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A NATIONWIDE SURVEY OF PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN
OF DIVORCING AND SEPARATING PARENTS

Susan L. Pollet!

This article surveys programs for children of separation and divorce throughout the United States, It provides an
overview of their development and discusses some of the research which has been performed to measure the
efficacy of them. It focuses en some specific programs, and it provides information about the types of programs’
which are available in each state. Finally, it provides insights into the next steps for such efforts,

Keywords:  children of divorce; di vorce; separation; custody and visitation; educational programs; mental health
of children

“Grown-ups never understand anything for themselves, and it is tiresome for children to be
always and forever explaining things to them.”
: —Antoine de Saint-Exupery, The Little Prince, 1943

INTRODUCTION

There is a “particular poignancy” in the plight of children of divorce. They are “helpless
to correct a situation they didn’t create . . . [and] ... the very people they need to turn
to—their mother and father—are often too emotionally overwhelmed to help them.
Children’s voices need to be heard. Some children of divorce learn to reach out for support.
Some “look within themselves and find an inner strength,™ although guidance along the way
is needed. Through it all, they benefit from peer support, and education programs for them
with that element can be a winning strategy. According to the National Center for Health
Statistics, the divorce rate was 3.6 divorces per 1000 population in 2005 (forty-six teporting
states and Washington, DC).* One out of every two children born today will have divorced
parents before they reach the age of [8, according to projections.’ Divorce statistics cannot
be taken lightly when considering interventions that can improve the lives of children going
through this painful transition time. There has been an abundance of research over the past
two decades on the impact of separation and divorce on children. As summarized by one
expert,

although divergent views on child outcomes have recenily received widespread media expo-
sure, reliable empirical research indicates that the majority of children from divorced families
fall within the average range of adjustment in the post-divorce years. Large numbers of studies
have shown, however, that groups of children whose parents are divorced have more adjust-
ment, academic, conduct, and refationship problems as compared to children whose parents
have remained married. These studies evidence an increased risk for children of divorcing
parents
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Perhaps most compelling is that “[rlegardiess of the long-term effects and positive or
" negative adjustment to parental divorce, most children experience the divorce as an emo-
tionally painful loss” .

Programs for children of separation and divorce have proliferated throughout the United
States jn recent years. The programs serve as an intervention to minimize the risks
associated with divorce and aim to afford better outcomes for the children. The list of
programs in Appendix A herein is not an exhaustive one as it contains programs which we
were able to learn about through online research or word of mouth after telephone inquiries.

By way of summary, the tesults of our research indicates that, overall, ten states (or
specific counties within a state) require a child of divorcing or separating parents to attend
an educational program pursuant to legislation, court order, administrative order, admin-
istrative family court memorandum, or local court or couaty rules.® Ten states (or specific
counties within a state) may require a child of divorcing or separating parets, at the
discretion of a judge, to attend an educational program pursuant to legislation, court order,
administrative order, administrative family court memorandumn, or local court or county
rules.? These programs range from court-sponsored to not-for-profit private programs.'®
Three of the states, however, fall in both categories.!' Thirty-five states, however, do not
require a child of divorcing o separating parents to attend an educational program.'* Lastly,
Louisiana does require children in one county to attend a mandatory program, while all
other counties have no such requirement, nox is it in the discretion of the judge.* This trend
of increasing availability of such programs comports with extensive literature, which
indicates that “perceived control over decisions is related to positive mental health”

Therefore, listening to children’s volces during divorce processes will help to bestow
that effect on children. This article will provide an overview of the development of
education programs for children of separation or divorce. The next pari will discuss some
of the research which has been performed to measure the effect of such programs. The
following section will address a sampling of specific children’s programs. Next, there will
be a discussion of the results of our nationwide research regarding the programs in each
state which target children of separation or divorce. In the final section, conclusions about
the next steps for this type of education will be discussed. '

