arguing about each other. 

When they argued, the Mum got upset and angry. 

 When they argued, the Dad got angry and annoyed. 

 When they argued, Curly felt sad. 

 What did Curly do then? Talked to his parents about what was happening. 

 How did the story end? Curly’s parents tried their best to stop fighting.  (Girl, 10, CI) 

 

Curly thought they were arguing about anything and everything. 

When they argued, the Mum had a high pitched voice. 

 When they argued, the Dad tried to calm the Mum down. 

 When they argued, Curly felt upset. 

 What did Curly do then? Tried to get to sleep. 

 How did the story end? The Dad left.  (Boy, 10, CI). 

 

Curly thought they were arguing about him. 

When they argued, the Mum would swear and call Dad names. 

 When they argued, the Dad would try to stay calm but sometimes got angry. 

 When they argued, Curly felt scared and angry. 

 What did Curly do then? He rolled over and went to sleep. 

 How did the story end? With Curly's mum kicking Curly's dad out. (Boy aged 13, CF) 

 

Curly thought they were arguing about her behaviour. 

When they argued, the Mum cowered away from the Dad 

 When they argued, the Dad screamed and smashed stuff. 

 When they argued, Curly felt frightened of the Dad. 

 What did Curly do then? Hid under her bed. 

 How did the story end? Curly’s parents got divorced. (Girl, 12, CF). 
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The second story concerned tension between parents about residence, and the third about 

contact exchange of the child from father to mother. 

6.4  Coding the Story Stems 

In an effort to systematize the interpretation of children’s responses to the Story Stems, the 

principal researcher developed a coding system for scoring the responses of children to each 

Story Stem, and for collating overall profile scores. Story scores and profile scores represent 

the extent to which the child’s internal representation of parent conflict is manageable and 

integrated. The steps toward this coding system have involved many years work. The work of 

Susan Sisko is particularly acknowledged.  In her Masters thesis (2006), she took on the 

initial challenge of developing the early coding profile, that would later be refined and 

operationalised in this study. Sisko’s analyses involved sifting through the first set of data, to 

find and cluster emergent themes into psychological meaning units, and to evolve those units 

into coding categories.38 The first 70 cases were co-rated and 10% of the remainder were 

subjected to inter-rater checks. The coder was aware of the age and gender of the child, but 

was otherwise blind to the details of the case, including the nature of the intervention. The 

coding system proved extremely robust, permitting high rates of agreement between the 

coders. Inter-rater agreement in the first year of the study was 93% across all stories, and 97% 

by the fourth wave of data. Discrepancies within two points were addressed and consensus 

reached about the score.  

The full coding system will be available in a forthcoming manual. In essence, a score out of 

ten is obtained for each story, through the ratings of five standard items, each on a scale of 0-

2. For all stories, the following areas are scored: mother’s and father’s management of 

conflict, the child’s feelings and responses and the manner of the story’s resolution. Each 

category was carefully defined by a series of coding options.  

An example of the classification groupings and scores for conflict resolution on each story are 

as follows: 

Scoring for “Resolution of conflict” in each stem: 

0. Full and appropriate resolution reached: In ending the story, the child 
coherently integrates all aspects of their story to arrive at a realistic resolution that 
addresses the core problem in the story and the child’s response to it (e.g ‘so Mum 

                                            
38 The work of Thomas Capogreco is acknowledged. He is a talented student who trained with 

McIntosh in the coding methodology and over several years scored over 1000 stories for this study.  
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and Dad decided to let me live with both of them, so I’d feel better’). Resolution does 
not come from denial or overly wishful thoughts. These children show openness to 
the range of emotional information that has appeared in the story and have flexible 
or unconstricted ways of resolving this. They address the core issue in the story in a 
coherent way and bring the story to a conclusion that is benign or constructive and 
clear in its resolution. Resolution optimally depicts parents’ ownership of problem 
and the child’s essential, safe dependence on their parents to resolve it, but may also 
depict the child’s reasoned and balanced actions to avoid the parents’ ongoing and 
unresolved problems. 

1. Partial/mixed resolution reached:  The child’s story ending/resolution may be 
inappropriate or lack some coherent connection with aspects of their story. The 
child’s description of resolution exhibits denial or overly positive/wishful feelings. 
There may be constricted ways of resolving the core dilemma presented in the stem. 
He/she resolves the core issue in the story in a manner that is marked by some 
denial, inappropriate positioning of  the self to resolve the conflict (self-reliance), or 
somewhat unconstructive/fantastic ways of bringing the story to a conclusion. 

2. No resolution or bizarre/magical resolution reached: The child ends the story 
with a resolution that fails to address key aspects of their tale. May include unreal 
thinking or denial or exhibit overly positive feelings. Resolution shows impoverished 
or rigid and constricted ways of resolving tensions inherent in the story. Child’s 
resolution of the dilemma fails to address the core issue in the story in a coherent 
way and the conclusion is not constructive, not clear or unduly weighted toward the 
responsibility of the child to resolve the parental problem. Child may employ marked 
denial, or unusual methods of avoiding his/her parents’ ongoing and unresolved 
problems. 

 

6.5  The Separation Story Stem Results 

Total scores were derived by tallying the three story scores. Totals were treated as continuous 

variables and then clustered into groupings that reflect the quality of the child’s integration of 

parent conflict, from ‘Child is Integrated /Autonomous of parent conflict’ through  to ‘Child 

is unintegrated/traumatised with respect to parent conflict’.The Story Stem total scores 

correlated significantly at T2, T3 and T4 (fourth wave) with the child’s report of conflict 

levels on the CPIC scale and the SIS scale, an important indication of the construct validity of 

the Story Stems. Internal scale reliability was strong (Cronbach’s Alpha = .76).  

At intake, children aged 11 and older exhibited more distress in their stories than younger 

children. There were no gender differences at any of the time intervals. At intake, 79% of CI 

children and 60% of CF children’s  story scores were rated in the highly distressed or 

traumatised spectrum, with respect to the child’s ability to think coherently about and resolve 

three scenarios of conflict between parents. In many respects, these children could not bring 

logic to bear on these scenarios, and became grid-locked by their own understanding of what 

parents do in these situations, and how conflict remains unresolved, or worse, exacerbated. 
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With respect to intervention differences over time, General Linear Modelling analyses with 

total Story Stem scores were conducted, controlling for where the children began at intake, 

and exploring the impacts of time and intervention at the three follow up periods. As one 

might hypothesize, there was no significant difference between the CI and CF children’s 

scores immediately after the mediation interventions. Other measures that monitored 

behavioural change, (for example, how much conflict was going on),  picked up change in the 

CI group earlier than evident at the representational level. Unlike surface behaviours, internal 

representations of self and other change slowly, with time and repeated experience of 

difference. Given the Story Stems measure is designed to tap children’s internally held beliefs 

about their parents’ capacity to manage conflict and their own feelings in light of that, change 

at this level would be expected over the course of months and years beyond intervention, 

rather than weeks, and this was borne out by the significant differences between the two 

groups at the third and the fourth waves of data collection. In keeping with the other changes 

already documented in their parents’ conflict management, the CI children’s Story Stem 

scores decreased significantly over time. CF group scores did not. One year post-mediation, 

52% of CF children’s story stems were rated in the highly distressed or traumatised 

spectrums, compared with 27% of CI children’s stems. Four years after mediation, a 

treatment group difference remains, with CI total scores significantly lower.  