BACKGROUND OF EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN OF
DIVORCING AND SEPARATING PARENTS

Research conducted as of September 10, 2007, revealed that there are parent education
programs in forfy-six states;' however, the number of programs for the children of divore-
ing and separating paremts «have developed slowly™® and remain fewer in number.”
Short-term support groups for these children are both educational and therapeutic in
nature.’ They can be found in various contexts, including at the court, at public and private
human services agencies, and given at schools by teachers, school social workers and other
school support staff during tunch or after hours.” Goals for psycho-educational groups
have been arranged in the following six categories: “(a) facilitation of feelings, (b) devel-
opment of coping skills, (c) adjustment to changes, (d) provision of information, (€)
normalization of the experience, and (f) provision of support.”™ In a survey of 148 court
and community child programs, the survey found that “the typical program is conmmunity
based . . . [has} one to two sessions of four to five and a half hours, focuses primarily on
glementary age children, facilitates expression of feelings and development of coping
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skills, and is conducted by a master’s level mental health professional ”?' At that time, 2 few
of the programs held four to six sessions and incorporated “drawing, discussion, reading,
role-playing, newsletters and advice books to parents and other children experiencing
divorce™ Some programs entail parent participation in various forms, Since that time
© “[p]sychoeducational and counseling groups in schools and community agencies have been
a popular and efficient method of providing treatment for children of divorce.” There are
many advantages to having programs in the schools; however, because of mandates, in
certain circumstances, some community sifuations (e.g., mental health agencies) may be
more ideal.®

In a national survey conducted in 2001, 46 programs in 152 counties were identified as
offering court connected educational programs for children and another national survey of
family courts found that “children’s educational programs arc the most frequently men-
tioned for planned future program innovation.” Tn 2001, “[n]early all counties that had a
children’s program also had a program for parents; in some jurisdictions child programs are
linked to and integrated with parent programs, and in other cases they function indepen-
dently. Like parent programs, most of the universal prevention efforts for children are brief
in duration; on average, they meet for one to four sessions for a total of 4-5 1/2 hours.”
This is reflected in our research, as well, in Appendix “A.” herein. While all of the
mandatory programs for children are court-connected, not all of the court-connected
pToOgrams are mandatory.”’

" What these programs have in common is to help children “adapt to the changes and
stresses associated with divorce, which include interparental conflict™ The goals most
often articulated include helping children “identify and express their feelings, providing
support, normalizing the experience of divorce, and developing coping skills*® Children
are taught ways to deal with conflict and triangulation, which is when parents put the
children in the middle of their contlicts. Some programs include information about the legal
process to make it understandable.®® Thus, the essence of most of the programs is that
participating in a peer group in a suppottive environment helps children to realize that
“they are not alone,” and “pormalizes their feelings and experiences.”' That is what makes
these programs special. In fact, it has been stated that “where possible, group therapy for
dealing with problems of children of divorce is the treatment of choice.™? 1t is not
surprising, therefore, that a study from 2002 revealed that the program considered by the
greatest proportion of counties is one to help children of divoree, which has been borme out
by the more recent proliferation of such programs.*®

SELECTED RESEARCH ON PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN OF DIVORCE

Commentators have noted that there is even less evaluation data on children’s programs
than on parent programs.>’ Most evaluations of children’s programs consist of customer
satisFaction surveys which the parents completed, although some programs also had the
children complete simple evaluations. Moreover, even though children’s divorce groups
are frequently utilized in schools and agencies “the research regarding their efficacy i3
mixed.” It appears that “[g]roup size, focus, duration of sessions, and feadership experi-
ence all impacted children of divorce group effectiveness.”®’ Experts maintain that preven-
tion programs for children of divorce should be “science-based.”™® But because there is
growing evidence of the efficacy of such programs, arguments have heen made that it is
“appropriate to plan a research agenda to move evidence-based programs into existing
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commmunity delivery systems,” including schools and family courts, and to make the
programs appropriate for delivery to an ethnically diverse population.

There are two programs which have been evaluated extensively with control groups,
while the other studies discussed herein are more “informal.” One is the Children’s Support
Group (CSG) which is a community-based group intervention.* The CSG program is “a
fourteen-week preventive intervention program designed to provide support and teach
children skills and coping strategies to deal with family changes.” In a controlled study
conducted of that program, “[rlesults showed significant improvements in children’s clini-
cal symptoms in the skills and support conditions, The combined skills and support groups
vielded the most immediate benefits, reducing children’s emotional and behavior problems,
and improving their adjustment at home ™