 

Through the Story Stems, the children’s attributions regarding the reasons for parents’ 

conflict were also explored. Over the four measurement intervals, between 37-39% of 

children attributed the cause of the tension or argument to themselves, i.e., parents were 

arguing about the children. This differed between treatment groups (T4, CF = 43%, CI = 

31%)., but the difference was not significant. While the developmental literature might 

suggest that younger children are most likely to hold an egocentric view of parent conflict 

(“it’s about parenting, therefore it’s about me”), in this sample across all measurement points, 

children in the 11-15 year age group were most likely to describe the child as being at the 

centre of the parents’ dispute.  

The following Table shows the different experience depicted by the two groups about each 

parent’s role in either escalating or calming potential conflict between them, in this case over 

a residence dispute (Story 2).   
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Table 19: Thematic breakdown of children’s responses to the questions “When they argued,  
 the mother/father……?”. Story 2 at fourth wave 

Parents’ actions during a tense situation over a residence dispute 

 Child Focused  
(n = 74) 

Child Inclusive  
(n = 59) 

Parents’ Actions: Mother Father Mother Father 

Is protective and soothing 
toward child 

1% 0% 3% 7% 

Is benign or actively de-
escalates conflict 

18% 15% 34% 34% 

Expresses sadness or upset 4% 3% 9% 5% 

Is passive or distances self 0% 2% 0% 0% 

Is angry, derogatory or escalates 
the conflict 

76% 76% 49% 47% 

Burdens or harms the child 1% 4% 2% 4% 

Bizarre/concerning response  0% 1% 3% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

There is more to learn from the Separation Story Stems. This study has confirmed the 

projective method to be a useful and reliable way of assessing the child’s underlying and less 

conscious ‘story’ about what it means to be a child, in the presence of parents in tension. Will 

the parents behave sensibly and de-escalate the problems, and allow the child to see a 

recovery from potential conflict, or will one or both parents antagonise the situation, expose 

the child to undue strain, and leave the situation unresolved, in the child’s eyes at least? 

Further, the Story Stems have enabled the tracking of treatment differences over four years at 

the level of children’s internally held representations of conflict. Differential Story Stems 

changes over time offer a significant piece of evidence about the domino and depth impacts 

of the Child Inclusive intervention.   
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Chapter Seven: Targeting the Interventions 

 

 

 

7.1  Implications for targeting interventions 

Given the effects of Child Inclusion, how is it best targeted? This question was approached by 

considering the relative impacts of the two interventions against the complexity of the 

presenting issues. Upon conclusion of the mediation, the Mediators involved were asked to 

rate on a five-point scale the complexity of the matters presenting in the mediation, weighing 

their own perceptions of parent conflict levels, acrimony and the litigious history against the 

nature of presenting matters: for example, serious dispute over living and care schedules 

versus negotiation over pick up times. Ratings were available for 120 of the 133 cases 

represented in the four year follow up sample.    

Table 20: Mediators’ initial rating of case complexity 

 Child Focused Child Inclusive Total 

Low complexity     n 
    % 

15 
28% 

7 
11% 

22 
18% 

Moderate complexity     n 
    % 

28 
52% 

24 
36% 

52 
43% 

High/extreme complexity     n 
    % 

11 
20% 

35 
53% 

46 
38% 

 

The average case complexity for Child Inclusive cases was significantly higher than for Child 

Focused cases.39 As discussed in the one year follow up report (McIntosh & Long, 2006), the 

timing of the Child Inclusive recruitment coincided with an initiative in the Family Court to 

divert increasing numbers of cases to the community for mediation. Cases of high conflict 

and complexity levels are therefore represented in that sample. Our discussion in the final 

chapter of this study’s limitations considers the impact of this further. For the purpose of 

exploring the added gain of a Child Inclusive approach, we considered complexity ratings 

against two core outcomes: parent acrimony and children’s perceptions of parental conflict. 

                                            
39 Pearson Chi-Square = 14.69, d.f. = 2, sig. (2 sided) = .001 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

86  

 

The graphs below illustrate an added impact of the Child Inclusive approach at the high end 

of the complexity spectrum on all outcomes, with a significant interaction effect.40 The graphs 

provide some clues about the domains of complexity in which a Child Inclusive approach 

gave families greater benefit. 

Graph 20: Mothers’ and Fathers’ Acrimony, by mediator’s ratings of case complexity 

 

The same significant interaction effect is evident in the children’s perception of their parents’ 

conflict, illustrated in the following graph.41 

                                            
40 Unianova: Mother acrimony, interaction of case complexity with intervention type: F=3.94, (df= 2), 
p=.001 
Unianova: Father acrimony, interaction of case complexity with intervention: F=3.26, (df= 2), p=.040 
 
41 Unianova: CPIC, case complexity, intervention: F=4.34 (df=2) p=.016 
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Graph 21: Children’s perception of inter-parental conflict, by level of case complexity 

 

These patterns clearly depict an added long term leverage of the Child Inclusive intervention 

for parents and for children when the presenting disputes are complex, and occur in a high 

conflict environment. In allocating resources to Child Inclusive services, assessment of case 

complexity at the outset may provide one means of rationalising resources, with consideration 

given to prioritising this intervention for parents at the higher end of the complexity spectrum, 

provided that the parents present with adequate reflective capacity (McIntosh, 2007).  
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Chapter Eight:  Discussion: Mapping family 
journeys, four years beyond divorce mediation 

 

 

 

8.1  The passage of time 

Four years after their respective divorce mediation interventions, the families who 

participated in this follow up study have had diverse journeys, beginning from starting points 

of differing complexity, and arriving at varying destinations in terms of both current family 

life and individual functioning. The research team have again been privileged to hear each of 

their stories, talking to parents around kitchen tables or on the telephone late at night, 

listening to children in the sanctity of their bedrooms, and reading pages of thoughtful survey 

responses from those who we could not see in person. Through all of these methods over the 

four years of this study, the stories of hundreds of parents and children unfolded, and in this 

report we have attempted to systematically map their journeys, considering carefully the 

relative place of the mediation interventions in their adjustment pathways.  

Four years on from mediation, the heat of the post-separation transition time has passed, 

leaving some with distant memories, but others with permanent scars. The passage of time 

has changed many things. The family units now look physically different, with new houses, 

new partners, blended families, new schools, older children, new step-siblings, changes to 

grandparent contact, evolving contact plans between parents, and so on. In most respects, the 

children in these families are now living more complex lives than they were when we first 

met them. But time has also healed. Conflict and acrimony levels have dropped significantly 

between many parents compared to their toxic levels at the time of intake to mediation, and 

their children have benefited from that.  

8.2  The added value of the interventions 

In addition to the value of the sheer passing of time, this follow up has shown the added 

therapeutic leverage gained by many families through their involvement in a Child Inclusive 

form of mediation, as detailed in the previous chapters. Before discussing the gains connected 

specifically with the Child Inclusive intervention, we begin with a focus on the relative gains 
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associated with the Child Focused treatment and examine the areas in which differences 

between the groups are no longer apparent.  

In the area of litigation rates over property and assets, outcomes were better for Child 

Focused families, with lower rates of in and out of court legal action over the four years since 

mediation. Speculating about the reason for higher litigation rates over property and finance 

in the CI group, there appear to be two likely candidates. The first concerns the possibility 

that the Child Inclusive intervention may have had a relatively monocular focus on parenting 

and children’s well-being, giving only peripheral attention to property and asset related 

matters.  The manner of dealing with the latter issues was not covered in depth in the training 

for the Child Inclusive phase of the study, with the assumption that property issues would be 

handled ‘as usual’, and generally after children’s matters were settled. The second 

explanation concerns the potential for ‘symptom jumping’, or displacement by parents of 

their conflict, away from child related matters and onto financial matters. Given the CI 

intervention effectively mandated children’s issues as a conflict free zone, parents’ need to 

express their animosity through dispute may have jumped to the property front. In either 

scenario, the finding calls for further attention to this aspect of the intervention for those 

parents presenting with both parenting and asset-related issues. 

Further, it is important to consider two treatment differences, that were apparent at the end of 

the first year following mediation, that subsequently dissipated with time. Despite an initial 

significant change in parenting alliance favouring the CI intervention, after four years, 

parental alliance no longer differed between the groups either for mothers or for fathers. 

Unlike conflict and acrimony, parental alliance, or the positive regard held for the other 

parent, reached a plateau within the first year post-mediation. Improvements have generally 

been maintained since then, but not added to. This may be an artefact of the measurement 

tool. It may also likely reflect a lower ceiling in this phenomenon: in a high conflict sample, 

there is less room for positive regard to grow than there is for acrimony and conflict to 

subside. Nonetheless, there may be important flow-on effects for families of a small but rapid 

improvement in parental alliance following mediation, which is then sustained over time.   

Where greater gains were seen in the first year post-mediation in the mother-child 

relationship for the CI group than for the CF group, from the perspectives of both mothers 

and children, the CI and CF groups looked similar four years post-mediation. As the sample 

of children has grown older, their perception of their mothers’ emotional availability has 

subsided somewhat. The same is true of the CF children with respect to their fathers. While 

operating in the absence of normative data on the parent availability measures (which were 

constructed for this study), in many respects this finding seems to reflect a simple 
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developmental truth about the loosening of ties that accompanies the adolescent’s move 

toward independence. An important question for future research will be to consider the 

relative rates of reduced availability in divorced and non divorced families, and the factors 

affecting that. Of note, the trend for lowered parental availability was countered by the Child 

Inclusive fathers. There has been a strong theme throughout the data regarding a rolling 

impact (or ‘domino effect’) of the CI intervention on fathers’ attitudes and behaviours. The 

notion of domino effects is discussed further in the following section. 

 

8.3  The Child Inclusive intervention: Primary and domino effects 

Before re-visiting a summary of those findings, it is important to be reminded of the core 

difference between the two interventions. Both the Child Focused and the Child Inclusive 

mediation interventions were brief, strategic approaches to assisting parents to heighten the 

focus on their children’s views and needs, and to address those needs carefully within their 

mediation. For the purposes of this study, prior to their parents’ mediation, children in each 

group were interviewed by an independent clinician or clinically trained researcher about 

their experiences of the separation and conflict. In the Child Inclusive treatment, children’s 

experiences were carefully discussed with their parents. In the Child Focused treatment, the 

children’s interview was not discussed. Thus the strategic difference between the two 

interventions as studied here was not whether children were given the opportunity to talk 

about their feelings, but whether parents were given the opportunity to hear about their 

children’s feelings.  

The discrete intervention of the children’s specialist attending a session with the mediator and 

feeding back the children’s views and needs to parents added on average an hour and a half to 

the time they spent in mediation (in real terms the feedback session truncated the time then 

required to reach settlement – Refer to McIntosh and Long, 2006). This four year follow up 

study, like the one year study, identified a number of inter-connected gains from that small 

intervention.  Compared to the Child Focused intervention, the statistically significant 

outcomes identified for Child Inclusive families four years after mediation were: 

1. Less legal action over care and living arrangements  

2. Lower rates of return to mediation 

3. Higher rates of overnight contact with fathers 

4. Greater stability of care and contact arrangements 

5. Higher satisfaction with living arrangements (fathers and children)  

6. Greater reduction in parent acrimony, for both mothers and fathers 

7. Greater confidence of fathers in his parenting capacity 
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8. Better management of parenting disputes when they occurred post-mediation 

9. Lower impact of fathers’ new partner on parenting disputes 

10. More reports by parents of having learned something about their child 

11. Lower conflict between parents as perceived by children 

12. Children feeling less caught in the middle between their parents 

13. Children feeling less distressed about their parents’ conflict 

14. Children feeling closer to their fathers 

15. Lower levels of conduct disturbance in children 

 

On balance, the long term picture resulting from the Child Inclusive intervention group then 

looks significantly better for both children and parents than for the Child Focused 

intervention group. However, not all outcomes, particularly the children’s outcomes, should 

be seen as direct effects of the CI intervention itself. On the basis of both our qualitative data 

throughout the study and general linear modelling analyses, we see the domino effects of the 

initial but profound change in parents' awareness about their children’s needs, generating 

greater magnitude of change in parent behaviour and attitudes, ultimately contributing to 

change in the emotional environment in which their children have been growing for the past 

four years. At the head of the domino effect is the reduction of parent conflict and acrimony, 

and improved awareness and responsiveness, particularly for fathers. From here we see the 

majority of Child Inclusive families built more stable patterns of care and contact, which 

tended to gradually but steadily increase father’s contact over time -- patterns with which CI 

children were more content. When conflicts occurred, the CI group were better able to resolve 

them independently. In this climate, despite high levels of conflict prior to mediation, CI 

children have consistently reported lower conflict between their parents, particularly of the 

toxic variety that catches them in the middle of clashing loyalties. Four years post-mediation, 

as young adolescents, their conduct symptoms, that is, the need to act out painful or 

unprocessed feelings of distress were significantly lower than those of the CF group.  