The other program, Children of Divorce Intervention Program (CODIP), is a twelve-
session preventive school-hased intervention program which includes, as its primary goals,
“to create a supportive group environment in which children can freely share experiences,
establish common bonds, clarify misconceptions, and acquire skills that enhance their
capacity to cope with the stressful changes that divorce often poses.”™ It has expanded to
include four different versions for children of different ages: kindergarten and first grade,
second and third grade, fourth through sixth grade, and seventh through eighth grade.* Its
effectiveness has been documented through “controlled studies, tests of key ingredients,
and a follow-up study. documenting multiple benefits to children.”* Pursuant to eight
different studies of CODIP showing benefits to “children’s healthy adjustinent socially,
emotionally, physically and academically,” the following results were documented:

+ Teacher ratings of children’s improved classroom- adjustment and school engage-
ment, evidenced by lower rates of disruptive behavior and less withdrawn, anxious
behavior in class. Every controlled study of the program showed improved coopera-
tive behavior including ability to get along with peers, handle challenging situations,
and engage appropriately in class activities.

 Parents report that program children, compared to non program children, were better
adjusted overall, better able to talk about their feelings and more open to commu-
nication, less moody and evidenced more self-esteem.

» Children themselves reported improved self confidence, less anxiety and depression
and more confidence in their ability to successfully deal with family changes. Program
children reported being better able to solve personal problems and “let go” of those
beyond their control. A follow-up study done two years laier showed that these
improvements endured and even extended to health benefits. Program children had
significantly fewer visits to the school clinic and health office with physical symptoms
after attending the program than a control group of non program children.*

» The program’s success has been widely recognized including the receipt of a number
of awards, and the program has been disseminated to over 500 schools and other
agencies in the United States and around the world, inchuding South Africa, Germany,
Cyprus, Canada, Australia, and the Netherlands.*

In an interesting study which sought to assess the effect of utilizing music in a children
of divorce group compared with a traditional child psychoeducational group, the results
indicated that there was no additional impact for music, but that the participants did
experience a significant decrease in anxiety as a result of group participation and a decrease
in their irrational beliefs.”
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In another study, the authors evaluated the effect of the adjustment of seven to nine
year old children in a program called Kids’ Turn, a San Francisco Bay Area divorce
education program, which is a six-week child-oriented educational program.* The chil-
dren participate with their parents in the program. It was reported that children’s adjust-
ment significantly improved after completing the program, including less conflict
between children and parents, and children’s improved ability to avoid participating in
“conflict-laden situations within the post-divorce family™ It was noted, however, that
children, after the program, had “more reconciliation fantasies, greater awareness of
distressing feelings regarding the divorce, and more sensitivity to being misunderstood
by their parents,” which led the authors to caution that some children may need evalu-
ation and continued support.* : :

A small study was conducted of fifieen children of recently separated or divorced
parents who completed a “family systems intervention” with their custodial parent for the
purpose of reducing family conflict and improving classroom behavior.” The purpose of
the study was to examine the effects of this intervention program in reducing acting-out
behaviors of students referred for special education assessment due to behavioral difficul-
ties where their parents had recently separated or divorced.” The study found that after the
program, there was significantly improved use of verbal reasoning, significantly reduced
use of verbal aggression when resolving family conflicts, and a significant improvement in
classroom behavior suggesting that the number of students placed into special education for
acting out behaviors can be reduced.™

Another study often cited is one involving the New Beginnings Program, and was a
six-year follow-up, randomized controlled trial of two prevention programs, including one
* with a dual-component “mother plus child” program.” The study found that the program
“reduced symptoms of mental disorder; rates of diagnoses of mental disorder; levels of
externalizing problems; marijuana, alcohol, and other drug use; and number of sexual
partners”® An older pilot study of the Rollercoasters Program, a well-known program,
showed positive results but needed further study.”

A SAMPLING OF SPECIFIC CHILDREN’S PROGRAMS

As we have identified earlier, there are basically two streams of children’s divorce group
programs: those offered through court-connected services or by government, and those
offered through programs outside of the court setting (e.g., family service programs, church
related counseling programs, and programs in schools).* '

COURT-CONNECTED PROGRAMS

With regard to the court-connected programs, Jackson County, Missouri had an carly
program which implemented a children’s component to their mandatory divorce education
program.®’ This has been heralded as a major change in the legal and judicial system.® 1t
was the vision of the judges and commissioners of the Family Court Division to provide a
more “systemic, family-oriented approach,” recognizing that both the parents and children
are affected by the divorce and will have to be helped to deal with the process.” To that end,
they developed a court rule which required parents seeking a “marital dissolution or a
post-dissolution action involving child custody and/or visitation matters, and their children
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ages five to seventeen, 1o attend the education and awareness program.”® The Jackson
County Family Court had contracted with five providers “strategically” located throughout
the County to provide the program.” In this program the parent’s classes and the children’s
classes are held at the same time (two, two-hour classes); the program teaches “grief
reactions to divorce, techniques for talking to parents about their concerns, some basic legal
terms related to divorce, the fact that children are not to blame for divorce, and how to
identify and express their own reactions to divorce”®

In Jefferson County, Colorado, a group of professionals developed a three-hour class
offered at the courthouse which consists of a child and adolescent component added to
the court-ordered parenting classes for divorcing parents.® The curriculum added a skills
component, and based upon the ages of the group have different formats including
videos, drawing exercises, role plays and interactive discussions. The parents and chil-
dren attend classes separately, but simultaneously, and there is a final segment of the
class which consists of an interactive parent-child component.”® The program provides
“direct support to children and adolescents, helps normalize the myriad feelings children
and adolescents may experience, and recognizes a number of coping strategies. Addi-
tionally, specific skills training in the areas of communication and problem solving are
provided.”" '

In Hawati, in certain circuits, parents who are divorcing, parents not married who file
motions disputing custody or visitation, and their minor children, ages six to seventeen,
are required to attend the “Kids First” program.*”® Kids First is described as a program
designed to help parents understand the effects of separation and divorce on their chil-
dren and to help children cope with changes in their farnilies.®® Parents and their children
view a movie, and then the children are gronped by age and led by trained facilitators.”™
" Parents have their own program. Teens “vent their rage” by writing an unsent “Letter to
My Parents.” and they create a mock trial and ask questions about their “legal rights and
responsibilities as young adults”™ Younger children do a “Caring Circle™ activity in
which they identify people they can turn to for support when they are angry or sad, and
they have the opportunity to wear a judge’s robe and sit in the judge’s chair, which is
considered a highlight for them.™ _

On November 19, 2007, the Sixth Judicial District Court judges in fowa “began man-
dating class attendance for all children ages six to sixteen whose parents file for divorce in
Linn County™ at the Kids First program.” Like many of the other programs, the Kids First
program uses a combination of age-appropriate role-plays, artwork, games and video
clips.” The themes the program seeks to emphasize are the following: “Divorce is never the
kids’ fault; They are not alone: Kids share similar experiences; Their feelings are normal
and okay; It is important to express their feelings to parents and other adults in their support
network; They have a right not to be in the middle of their parents” fights and a right not to
take sides; They can know what to expect from the legal process; There is hope that things
can get better”™

New York has some court-affiliated programs, one of which is “PEACE for Kids.” It is
a joint project of Hofstra University College of Liberal Arts and Sciences and the Hofstra
University Law School, and has a curriculum for children in kindergarten through eighth
grade in operation in the cowrts of Nassau County, New York.” In Kings County, New York,
a four-hour program for children is conducted at the Family Court building, and is called
the “Children’s PACT program.””’ There is also a certified pareni education program given
out of both of those courthouses as part of the New York State Parent Education and
Awareness Program, but it is for parents only.”™®
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PROGRAMS OUTSIDE OF THE COURT SETTING

The most studied preventive school-based program was previously mentioned herein,
The Children of Divorce Intervention Program (CODIP). The program began in Rochester,
New York in 1982 and has undergone continued evaluation and research; CODIP can be,
and has been replicated and transported into a varicty of seftings.” The CODIP program’s
founder and director is JoAnne Pedro-Carroill, Ph.D. The program “consists of a series of
four procedure manuals tailored to the developmental needs of children based on grade
level, the Daring Dinosaurs Board Game, and the Feeling Faces poster.™ School personnel
incorporate these resources into their peer support groups, where children learn to “appro-
priately express their feelings about divorce, enhance their coping skills, clarify miscon-
ceptions, and enhance their perceptions of self and family”*' The efficacy of this program
has been discussed above. '