All this is of interest in light of the kinds of changes that CI parents did not make. Four years 

post-mediation, Child Inclusive parents did not feel any friendlier toward their former partner 

than CF parents and there was no difference in the rate or magnitude of the conflict they 

reported. CI mothers did not think they communicated particularly well. Grief and feelings of 

adjusting slowly to being separate were similar in both groups.  Their new blended and 

extended families looked similar. The core difference was in parent reports of how conflict 

and painful feelings of loss, anger and frustration were managed.  The CI intervention appears 

to have enabled a higher level of control, preventing spill over of conflict between parents and 
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between new partners and parents onto children. Perhaps in consequence, the space between 

parent and child, particularly father and child was experienced as more available. 

 

8.4  The high conflict foot print 

Beyond treatment effects, this study has also enabled comment on broader aspects of the 

developmental journeys of the children involved. Modelling of children’s current mental 

health showed the ongoing and independent damage of having witnessed high levels of 

conflict between their parents four years previously.  Further, we learned more about the 

powerful reach of parents’ toxic disrespect and loathing for each other, with fathers’ acrimony 

levels predicting poor mental health outcomes in children. Mothers’ acrimony was amongst 

the factors that predicted the poor emotional availability of father. Most important for 

children’s outcomes across a range of variables was the control that parents had over these 

feelings, particularly whether they could function autonomously of the acrimony they felt; 

sharing parenting in a way that did not triangulate children, catch them up in inquisitorial 

dynamics about their other parent’s inadequacies, or generally burden them with loyalty 

conflicts. 

Of concern in the data are the higher levels of acrimony and lower levels of parenting alliance 

reported by mothers across time. Normative data on these measures indicate this is no 

surprise (Shaw and Emery, 1987; Abidin and Konold 1999). the role of mothers’ acrimony in 

children’s outcomes, within the current national focus on intervention programs for separating 

fathers, it is equally important to consider the role of Family Law interventions in preventing 

sustained acrimony in mothers. Like fathers’ acrimony, in this study, mothers’ acrimony was 

lowest, and their alliance highest when they felt content with their children’s living and 

visiting arrangements. The emotional and pragmatic mechanics of living arrangements for 

mothers as well as fathers need to be better understood. 

 

8.5  Life within the living schedules 

The living schedules of children were explored for their links to treatment group differences 

and to developmental outcomes four years post-mediation, considering care and contact as a 

pattern over the whole four year period, and cross sectionally, at the fourth wave. Both ways 

of viewing the data showed important links to children’s well-being. Patterns across time 

were linked to mental health outcomes, and patterns at the time were linked to children’s 

experiences of conflict and parent availability. Children in constant primary parent 
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arrangements over four years42 witnessed significantly lower levels of conflict between their 

parents than did children who were in constantly shared parenting arrangements43 or who 

moved in and out of shared arrangements. Children from the Child Focused treatment group 

were more likely to have had continuously shared arrangements. Shared care as a sustained 

pattern over four years correlated with higher mental health scores as rated by mothers and 

fathers: specifically, elevated hyperactivity scores (i.e., an inability to focus, concentrate and 

complete tasks).  This result is of some concern, suggesting accrued difficulties for children 

over time with self-regulation in a climate of continual moves between uncooperative 

households. Rigidly adhered-to share care patterns were also associated with poorer outcomes 

for children, likely reflecting arrangements that were inflexible due to parents’ inability to 

negotiate change, or due to court ordered arrangements, and therefore arrangements that 

remained unresponsive to the changing needs of the children.  

The complex mix of pros and cons for children of parenting schedules is well represented in 

the finding that more current time with fathers predicted higher levels of conflict witnessed by 

children, but provided fathers had long-standing confidence about his parenting, more time 

also predicted fathers’ higher emotional availability. These results are complex and there is a 

great deal more to be understood and explored within the care patterns of these families, and 

their links to outcomes. These issues will be elaborated in a separate forthcoming report.  

 

8.6  Study limitations 

The Children Beyond Dispute research program was a substantial undertaking, involving a 

team of researchers and mediators across three states, many hours of training, months of 

travel, interview and telephone time, and the good will of hundreds of parents and children at 

multiple points in time. As with any complex, prospective study, there are limitations which 

impact to some extent on the data that are collected and while these are a natural consequence 

of this type of undertaking, a review of them provides an indication of how the results of the 

study may have been affected. 

Firstly, the research was bound by time, resource and funding constraints and naturally the 

amount of data collected could have been enhanced with more of all of these, enabling greater 

numbers of families to be involved and providing greater analytical power therefore to 

differentiate treatment effects. These constraints also prevented the inclusion of substantial 

numbers of parents from culturally and linguistically diverse communities where the 

                                            
42 Primary parenting pattern: over four years, less than five nights per fortnight with one parent and 
more than nine with the other throughout 
43 Shared parenting pattern: over four years, at least five nights per fortnight with each parent 
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involvement of interpreters would have been necessary to deliver the mediation and the 

follow up measures.  

Separating parents constitute a mobile population, a consequence of the selling of the family 

home and the rebuilding of lives, therefore maintaining contact with families over the four 

years was a challenge. This was made easier with the proliferation of mobile phones and e-

mail use; however, despite the best efforts of the research team and the use of multiple search 

engines, it was not possible to locate some parents to invite their participation in the fourth 

wave of the study.  

The response rate for this study was excellent when compared to others of similar design, and 

retention rates for families were highest in Victoria, where the research team remained stable. 

In the other states, there was significant staff turnover in the mediation services and more 

tellingly in the research team. This meant that continuity between the families and the 

research team was lost, thereby affecting the retention rate, which was markedly lower for 

these states. The retention of families was assisted by the use of an on-line parent interview to 

facilitate the participation of parents who would otherwise have been unable to participate in 

a personal interview through work schedules or geographic distance. (Several parents, for 

example, now live overseas or in states beyond our research sites.) This on-line method came 

with one cost, however, tending to generate poorer qualitative material. It can only be 

speculated that this was a consequence of limited keyboard skills or because the efficiency of 

the method was most attractive to those with the least time to dwell on the more reflective 

components of the survey. Interviews conducted over the phone and in person were 

particularly fruitful for these reflective questions. 