Another program in New York is the Children of Divorce Program at New York-
Presbyterian, Payne Whitney-Westchester in White Plains, New York. It is a ten-session
group program with sessions for children and parent groups, runming concurrently. Groups
are led by a co-therapy team of senior staff and faculty members trained in child develop-
ment and divorce issues, and they are kept small. There are sessions for preschool,
school-age, and early teenage children.” Among the goals of the groups for children are
“clarifying and problem-solving issues, such as loyalty conflicts and feelings of anxiety,
sadness and anger. Children are also helped to develop coping strategies and assertive
communication skills for divorce-related issues such as visitation, custody and reblended

families.”®

THE RESULTS OF OUR NATIONWIDE SURVEY

The results of our nationwide survey show that education programs for children whose
parents are separating or divorcing are available in many counties across the United States.
Through telephone conversations and e-rnail, we spoke with child education directors,
court personnel who are familiar with the programs, and the social workers and psycholo-
gists who lead the various programs. In conducting the survey of available programs, we
asked whether the program is required, and if so, whether there are any opt-out provisions,
the cost of attendance, the specifics of the program curriculum, and whether the children’s
program is simultancous with the parent program. We compiled our research into the chart
and key attached as Appendix A; however, this list is not an exhaustive one. As research
continues to demonstrate a need for child education programs, judges and educators are
initiating these programs, and thus new programs, are becoming available increasingly
throughout the United States. There are also many private programs run through the offices
of local therapists and various entities. Research on the benefits of specific programs are
still sparse and therefore the programs listed in Appendix A are a list of available programs
we were able to locate; they are not, in any way, an endorserment or a complete list of every
program throughout the United States.

As stated above, the results of our research set forth in Appendix A herein indicate that,
overall, ten states (or specific counties within a state) require a child of divorcing or
separating parents to attend an educational program pursuant to legislation, court order,
administrative order, administrative family court memorandum, or local court or county
rules. Ten states (or specific counties within a state) may require a child of divorcing or
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separating pareats, at the discretion of a judge, to altend an educational program pursuant
10 legislation, court order, administrative order, administrative family court memorandum,
or Idcal court or county rules. These programs range from court-sponsored to not-for-profit
private programs. Three of the states, however, fall in both categories, That is, Alabama,
Mississippi, and Wyoming have certain counties that mandate a child of divorcing or
separating parents to attend an educational program, while other counties in each state
leave it at the discretion of the Judge. Thirty-five states, however, do not require a child of
divorcing or separating parents to attend an educational program. In other words, while a
Judge may refer a child to a voluntary program, there is no legislation in place that allows
the judge the authority to mandate child attendance pursuant to a court order. These states
often offer a myriad of voluntary programs that a child may attend if a parent chooses to
pursue this route for his or her child. Lastly, Louisiana requires children in one county to
-attend a mandatory program, while all other counties have no such requirement, nor is it in
the discretion of the judge.

- For those states (or specific counties within a state) that uitimately require a child to
attend a mandatory education program, some programs do offer opt-out provisions. Parties
may be able to file a motion to waive attendance, which may be granted in the discretion of
the judge. The cost of attendance for ail of the programs currently in place range from no
cost to $145. There are often multiple programs within a state buwt, at the time of this
publication, twenty-three states offer at least one program at no cost to the child. In
addition, many other programs otfer discounted rates and the possibility of a fee waiver,
Regarding the curriculum, many states offer programs that last anywhere from several
hours to several weeks. Also, thirty-two states offer programs that run simultaneously with
a parent education program,

Ultimately, while many states have yet to develop legislation, court orders, administra-
tive orders, administrative family court memorandum, or local court or county rules
allowing a judge to mandate attendance pursuant to a court order, it appears that each state
has made efforts to provide children the opportunity to enroll in educational programs.
These programs are doing s0 by providing classes with little to no fee, with wide-ranging
curriculums, and with the opportunity for parents to take a class simultaneously with their
children. '

NEXT STEPS

Back in 1992, dedicated individuals in this field opined that one “relatively cost-free -
measure that the lawyers and legal system of each state can take that might help custody
disputes from becoming a judicially cognizable “‘dispute’ requiring resolution by adver-
sarial procedure,” would be “supporting school-based intervention programs for children
experiencing parental divorce and custody problems.”** A call was made then to have more
of such programs widely available, and a suggestion was made that where children of
divorce intervention programs already exist in a community, a mandatory parent education
program “would be an excellent opportunity to advise parents of that fact and to encourage
them to let their children participate.™® Taking that dream a step farther, the authors
suggested that assuming widespread availability of programs for children, parents should
be required to certify that their children have been enrolled in a school-based intervention
program and that they themselves have attended parent education programs before a
divorce is granted.®® Other experts have cited with approval the randomized experimental
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evaluations, earlier discussed herein, which demonstrated the “efficacy of children’s
multiple-session school-based coping programs to improve the mental health and adapta-
tion of children of divorce.”™ '

The survey in 2002 with regard to prospects of expanding divorcing parent education
and child coping services reported that “[a]pproximately one third of the counties planning
to make a change in their current services indicated that improving the quality of their
existing services or adding programming for children and adolescents were the forms of
change most desired.”® The authors called for the testing of programs to determine whether
they foster positive gains before implementation.® There has been research which indicates
that having court-affiliated educational programs for children, which have short-term and
limited interventions, may help children with their adjustment and can direct them to
services in the communiiy if they need additional help,” including intensive therapy. Many
commentators suggest, however, that more research needs to be done about which inter-
ventions work best, and how they work.”!

One expert summarizes the research, as follows:

... basic research on the processes by which interparental conflict leads to child maladjust-
ment indicates that prevention programs for parents will be most effective in fostering chil-
dren’s adaptation to divoree if they can reduce the leve! of destructive conflict that children are
exposed to, foster good parent-child relationships, and keep children from being caught in the
middle of parental tensions and disagreements. Although parents bear primary responsibility
for managing postdivorce conflict, programs for children also may be useful, particularly if
they help children develop skills for coping with situations in which they are pressured o side
with one patent against the other and help them to avoid feeling responsible for parental
problems.”

CONCLUSION

~ Ttis clear that the need for programs for children of divorce exists, and, if developed in

conformity with best practices, the programs prove to be helpful. The numbers of such
programs continue to grow. Having programs connected to the court makes sense since
court affiliated parent education programs exist throughout the United States. Having an
entity responsible for oversight of such programs, such as court administration, is essential
to ensure that no harm is being done to participants. Having education for both parents and
children guarantees that all members of the family have access to the requisite knowledge,
and a chance to practice the skills they have all learned. It is truly a family process.
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Continuation of Appendix A
KEY

1. States (or specific counties within a state) where all children of divorcing and separating
parents are required to attend a program;

Alabama, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
- Pennsylvania, Wyoming

2. States (or specific counties within a state) where judges, in their discretion, can require
children whose parents are separating or divorcing to attend a program pursuant to legis-
lation, court order, administrative order, administrative family court memorandum, or local
court or county rules.

Alabama, Arizona, Caiiforﬁia, lowa, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebrdska, Ohio,
Wyoming :

3. States that do not require children whose parents are separating or divorcing to attend a
program, meaning that while a Judge may refer a child to a program, there is no legislation
in place that allows the Judge the ability to mandate child attendance through a court order.

Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carelina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin

NOTES

1. The views expressed ir this article belong to Susan L. Pollet and do not reflect the views of the New York
State Unified Court System. I am gratefu? to Courtngy Chadwell, Maria Finoechio, Erin Hanlon and Brenda
Hernandez, Pace Law Student Interns, for their extensive research which formed the basis for this article and the
_chart and key in Appendix A.

2. Kate Stone Lombardi, Making a Case for Staying Together, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 4, 2001, available at
hetp://querynytimes.com/gst/ fullpage htmi?sec=health&res=9 AOCE2DD143EF937A35751 COA9679CEB6.

3. Marisa LaScala, PO.¥:We Still Love You But Not Each Other: What Happens To The Kids of Divorced
Parents? WESTCHESTER MAG., May 2008, available at htip://www.westchestermagazine.com/Westchester-
Magazine/May-2008/POV/. :

4. National Center for Healih Statistics, http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/divorce htm,

5. Children’s Institute, Children of Divorce Intervention Program, wwwnchildrensinsﬁtute.netfprogramsl'
CODIP/details/.

6. Joan B. Xelly, Psychological and Legal Interventions for Parents and Children in Custody and Access
Disputes: Current Research and Practice, 10 VA, . Soc. PoL’y & L. 129, 130-31 (2002).

7. Constance Myers Cottongim, The School’s Role as a Support System for Children of Parental Divorce
{Dec. 2002) (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, East Tennessee State University}(on file with the author).

8. See Appendix A herein.
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