There was a cohort of parents whose frustration and anger was particularly high and, as 

attrition analyses indicated, these parents (particularly fathers) are over-represented in the 

group of people who did not participate in the four-year follow-up. Unfortunately, while not 

upsetting the balance between the treatment groups, this meant our cluster of extreme conflict 

cases was smaller than at the beginning of the study. We did reach two or three of these 

fathers by telephone, but it was not possible to offer participation in the research in a way that 

made it acceptable to this group, as their anger at the separation rebounded on many services 

attached to the event, including the research team. It was obvious from some responses to the 

invitation to participate that revisiting contentious issues through the parent interview was too 

distressing for some fathers.  An example of the intensity of feeling involved was one father 

who did not return the parent questionnaire, but sent instead the reply paid envelope, 

weighted down with shredded cardboard, gravel and bolts. 
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Children and adolescents enjoy novelty and the simple presentation of the children’s 

interview disguises the power of the tools it contains.  Some of the children, particularly the 

older ones, expressed impatience with the largely unchanged children’s interview and with 

the perceived “childishness” of the content and graphics.  This caused a small number to 

refuse participation and others to answer perfunctorily, limiting the extent of some of the 

qualitative information. It is possible that providing an online version of the interview would 

have provided sufficient novelty and convenience to encourage more adolescents to 

participate; however, there was insufficient graphical interface in the chosen software to 

allow this.  In some cases, a brief form of the interview was offered by telephone as an 

alternative to the interview presentation, to ensure that children’s thinking was captured. 

When these older children were given more information about the rationale behind the 

interview, they were more supportive of the process.   

Finally, in the five years over which this research was conducted, there has been significant 

and continuing change in the political climate of family law practice in Australia. While 

Australia now has legislation mandating mediation for a large proportion of separated parents, 

when this study began, it did not. Coinciding with the month when the mediation centres 

began recruiting Child Inclusive families into the research, the courts undertook to divert a 

sizeable proportion of high conflict cases for an attempt at mediation in the community. In the 

words of the manager of one Melbourne mediation sites, “The water just got hotter when we 

started recruiting the Child Inclusive parents”. The follow up stage of the study overlapped 

with the move to an assumption of shared care post-separation. These events did not limit the 

study but did colour the experiences and responses of the families involved, and this should 

be taken into account when considering the research outcomes. 

 

8.7 In summary 

Through this analysis of four year follow up data on two mediation interventions, it is clear 

that the Child Inclusive intervention opened an important door for parents, which 

significantly shaped their subsequent journey, and that of their children. The participating 

families’ stories are not universally positive, and no-one has been spared the trials of 

adjustment. Notwithstanding this, the added leverage of the Child Inclusive intervention in 

complex parenting disputes with highly conflicted parents is evident at multiple levels, 

tracking to significantly better outcomes including diminished conflict between parents, more 

robust wellbeing and less acting out for the children involved. At the centre of the change 

appears to be the substantial flow-on effects of creating greater awareness for disputing 
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parents about their own children’s emotional and developmental plight. The feedback session 

to CI parents about their children’s unique needs and experiences differentiated the 

interventions. The elements of that intervention which combined to have a powerful effect, 

included the timely and supportive nature of the conversation, the levelling of the ground 

between mothers and fathers and the positioning of the children’s truth above polarised 

parental views, creating both options and a mandate for developmental recovery. 

As Smyth (2009) would say, this is first generation research, which has the job of forming the 

questions to be answered by second generation research. There are clear limits to which the 

findings of a single longitudinal study can be generalised, and it is important for this study to 

pose the next set of questions. Can these findings be replicated? How could the intervention 

be refined? The minimal nature of the Child Inclusive intervention begs the question of 

whether more would lead to more.  Would more time with parents create further leverage, or 

does the CI intervention provide the right dosage? Would review sessions improve outcomes 

further?  How effective is this intervention in settings other than mediation: for example, in 

collaborative law settings, or in courts? Each question creates its own field of inquiry. 

We conclude by reflecting on the genuine privilege these families have given us, through 

participating in the research program and allowing us in effect to view and study their 

journey, and to learn from their experiences. No matter how long the variable list has become 

on each family in our data files, nothing could capture the depth of the experience of listening 

to them over time, and observing the children in their homes. The children who initially came 

to the door to greet us were budding or full blown adolescents by this visit. For some, their 

development occurred in worlds that remained fairly constant. For others, progressive visits 

found them in different houses, having come home from a new school, and with a new step 

parent, step-siblings and half siblings now milling in the living room beyond the bedroom 

door. Some have buckled under the weight of years of chronic strain between their parents. 

Some denied there has been any impact. Others have been shielded effectively from their 

parents’ troubles, and thus enabled to feel and share their own emotions, to adjust and cope 

with the unfolding separation journey, whatever that turned out to be. Amongst the mix of 

influences studied in this longitudinal program, the Child Inclusive mediation process was a 

significant element in easing the child’s post-separation pathway.   
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Appendix 

 

 

 
Table A:  Reliability of Parents’ measures at fourth wave (Cronbach’s alpha)  

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Variable Items (n) Mothers 
(n = 101) 

Fathers 
(n = 93) 

Parental Acrimony 25 (4 pt scale) .911 .917 

Parental Alliance 20 (5 pt scale) .956 .961 

Conflict 7  (5 pt scale) .802 .883 

Parent Child Relationship 7  (5 pt scale) .758 .914 

Child’s Strengths & 
Difficulties Questionnaire 20 (3 pt scale) .884 .895 

 

 
Table B:  Reliability of Children’s measures at Fourth Wave (Cronbach’s Alpha) 

Variable  Items (n) 
Cronbach’s Alpha 

Children  (n = 141) 

Caught in the Middle 7 (5 pt scale) .750 
SIS 3 (3 pt scale) .510 

Child’s Perception of Inter-
parental Conflict 9 (3 pt scale) .821 

Mother’s availability (CPR) 3 (5 pt scale) .580 
Father’s availability (CPR) 3 (5 pt scale) .765 

Mother’s new partner’s availability 3 (5 pt scale) .982 
Father’s new partner’s availability 3 (5 pt scale) .969 
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Table C:  Cross tabulation of gender by Intervention type  

Intervention Type  

Child  
Focused 

Child 
Inclusive 

 

Total 

Count 40 32 72  
Female % within 

Intervention type 53.3% 50.0% 51.8% 

Count 35 32 67 

 
 
Gender 

 
Male % within 

Intervention type 46.7% 50.0% 48.2% 

 Count 75 64 139  
Total  % within 

Intervention type 100% 100% 100% 

 

 

 

Table D:  Fathers’ report of adjustment to divorce/separation  

Have you adjusted to being divorced/separated? 
Fathers’ report 

 

Always Much of the 
time 

Some of the 
time Never 

 
 

Total 

Child Focused 26 
61.9% 

12 
28.6% 

4 
9.5% 

0 
0% 

42 
100% 

Child Inclusive 41 
83.7% 

4 
8.2% 

3 
6.1% 

1 
2% 

49 
100% 

Total 
67 

73.6% 
16 

17.6% 
7 

7.7% 
1 

1.1% 
91 

100% 
 

 

Table E: Correlation of child’s perception of conflict with parent reports at fourth wave 

 Acrimony 
Dad 

(n = 93) 

Acrimony 
Mum 

(n = 133) 

Conflict 
Dad  

(n = 93) 

Conflict 
Mum  

(n = 133) 

Fourth Wave 
CPIC 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig (2-tailed) 

.428 

.000 
.435 
.000 

.253 

.012 
.273 
.002 
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Table F:  Distance between parents’ houses four years post mediation 

 

 

Table G: Property/assets litigation by fourth wave 

Fourth wave property/assets litigation   

Yes, in Court Yes, outside 
Court No 

 

Total 

Child Focused n 
% 

13 
18.6% 

7 
10% 

50 
71.4% 

70 
100% 

Child Inclusive n 
% 

12 
21.4% 

10 
17.9% 

34 
60.7% 

56 
100% 

Total n 
% 

25 
19.8% 

17 
13.5% 

84 
66.7% 

126 
100% 

 

 

 

Table H:  Overnight frequency with Fathers at fourth wave 

Overnight with Fathers  

 

Never Once a 
year 

Several 
times a year 

1-3 times 
a month Once a 

week 

Several 
times a 
week 

Daily 

 
 
 

Total 

Child 
Focused 

n 
% 

22 
16.1% 

7 
5.1% 

5 
3.6% 

25 
18.2% 

11 
8.0% 

67 
48.9% 

0 
0% 

137 
100% 

Child 
Inclusive 

n 
% 

11 
9.6% 

2 
1.7% 

13 
11.3% 

13 
11.3% 

10 
8.7% 

61 
53% 

5 
4.3% 

115 
100% 

Total n 
% 

33 
13.1% 

9 
3.6% 

18 
7.1% 

38 
15.1% 

21 
8.3% 

128 
50.8% 

5 
2% 

252 
100% 

 

 
 

Distance Between Houses  
Easy, short 

journey 
Moderate 
journey 

More than 
100km 

 

Total 

Child Focused n 
% 

38 
52.8% 

23 
31.9% 

11 
15.3% 

72 
100% 

Child Inclusive n 
% 

35 
61.4% 

13 
22.8% 

9 
15.8% 

57 
100% 

Total n 
% 

73 
56.6% 

36 
27.9% 

20 
15.5% 

129 
100% 
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Table I: Management of parenting disputes at fourth wave: Fathers’ report 

How well do you manage disputes when they 
occur? FATHER’S report 

 
  

Well/ very well Average Not well/ badly 

 

Total 

Child Focused 29 
64% 

12 
27% 

4 
9% 

45 
100% 

Child Inclusive 39 
80% 

9 
18% 

1 
2% 

49 
100% 

Total 68 
72% 

21 
23% 

5 
5% 

94 
100% 

 

 

Table J: Mean total score for all Separation Story Stems  

Mean total score for all stems  

T1 T2 T3 T4 

Child Focused mean 
n 
s.d. 

14.90 
39 

5.389 

15.16 
37 

5.942 

13.97 
39 

5.985 

16.00 
39 

5.549 

Child Inclusive mean 
n 
s.d. 

17.35 
31 

4.786 

15.67 
36 

5.534 

10.96 
45 

5.448 

14.51 
49 

5.561 

Total mean 
n 
s.d. 

15.99 
70 

5.241 

15.41 
73 

5.710 

12.36 
84 

5.867 

15.17 
88 

5.573 
 



Children in Focus – Fourth Wave, April 2009    Family Transitions 

103  

 

Table K: General linear model results for parents’ variables 

Variable Effect 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Time .111 1 .111 .346 .558 
Time and Intervention .062 1 .062 .194 .660 
Group .173 1 .173 .189 .665 
Error (Time) 31.061 97 .320   

Parental Alliance 
Measure 

Mother’s Form 
n = 99 children 

CF = 59; CI = 40 Error (Group) 89.039 97 .918   

Time 1.204 1 1.204 10.851 .001 
Time and Intervention .455 1 .455 4.099 .046 
Group .124 1 .124 .390 .534 
Error (Time) 10.759 97 .111   

Acrimony 
Mother’s Form 
n = 99 children 

CF = 59; CI = 40 
Error (Group) 30.778 97 .317   

Time 35.944 1 35.944 117.21
8 

.000 

Time and Intervention .059 1 .059 .194 .661 
Group .655 1 .655 1.226 .271 
Error (Time) 29.744 97 .307   

Conflict 
Mother’s Form 
n = 99 children 

CF = 59; CI = 40 
Error (Group) 51.824 97 .534   

Time .330 1 .330 3.661 .059 
Time and Intervention .036 1 .036 .400 .528 
Group .022 1 .022 .103 .749 
Error (Time) 8.745 97 .090   

Parent-Child 
Relationship 

Mother’s Form 
n = 99 children 

CF = 59; CI = 40 Error (Group) 21.178 97 .218   

Time 29.141 1 29.141 18.502 .000 
Time and Intervention 1.021 1 1.021 .648 .423 
Group 1.021 1 1.021 .574 .451 
Error (Time) 154.354 98 1.575   

Satisfaction with Living 
Arrangements 

Mother’s Form 
n = 100 children 

CF = 60; CI = 40 Error (Group) 174.354 98 1.779   

Time .207 1 .207 .841 .362 
Time and Intervention .316 1 .316 1.284 .260 
Group .074 1 .074 .079 .779 
Error (Time) 22.130 90 .246   

Parental Alliance 
Measure 

Father’s Form 
n = 92 children 

CF = 44; CI = 48 Error (Group) 84.624 90 .940   

Time 1.384 1 1.384 10.290 .002 
Time and Intervention .542 1 .542 4.025 .048 
Group .187 1 .187 .652 .422 
Error (Time) 12.108 90 .135   

Acrimony 
Father’s Form 
n = 92 children 

CF = 44; CI = 48 
Error (Group) 25.811 90 .287   

Time 23.859 1 23.859 90.145 .000 
Time and Intervention .578 1 .578 2.183 .143 
Group .290 1 .290 .499 .482 
Error (Time) 23.556 89 .265   

Conflict 
Father’s Form 
n = 91 children 

CF = 43; CI = 48 
Error (Group) 51.732 89 .581   

Time .124 1 .124 .664 .417 
Time and Intervention 1.209 1 1.209 6.459 .013 
Group 1.458 1 1.458 3.202 .077 
Error (Time) 16.845 90 .187   

Parent-Child 
Relationship 

Father’s Form 
n = 92 children 

CF = 44; CI = 48 Error (Group) 40.987 90 .455   

Time 26.469 1 26.469 19.814 .000 
Time and Intervention 5.566 1 5.566 4.167 .044 
Group 9.346 1 9.346 4.799 .031 
Error (Time) 121.563 91 1.336   

Satisfaction with Living 
Arrangements 
Father’s Form 
n = 93 children 

CF = 44; CI = 49 Error (Group) 177.245 91 1.948   
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Table L: General linear model results for children’s variables 

Variable Effect 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

d.f. Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Time 2.030 1 2.030 7.700 .007 
Time and Intervention .175 1 .175 .663 .418 
Group .001 1 .001 .006 .940 
Error (Time) 25.052 95 .264   

Would you like it 
different? 

n = 97 children 
CF = 41; CI = 56 

Error (Group) 19.679 95 .207   

Time 1.008 1 1.008 .792 .376 
Time and Intervention 1.008 1 1.008 .792 .376 
Group 2.219 1 2.219 1.370 .245 
Error (Time) 127.286 100 1.273   

Kvebaek 
Father’s Form 

n = 102 children 
CF = 42; CI = 60 

Error (Group) 161.938 100 1.619   

Time 13.930 1 13.930 9.889 .002 
Time and Intervention 7.812 1 7.812 5.546 .020 
Group 1.112 1 1.112 .653 .421 
Error (Time) 140.860 100 1.409   

Kvebaek 
Mother’s Form 
n = 102 children 

CF = 42; CI = 60 
Error (Group) 170.383 100 1.704   

Time 2.821 1 2.821 6.105 .015 
Time and Intervention 2.021 1 2.021 4.374 .039 
Group .464 1 .464 .812 .370 
Error (Time) 46.660 101 .462   

Caught in the Middle 
n = 103 children 

CF = 44; CI = 59 
Error (Group) 57.684 101 .571   

Time .805 1 .805 4.209 .043 
Time and Intervention 3.029 1 3.029 15.832 .000 
Group .008 1 .008 .027 .870 
Error (Time) 19.323 101 .191   

Child-Parent 
Interpersonal Conflict 

n = 103 children 
CF = 44; CI = 59 

Error (Group) 31.802 101 .315   

Time 10.293 1 10.293 21.284 .000 
Time and Intervention .006 1 .006 .013 .908 
Group 1.407 1 1.407 1.706 .194 
Error (Time) 48.844 101 .484   

Child-Parent 
Relationship 

Mother’s Form 
n = 103 children 

CF = 44; CI = 59 Error (Group) 83.257 101 .824   

Time 13.275 1 13.275 21.652 .000 
Time and Intervention .512 1 .512 .835 .363 
Group .034 1 .034 .039 .844 
Error (Time) 61.925 101 .613   

Child-Parent 
Relationship 

Father’s Form 
n = 103 children 

CF = 44; CI = 59 Error (Group) 87.333 101 .865   

Time 38.053 1 38.053 16.228 .000 
Time and Intervention .205 1 .205 .087 .768 
Group 11.464 1 11.464 3.576 .061 
Error (Time) 239.176 102 2.345   

Security in the 
Interparental 

Subsystem 
n = 104 children 

CF = 45; CI = 59 Error (Group) 326.969 102 3.206   

Time  1  .852 .359 T1 and T4 Story Stem 
Findings Time and Intervention  1  3.986 .050 
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Table M: General linear model results for SDQ Variables 

Variable Effect 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

d.f. Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Time 393.363 1 393.363 24.437 .000 
Time and Intervention  8.817 1 8.817 .548 .460 
Group 33.804 1 33.804 .586 .445 
Error (Time) 2977.889 185 16.097   

SDQ  
Mother’s Form  
n = 187 children. 

CF = 107; CI = 80 
Error (Group) 10679.928 185 57.729   

Time 182.271 1 182.271 9.848 .002 
Time and Intervention .271 1 .271 .015 .904 
Group 192.153 1 192.153 4.447 .037 
Error (Time) 2813.343 152 18.509   

SDQ 
Father’s Form 

n = 154 children. 
CF = 60; CI = 94 

Error (Group) 6568.370 152 43.213   

Time 68.827 1 68.827 18.942 .000 
Time and Intervention 4.313 1 4.313 1.187 .277 
Group 16.810 1 16.810 2.495 .116 
Error (Time) 672.221 185 3.634   

SDQ Emotional Symptoms 
Mother’s Form 
n = 187 children. 

CF = 107; CI = 80 
Error (Group) 1246.441 185 6.738   

Time 22.300 1 22.300 8.458 .004 
Time and Intervention 1.028 1 1.028 .390 .533 
Group 10.408 1 10.408 2.408 .123 
Error (Time) 400.755 152 2.637   

SDQ Emotional Symptoms 
Father’s Form 

n = 154 children. 
CF = 60; CI = 94 

Error (Group) 657.089 152 4.323   

Time 4.115 1 4.115 1.831 .178 
Time and Intervention 8.523 1 8.523 3.794 .053 
Group 20.307 1 20.307 3.932 .049 
Error (Time) 413.393 184 2.247   

SDQ Conduct Disturbance 
Mother’s Form 
n = 186 children. 

CF = 107; CI = 79 
Error (Group) 950.255 184 5.164   

Time 5.404 1 5.404 2.682 .104 
Time and Intervention .002 1 .002 .001 .976 
Group 8.900 1 8.900 2.623 .107 
Error (Time) 306.271 152 2.015   

SDQ Conduct Disturbance  
Father’s Form 

n = 154 children. 
CF = 60; CI = 94 

Error (Group) 515.775 152 3.393   

Time 47.054 1 47.054 15.578 .000 
Time and Intervention .388 1 .388 .128 .721 
Group 11.841 1 11.841 1.163 .282 
Error (Time) 555.774 184 3.021   

SDQ Hyperactivity 
Mother’s Form 
n = 186 children. 

CF = 107; CI = 79 
Error (Group) 1872.611 184 10.177   

Time 53.142 1 53.142 19.927 .000 
Time and Intervention 2.415 1 2.415 .905 .343 
Group 16.563 1 16.563 1.860 .175 
Error (Time) 405.355 152 2.667   

SDQ Hyperactivity 
Father’s Form 

n = 154 children. 
CF = 60; CI = 94 

Error (Group) 1353.907 152 8.907   

Time 9.201 1 9.201 5.098 .025 
Time and Intervention .384 1 .384 .213 .645 
Group .036 1 .036 .009 .925 
Error (Time) 332.113 184 1.805   

SDQ Peer Relations 
Mother’s Form 
n = 186 children. 

CF = 107; CI = 79 
Error (Group) 744.010 184 4.044   

Time 6.391 1 6.391 3.899 .050 
Time and Intervention 1.924 1 1.924 1.174 .280 
Group 11.492 1 11.492 3.808 .053 
Error (Time) 249.132 152 1.639   

SDQ Peer Relations 
Father’s Form 

n = 154 children. 
CF = 60; CI = 94 

Error (Group) 458.706 152 3.018   
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Table N: Mean Scores for Mothers 

Child 
Focused 

Child 
Inclusive 

Total Parent Measures 

MOTHERS mean n mean n mean n 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.13 
(.36) 59 2.28 

(.39) 40 2.19 
(.38) 99 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.07 
(.44) 46 2.04 

(.34) 34 2.06 
(.40) 80 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.99 
(.51) 45 2.05 

(.38) 35 2.01 
(.45) 80 

 

 

Acrimony 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.05 
(.54) 59 2.02 

(.51) 40 2.04 
(.53) 99 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.89 
(.71) 59 2.81 

(.73) 40 2.86 
(.72) 99 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.80 
(.74) 46 2.87 

(.65) 34 2.83 
(.70) 80 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.78 
(.83) 45 2.81 

(.71) 35 2.79 
(.77) 80 

 

 

Parenting Alliance 
Measure 

(PAM) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.84 
(.89) 59 2.80 

(.77) 40 2.83 
(.84) 99 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.61 
(.74) 59 2.45 

(.67) 40 2.54 
(.71) 99 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.14 
(.78) 46 2.09 

(.71) 34 2.12 
(.74) 80 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.04 
(.71) 45 1.85 

(.56) 35 1.95 
(.65) 80 

 

 

Parental Conflict scale 

Total score 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.68 
(.60) 59 1.62 

(.53) 40 1.66 
(.57) 99 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.51 
(.40) 59 4.51 

(.39) 40 4.51 
(.39) 99 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.45 
(.38) 46 4.58 

(.27) 34 4.50 
(.34) 80 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.44 
(.42) 45 4.47 

(.31) 35 4.45 
(.37) 80 

 

 

Parent-Child 
Relationship scale  

(PCR) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.45 
(.37) 59 4.40 

(.43) 40 4.43 
(.39) 99 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.98 
|(1.32) 59 2.68 

(1.44) 40 2.86 
(1.37) 99 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.79 
(1.33) 46 3.47 

(1.21) 34 3.07 
(1.32) 80 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.40 
(1.30) 45 3.72 

(1.14) 35 3.54 
(1.24) 80 

 
 

Satisfaction with 
children’s 

current living/visiting 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.62 
(1.17) 59 3.60 

(1.26) 40 3.61 
(1.20) 99 
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Table O: Mean scores for Fathers  

Child 
Focused 

Child 
Inclusive 

Total Parent Measures 

FATHERS mean n mean n mean n 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.00 
(.43) 43 2.04 

(.40) 47 2.02 
(.41) 90 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.01 
(.58) 34 1.97 

(.51) 41 1.99 
(.54) 75 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.92 
(.52) 34 1.86 

(.40) 42 1.89 
(.46) 76 

 

 
Acrimony 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.94 
(.55) 43 1.76 

(.47) 47 1.84 
(.51) 90 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.26 
(.63) 43 3.15 

(.74) 47 3.20 
(.69) 90 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.09 
(.79) 34 3.19 

(.86) 41 3.15 
(.83) 75 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.09 
(.74) 34 3.16 

(.67) 42 3.13 
(.70) 76 

 

 
Parenting Alliance 

Measure 

(PAM) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.11 
(.85) 43 3.18 

(.86) 47 3.15 
(.85) 90 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.21 
(.72) 42 2.23 

(.66) 47 2.22 
(.69) 89 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.83 
(.56) 34 1.95 

(.76) 41 1.90 
(.68) 75 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.75 
(.71) 35 1.66 

(.64) 42 1.70 
(.67) 77 

 

 
Parental Conflict scale 

Total score 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.58 
(.65) 43 1.39 

(.58) 47 1.48 
(.62) 90 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.35 
(.43) 43 4.35 

(.45) 47 4.35 
(.44) 90 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.40 
(.36) 34 4.35 

(.73) 40 4.38 
(.59) 74 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.36 
(.42) 35 4.39 

(.39) 42 4.38 
(.40) 77 

 

 
Parent-Child 

Relationship scale  
(PCR) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.13 
(.84) 43 4.44 

(.52) 47 4.29 
(.71) 90 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.77 
(1.09) 43 2.83 

(1.36) 47 2.80 
(1.23) 90 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.62 
(1.35) 34 3.17 

(1.61) 42 2.92 
(1.51) 76 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.22 
(1.31) 32 3.69 

(1.20) 42 3.49 
(1.26) 74 

 
 

Satisfaction with 
children’s 

current living/visiting 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.19 
(1.40) 43 4.02 

(1.26) 47 3.62 
(1.39) 90 
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Table P: Mean scores for Children  

Child Focused Child Inclusive Total Children’s Measures 
mean n mean n mean n 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.26 
(.82) 44 2.37 

(.60) 59 2.32 
(.70) 103 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.42 
(.97) 39 2.37 

(.73) 44 2.39 
(.85) 83 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.24 
(.67) 42 2.41 

(.78) 50 2.33 
(.73) 92 

 

Caught in the Middle 
Scale 

(CIM) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

2.23 
(.77) 44 1.93 

(.71) 59 2.06 
(.75) 103 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.23 
(.62) 44 4.06 

(.99) 59 4.13 
(.85) 103 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.24 
(.84) 39 4.21 

(.86) 45 4.23 
(.85) 84 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.27 
(.84) 41 4.11 

(.88) 50 4.18 
(.86) 91 

 

 

Child Parent 
Relationship Scale 

(CPR) - MUM 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.77 
(.72) 

 
44 3.62 

(.80) 59 3.68 
(.76) 103 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.27 
(.79) 44 4.20 

(.70) 59 4.23 
(.74) 103 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

4.15 
(.98) 38 4.21 

(.67) 45 4.18 
(.82) 83 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.89 
(1.11) 41 4.10 

(.77) 50 4.01 
(.94) 91 

 

 
Child Parent 

Relationship Scale 

(CPR) - DAD 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

3.66 
(1.03) 44 3.79 

(.91) 59 3.73 
(.96) 103 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

6.41 
(1.80) 44 6.13 

(1.61) 59 6.19 
(1.69) 103 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

6.00 
(1.96) 39 5.67 

(1.78) 45 5.82 
(1.86) 84 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

5.90 
(2.00) 40 5.15 

(1.66) 52 5.48 
(1.84) 92 

 

Security in the 
Interparental 

Subsystem  (SIS) 

T4 mean 
(s.d.) 

5.64 
(1.73) 44 5.11 

(1.59) 59 5.33 
(1.66) 103 

T1 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.90 
(.48) 44 2.16 

(.54) 59 2.05 
(.53) 103 

T2 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.85 
(.56) 39 2.01 

(.50) 45 1.94 
(.53) 84 

T3 mean 
(s.d.) 

1.90 
(.56) 

42 1.85 
(.48) 50 1.87 

(.52) 92 

 

Children’s Perception 
of 

Inter-Parental Conflict 
Scale 

(CPIC) 
T4 mean 

(s.d.) 
2.02 
(.52) 

44 1.79 
(.46) 59 1.89 

(.50) 103 

 


